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Cumulative Effects 

Introduction  
Prior to September 14, 20201, the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations defined 
cumulative effects as “the impact on the environment which results from the incremental impact of the 
action when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions regardless of what 
agency (Federal or non-Federal) or person undertakes such other actions. Cumulative impacts can result 
from individually minor but collectively significant actions taking place over a period of time” (40 Code of 
Federal Regulations [CFR] 1508.7). Cumulative actions are defined as “actions, which when viewed with 
other proposed actions, have cumulatively significant impacts and should therefore be discussed in the 
same impact statement” (40 CFR 1508.25). Cumulative effects are discussed in detail for each resource 
in the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). This document discusses the projects considered and 
records which projects were considered for each resource.  

For cumulative impacts to accrue, there must first be an impact from the action under review that can then 
be added to the impacts of other past, present, or reasonably foreseeable future actions that affect the 
same resource. The proposed Alaska Roadless Rule alternatives would affect management of roadless 
areas on the Tongass, as it relates to what and where harvests and road building could occur under the 
2016 Tongass Land and Resource Management Plan (Forest Plan). The 2016 Forest Plan in turn will 
guide the management the Forest. 

For most resources, the analysis area for the Alaska Roadless Rule constitutes lands within the 
boundaries of the Tongass National Forest (approximately 17.9 million acres, including 1.2 million acres 
of non-National Forest System [NFS] lands). However, the effect to Roadless Areas is considered both 
locally, at the Forest-scale, and nationally. At the national scale, the affected environment for the Alaska 
Roadless Rule constitutes all NFS lands currently, or in the past, managed under the Roadless Rule. As 
noted in CEQ’s guidance memorandum of June 24, 2005 (CEQ 2005), the effects of past actions can 
generally be captured by a description of the affected environment, which is detailed in the Chapter 3 of 
this EIS. Cumulative effects to Roadless Areas nationwide are presented in Chapter 3, Key Issue 1 – 
Protection of Roadless Area Characteristics. 

The Forest Service and U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) have a number of ongoing or recently 
finalized rulemaking and policy efforts that alone or in combination with the Alaska Roadless rule might 
affect management of NFS lands and resources. As these rules and policies are finalized, the Agency 
can integrate or clarify certain provisions within each rule or policy to ensure consistency, clarity, and 
effectiveness with other ongoing initiatives. The relationships of these efforts to the proposed and 
alternative planning rules are discussed below. 

Cumulative effects have been discussed throughout Chapter 3. The discussion of effects for many of the 
resources explores the effects of the alternatives in combination with other ongoing initiatives, strategies, 
policies, laws, etc. 

 
1 On September 14, 2020, the Council on Environmental Quality’s revised NEPA regulations became effective (see 
85 FR 43304). Those regulations apply to NEPA processes begun after September 14, 2020 (40 CFR 1506.13). 
While agencies may apply CEQ’s revised regulations to ongoing activities and environmental documents begun 
before September 14, 2020, the Forest Service has elected to complete this NEPA process using the prior 
regulations, recognizing that where existing agency NEPA procedures are inconsistent with CEQ’s revised 
regulations CEQ’s revised regulations govern unless there is a clear and fundamental conflict with the requirements 
of another statute.  
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Assumptions  
Projects and actions included in the cumulative effects analysis were identified by reviewing past records, 
reviewing scoping comments, interviewing knowledgeable individuals, analyzing the existing condition of 
the project area using the Tongass and other geographic information system (GIS) layers, reviewing 
current plans, and, where necessary, making reasonable assumptions. An underlying assumption 
throughout this EIS is that none of the Alaska Roadless Rule alternatives propose or authorized specific 
actions on the ground. Although road construction and/or timber harvest could potentially increase within 
some roadless areas, none of the alternatives predict a projected timber sale quantity (PTSQ) greater 
than the amount disclosed in the 2016 Forest Plan Amendment EIS (46 million board feet [MMBF] per 
year). On-the-ground activities, which would result in both direct and indirect effects, would be based on 
site-specific proposals, which are currently unknown, and would be addressed in subsequent project 
environmental analyses, including cumulative effects.  

Timeframe for Analysis 
The timeframe for this cumulative effects analysis encompasses past and future activities. Past activities 
include timber harvest and other activities that date back over 70 years, while future activities consider 
timber harvest up to 100 years in the future. Most other future activities can only be considered as 
reasonably foreseeable about 25 years or less into the future because of uncertainties beyond that point. 

Relevant Past, Present, and Reasonably Foreseeable Actions  

Rulemaking and Policy 
Roadless Rules 
In determining the cumulative effects, the Agency considered the current status of the various roadless 
rules: 

 The Roadless Area Conservation Rule, issued in 2001 (36 CFR Part 294); 
 The Idaho Roadless Rule, issued in 2008 (36 CFR Part 294 subpart C); 
 The Colorado Roadless Rule, issued in (36 CFR Part 394 subpart D); and 
 Utah petition for a Utah Roadless Rule. 
The Agency also considered current roadless area guidance, including Secretary’s Memorandum 1042-
157 (USDA 2012) and the Forest Service Chief’s delegation of authority to approve exceptions to the 
2001 Roadless Rule (USDA Forest Service 2018). The potential for combined effects of the alternatives 
in this programmatic EIS were considered with the anticipated effects of the Idaho Roadless Rule, the 
Colorado State Roadless Rule, and the Utah State rulemaking petition and preliminary alternatives. While 
it is possible that changes to roadless area conservation could happen at a national scale, by future 
congressional or executive action, these possibilities for change are too speculative and, therefore, are 
not analyzed. 

The effects of the Idaho Roadless Rule, the Colorado State Roadless Rule, and the Utah State 
rulemaking petition would not overlap; together they would modify the Roadless Rule or remove roadless 
lands. See Chapter 3, Key Issue 1 – Protection of Roadless Area Characteristics for discussion. 

Locatable and Leasable Minerals 
In September 2018, the Forest Service published two separate Advance Notices of Proposed Rulemaking 
(ANPR) in the Federal Register as first steps to update the agency’s regulations that address surface 
activities associated with exploration and development of locatable minerals, and to update regulations 
that address leasing and subsequent development of oil and gas resources. Revision of the regulations 
governing both locatable minerals and oil and gas resources (36 CFR 228 Subparts A & E) will help 
achieve more efficient permitting processes, which in turn reduces regulatory burdens. This would have a 
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positive effect on locatable and leasable mineral development. While development of locatable minerals 
within the Tongass would not be measurably affected by any of the Roadless Rule alternatives, access to 
leasable minerals could be improved within Roadless and Timber Priority Alaska Roadless Areas (ARAs), 
which would be a cumulative positive effect on leasable mineral development. 

Tongass Forest Plan – Karst Amendment 
The Tongass National Forest amended the Tongass Forest Plan in August 2020. The amendment 
removed Forest Plan Standard S-YG-KC-02 related to commercial timber harvest of young growth on 
lands identified as moderate vulnerability karst, modify Standard S-YG-KC-03. The purpose is to broaden 
the availability of young growth that is suitable for timber production by making the restrictions 
comparable to those for old-growth harvest on moderate vulnerability karst. The changes allow the 
transition to predominantly young-growth harvest to proceed more efficiently. 

Tongass Forest Plan – Central Tongass and South Revilla Project-specific 
Scenery Standard Amendment 
The Tongass National Forest is considering a project-specific amendment to the Tongass Forest Plan to 
allow the Central Tongass Project and the South Revilla Project to proceed in a manner that fulfills each 
project's stated purpose and need while otherwise being consistent with the Plan. The amendment would 
be to relax the Scenic Integrity Objectives (Forest Plan, p. 4-54) on portions of Mitkof, Zarembo, and 
Wrangell Islands, and Portage Bay located on Kupreanof Island and on Revilla Island, to improve timber 
sale economics for the commercial timber sales undertaken as part of this project only.  

2012 Planning Rule  
The 2012 planning rule for land management planning for the National Forest System was published in 
the Federal Register (FR) on April 9, 2012 (77 FR 21162), and it became effective on May 9, 2012. It was 
developed through the most collaborative rulemaking effort in Agency history to ensure an adaptive land 
management planning process that is inclusive, efficient, collaborative and science-based to promote 
healthy, resilient, diverse and productive National Forests and Grasslands. In January 2015, the Forest 
Service published the final planning directives, the key set of agency guidance documents that direct 
implementation of the 2012 planning rule. The 2016 Forest Plan Amendment was consistent with the new 
planning rule. Future Plan amendments or revisions would be consistent with the rule as well. 

Subsistence Regulations for Tongass National Forest Submerged Lands 
In May 2018, the Secretaries of the Departments of Agriculture and the Interior published the final rule for 
the Federal Subsistence Management Regulations for the Tongass National Forest Submerged Lands. 
This rule added submerged public lands within the Tongass National Forest to the subsistence 
regulations. Additional listings will be published as the Bureau of Land Management and the Forest 
Service continue their review of pre-statehood withdrawals. This rule would not affect the roadless areas, 
and none of the Alaska Roadless Rule alternatives would affect access or use of submerged lands for 
subsistence purposes. 

USDA Strategic Plan 2018 – 2022 
The USDA Strategic Plan for 2018–2022 (USDA 2018) includes a goal to ensure national forests and 
grasslands are managed to ensure productive and sustainable use. Objectives of this goal include 
contributing to the economic health of rural communities through use and access opportunities and 
ensuring lands and watersheds are sustainable, healthy, and productive.  

The Forest Service’s Strategic Plan for 2015-2020 (USDA Forest Service 2015) goals and objectives 
include sustaining the Nation’s forests and grasslands by fostering resilient, adaptive ecosystems to 
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mitigate climate change; mitigating wildfire risk; and delivering benefits to the public by providing 
abundant clean water, strengthening communities, and connecting people to the outdoors. 

Tongass Young-growth Transition 
On July 2, 2013, Secretary of Agriculture Thomas Vilsack issued Memorandum 1044-009, Addressing 
Sustainable Forestry in Southeast Alaska (USDA 2013). The memorandum directs management of the Tongass 
National Forest to expedite the transition away from old-growth timber harvesting and towards a forest products 
industry that uses predominantly second-growth – or young-growth – forests. Secretary Vilsack’s memorandum 
also directs that the transition must be implemented in a manner that preserves a viable timber industry that 
provides jobs and opportunities for Southeast Alaska residents. USDA's goal is to effectuate this transition, over 
the next 10 to 15 years, so that at the end of this period the vast majority of timber sold by the Tongass will be 
young growth. The Forest Plan was amended in 2016 to effectuate this transition. 

Each of the Alaska Roadless Rule action alternatives would help facilitate this transition by making more forest, 
including young growth, available for planning and offering timber sales under the 2016 Plan and increasing the 
Forest Service’s flexibility in locating harvests. None of the alternatives would alter the PTSQ. It is expected that 
the each of the Alaska Roadless Rule alternatives would improve the agency’s goal of transitioning away from 
old-growth harvesting towards a predominantly young-growth based industry. 

Actions within the Boundaries of the Tongass National Forest 
The 2016 Forest Plan FEIS, Appendix C (USDA Forest Service 2016) provides a full and detailed list of 
all the projects considered in the cumulative effects analysis, which has not changed substantially to date. 
Such reasonably foreseeable activities include, but are not limited to, timber harvest, residential 
development, mining, recreation and tourism, and road construction. This section summarizes and 
updates the list of past, present, and future activities considered based on a review of published material 
and available information about the Tongass National Forest and adjoining lands on various agency 
websites and the scoping process. It also examines other past projects, but most importantly, by looking 
hard at current conditions, residual effects of past human actions and natural events are captured, 
regardless of which particular action or event contributed those effects. The CEQ issued an interpretive 
memorandum on June 24, 2005 regarding analysis of past actions which states, “agencies can conduct 
an adequate cumulative effects analysis by focusing on the current aggregate effects of past actions 
without delving into the historical details of individual past actions.” For these reasons, the primary 
method of analyzing past actions is based on the cumulative change in environmental conditions to the 
present, as described in the affected environment sections of the EIS. To keep the cumulative effects 
analysis useful, manageable, and concentrated on the effects that are meaningful, greater effort is given 
to future activities that are more certain and geographically close to the affected lands with a focus on 
issues of greatest concern.  

Table B-1 lists and describes the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable projects and activities that 
are considered for analysis of cumulative effects. Table B-2 identifies the primary areas with potential 
interactions among the identified projects and actions and the primary resource areas. 

Table B-1  
Regional Projects Considered in Cumulative Effects Analyses 
Action or Activity Location Timing Description 
Past Actions    
Timber harvests and 
road construction 

Throughout 
Southeast 
Alaska 

1950s to 
present 

Over 460,000 acres of forest have been harvested and 
9,400 miles of road have been constructed on Forest as of 
2016. Additionally, there have been over 450,000 acres of 
forest land harvested on non-National Forest System (NFS) 
lands within the Forest boundary. Harvests and road 
construction have been concentrated on Prince of Wales 
and adjacent islands with large portions on Wrangell, Mitkof, 
Kupreanof, Kuiu, Revillagigedo, and Baranof Islands. 
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Table B-1 (continued) 
Regional Projects Considered in Cumulative Effects Analyses 
Action or Activity Location Timing Description 
Land Adjustments Throughout 

Southeast 
Alaska 

Various NFS lands have been conveyed to non-federal parties under 
the Native Allotment Act, Alaska Native Claims Settlement 
Act (ANCSA), Alaska National Interest Lands Conservation 
Act (ANILCA) and other authorities. In 2015, Sealaska 
Corporation received its final ANSCA entitlement and 
conveyance of 70,075 acres. Public Law 113-291 added 8 
new Land Use Designation (LUD) II areas, containing 
152,000 acres. Other land adjustments have occurred in the 
past and the Forest Service began acquiring lands at Cube 
Cove on Admiralty Island in 2016 and continues through the 
present. 

Mining Throughout 
Southeast 
Alaska 

1800s to 
present 

Historic mines include the Treadwell Mine and the Alaska 
Juneau Mine in Juneau; the Kensington and Jualin mines 
north of Juneau (recently reopened); the Ross-Adams 
uranium mine on Prince of Wales Island; the undeveloped 
Quartz Hill molybdenum deposit in the non-Wilderness 
Misty-Fjord National Monument; copper mines in the 
Ketchikan area; and many other deposits that were explored 
or developed throughout the Tongass. Mineral exploration 
and extraction have continued, at some level, since the first 
discoveries. More recently, the Greens Creek mine has 
been operating since the late 1980s, less three years during 
a shutdown in the 1990s, and the Kensington Mine 
reopened in 2010. 

Energy Throughout 
Southeast 
Alaska 

1800s to 
present 

There are about 20 existing hydropower projects on the 
Forest with a total capacity of about 200 megawatts. 

Recreation and 
Tourism 

Throughout 
Southeast 
Alaska 

1800s to 
present 

Tourism has occurred in Southeast Alaska since the late 
1800s. Over 1.2 million people visited Southeast Alaska in 
2016. Tourism activities on the Forest include use hunting 
and fishing outfitters and guides, helicopter landings and 
tours, access of the Forest from lodges, and enjoying Forest 
Service visitor centers. Dispersed recreation has steadily 
increased in Southeast Alaska along with the growth of the 
tourism industry, the growth of communities, and the 
development of roads. 

Community 
Development 

Throughout 
Southeast 
Alaska 

1800s to 
present 

Settlement and community development in Southeast 
Alaska occurred primarily from the late 1800s to the present. 
Mining, fishing, and fish canneries were the primary early 
factors encouraging settlement, later followed by logging. 
Today there are 32 communities in Southeast Alaska. 
Eleven of these communities have less than 100 people 
ranging up to Juneau with over 33,000. The footprint of 
these communities ranges in size from a few acres to 
several thousand acres. Road development is associated 
with community development and is covered above under 
timber harvest activities. 

Fish and Wildlife 
Habitat Enhancement 
and Regulatory Actions 

Forest-Wide 1960s to 
present 

A range of fish and wildlife habitat enhancement projects 
has occurred throughout Southeast Alaska. These projects 
were designed to improve forest, riparian, and stream 
habitats for fish and wildlife. They include extensive pre-
commercial thinning, riparian thinning, snag creation, 
instream and riparian rehabilitation; placement of large 
woody debris in streams; improving fish passage; and 
decommissioning roads. The number of locations and 
number of projects will vary year to year based on funding 
and need. 
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Table B-1 (continued) 
Regional Projects Considered in Cumulative Effects Analyses 
Action or Activity Location Timing Description 
Yellow cedar decline Throughout 

Southeast 
Alaska 

Past 50 
years 

Yellow-cedar decline and mortality has dramatically 
changed many of the forests of Southeast Alaska and this 
decline is believed to have been climate related. Aerial 
surveys have mapped approximately 585,000 acres of 
decline in a wide band from western Chichagof and Baranof 
Islands to the Ketchikan area (USDA Forest Service and 
ADNR 2015). 

Fire Throughout 
Southeast 
Alaska 

Historical Because of high precipitation levels, fire has not been a 
major factor in shaping the forests of Southeast Alaska. 
However, approximately 400 to 500 acres have burned 
annually on the Tongass.  

Windthrow Events Throughout 
Southeast 
Alaska 

Historical Small-scale windthrow events are very common throughout 
Southeast Alaska forests. These small events involve 
individual trees or small groups of trees. The open gaps in 
the canopy that result, allow young trees to colonize and fill 
the openings. Therefore, over time, complex, mixed-aged 
stands are produced.  

Present and Reasonably Foreseeable Actions 
Timber harvests and 
road construction 

Throughout 
Southeast 
Alaska 

Present + 
100 years 

Harvests and road construction will continue under the 
Forest Plan and may vary year to year. The 2016 Forest 
Plan FEIS predicted harvests of old- and young-growth over 
42,000 and 284,000 acres, respectively, over the next 100 
years with about 1,000 miles of new road. Harvests would 
affect an estimated 3.5 percent of the 9.7 million acres of 
forested land, 6 percent of all productive forest land, and 
less than 1 percent of productive old growth forests on the 
Tongass over 100 years. Harvests and road construction 
are expected to continue as described in the 2016 Forest 
Plan FEIS and transition to a young-growth based industry 
over 15 years. Additional harvests and road construction are 
expected on other lands. 

Land Adjustments Forest-wide 2018-2019 Public Law 115-31 authorized land exchange between the 
Alaska Mental Health Trust Authority and the Forest 
Service. The land exchange encompasses lands from nine 
remote Alaska communities and comprises approximately 
18,000 non-federal acres and 21,000 federal acres. Timber 
harvests are prohibited on the lands received from the 
Alaska Mental Health Trust Authority but are expected to 
occur on the lands provided.  
On the Tongass National Forest, the State of Alaska has 
approximately 12,145 acres remaining of land entitlement 
under the Alaska Statehood Act (43 CFR 2627.1(a)). 
The Forest Service began purchasing lands at Cube Cove 
and continues through the present and into the near future. 
At almost 23,000 acres, it was the largest single in-holding 
in the Admiralty Island National Monument. 
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Table B-1 (continued) 
Regional Projects Considered in Cumulative Effects Analyses 
Action or Activity Location Timing Description 
Mining Throughout 

Southeast 
Alaska 

Present 
and 
beyond 

Mineral exploration and development are expected to 
continue on the Forest and adjacent lands. Both the Greens 
Creek Mine on Admiralty Island and the Kensington Mine 
north of Juneau are active mines and expected to continue 
for some years based on successful continued exploration. 
As a result of successful exploration, the Greens Creek 
Mine has periodically sought and been authorized to expand 
its tailings tailings—the material left after the minerals have 
been removed—storage facility, most recently in 2013. 
Continued expansion is expected at both mines. Active 
mines generate waste water, waste rock, air emissions, and 
tailings. Several other sites are being prospected and 
explored with the intent to develop new mines. Development 
of leasable minerals, including geothermal, could occur, but 
there are no current leasable mineral activities on the 
Tongass and they are unlikely soon. 

Energy Throughout 
Southeast 
Alaska 

Present 
and 
beyond 

Hydropower will continue to be an important source of 
energy on the in Southeast Alaska. New sites, such as 
Angoon Hydroelectric and Sweetheart Lake, are expected to 
be developed and decrease community reliance on diesel. 
Transmission lines will be constructed to deliver energy to 
communities. 

Recreation and 
Tourism 

Throughout 
Southeast 
Alaska 

Present 
and 
beyond 

Over the long-term, recreation and tourism are expected to 
continue and increase in the future. 
In the near-term, levels of recreation and tourism are 
uncertain. At the time of writing, industry and government 
restrictions indicate that there will be no big cruise ships 
traveling to Southeast Alaska until at least July (Hseih 2020) 
due to the ongoing coronavirus pandemic. The effects of the 
travel restrictions on recreation and tourism are uncertain, 
but it is expected there will be sharp decline in 2020. 

General – Climate 
Change 

Throughout 
Southeast 
Alaska 

Present 
and 
beyond 

Some climate models for Southeast Alaska predict rising 
temperatures, a 10 percent decrease in summer 
precipitation in portions of the region, and decreased soil 
moisture due to increased evaporation during warmer, drier 
summer weather. These factors may lead to an increase in 
fire frequency and severity, further yellow-cedar decline, 
higher rates of insect and disease infestations, more severe 
windthrow events, and uncertain effects on stream flows, 
water temperature, and fisheries. 

Fish and Wildlife 
Habitat Enhancement 

Throughout 
Southeast 
Alaska 

Present 
and 
beyond 

Fish and wildlife habitat enhancement projects will continue 
to be implemented on the Forest and other lands. 

Yellow Cedar Decline Throughout 
Southeast 
Alaska 

Present 
and 
beyond 

As the climate continues to warm, yellow-cedar decline is 
likely to continue to spread, especially in the south and east. 
Conversely, yellow-cedar appears to be spreading 
northward as climate warms, into areas that retain snow 
longer into the spring. 

Fire Throughout 
Southeast 
Alaska 

Present 
and 
beyond 

Approximately 400 to 500 acres burn annually on the 
Tongass National Forest. Due to climate change, there may 
be an increased risk of forest fires but the effects are likely 
to be minor at the forest level. 

Regional 
Transportation 

Throughout 
Southeast 
Alaska 

Present 
and 
beyond 

The State of Alaska will continue to maintain and improve its 
regional transportation system including road and marine 
systems. As funding allows, new road systems may be 
developed to connect communities.  
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Table B-1 (continued) 
Regional Projects Considered in Cumulative Effects Analyses 
Action or Activity Location Timing Description 
Other Transportation 
Projects 

Throughout 
Southeast 
Alaska 

2016 and 
beyond 

The Forest Service will conduct transportation projects 
which will vary year to year based on funding and need. 
These include maintaining or improving existing roads and 
bridges, placing roads in storage, paving existing dirt roads, 
and improving fish passage at culverts. The State and local 
communities will also implement various transportation 
projects such as paving or resurfacing roads, road 
realignments, safety improvements, vessel and marine 
terminal improvements, etc. 
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Table B-2  
Interactions Between Resources and Actions or Projects  
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Past              
Timber harvests and road construction X X X  X X X  X  X X X 
Land Adjustments  X X  X X X X X X X X X 
Mining X X X  X         
Energy X  X X  X X X X X X X  
Recreation and Tourism X X X X  X     X X  
Community Development  X X X  X X X   X X X 
Fish and Wildlife Habitat Enhancement    X   X       X 
Yellow-cedar decline  X X X     X     
Fire   X X     X     
Windthrow Events   X X     X     
Present and Reasonably Foreseeable               
Timber harvests and road construction X X X  X X X  X  X X X 
Land Adjustments  X X  X X X X X X X X X 
Mining X X X  X         
Energy X  X X  X X X X X X X  
Recreation and Tourism X X X X  X     X X  
General – Climate Change   X X  X  X X  X  X 
Fish and Wildlife Habitat Enhancement    X   X       X 
Yellow Cedar Decline   X X     X     
Fire  X X     X      
Regional Transportation X X X X  X X X  X X X X 
Other Transportation Projects X X X X  X X X  X X X X 
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Table C-1  
Reported Outfitter/Guide Service Days by Outfitter/Guide Use Area 

Outfitter/Guide Use Area 

Reported Service Days 

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 
Grand 
Total 

Annual 
Average 

01-01 SKAGWAY AREA 5,392 3,716 3,496 3,561 3,411 19,576 3,915 
01-02 HAINES AREA 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
01-03 EAST CHILKATS 446 454 179 146 246 1,471 294 
01-04A BERNERS BAY 70 0 95 0 6 171 34 
01-04B N. JUNEAU COAST 175 72 121 89 6 463 93 
01-04C TAKU INLET 10 0 0 0 30 40 8 
01-04D SLOCUM INLET 264 109 90 171 108 742 148 
01-04E JUNEAU ICEFIELD 0 0 28 72 72 172 34 
01-05A TAKU HARBOR 91 113 93 256 171 724 145 
01-05B PORT SNETTISHAM 798 1,009 736 606 748 3,897 779 
01-05C WINDHAM BAY 784 805 873 1,080 638 4,180 836 
01-05D TRACY ARM 97 134 145 152 181 709 142 
01-05E FORDS TERROR 197 170 244 152 138 901 180 
01-05F ENDICOTT ARM 268 510 653 808 584 2,823 565 
04-01A GUT BAY, BARANOF 304 255 237 214 211 1,221 244 
04-01B PORT ARMSTRONG 125 88 113 130 68 524 105 
04-01C NELSON BAY 3 11 11 0 44 69 14 
04-02A REDOUBT LAKE 296 117 171 223 30 837 167 
04-02B WHALE BAY 269 229 289 235 173 1,195 239 
04-02C NECKER ISLANDS 143 86 71 56 90 446 89 
04-02D SW BARANOF 26 24 10 12 40 112 22 
04-03 SITKA AREA 5,213 4,733 6,005 5,614 6,597 28,162 5,632 
04-04A RODMAN BAY 250 428 385 347 508 1,918 384 
04-04B KELP BAY 4,048 4,427 5,316 5,343 5,494 24,628 4,926 
04-04C BARANOF WARM SPRINGS 103 152 91 64 102 512 102 
04-05 SW ADMIRALTY 263 341 220 278 398 1,500 300 
04-05B MITCHELL BAY 118 4 6 6 118 252 50 
04-06A PYBUS BAY 704 731 623 580 644 3,282 656 
04-06B ELIZA HARBOR 108 113 133 249 241 844 169 
04-07A GAMBIER BAY 151 114 138 110 96 609 122 
04-07B CANOE ROUTE 61 115 129 171 108 584 117 
04-08 NE ADMIRALTY 5 0 197 152 147 501 100 
04-09A SEYMOUR CANAL 48 65 105 93 88 399 80 
04-09B PACK CREEK 692 915 710 1,202 1,020 4,539 908 
04-10A GREENS CREEK 221 401 358 178 272 1,430 286 
04-10B NW ADMIRALTY 103 103 93 79 88 466 93 
04-11A PORT FREDERICK 10 15 78 1,358 3,021 4,482 896 
04-11B FRESHWATER BAY 178 228 1,838 2,235 2,468 6,947 1,389 
04-12 TENAKEE INLET 95 89 108 230 407 929 186 
04-13 PERIL STRAIT 744 1,057 1,473 1,254 1,368 5,896 1,179 
04-14 SLOCUM ARM 54 101 86 106 120 467 93 
04-15A LISIANSKI 68 3 82 33 14 200 40 
04-15B WEST YAKOBI ISLAND 13 12 74 119 100 318 64 
04-15C STAG BAY 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
04-15D PORTLOCK HARBOR 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
04-16A POINT ADOLPHUS 343 136 776 547 507 2,309 462 
04-16B NORTH CHICHAGOF 32 61 236 218 188 735 147 
04-16C IDAHO INLET 1,249 1,509 1,776 1,174 1,357 7,065 1,413 
04-16D PLI WILDERNESS 9 7 82 109 124 331 66 
04-16E PORT ALTHORP 1,330 1,469 1,711 1,917 1,820 8,247 1,649 
CRD 00-00NO AREA DESIGNATED 2,574 1,920 2,125 1,798 926 9,343 1,869 
J01 JUNEAU ICEFIELD 1 - GILKEY 
BACKCOUNTRY 

1,979 847 1,004 678 477 4,985 997 

J02 JUNEAU ICEFIELD 2 - EAGLE 36 0 0 8 0 44 9 
J03 JUNEAU ICEFIELD 3 - HERBERT 8,777 10,727 11,368 13,934 14,436 59,242 11,848 



Appendix C 

Outfitter/Guide Use Area Data Tables C-2 Final EIS 

Table C-1 (continued) 
Reported Outfitter/Guide Service Days by Outfitter/Guide Use Area 

Outfitter/Guide Use Area 

Reported Service Days 

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 
Grand 
Total 

Annual 
Average 

J04 JUNEAU ICEFIELD 4 - 
MENDENHALL 

498,478 513,379 526,612 526,179 519,867 2,584,515 516,903 

J05 JUNEAU ICEFIELD 5 - LEMON 0 3 145 129 70 347 69 
J06 JUNEAU ICEFIELD 6 - DEATH 
VALLEY 

47 0 0 9 32 88 18 

J07 JUNEAU ICEFIELD 7 - NORRIS 9,832 8,801 8,433 9,087 7,531 43,684 8,737 
J08 JUNEAU ICEFIELD 8 - TAKU 8,190 6,308 8,316 3,853 4,895 31,562 6,312 
J09 JUNEAU ICEFIELD 9 - TWIN 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
K01 WEST MISTY 28 30 26 9 4 97 19 
K02 NORTHEAST MISTY 138 90 63 25 67 383 77 
K03 SOUTH MISTY 35 70 76 38 19 238 48 
K04 DUKE ISLAND 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
K05 SOUTH MISTY LAKES 26 20 56 50 15 167 33 
K06 MISTY CORE LAKES 8,635 7,228 5,861 5,474 5,140 32,338 6,468 
K07 WALKER CHICKAMIN 30 44 15 15 6 110 22 
K08 BURROUGHS UNUK 16 40 19 33 10 118 24 
K09 ALAVA PRINCESS MANZANITA 

 
4 17 8 57 86 17 

K10 RUDYERD WINSTANLEY 72 70 80 14 48 284 57 
K11 GRAVINA ISLAND 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
K12 BELL ISLAND 402 376 461 471 441 2,151 430 
K13 EAST CLEVELAND 0 0 8 0 0 8 2 
K14 WEST CLEVELAND 3 9 0 0 0 12 2 
K15 WILSON BAKEWELL 50 28 88 118 52 336 67 
K16 KETCHIKAN CORE SPNW 2 1 0 0 0 3 1 
K17 GEORGE CARROLL THORNE 41 59 70 108 56 334 67 
K18 CENTRAL REVILLA SPNW 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
K19 NORTH REVILLA 217 269 101 286 193 1,066 213 
K20 HYDER SPNW 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
K21 PERCY HOTSPUR MARY 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
K22 HYDER NA 190 569 225 451 423 1,858 372 
K23 BETTON ISLAND 8 7,517 7,505 8,861 7,347 31,238 6,248 
K24 KETCHIKAN CORE NA 536 1,368 1,058 1,297 1,999 6,258 1,252 
K25 SOUTH REVILLA 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
K26 CENTRAL REVILLA NA 0 0 28 15 74 117 23 
K27 MARGARET BAY 1,682 1,929 1,954 1,914 2,309 9,788 1,958 
K28 NAHA BAY 0 0 0 0 7 7 1 
P01 MITKOF ISLAND 1,179 1,106 1,105 681 568 4,639 928 
P02 DUNCAN CANAL - WEST SIDE 130 80 111 61 110 492 98 
P04 DUNCAN CANAL - EAST SIDE 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
P05 WRANGELL 
NARROWS/WOEWODSKI IS. 

27 23 13 0 52 115 23 

P06 KUPREANOF ISLAND - NORTH 
SHORE 

92 137 235 172 114 750 150 

P07 PETERSBURG CREEK/DUNCAN 
SALT CHUCK 

1,050 851 884 2,105 2,591 7,481 1,496 

P08 NORTH LINDENBERG 
PENINSULA 

200 227 482 224 255 1,388 278 

P09 CENTRAL KUPREANOF 
ISLAND/ROAD SYSTEM 

0 3 0 64 0 67 13 

P10 SOUTHWEST KUPREANOF 
ISLAND 

263 405 398 349 337 1,752 350 

P11 ROWAN BAY/BAY OF PILLARS 907 822 540 459 613 3,341 668 
P12A SAGINAW/SECURITY/ 
WASHINGTON BAYS 

548 696 808 1,225 1,764 5,041 1,008 
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Final EIS  C-3 Outfitter/Guide Use Area Data Tables 

Table C-1 (continued) 
Reported Outfitter/Guide Service Days by Outfitter/Guide Use Area 

Outfitter/Guide Use Area 

Reported Service Days 

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 
Grand 
Total 

Annual 
Average 

P12B KUIU ISLAND ROAD SYSTEM 167 91 174 156 108 696 139 
P13 TEBENKOF BAY/KUIU WLDN 156 179 60 85 117 597 119 
P14 KEKU STRAIT/PORT CAMDEN 403 454 496 806 506 2,665 533 
P15 SOUTH KUIU ISLAND 116 157 0 56 19 348 70 
P16 REID/NO NAME BAYS 80 64 0 35 2 181 36 
P21 MUDDY RIVER AREA 474 330 411 263 257 1,735 347 
P22 THOMAS BAY/POINT 
VANDEPUT 

2,150 2,146 1,329 1,838 1,873 9,336 1,867 

P23 FARRAGUT BAY/CAPE 
FANSHAW 

81 85 108 150 180 604 121 

P24 BAIRD/PATTERSON GLACIERS 13 8 30 16 33 100 20 
SKAGWAY ICEFIELD - DENVER 8,950 10,109 7,319 7,271 9,816 43,465 8,693 
SI-EF SKAGWAY ICEFIELD - EAST 
FORK 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

SI-LG SKAGWAY ICEFIELD - LE 
GRANDE 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

SI-M SKAGWAY ICEFIELD - MEADE 13,324 14,352 15,219 15,204 16,751 74,850 14,970 
SI-S SKAGWAY ICEFIELD - 
SCHUBEE 

0 173 0 0 0 173 35 

TBRD 00-00NO AREA DESIGNATED 1,872 1,495 953 1,006 870 6,196 1,239 
W10 STIKINE - LECONTE 
WILDERNESS 

1,115 15 9 24 8 1,171 234 

W100 NORTH ETOLIN ISLAND 1,205 31 19 8 10 1,273 255 
W120 SOUTH ETOLIN ISLAND 
WILDERNESS 

794 7 9 0 12 822 164 

W130 VANK ISLAND GROUP 52 0 0 0 0 52 10 
W140 KASHEVAROF GROUP 125 14 24 93 210 466 93 
W150 LECONTE BAY (S-LC 
WILDERNESS) 

285 162 156 317 287 1,207 241 

W30 GARNET/MILL CREEK 31 24 0 221 158 434 87 
W40 MADAN/BOULDER 589 0 41 11 15 656 131 
W50 BRADFIELD CANAL AND 
RIVER 

136 2 7 0 0 145 29 

W60 ANAN CREEK 2,396 350 235 340 285 3,606 721 
W70 CLEVELAND PEN./DEER 
ISLAND 

963 10 0 0 0 973 195 

W80 WRANGELL ISLAND 756 3 0 0 0 759 152 
W90 ZAREMBO 95 26 26 8 11 166 33 
Y01 YAKUTAT BAY 0 0 46 0 0 46 9 
Y02 LOST TAWAH 20 0 35 12 0 67 13 
Y03 KUNYOSH SEAL CREEKS 0 0 12 0 0 12 2 
Y04 AHRNKLIN ANTLEN 0 0 213 0 0 213 43 
Y05 PIKE LAKES MOSER CREEK 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Y06 DANGEROUS RIVER 0 144 11 0 0 155 31 
Y07 OLD MIDDLE ITALIO 229 670 364 232 0 1,495 299 
Y08 ITALIO 61 180 87 45 0 373 75 
Y09 LOWER AKWE 184 238 604 400 0 1,426 285 
Y10 UPPER AKWE 0 2 28 5 0 35 7 
Y11 USTAY TANIS 11 4 0 0 0 15 3 
Y12 DRY BAY ALSEK 286 388 175 5 0 854 171 
Y13 BRABAZONS 0 0 10 

 
0 10 2 

Y14 HARLEQUIN LAKE 0 6 79 11 0 96 19 
Y15 RUSSELL NUNATAK FJORDS 0 4 33 33 28 98 20 
Y16 SITUK RIVER 345 1,787 2,897 1,955 2,278 9,262 1,852 
Source: Most recent five years of data (2013-2017) from the Tongass National Forest Outfitter/Guide Database.
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Outfitter/Guide Use Area Data Tables C-4 Final EIS 

 
Table C-2  
Change in Roadless Area Acres by Outfitter/Guide Use Area and Alternative 

Outfitter/Guide Use Area Total Acres 

Total 
Roadless 

Acres Change in Roadless Acres from Alt 1 
Alt 1 Alt 2 Alt 3 Alt 4a* Alt 4b** Alt 5 Alt 6 

01-01 SKAGWAY AREA  255,036   252,160  2,876 2,876 0 -2,168 -2,168 -252,160 
01-02 HAINES AREA  19,514   18,369  46 46 -2 -2,671 -7,735 -18,369 
01-03 EAST CHILKATS  361,545   244,171  -2,259 -2,259 -2,259 -18,638 -50,978 -244,171 
01-04A BERNERS BAY  239,889   237,760  -691 -46,139 -708 -18,450 -20,787 -237,760 
01-04B N. JUNEAU COAST  49,659   45,584  -1,084 -1,084 -1,088 -1,088 -17,091 -45,584 
01-04C TAKU INLET  259,153   255,094  1,987 1,987 -387 -387 -33,494 -255,094 
01-04D SLOCUM INLET  17,214   16,665  0 0 0 0 -13,446 -16,665 
01-04E JUNEAU ICEFIELD  230,787   230,758  -3 -5 -3 -3 -25,933 -230,758 
01-05A TAKU HARBOR  19,639   18,332  0 0 0 0 -5,393 -18,332 
01-05B PORT SNETTISHAM  370,367   366,502  837 837 0 0 -32,573 -366,502 
01-05C WINDHAM BAY  161,216   159,929  625 625 0 -44,063 -118,146 -159,929 
01-05D TRACY ARM  330,739   20  0 0 0 0 0 -20 
01-05E FORDS TERROR  24,386   -    0 0 0 0 0 0 
01-05F ENDICOTT ARM  368,545   69  0 0 0 -20 -42 -69 
04-01A GUT BAY, BARANOF  93,986   9  0 0 0 0 0 -9 
04-01B PORT ARMSTRONG  70,962   70,897  21 21 0 0 0 -70,897 
04-01C NELSON BAY  44,166   44,159  2 2 0 0 0 -44,159 
04-02A REDOUBT LAKE  45,074   41,918  -150 -150 -500 -5,617 -6,049 -41,918 
04-02B WHALE BAY  221,835   13  5 5 0 0 0 -13 
04-02C NECKER ISLANDS  6,197   3,205  1,749 1,749 0 -20 -20 -3,205 
04-02D SW BARANOF  54,366   54,104  239 239 0 0 0 -54,104 
04-03 SITKA AREA  345,862   296,576  456 456 -1,479 -26,870 -60,038 -296,576 
04-04A RODMAN BAY  75,427   45,371  7,639 7,639 -423 -5,405 -34,452 -45,371 
04-04B KELP BAY  144,680   131,182  230 230 -228 -11,569 -22,462 -131,182 
04-04C BARANOF WARM SPRINGS  28,929   28,929  0 0 0 0 0 -28,929 
04-05 SW ADMIRALTY  114,955   -    0 0 0 0 0 0 
04-05B MITCHELL BAY  61,008   -    0 0 0 0 0 0 
04-06A PYBUS BAY  55,674   -    0 0 0 0 0 0 
04-06B ELIZA HARBOR  85,206   -    0 0 0 0 0 0 
04-07A GAMBIER BAY  119,252   -    0 0 0 0 0 0 
04-07B CANOE ROUTE  86,687   -    0 0 0 0 0 0 
04-08 NE ADMIRALTY  128,063   40,137  -177 -177 -199 -199 -2,443 -40,137 
04-09A SEYMOUR CANAL  88,164   59  0 0 0 0 0 -59 
04-09B PACK CREEK  65,426   -    0 0 0 0 0 0 
04-10A GREENS CREEK  2,575   448  0 0 0 0 0 -448 
04-10B NW ADMIRALTY  256,234   39,783  -72 -72 -76 -76 -10,879 -39,783 
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Final EIS  C-5 Outfitter/Guide Use Area Data Tables 

 
Table C-2 (continued) 
Change in Roadless Area Acres by Outfitter/Guide Use Area and Alternative 

Outfitter/Guide Use Area Total Acres 

Total 
Roadless 

Acres Change in Roadless Acres from Alt 1 
Alt 1 Alt 2 Alt 3 Alt 4a* Alt 4b** Alt 5 Alt 6 

04-11A PORT FREDERICK  112,512   88,043  3,278 3,122 -368 -25,213 -48,870 -88,043 
04-11B FRESHWATER BAY  160,078   97,513  -1,319 -11,085 -11,714 -49,397 -49,438 -97,513 
04-12 TENAKEE INLET  312,435   247,557  7,869 -47,029 -16,774 -46,470 -104,363 -247,557 
04-13 PERIL STRAIT  232,130   168,913  19,926 -64,777 -1,120 -7,308 -53,059 -168,913 
04-14 SLOCUM ARM  97,008   146  8 5 0 0 -95 -146 
04-15A LISIANSKI  90,638   89,243  117 -54,256 -32 -32 -4,752 -89,243 
04-15B WEST YAKOBI ISLAND  39,706   20  0 -1 0 0 -2 -20 
04-15C STAG BAY  26,663   18  0 -1 0 0 0 -18 
04-15D PORTLOCK HARBOR  107,904   25  0 -25 0 0 0 -25 
04-16A POINT ADOLPHUS  8,888   8,888  0 -6,806 0 0 0 -8,888 
04-16B NORTH CHICHAGOF  64,726   59,828  12 -41,102 12 -15,065 -15,263 -59,828 
04-16C IDAHO INLET  53,504   53,437  67 -53,338 67 66 -94 -53,437 
04-16D PLI WILDERNESS  23,079   -    0 0 0 0 0 0 
04-16E PORT ALTHORP  19,475   19,341  127 -14,622 5 5 0 -19,341 
CRD 00-00NO AREA DESIGNATED  925,877   735,240  -4,049 -157,633 -39,977 -125,853 -268,322 -735,240 
J01 JUNEAU ICEFIELD 1 - GILKEY 
BACKCOUNTRY 

 315,751   315,751  0 -164 0 0 0 -315,751 

J02 JUNEAU ICEFIELD 2 - EAGLE  10,300   10,300  0 0 0 0 0 -10,300 
J03 JUNEAU ICEFIELD 3 - HERBERT  12,636   12,636  0 0 0 0 -226 -12,636 
J04 JUNEAU ICEFIELD 4 - MENDENHALL  38,095   36,528  -531 -531 -531 -531 -9,728 -36,528 
J05 JUNEAU ICEFIELD 5 - LEMON  12,427   12,427  0 0 0 0 -1,542 -12,427 
J06 JUNEAU ICEFIELD 6 - DEATH VALLEY  54,498   54,498  0 0 0 0 0 -54,498 
J07 JUNEAU ICEFIELD 7 - NORRIS  37,781   37,781  0 0 0 0 0 -37,781 
J08 JUNEAU ICEFIELD 8 - TAKU  35,343   35,343  0 0 0 0 0 -35,343 
J09 JUNEAU ICEFIELD 9 - TWIN  61,660   61,660  0 0 0 0 0 -61,660 
K01 WEST MISTY  192,830   573  0 -106 -106 -181 -226 -573 
K02 NORTHEAST MISTY  1,300,687   132,415  0 0 0 -41 -70 -132,415 
K03 SOUTH MISTY  628,890   2,532  0 0 0 0 0 -2,532 
K04 DUKE ISLAND  40,202   39,757  380 380 0 0 0 -39,757 
K05 SOUTH MISTY LAKES  14,878   1,022  0 0 0 0 0 -1,022 
K06 MISTY CORE LAKES  57,861   25  0 0 0 0 0 -25 
K07 WALKER CHICKAMIN  14,320   -    0 0 0 0 0 0 
K08 BURROUGHS UNUK  29,455   -    0 0 0 0 0 0 
K09 ALAVA PRINCESS MANZANITA  20,568   5  1 1 0 0 0 -5 
K10 RUDYERD WINSTANLEY  20,285   -    0 0 0 0 0 0 
K11 GRAVINA ISLAND  39,700   38,265  -333 -333 -591 -3,604 -17,105 -38,265 



Appendix C 

Outfitter/Guide Use Area Data Tables C-6 Final EIS 

Table C-2 (continued) 
Change in Roadless Area Acres by Outfitter/Guide Use Area and Alternative 

Outfitter/Guide Use Area Total Acres 

Total 
Roadless 

Acres Change in Roadless Acres from Alt 1 
Alt 1 Alt 2 Alt 3 Alt 4a* Alt 4b** Alt 5 Alt 6 

K12 BELL ISLAND  137,694   137,358  36 31 -9 -9 -21,837 -137,358 
K13 EAST CLEVELAND  87,531   85,189  -329 -329 -462 -462 -34,417 -85,189 
K14 WEST CLEVELAND  73,232   73,137  -1,139 -1,139 -1,216 -1,216 -28,633 -73,137 
K15 WILSON BAKEWELL  13,440   10,981  -134 -134 -154 -154 -154 -10,981 
K16 KETCHIKAN CORE SPNW  46,341   44,886  -122 -9,169 -5,539 -8,999 -18,459 -44,886 
K17 GEORGE CARROLL THORNE  137,434   117,781  -5,237 -25,165 -25,022 -48,596 -57,294 -117,781 
K18 CENTRAL REVILLA SPNW  92,792   62,011  -707 -31,452 -9,182 -30,385 -28,006 -62,011 
K19 NORTH REVILLA  70,401   59,814  -426 -426 -427 -9,602 -13,347 -59,814 
K20 HYDER SPNW  121,348   117,841  -111 -111 -111 -111 -35,363 -117,841 
K21 PERCY HOTSPUR MARY  6,924   5,329  689 689 -4 -4 -4 -5,329 
K22 HYDER NA  7,261   4,065  -21 -21 -21 -21 -3,878 -4,065 
K23 BETTON ISLAND  5,028   4,351  -575 -575 -1,126 -1,126 -1,126 -4,351 
K24 KETCHIKAN CORE NA  19,239   15,148  -743 -1,429 -1,429 -1,487 -1,484 -15,148 
K25 SOUTH REVILLA  40,219   8,460  -4,609 -5,780 -5,660 -7,337 -7,001 -8,460 
K26 CENTRAL REVILLA NA  15,451   405  -22 -398 -398 -405 -405 -405 
K27 MARGARET BAY  9,707   627  -82 -328 -306 -507 -506 -627 
K28 NAHA BAY  5,273   5,264  9 -4,961 -65 -65 -166 -5,264 
P01 MITKOF ISLAND  109,302   35,054  -286 -4,244 -4,376 -18,048 -22,476 -35,054 
P02 DUNCAN CANAL - WEST SIDE  73,636   67,468  180 180 -31 -9,677 -29,826 -67,468 
P04 DUNCAN CANAL - EAST SIDE  53,325   31,441  -5,988 -17,748 -17,817 -24,557 -22,933 -31,441 
P05 WRANGELL NARROWS/WOEWODSKI 
IS. 

 17,033   15,293  235 40 -311 -1,605 -12,225 -15,293 

P06 KUPREANOF ISLAND - NORTH 
SHORE 

 11,303   11,244  -4 -130 -133 -1,579 -1,454 -11,244 

P07 PETERSBURG CREEK/DUNCAN SALT 
CHUCK 

 49,950   1,469  1,343 1,167 -203 -223 -207 -1,469 

P08 NORTH LINDENBERG PENINSULA  75,605   59,007  -10,681 -28,098 -28,123 -38,976 -48,981 -59,007 
P09 CENTRAL KUPREANOF 
ISLAND/ROAD SYSTEM 

 223,302   190,321  -12,963 -16,236 -16,662 -52,068 -132,338 -190,321 

P10 SOUTHWEST KUPREANOF ISLAND  93,507   87,142  -567 -33,846 -723 -10,820 -43,283 -87,142 
P11 ROWAN BAY/BAY OF PILLARS  28,721   24,944  520 -19,688 -35 -35 -35 -24,944 
P12A SAGINAW/SECURITY/ 
WASHINGTON BAYS 

 32,450   25,571  -560 -562 -776 -1,152 -1,250 -25,571 

P12B KUIU ISLAND ROAD SYSTEM  134,852   41,428  2,529 -4,458 -8,197 -19,049 -30,932 -41,428 
P13 TEBENKOF BAY/KUIU WILDERNESS  127,218   299  31 -75 0 0 -36 -299 
P14 KEKU STRAIT/PORT CAMDEN  102,299   97,504  975 939 -595 -3,415 -22,559 -97,504 
P15 SOUTH KUIU ISLAND  62,824   62,150  313 313 -3 -3 -3 -62,150 
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Final EIS  C-7 Outfitter/Guide Use Area Data Tables 

Table C-2 (continued) 
Change in Roadless Area Acres by Outfitter/Guide Use Area and Alternative 

Outfitter/Guide Use Area Total Acres 

Total 
Roadless 

Acres Change in Roadless Acres from Alt 1 
Alt 1 Alt 2 Alt 3 Alt 4a* Alt 4b** Alt 5 Alt 6 

P16 REID/NO NAME BAYS  43,191   27,185  13,874 10,588 -110 -868 -11,915 -27,185 
P21 MUDDY RIVER AREA  63,357   43,101  -233 -7,917 -7,924 -26,689 -28,919 -43,101 
P22 THOMAS BAY/POINT VANDEPUT  76,810   74,892  -95 -95 -124 -4,117 -12,122 -74,892 
P23 FARRAGUT BAY/CAPE FANSHAW  66,716   66,026  -106 -106 -182 -2,994 -33,655 -66,026 
P24 BAIRD/PATTERSON GLACIERS  402,216   402,198  0 0 0 -9 -1,651 -402,198 
SI-D SKAGWAY ICEFIELD - DENVER  19,600   19,600  0 0 0 0 0 -19,600 
SI-EF SKAGWAY ICEFIELD - EAST FORK  499   499  0 0 0 0 0 -499 
SI-LG SKAGWAY ICEFIELD - LE GRANDE  640   640  0 0 0 0 0 -640 
SI-M SKAGWAY ICEFIELD - MEADE  25,730   25,730  0 0 0 0 0 -25,730 
SI-S SKAGWAY ICEFIELD - SCHUBEE  2,934   2,934  0 0 0 0 0 -2,934 
TBRD 00-00NO AREA DESIGNATED  901,506   364,798  -13,619 -193,327 -80,038 -112,386 -133,003 -364,798 
W10 STIKINE - LECONTE WILDERNESS  263,581   192  0 0 0 0 -47 -192 
W100 NORTH ETOLIN ISLAND  151,750   121,633  -5,213 -19,838 -21,021 -35,299 -74,491 -121,633 
W120 SOUTH ETOLIN ISLAND 
WILDERNESS 

 82,517   180  -12 -12 -12 -89 -176 -180 

W130 VANK ISLAND GROUP  22,927   13,121  -40 -40 -76 -76 -8,857 -13,121 
W140 KASHEVAROF GROUP  11,470   4,773  1,040 1,040 -41 -41 -41 -4,773 
W150 LECONTE BAY (S-LC WILDERNESS)  175,361   894  14 14 0 -50 -50 -894 
W30 GARNET/MILL CREEK  56,850   56,830  0 0 0 0 -46,032 -56,830 
W40 MADAN/BOULDER  105,035   104,872  -316 -316 -358 -358 -22,198 -104,872 
W50 BRADFIELD CANAL AND RIVER  516,308   488,672  206 176 -76 -125,730 -147,741 -488,672 
W60 ANAN CREEK  38,615   38,305  0 -37,926 -116 -279 -247 -38,305 
W70 CLEVELAND PEN./DEER ISLAND  48,383   38,451  -4,237 -8,086 -8,605 -15,986 -29,415 -38,451 
W80 WRANGELL ISLAND  113,539   69,791  -5,177 -20,655 -21,019 -38,878 -51,543 -69,791 
W90 ZAREMBO  116,402   54,049  -8,562 -12,204 -12,220 -32,237 -32,228 -54,049 
Y01 YAKUTAT BAY  69,745   9,378  94 -8,307 -8,787 -8,787 -386 -9,378 
Y02 LOST TAWAH  9,112   3,330  -283 -283 -283 -3,279 -3,330 -3,330 
Y03 KUNYOSH SEAL CREEKS  49,765   47,087  -593 -593 -593 -5,274 -5,381 -47,087 
Y04 AHRNKLIN ANTLEN  30,315   28,637  -92 -92 -92 -2,121 -2,158 -28,637 
Y05 PIKE LAKES MOSER CREEK  43,577   10,681  -72 -72 -72 -5,452 -5,492 -10,681 
Y06 DANGEROUS RIVER  27,110   26,328  268 -18,797 -4,855 -5,231 -440 -26,328 
Y07 OLD MIDDLE ITALIO  20,869   20,869  -38 -20,869 -2,904 -2,904 -38 -20,869 
Y08 ITALIO  23,500   23,464  0 -23,199 -48 -48 0 -23,464 
Y09 LOWER AKWE  3,234   1,641  -125 -1,641 -1,423 -1,423 -125 -1,641 
Y10 UPPER AKWE  43,230   42,503  0 -32,801 -183 -183 0 -42,503 
Y11 USTAY TANIS  53,356   52,180  -62 -24,319 -559 -559 -62 -52,180 
Y12 DRY BAY ALSEK  53,339   51,712  16 -29,232 -4,015 -4,015 0 -51,712 



Appendix C 

Outfitter/Guide Use Area Data Tables C-8 Final EIS 

Table C-2 (continued) 
Change in Roadless Area Acres by Outfitter/Guide Use Area and Alternative 

Outfitter/Guide Use Area Total Acres 

Total 
Roadless 

Acres Change in Roadless Acres from Alt 1 
Alt 1 Alt 2 Alt 3 Alt 4a* Alt 4b** Alt 5 Alt 6 

Y13 BRABAZONS  436,629   426,364  0 0 0 0 0 -426,364 
Y14 HARLEQUIN LAKE  103,270   75,526  0 -293 0 -1,080 -1,088 -75,526 
Y15 RUSSELL NUNATAK FJORDS  214,066   1,851  -64 -64 -64 -64 -64 -1,851 
Y16 SITUK RIVER  38,676   19,868  -8,227 -10,016 -10,072 -11,676 -10,263 -19,868 
Total  16,730,220   9,368,434  -32,163 -1,144,256 -393,934 -1,151,291 -2,321,230 -9,368,434 

*The first set of estimates for Alternative 4 (4a) shows the net change in acres classified as roadless.  
**The second set of estimates for Alternative 4 (4b) also subtracts the acres that would be managed as Timber Priority because road construction would be 
allowed in these areas.  
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Final EIS  C-9 Outfitter/Guide Use Area Data Tables 

Table C-3  
Change in Development LUD Acres without Roadless Protection by Outfitter/Guide Use Area and Alternative 

Outfitter/Guide Use Area Total Acres 

Total 
Development 

LUD Acres  Change in Development LUD Acres from Alt 1 
Alt 1 Alt 2 Alt 3 Alt 4 Alt 5 Alt 6 

01-01 SKAGWAY AREA 255,036 0 0 0 0 2,168 2,168 
01-02 HAINES AREA 19,514 480 2 2 2 5,263 5,263 
01-03 EAST CHILKATS 361,545 16,105 2,049 2,049 2,049 50,441 50,441 
01-04A BERNERS BAY 239,889 990 581 581 581 19,466 19,466 
01-04B N. JUNEAU COAST 49,659 610 2 2 2 3,064 3,064 
01-04C TAKU INLET 259,153 1,416 297 297 297 30,382 30,382 
01-04D SLOCUM INLET 17,214 504 0 0 0 13,446 13,446 
01-04E JUNEAU ICEFIELD 230,787 11 0 0 0 14 14 
01-05A TAKU HARBOR 19,639 189 0 0 0 5,358 5,358 
01-05B PORT SNETTISHAM 370,367 808 0 0 0 32,569 32,569 
01-05C WINDHAM BAY 161,216 584 -149 -149 0 117,850 117,852 
01-05D TRACY ARM 330,739 0 0 0 0 0 0 
01-05E FORDS TERROR 24,386 0 0 0 0 0 0 
01-05F ENDICOTT ARM 368,545 0 0 0 0 42 42 
04-01A GUT BAY, BARANOF 93,986 0 0 0 0 0 0 
04-01B PORT ARMSTRONG 70,962 0 0 0 0 0 0 
04-01C NELSON BAY 44,166 0 0 0 0 0 0 
04-02A REDOUBT LAKE 45,074 1,686 301 301 301 5,849 5,849 
04-02B WHALE BAY 221,835 0 0 0 0 0 0 
04-02C NECKER ISLANDS 6,197 0 0 0 0 20 20 
04-02D SW BARANOF 54,366 0 0 0 0 0 0 
04-03 SITKA AREA 345,862 24,386 465 465 467 58,947 58,951 
04-04A RODMAN BAY 75,427 24,368 -6,257 -6,257 302 34,306 34,306 
04-04B KELP BAY 144,680 10,447 182 182 195 22,341 22,341 
04-04C BARANOF WARM SPRINGS 28,929 0 0 0 0 0 0 
04-05A SW ADMIRALTY 114,955 0 0 0 0 0 0 
04-05B MITCHELL BAY 61,008 0 0 0 0 0 0 
04-06A PYBUS BAY 55,674 0 0 0 0 0 0 
04-06B ELIZA HARBOR 85,206 0 0 0 0 0 0 
04-07A GAMBIER BAY 119,252 0 0 0 0 0 0 
04-07B CANOE ROUTE 86,687 0 0 0 0 0 0 
04-08 NE ADMIRALTY 128,063 0 0 0 0 0 0 
04-09A SEYMOUR CANAL 88,164 0 0 0 0 0 0 
04-09B PACK CREEK 65,426 0 0 0 0 0 0 
04-10A GREENS CREEK 2,575 0 0 0 0 0 0 
04-10B NW ADMIRALTY 256,234 0 0 0 0 0 0 
04-11A PORT FREDERICK 112,512 14,815 -3,051 -2,957 209 48,677 48,677 
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Outfitter/Guide Use Area Data Tables C-10 Final EIS 

 
Table C-3 (continued) 
Change in Development LUD Acres without Roadless Protection by Outfitter/Guide Use Area and Alternative 

Outfitter/Guide Use Area Total Acres 

Total 
Development 

LUD Acres  Change in Development LUD Acres from Alt 1 
Alt 1 Alt 2 Alt 3 Alt 4 Alt 5 Alt 6 

04-11B FRESHWATER BAY 160,078 47,176 1,667 10,737 10,737 49,119 49,120 
04-12 TENAKEE INLET 312,370 47,494 -7,562 2,825 11,844 104,096 104,100 
04-13 PERIL STRAIT 232,130 49,419 -17,470 -17,464 712 52,386 52,391 
04-14 SLOCUM ARM 97,008 0 0 0 0 95 95 
04-15A LISIANSKI 90,638 0 0 0 0 0 0 
04-15B WEST YAKOBI ISLAND 39,706 0 0 0 0 0 0 
04-15C STAG BAY 26,663 0 0 0 0 0 0 
04-15D PORTLOCK HARBOR 107,904 0 0 0 0 0 0 
04-16A POINT ADOLPHUS 8,888 0 0 0 0 0 0 
04-16B NORTH CHICHAGOF 64,726 4,789 34 34 34 15,204 15,204 
04-16C IDAHO INLET 53,504 0 0 0 0 94 94 
04-16D PLI WILDERNESS 23,079 0 0 0 0 0 0 
04-16D PORT ALTHORP 19,475 0 0 0 0 0 0 
CRD 00-00NO AREA DESIGNATED 925,876 66,339 16,393 37,161 41,389 244,548 256,527 
J01 JUNEAU ICEFIELD 1 - GILKEY 
BACKCOUNTRY 

315,751 0 0 0 0 0 0 

J02 JUNEAU ICEFIELD 2 - EAGLE 10,300 0 0 0 0 0 0 
J03 JUNEAU ICEFIELD 3 - HERBERT 12,636 0 0 0 0 0 0 
J04 JUNEAU ICEFIELD 4 - MENDENHALL 38,095 0 0 0 0 0 0 
J05 JUNEAU ICEFIELD 5 - LEMON 12,427 0 0 0 0 0 0 
J06 JUNEAU ICEFIELD 6 - DEATH VALLEY 54,498 0 0 0 0 0 0 
J07 JUNEAU ICEFIELD 7 - NORRIS 37,781 0 0 0 0 0 0 
J08 JUNEAU ICEFIELD 8 - TAKU 35,343 0 0 0 0 0 0 
J09 JUNEAU ICEFIELD 9 - TWIN 61,660 0 0 0 0 0 0 
K01 WEST MISTY 192,830 35 0 106 106 225 225 
K02 NORTHEAST MISTY 1,300,687 0 0 0 0 41 41 
K03 SOUTH MISTY 628,890 0 0 0 0 0 0 
K04 DUKE ISLAND 40,202 0 0 0 0 0 0 
K05 SOUTH MISTY LAKES 14,878 0 0 0 0 0 0 
K06 MISTY CORE LAKES 57,861 0 0 0 0 0 0 
K07 WALKER CHICKAMIN 14,320 0 0 0 0 0 0 
K08 BURROUGHS UNUK 29,455 0 0 0 0 0 0 
K09 ALAVA PRINCESS MANZANITA 20,568 0 0 0 0 0 0 
K10 RUDYERD WINSTANLEY 20,285 0 0 0 0 0 0 
K11 GRAVINA ISLAND 39,700 1,044 358 358 358 16,218 16,218 
K12 BELL ISLAND 137,694 62 0 0 0 21,784 21,785 
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Final EIS  C-11 Outfitter/Guide Use Area Data Tables 

Table C-3 (continued) 
Change in Development LUD Acres without Roadless Protection by Outfitter/Guide Use Area and Alternative 

Outfitter/Guide Use Area Total Acres 

Total 
Development 

LUD Acres  Change in Development LUD Acres from Alt 1 
Alt 1 Alt 2 Alt 3 Alt 4 Alt 5 Alt 6 

K13 EAST CLEVELAND 87,531 156 137 137 137 33,504 33,505 
K14 WEST CLEVELAND 73,232 0 0 0 0 24,216 24,216 
K15 WILSON BAKEWELL 13,440 0 0 0 0 0 0 
K16 KETCHIKAN CORE SPNW 46,341 1,255 27 5,245 5,245 18,349 18,349 
K17 GEORGE CARROLL THORNE 137,434 16,590 4,471 23,611 23,612 56,195 56,196 
K18 CENTRAL REVILLA SPNW 92,792 24,899 634 6,697 6,697 27,933 27,934 
K19 NORTH REVILLA 70,401 9,377 303 303 303 13,208 13,209 
K20 HYDER SPNW 121,348 98 0 0 0 4,013 4,100 
K21 PERCY HOTSPUR MARY 6,924 0 0 0 0 0 0 
K22 HYDER NA 7,261 2,953 6 6 6 3,279 3,333 
K23 BETTON ISLAND 5,028 0 0 0 0 0 0 
K24 KETCHIKAN CORE NA 19,239 1,616 13 695 695 754 754 
K25 SOUTH REVILLA 40,219 29,389 4,186 4,899 4,899 6,576 6,576 
K26 CENTRAL REVILLA NA 15,451 12,318 22 398 398 405 405 
K27 MARGARET BAY 9,707 7,090 72 295 295 497 497 
K28 NAHA BAY 5,273 0 0 67 67 166 166 
P01 MITKOF ISLAND 109,302 56,859 140 4,098 4,098 22,198 22,199 
P02 DUNCAN CANAL - WEST SIDE 73,636 1,823 9 9 9 29,788 29,795 
P04 DUNCAN CANAL - EAST SIDE 53,325 19,011 5,417 14,660 14,729 22,363 22,364 
P05 WRANGELL NARROWS/WOEWODSKI 
IS. 

17,033 489 -194 1 309 12,130 12,130 

P06 KUPREANOF ISLAND - NORTH 
SHORE 

11,303 0 0 1 1 1,446 1,446 

P07 PETERSBURG CREEK/DUNCAN SALT 
CHUCK 

49,950 0 27 114 114 207 207 

P08 NORTH LINDENBERG PENINSULA 75,605 13,525 10,157 24,318 24,335 48,445 48,446 
P09 CENTRAL KUPREANOF ISLAND/ROAD 
SYSTEM 

223,302 28,963 12,924 14,527 14,527 131,863 131,868 

P10 SOUTHWEST KUPREANOF ISLAND 93,507 3,241 355 355 355 42,877 42,877 
P11 ROWAN BAY/BAY OF PILLARS 28,721 46 0 0 0 0 0 
P12A SAGINAW/SECURITY/WASHINGTON 
BAYS 

32,450 4,006 635 636 636 1,098 1,099 

P12B KUIU ISLAND ROAD SYSTEM 134,852 76,994 -2,558 4,425 7,913 30,622 30,622 
P13 TEBENKOF BAY/KUIU WILDERNESS 127,218 13 -13 -13 0 36 36 
P14 KEKU STRAIT/PORT CAMDEN 102,299 1,134 415 450 485 22,275 22,284 
P15 SOUTH KUIU ISLAND 62,824 0 0 0 0 0 0 
P16 REID/NO NAME BAYS 43,191 13,380 -11,862 -11,862 292 11,892 11,892 
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Outfitter/Guide Use Area Data Tables C-12 Final EIS 

Table C-3 (continued) 
Change in Development LUD Acres without Roadless Protection by Outfitter/Guide Use Area and Alternative 

Outfitter/Guide Use Area Total Acres 

Total 
Development 

LUD Acres  Change in Development LUD Acres from Alt 1 
Alt 1 Alt 2 Alt 3 Alt 4 Alt 5 Alt 6 

P21 MUDDY RIVER AREA 63,357 16,651 236 7,796 7,796 28,713 28,713 
P22 THOMAS BAY/POINT VANDEPUT 76,810 1,160 114 114 114 12,111 12,111 
P23 FARRAGUT BAY/CAPE FANSHAW 66,716 166 76 76 76 33,546 33,546 
P24 BAIRD/PATTERSON GLACIERS 402,216 0 0 0 0 1,651 1,651 
SI-D SKAGWAY ICEFIELD - DENVER 19,600 0 0 0 0 0 0 
SI-EF SKAGWAY ICEFIELD - EAST FORK 499 0 0 0 0 0 0 
SI-LG SKAGWAY ICEFIELD - LE GRANDE 640 0 0 0 0 0 0 
SI-M SKAGWAY ICEFIELD - MEADE 25,730 0 0 0 0 0 0 
SI-S SKAGWAY ICEFIELD - SCHUBEE 2,934 0 0 0 0 0 0 
TBRD 00-00NO AREA DESIGNATED 901,507 326,652 12,415 60,737 61,064 127,126 127,126 
W10 STIKINE - LECONTE WILDERNESS 263,581 0 0 0 0 47 47 
W100 NORTH ETOLIN ISLAND 151,750 26,040 5,977 18,098 18,253 73,999 74,002 
W120 SOUTH ETOLIN ISLAND 
WILDERNESS 

82,517 0 12 12 12 176 176 

W130 VANK ISLAND GROUP 22,927 9,420 74 74 74 8,850 8,850 
W140 KASHEVAROF GROUP 11,470 5,507 -4 -4 0 0 0 
W150 LECONTE BAY (S-LC WILDERNESS) 175,361 0 0 0 0 50 50 
W30 GARNET/MILL CREEK 56,850 0 0 0 0 45,821 45,821 
W40 MADAN/BOULDER 105,035 88 34 34 34 14,610 14,632 
W50 BRADFIELD CANAL AND RIVER 516,308 17,806 64 64 64 147,638 147,638 
W60 ANAN CREEK 38,615 0 0 62 62 247 247 
W70 CLEVELAND PEN./DEER ISLAND 48,383 8,245 4,848 6,435 6,435 29,268 29,269 
W80 WRANGELL ISLAND 113,539 30,549 5,109 16,538 16,538 51,069 51,069 
W90 ZAREMBO 116,402 49,859 6,402 9,921 9,922 30,043 30,043 
Y01 YAKUTAT BAY 69,745 57 0 0 0 0 0 
Y02 LOST TAWAH 9,112 4,483 234 234 234 3,280 3,280 
Y03 KUNYOSH SEAL CREEKS 49,765 2,547 535 535 535 5,323 5,323 
Y04 AHRNKLIN ANTLEN 30,315 1,608 60 60 60 2,126 2,126 
Y05 PIKE LAKES MOSER CREEK 43,577 2,604 69 69 69 5,489 5,489 
Y06 DANGEROUS RIVER 27,110 421 23 23 23 436 436 
Y07 OLD MIDDLE ITALIO 20,869 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Y08 ITALIO 23,500 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Y09 LOWER AKWE 3,234 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Y10 UPPER AKWE 43,230 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Y11 USTAY TANIS 53,356 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Y12 DRY BAY ALSEK 53,339 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Y13 BRABAZONS 436,629 0 0 0 0 0 0 
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Final EIS  C-13 Outfitter/Guide Use Area Data Tables 

Table C-3 (continued) 
Change in Development LUD Acres without Roadless Protection by Outfitter/Guide Use Area and Alternative 

Outfitter/Guide Use Area Total Acres 

Total 
Development 

LUD Acres  Change in Development LUD Acres from Alt 1 
Alt 1 Alt 2 Alt 3 Alt 4 Alt 5 Alt 6 

Y14 HARLEQUIN LAKE 103,270 415 0 0 0 1,088 1,088 
Y15 RUSSELL NUNATAK FJORDS 214,066 727 64 64 64 64 64 
Y16 SITUK RIVER 38,676 7,664 3,829 3,829 3,829 5,809 5,809 
Total 16,725,517 1,151,654 53,333 247,113 305,000 2,148,933 2,161,125 

 

  



Appendix C 

Outfitter/Guide Use Area Data Tables C-14 Final EIS 

Table C-4  
Change in Old-Growth Suitable Acres by Outfitter/Guide Use Area and Alternative 

Outfitter/Guide Use Area Total Acres 

Old-Growth 
Suitable 

Acres Change in Old-Growth Suitable Acres from Alt 1 
Alt 1 Alt 2 Alt 3 Alt 4 Alt 5 Alt 6 

01-01 SKAGWAY AREA 255,036 0 0 0 0 0 0 
01-02 HAINES AREA 19,514 0 0 0 0 0 0 
01-03 EAST CHILKATS 361,545 6,345 291 291 3,421 4,350 4,350 
01-04A BERNERS BAY 239,889 34 19 19 40 69 69 
01-04B N. JUNEAU COAST 49,659 0 0 0 0 0 0 
01-04C TAKU INLET 259,153 0 0 0 0 13 13 
01-04D SLOCUM INLET 17,214 0 0 0 0 0 0 
01-04E JUNEAU ICEFIELD 230,787 0 0 0 0 0 0 
01-05A TAKU HARBOR 19,639 0 0 0 0 0 0 
01-05B PORT SNETTISHAM 370,367 0 0 0 0 0 0 
01-05C WINDHAM BAY 161,216 0 0 0 114 114 114 
01-05D TRACY ARM 330,739 0 0 0 0 0 0 
01-05E FORDS TERROR 24,386 0 0 0 0 0 0 
01-05F ENDICOTT ARM 368,545 0 0 0 10 12 12 
04-01A GUT BAY, BARANOF 93,986 0 0 0 0 0 0 
04-01B PORT ARMSTRONG 70,962 0 0 0 0 0 0 
04-01C NELSON BAY 44,166 0 0 0 0 0 0 
04-02A REDOUBT LAKE 45,074 7 8 8 12 12 12 
04-02B WHALE BAY 221,835 0 0 0 0 0 0 
04-02C NECKER ISLANDS 6,197 0 0 0 0 0 0 
04-02D SW BARANOF 54,366 0 0 0 0 0 0 
04-03 SITKA AREA 345,862 2,322 20 20 2,529 2,530 2,530 
04-04A RODMAN BAY 75,427 749 61 61 2,661 2,662 2,662 
04-04B KELP BAY 144,680 2,524 66 66 3,880 3,880 3,880 
04-04C BARANOF WARM SPRINGS 28,929 0 0 0 0 0 0 
04-05A SW ADMIRALTY 114,955 0 0 0 0 0 0 
04-05B MITCHELL BAY 61,008 0 0 0 0 0 0 
04-06A PYBUS BAY 55,674 0 0 0 0 0 0 
04-06B ELIZA HARBOR 85,206 0 0 0 0 0 0 
04-07A GAMBIER BAY 119,252 0 0 0 0 0 0 
04-07B CANOE ROUTE 86,687 0 0 0 0 0 0 
04-08 NE ADMIRALTY 128,063 0 0 0 0 0 0 
04-09A SEYMOUR CANAL 88,164 0 0 0 0 0 0 
04-09B PACK CREEK 65,426 0 0 0 0 0 0 
04-10A GREENS CREEK 2,575 0 0 0 0 0 0 
04-10B NW ADMIRALTY 256,234 0 0 0 0 0 0 
04-11A PORT FREDERICK 112,512 1,502 19 73 3,766 3,867 3,867 
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Table C-4 (continued) 
Change in Old-Growth Suitable Acres by Outfitter/Guide Use Area and Alternative 

Outfitter/Guide Use Area Total Acres 

Old-Growth 
Suitable 

Acres Change in Old-Growth Suitable Acres from Alt 1 
Alt 1 Alt 2 Alt 3 Alt 4 Alt 5 Alt 6 

04-11B FRESHWATER BAY 160,078 16,587 530 3,646 12,120 12,236 12,236 
04-12 TENAKEE INLET 312,370 13,299 -1,348 1,736 11,727 11,735 11,736 
04-13 PERIL STRAIT 232,130 2,998 28 28 1,537 2,536 2,536 
04-14 SLOCUM ARM 97,008 0 0 0 0 0 0 
04-15A LISIANSKI 90,638 0 0 0 0 0 0 
04-15B WEST YAKOBI ISLAND 39,706 0 0 0 0 0 0 
04-15C STAG BAY 26,663 0 0 0 0 0 0 
04-15D PORTLOCK HARBOR 107,904 0 0 0 0 0 0 
04-16A POINT ADOLPHUS 8,888 0 0 0 0 0 0 
04-16B NORTH CHICHAGOF 64,726 0 0 0 0 0 0 
04-16C IDAHO INLET 53,504 0 0 0 0 0 0 
04-16D PLI WILDERNESS 23,079 0 0 0 0 0 0 
04-16D PORT ALTHORP 19,475 0 0 0 0 0 0 
CRD 00-00NO AREA DESIGNATED 925,876 12,932 4,312 9,921 14,856 15,847 15,851 
J01 JUNEAU ICEFIELD 1 - GILKEY 
BACKCOUNTRY 

315,751 0 0 0 0 0 0 

J02 JUNEAU ICEFIELD 2 - EAGLE 10,300 0 0 0 0 0 0 
J03 JUNEAU ICEFIELD 3 - HERBERT 12,636 0 0 0 0 0 0 
J04 JUNEAU ICEFIELD 4 - MENDENHALL 38,095 0 0 0 0 0 0 
J05 JUNEAU ICEFIELD 5 - LEMON 12,427 0 0 0 0 0 0 
J06 JUNEAU ICEFIELD 6 - DEATH VALLEY 54,498 0 0 0 0 0 0 
J07 JUNEAU ICEFIELD 7 - NORRIS 37,781 0 0 0 0 0 0 
J08 JUNEAU ICEFIELD 8 - TAKU 35,343 0 0 0 0 0 0 
J09 JUNEAU ICEFIELD 9 - TWIN 61,660 0 0 0 0 0 0 
K01 WEST MISTY 192,830 23 0 15 15 27 27 
K02 NORTHEAST MISTY 1,300,687 0 0 0 0 0 0 
K03 SOUTH MISTY 628,890 0 0 0 0 0 0 
K04 DUKE ISLAND 40,202 0 0 0 0 0 0 
K05 SOUTH MISTY LAKES 14,878 0 0 0 0 0 0 
K06 MISTY CORE LAKES 57,861 0 0 0 0 0 0 
K07 WALKER CHICKAMIN 14,320 0 0 0 0 0 0 
K08 BURROUGHS UNUK 29,455 0 0 0 0 0 0 
K09 ALAVA PRINCESS MANZANITA 20,568 0 0 0 0 0 0 
K10 RUDYERD WINSTANLEY 20,285 0 0 0 0 0 0 
K11 GRAVINA ISLAND 39,700 70 94 1,032 1,030 1,045 1,045 
K12 BELL ISLAND 137,694 0 0 0 0 0 0 
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Table C-4 (continued) 
Change in Old-Growth Suitable Acres by Outfitter/Guide Use Area and Alternative 

Outfitter/Guide Use Area Total Acres 

Old-Growth 
Suitable 

Acres Change in Old-Growth Suitable Acres from Alt 1 
Alt 1 Alt 2 Alt 3 Alt 4 Alt 5 Alt 6 

K13 EAST CLEVELAND 87,531 0 0 0 0 116 116 
K14 WEST CLEVELAND 73,232 0 0 0 0 0 0 
K15 WILSON BAKEWELL 13,440 0 0 0 0 0 0 
K16 KETCHIKAN CORE SPNW 46,341 408 22 3,282 2,628 3,311 3,311 
K17 GEORGE CARROLL THORNE 137,434 3,829 1,638 7,393 9,671 9,673 9,673 
K18 CENTRAL REVILLA SPNW 92,792 6,140 220 1,568 5,266 5,266 5,266 
K19 NORTH REVILLA 70,401 2,181 103 103 2,384 2,654 2,655 
K20 HYDER SPNW 121,348 0 0 0 0 9 9 
K21 PERCY HOTSPUR MARY 6,924 0 0 0 0 0 0 
K22 HYDER NA 7,261 3 0 0 0 12 12 
K23 BETTON ISLAND 5,028 0 0 0 0 0 0 
K24 KETCHIKAN CORE NA 19,239 417 6 87 87 87 87 
K25 SOUTH REVILLA 40,219 8,007 1,627 1,887 2,266 2,266 2,266 
K26 CENTRAL REVILLA NA 15,451 3,564 8 218 221 221 221 
K27 MARGARET BAY 9,707 2,058 31 121 203 203 203 
K28 NAHA BAY 5,273 0 0 0 0 0 0 
P01 MITKOF ISLAND 109,302 15,527 9 1,431 3,385 3,572 3,572 
P02 DUNCAN CANAL - WEST SIDE 73,636 0 0 0 0 0 0 
P04 DUNCAN CANAL - EAST SIDE 53,325 3,760 2,352 4,570 6,365 6,595 6,595 
P05 WRANGELL NARROWS/WOEWODSKI 
IS. 

17,033 118 -97 -49 361 509 509 

P06 KUPREANOF ISLAND - NORTH 
SHORE 

11,303 0 0 0 0 0 0 

P07 PETERSBURG CREEK/DUNCAN SALT 
CHUCK 

49,950 0 2 28 30 36 36 

P08 NORTH LINDENBERG PENINSULA 75,605 4,661 3,263 7,320 8,770 8,862 8,862 
P09 CENTRAL KUPREANOF ISLAND/ROAD 
SYSTEM 

223,302 8,367 457 5,794 5,799 5,799 5,799 

P10 SOUTHWEST KUPREANOF ISLAND 93,507 0 0 0 0 0 0 
P11 ROWAN BAY/BAY OF PILLARS 28,721 4 0 0 0 0 0 
P12A SAGINAW/SECURITY/WASHINGTON 
BAYS 

32,450 311 0 0 0 0 0 

P12B KUIU ISLAND ROAD SYSTEM 134,852 14,741 -1,351 1,049 4,247 4,248 4,248 
P13 TEBENKOF BAY/KUIU WILDERNESS 127,218 0 0 0 0 0 0 
P14 KEKU STRAIT/PORT CAMDEN 102,299 61 0 905 930 930 930 
P15 SOUTH KUIU ISLAND 62,824 0 0 0 0 0 0 
P16 REID/NO NAME BAYS 43,191 0 0 0 297 297 297 
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Table C-4 (continued) 
Change in Old-Growth Suitable Acres by Outfitter/Guide Use Area and Alternative 

Outfitter/Guide Use Area Total Acres 

Old-Growth 
Suitable 

Acres Change in Old-Growth Suitable Acres from Alt 1 
Alt 1 Alt 2 Alt 3 Alt 4 Alt 5 Alt 6 

P21 MUDDY RIVER AREA 63,357 2,891 115 3,180 6,764 6,772 6,772 
P22 THOMAS BAY/POINT VANDEPUT 76,810 0 0 0 0 0 0 
P23 FARRAGUT BAY/CAPE FANSHAW 66,716 0 0 0 0 0 0 
P24 BAIRD/PATTERSON GLACIERS 402,216 0 0 0 0 0 0 
SI-D SKAGWAY ICEFIELD - DENVER 19,600 0 0 0 0 0 0 
SI-EF SKAGWAY ICEFIELD - EAST FORK 499 0 0 0 0 0 0 
SI-LG SKAGWAY ICEFIELD - LE GRANDE 640 0 0 0 0 0 0 
SI-M SKAGWAY ICEFIELD - MEADE 25,730 0 0 0 0 0 0 
SI-S SKAGWAY ICEFIELD - SCHUBEE 2,934 0 0 0 0 0 0 
TBRD 00-00NO AREA DESIGNATED 901,507 62,326 3,114 14,383 20,349 21,299 21,299 
W10 STIKINE - LECONTE WILDERNESS 263,581 0 0 0 0 4 4 
W100 NORTH ETOLIN ISLAND 151,750 3,207 35 1,604 2,980 4,102 4,102 
W120 SOUTH ETOLIN ISLAND 
WILDERNESS 

82,517 0 0 0 20 20 20 

W130 VANK ISLAND GROUP 22,927 459 0 0 0 0 0 
W140 KASHEVAROF GROUP 11,470 706 0 0 0 0 0 
W150 LECONTE BAY (S-LC WILDERNESS) 175,361 0 0 0 0 0 0 
W30 GARNET/MILL CREEK 56,850 0 0 0 0 1 1 
W40 MADAN/BOULDER 105,035 0 0 0 0 0 0 
W50 BRADFIELD CANAL AND RIVER 516,308 1 0 0 0 0 0 
W60 ANAN CREEK 38,615 0 0 12 12 13 13 
W70 CLEVELAND PEN./DEER ISLAND 48,383 1,529 122 351 1,697 1,697 1,697 
W80 WRANGELL ISLAND 113,539 8,186 1,869 9,711 9,711 9,713 9,713 
W90 ZAREMBO 116,402 14,334 1,871 2,825 8,432 8,528 8,528 
Y01 YAKUTAT BAY 69,745 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Y02 LOST TAWAH 9,112 52 0 0 0 0 0 
Y03 KUNYOSH SEAL CREEKS 49,765 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Y04 AHRNKLIN ANTLEN 30,315 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Y05 PIKE LAKES MOSER CREEK 43,577 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Y06 DANGEROUS RIVER 27,110 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Y07 OLD MIDDLE ITALIO 20,869 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Y08 ITALIO 23,500 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Y09 LOWER AKWE 3,234 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Y10 UPPER AKWE 43,230 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Y11 USTAY TANIS 53,356 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Y12 DRY BAY ALSEK 53,339 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Y13 BRABAZONS 436,629 0 0 0 0 0 0 
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Table C-4 (continued) 
Change in Old-Growth Suitable Acres by Outfitter/Guide Use Area and Alternative 

Outfitter/Guide Use Area Total Acres 

Old-Growth 
Suitable 

Acres Change in Old-Growth Suitable Acres from Alt 1 
Alt 1 Alt 2 Alt 3 Alt 4 Alt 5 Alt 6 

Y14 HARLEQUIN LAKE 103,270 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Y15 RUSSELL NUNATAK FJORDS 214,066 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Y16 SITUK RIVER 38,676 10 2 2 2 2 2 
Total 16,725,517 227,251 19,518 84,692 160,596 167,749 167,755 
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Table C-5  
Change in Young-Growth Suitable Acres by Outfitter/Guide Use Area and Alternative 

Outfitter/Guide Use Area Total Acres 

Young-Growth 
Suitable Acres Change in Young-Growth Suitable Acres from Alt 1 

Alt 1 Alt 2 Alt 3 Alt 4 Alt 5 Alt 6 
01-01 SKAGWAY AREA 255,036 0 0 0 38 38 38 
01-02 HAINES AREA 19,514 654 0 0 0 5 75 
01-03 EAST CHILKATS 361,545 3,777 687 687 688 1,061 1,105 
01-04A BERNERS BAY 239,889 3 2 2 15 39 95 
01-04B N. JUNEAU COAST 49,659 2 0 0 0 0 0 
01-04C TAKU INLET 259,153 4 7 7 7 79 79 
01-04D SLOCUM INLET 17,214 4 0 0 0 43 43 
01-04E JUNEAU ICEFIELD 230,787 0 0 0 0 0 0 
01-05A TAKU HARBOR 19,639 18 0 0 0 0 104 
01-05B PORT SNETTISHAM 370,367 69 0 0 0 0 0 
01-05C WINDHAM BAY 161,216 66 0 0 24 24 55 
01-05D TRACY ARM 330,739 0 0 0 0 0 0 
01-05E FORDS TERROR 24,386 0 0 0 0 0 0 
01-05F ENDICOTT ARM 368,545 0 0 0 0 0 0 
04-01A GUT BAY, BARANOF 93,986 0 0 0 0 0 0 
04-01B PORT ARMSTRONG 70,962 0 0 0 0 0 0 
04-01C NELSON BAY 44,166 0 0 0 0 0 0 
04-02A REDOUBT LAKE 45,074 702 41 41 41 41 60 
04-02B WHALE BAY 221,835 0 0 0 0 0 0 
04-02C NECKER ISLANDS 6,197 0 0 0 0 0 0 
04-02D SW BARANOF 54,366 0 0 0 0 0 0 
04-03 SITKA AREA 345,862 9,849 1 9 9 9 37 
04-04A RODMAN BAY 75,427 7,508 -44 -44 0 0 0 
04-04B KELP BAY 144,680 3,535 1 1 1 1 6 
04-04C BARANOF WARM SPRINGS 28,929 0 0 0 0 0 0 
04-05A SW ADMIRALTY 114,955 0 0 0 0 0 0 
04-05B MITCHELL BAY 61,008 0 0 0 0 0 0 
04-06A PYBUS BAY 55,674 0 0 0 0 0 0 
04-06B ELIZA HARBOR 85,206 0 0 0 0 0 0 
04-07A GAMBIER BAY 119,252 0 0 0 0 0 0 
04-07B CANOE ROUTE 86,687 0 0 0 0 0 0 
04-08 NE ADMIRALTY 128,063 0 0 0 0 0 0 
04-09A SEYMOUR CANAL 88,164 0 0 0 0 0 0 
04-09B PACK CREEK 65,426 0 0 0 0 0 0 
04-10A GREENS CREEK 2,575 0 0 0 0 0 0 
04-10B NW ADMIRALTY 256,234 0 0 0 0 0 0 
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Table C-5 (continued) 
Change in Young-Growth Suitable Acres by Outfitter/Guide Use Area and Alternative 

Outfitter/Guide Use Area Total Acres 

Young-Growth 
Suitable Acres Change in Young-Growth Suitable Acres from Alt 1 

Alt 1 Alt 2 Alt 3 Alt 4 Alt 5 Alt 6 
04-11A PORT FREDERICK 112,512 3,789 2 2 13 18 126 
04-11B FRESHWATER BAY 160,078 12,373 171 196 316 363 1,205 
04-12 TENAKEE INLET 312,370 10,114 94 94 95 140 174 
04-13 PERIL STRAIT 232,130 9,063 99 99 126 129 188 
04-14 SLOCUM ARM 97,008 0 0 0 0 0 0 
04-15A LISIANSKI 90,638 0 0 0 0 0 0 
04-15B WEST YAKOBI ISLAND 39,706 0 0 0 0 0 0 
04-15C STAG BAY 26,663 0 0 0 0 0 0 
04-15D PORTLOCK HARBOR 107,904 0 0 0 0 0 0 
04-16A POINT ADOLPHUS 8,888 0 0 0 0 0 0 
04-16B NORTH CHICHAGOF 64,726 855 0 0 3 3 3 
04-16C IDAHO INLET 53,504 0 0 0 0 0 0 
04-16D PLI WILDERNESS 23,079 0 0 0 0 0 0 
04-16D PORT ALTHORP 19,475 0 0 0 0 0 0 
CRD 00-00NO AREA DESIGNATED 925,876 16,958 2,916 3,929 3,937 4,093 4,242 
J01 JUNEAU ICEFIELD 1 - GILKEY 
BACKCOUNTRY 

315,751 0 0 0 0 0 0 

J02 JUNEAU ICEFIELD 2 - EAGLE 10,300 0 0 0 0 0 0 
J03 JUNEAU ICEFIELD 3 - HERBERT 12,636 0 0 0 0 0 0 
J04 JUNEAU ICEFIELD 4 - MENDENHALL 38,095 0 0 0 0 0 0 
J05 JUNEAU ICEFIELD 5 - LEMON 12,427 0 0 0 0 0 0 
J06 JUNEAU ICEFIELD 6 - DEATH VALLEY 54,498 0 0 0 0 0 0 
J07 JUNEAU ICEFIELD 7 - NORRIS 37,781 0 0 0 0 0 0 
J08 JUNEAU ICEFIELD 8 - TAKU 35,343 0 0 0 0 0 0 
J09 JUNEAU ICEFIELD 9 - TWIN 61,660 0 0 0 0 0 0 
K01 WEST MISTY 192,830 5 0 0 0 0 0 
K02 NORTHEAST MISTY 1,300,687 0 0 0 0 0 0 
K03 SOUTH MISTY 628,890 0 0 0 0 0 0 
K04 DUKE ISLAND 40,202 0 0 0 0 0 0 
K05 SOUTH MISTY LAKES 14,878 0 0 0 0 0 0 
K06 MISTY CORE LAKES 57,861 0 0 0 0 0 0 
K07 WALKER CHICKAMIN 14,320 0 0 0 0 0 0 
K08 BURROUGHS UNUK 29,455 0 0 0 0 0 0 
K09 ALAVA PRINCESS MANZANITA 20,568 0 0 0 0 0 0 
K10 RUDYERD WINSTANLEY 20,285 0 0 0 0 0 0 
K11 GRAVINA ISLAND 39,700 331 133 408 133 417 475 
K12 BELL ISLAND 137,694 8 0 0 0 37 37 
K13 EAST CLEVELAND 87,531 117 21 21 21 69 80 
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Table C-5 (continued) 
Change in Young-Growth Suitable Acres by Outfitter/Guide Use Area and Alternative 

Outfitter/Guide Use Area Total Acres 

Young-Growth 
Suitable Acres Change in Young-Growth Suitable Acres from Alt 1 

Alt 1 Alt 2 Alt 3 Alt 4 Alt 5 Alt 6 
K14 WEST CLEVELAND 73,232 0 9 9 9 31 56 
K15 WILSON BAKEWELL 13,440 0 0 0 0 0 0 
K16 KETCHIKAN CORE SPNW 46,341 501 11 80 19 60 103 
K17 GEORGE CARROLL THORNE 137,434 4,166 324 337 381 380 382 
K18 CENTRAL REVILLA SPNW 92,792 7,655 4 19 53 48 80 
K19 NORTH REVILLA 70,401 2,278 5 5 133 144 154 
K20 HYDER SPNW 121,348 5 0 0 0 1 15 
K21 PERCY HOTSPUR MARY 6,924 0 0 0 0 0 0 
K22 HYDER NA 7,261 169 0 0 0 28 46 
K23 BETTON ISLAND 5,028 0 0 0 0 0 0 
K24 KETCHIKAN CORE NA 19,239 267 0 43 24 24 43 
K25 SOUTH REVILLA 40,219 8,224 425 427 435 434 435 
K26 CENTRAL REVILLA NA 15,451 4,575 0 2 2 2 2 
K27 MARGARET BAY 9,707 2,505 0 1 1 0 7 
K28 NAHA BAY 5,273 0 0 0 0 0 0 
P01 MITKOF ISLAND 109,302 9,756 5 6 23 31 57 
P02 DUNCAN CANAL - WEST SIDE 73,636 647 0 0 0 33 44 
P04 DUNCAN CANAL - EAST SIDE 53,325 4,356 826 826 826 826 826 
P05 WRANGELL NARROWS/WOEWODSKI IS. 17,033 71 0 0 0 35 35 
P06 KUPREANOF ISLAND - NORTH 
SHORE 

11,303 11 0 9 0 0 9 

P07 PETERSBURG CREEK/DUNCAN SALT 
CHUCK 

49,950 0 0 0 0 0 0 

P08 NORTH LINDENBERG PENINSULA 75,605 3,685 742 756 756 804 815 
P09 CENTRAL KUPREANOF ISLAND/ROAD 
SYSTEM 

223,302 6,887 1,312 1,359 1,347 1,368 1,404 

P10 SOUTHWEST KUPREANOF ISLAND 93,507 1,632 102 102 102 124 124 
P11 ROWAN BAY/BAY OF PILLARS 28,721 288 0 0 0 0 0 
P12A SAGINAW/SECURITY/WASHINGTON 
BAYS 

32,450 390 0 9 14 14 14 

P12B KUIU ISLAND ROAD SYSTEM 134,852 19,585 0 2 25 34 49 
P13 TEBENKOF BAY/KUIU WILDERNESS 127,218 0 0 0 0 0 0 
P14 KEKU STRAIT/PORT CAMDEN 102,299 332 64 92 82 104 124 
P15 SOUTH KUIU ISLAND 62,824 0 0 0 0 0 0 
P16 REID/NO NAME BAYS 43,191 381 -53 -53 36 41 67 
P21 MUDDY RIVER AREA 63,357 4,218 0 0 0 0 13 
P22 THOMAS BAY/POINT VANDEPUT 76,810 384 0 0 0 0 0 
P23 FARRAGUT BAY/CAPE FANSHAW 66,716 12 0 0 0 0 49 
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Table C-5 (continued) 
Change in Young-Growth Suitable Acres by Outfitter/Guide Use Area and Alternative 

Outfitter/Guide Use Area Total Acres 

Young-Growth 
Suitable Acres Change in Young-Growth Suitable Acres from Alt 1 

Alt 1 Alt 2 Alt 3 Alt 4 Alt 5 Alt 6 
P24 BAIRD/PATTERSON GLACIERS 402,216 0 0 0 0 0 0 
SI-D SKAGWAY ICEFIELD - DENVER 19,600 0 0 0 0 0 0 
SI-EF SKAGWAY ICEFIELD - EAST FORK 499 0 0 0 0 0 0 
SI-LG SKAGWAY ICEFIELD - LE GRANDE 640 0 0 0 0 0 0 
SI-M SKAGWAY ICEFIELD - MEADE 25,730 0 0 0 0 0 0 
SI-S SKAGWAY ICEFIELD - SCHUBEE 2,934 0 0 0 0 0 0 
TBRD 00-00NO AREA DESIGNATED 901,507 126,994 1,241 1,296 1,351 1,353 1,560 
W10 STIKINE - LECONTE WILDERNESS 263,581 0 0 0 0 0 0 
W100 NORTH ETOLIN ISLAND 151,750 4,459 521 553 593 959 1,143 
W120 SOUTH ETOLIN ISLAND 
WILDERNESS 

82,517 0 0 0 0 0 0 

W130 VANK ISLAND GROUP 22,927 4,426 2 2 2 81 95 
W140 KASHEVAROF GROUP 11,470 2,812 0 0 0 0 0 
W150 LECONTE BAY (S-LC WILDERNESS) 175,361 0 0 0 0 0 0 
W30 GARNET/MILL CREEK 56,850 0 0 0 0 49 221 
W40 MADAN/BOULDER 105,035 27 0 0 0 12 12 
W50 BRADFIELD CANAL AND RIVER 516,308 4,572 0 0 25 26 35 
W60 ANAN CREEK 38,615 1 0 0 0 0 0 
W70 CLEVELAND PEN./DEER ISLAND 48,383 1,641 0 0 0 0 3 
W80 WRANGELL ISLAND 113,539 5,841 488 506 496 503 512 
W90 ZAREMBO 116,402 13,985 755 879 931 931 1,094 
Y01 YAKUTAT BAY 69,745 42 1 206 206 1 206 
Y02 LOST TAWAH 9,112 727 0 0 0 0 0 
Y03 KUNYOSH SEAL CREEKS 49,765 462 4 4 4 4 4 
Y04 AHRNKLIN ANTLEN 30,315 76 1 352 351 355 355 
Y05 PIKE LAKES MOSER CREEK 43,577 190 5 929 694 695 929 
Y06 DANGEROUS RIVER 27,110 227 14 225 198 225 225 
Y07 OLD MIDDLE ITALIO 20,869 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Y08 ITALIO 23,500 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Y09 LOWER AKWE 3,234 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Y10 UPPER AKWE 43,230 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Y11 USTAY TANIS 53,356 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Y12 DRY BAY ALSEK 53,339 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Y13 BRABAZONS 436,629 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Y14 HARLEQUIN LAKE 103,270 184 0 218 213 219 219 
Y15 RUSSELL NUNATAK FJORDS 214,066 345 0 0 0 0 0 
Y16 SITUK RIVER 38,676 3,935 338 349 348 351 361 
Total 16,725,517 333,729 11,278 15,003 15,146 16,939 20,152 
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Appendix D 
Suitable Timber by Community 

 

Suitable timber maps for each community are available on the electronic storage device accompanying 
this document and available online at: https://www.fs.usda.gov/project/?project=54511. 

Suitability maps were created for each community use area and alternative. These maps show suitable 
old-growth and young-growth. However, to better approximate where future old-growth harvest might 
occur, some suitable old growth is not shown because it is less desirable low-volume old growth or for 
poor economics. These maps do not reflect the fact that most harvest currently occurs on the southern 
ranger districts. These maps support the analysis in the FEIS and in Appendix E and are provided as 
another tool to help reviewers understand where harvests might occur. 

Readers wishing to view unaltered old-growth suitability maps are referred to Maps 7-12 on the thumb 
drive and website, which show suitability by alternative. 
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Communities 
Affected Environment 
Southeast Alaska includes more than 30 towns and villages located in and around the Forest (Table E-1). 
The communities identified in Table E-1 include incorporated places, as well as Census Designated Places 
(CDPs). CDPs are statistical areas delineated by the U.S. Census Bureau. CDPs typically represent areas 
with local population, but have no legal status. Estimated population totals by community ranged from less 
than 20 (Elfin Cove, Point Baker, and Kupreanof) to almost 32,000 (Juneau) in 2019. More than one-third 
(12) of the 32 Southeast communities identified in Table E-1 lost population between 2010 and 2019, with 
estimated decreases ranging from -1 percent (Coffman Cove) to -45 percent (Elfin Cove). Viewed in absolute 
terms, losses ranged from less than 10 residents (Elfin Cove, Hyder, Point Baker, and Coffman Cove) to 
more than 100 (Sitka, Craig, and Yakutat), reflecting the relative size of the affected communities. The 
regional population total fluctuated over this period, increasing from 71,664 in 2010 to a high of 74,518 in 
2014 and has since dropped five years in a row (Alaska DOL 2019a; see Key Issue 2 in this EIS, Figure 2-1). 

Table E-1  
Southeast Alaska Community Statistics 

Community 

Population 
Median Household 

Income  Percent 
Below 

Poverty 
Line in 
20182 

Subsistence 
Use (Ibs per 

capita)4 20191 

Percent 
Change 2010 

to 2019 

Percent 
Native in 

20182 20182 

Percent of 
State 

Median3 
Angoon 404 -12 43 43,542 59 17.4 182 
Coffman Cove 174 -1 5 56,250 76 0.0 276 
Craig 1,074 -11 19 64,853 87 14.7 232 
Edna Bay 47 12 0 na na 91.2 383 
Elfin Cove 11 -45 33 na na na 263 
Gustavus 537 21 8 80,000 108 1.7 241 
Haines 1,784 4 11 75,833 102 4.0 137 
Hollis 132 18 8 na na 7.9 169 
Hoonah 782 3 54 63,750 86 11.1 343 
Hydaburg 397 6 72 34,028 46 39.1 531 
Hyder 78 -10 0 na na na 345 
Juneau 31,986 2 11 88,213 119 7.9 na 
Kake 570 2 72 54,625 73 9.4 179 
Kasaan 85 73 31 45,000 61 14.7 452 
Ketchikan 8,103 1 16 59,132 80 12.6 na 
Klawock 761 1 42 54,821 74 19.5 350 
Kupreanof 17 -37 0 na na na na 
Metlakatla 1,359 -3 71 53,409 72 14.4 70 
Naukati Bay 137 21 7 na na 25.0 242 
Pelican 69 -22 44 70,500 95 8.6 355 
Petersburg 2,963 1 7 69,514 94 8.1 161 
Point Baker 12 -20 0 na na na 289 
Port Alexander 57 10 0 69,375 93 9.3 312 
Port Protection 29 -40 0 na na 73.7 451 
Saxman 434 6 71 42,083 57 16.2 217 
Sitka 8,532 -4 12 71,534 96 7.5 205 
Skagway 1,045 14 4 71,500 96 5.6 48 
Tenakee Springs 140 7 0 55,833 75 3.9 330 
Thorne Bay 562 19 2 55,682 75 6.9 118 
Whale Pass 57 84 0 41,154 55 na 247 
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Table E-1 (continued) 
Southeast Alaska Community Statistics 

Community 

Population 
Median Household 

Income  Percent 
Below 

Poverty 
Line in 
20182 

Subsistence 
Use (Ibs per 

capita)4 20191 

Percent 
Change 2010 

to 2019 

Percent 
Native in 

20182 20182 

Percent of 
State 

Median3 
Wrangell 2,400 1 17 57,583 77 7.8 168 
Yakutat 540 -18 28 65,833 89 6.9 386 
na = not available 
1 Population estimates are from the Alaska DOL (2019). 
2 Estimates are annual totals developed as part of the 2014-2018 American Community Survey (ACS) 5-Year Estimates. Total 
population estimates developed as part of the ACS differ in some cases from those prepared by the Alaska DOL. 
3 Median state income in Alaska was $74,346 in 2018 (U.S. Census Bureau 2019b).  
4 The year these data were collected varies by community, as follows: 

1987: Elfin Cove, Gustavus, Hyder, Metlakatla, Pelican, Port Alexander, Skagway, and Tenakee Springs; 
1996: Kake, Point Baker, Port Protection, and Sitka. 
1997: Craig and Klawock. 
1998: Coffman Cove, Edna Bay, Hollis, Kasaan, Naukati Bay, and Thorne Bay. 
1999: Saxman 
2000: Petersburg, Wrangell, and Yakutat. 
2012: Angoon, Haines, Hoonah, Hydaburg, and Whale Pass. 

Source: ADF&G 2018; Alaska DOL  2019a; U.S. Census Bureau 2019a, 2019b, 2019c 

Alaska Natives made up an estimated 15 percent of the region’s population in 2019 (including Juneau 
and Ketchikan) and an estimated 21 percent for rural communities (excluding Juneau and Ketchikan). 
These rural communities include places that are predominately Native, such as Hydaburg, Kake, 
Saxman, and Metlakatla where Alaska Natives make up an estimated 72 percent (Hydaburg and Kake) 
and 71 percent (Saxman and Metlakatla) of the population; other communities that are predominately 
non-Native, like Edna Bay, Point Baker, and Whale Pass; and places with more mixed ethnicity where 
Alaska Natives range from about one-third to two-thirds of the population (Table E-1; see also Figure 
3.12-1 in the Subsistence section).  

U.S. Census estimates identified 12 communities in Southeast Alaska with 10 percent or more of their 
population below the poverty line in 2018. All but three of the communities identified in Table E-1 where data 
are available had estimated median household incomes below the state average in 2018. The three 
communities with estimated median household incomes above the state average were Juneau, Gustavus, and 
Haines. It should, however, be noted that using standard socioeconomic indicators to characterize communities 
in Southeast Alaska is challenging due to the small population sizes, alternative lifestyle choices and values, 
and the mixing of cash and subsistence economies. What may be perceived as a low-income community by 
standard economic metrics may more accurately be characterized as a community where residents practice 
subsistence activities, value a homestead culture, and earn seasonal or project-based income. 

Wild foods account for a large share of the diet for residents of the studied communities, ranging from 48 
pounds per capita for Skagway in 1987 to over 500 pounds per capita for Hydaburg in 2012 (Table E-1). 
The average American diet includes about 225 pounds of meat, fish, and poultry on a per capita basis 
(Schroeder and Mazza 2005). In more than half of the identified communities, wild foods came close to, 
or exceeded, this national average (Table E-1). Although residents of subsistence communities purchase 
food, most could meet their entire protein need from wild sources.  

Marine resources, including fish, mammals, and plants, comprise the majority of subsistence harvests in 
all communities when measured by food weight. Marine resources account for more than half of total per 
capita harvest in all Southeast Alaska communities, ranging from 55 percent in Tenakee Springs to 88 
percent in Skagway (see Figure 3.12-2 in the Subsistence section of this EIS). As a result, management 
activities that restrict access for subsistence harvest of land mammals have had a relatively small effect 
on overall subsistence harvest by weight (Schroeder and Mazza 2005). 
Employment and business license data are presented by Southeast Alaska community in Table E-2. These 
measures, as explained in the table footnotes, provide different perspectives on the presence of natural 
resource- and visitor-related business activities by communities. An estimated total of 29,500 residents were 
employed in Southeast Alaska communities in 2016, with 3 percent of total employed in the natural resources 
and mining industry and 10 percent employed in the leisure and hospitality industry (Table E-2).  
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Table E-2  
Southeast Alaska Community Employment and Business License Data 

Community 

Total 
Employment 

(2016)1 

Percent of Total Employed Total 
Number of 
Business 
Licenses 
(2018)2 

Percent of Total Business Licenses 
Natural 

Resources and 
Mining Industry 

(2016)2 

Leisure and 
Hospitality 

Industry 
(2016)3 

Forest Products 
Industry (2018)2,3 

Visitor Industry 
(2018)2,4 

Angoon 176 4% 10% 23 0% 52% 
Coffman Cove 74 7% 0% 59 8% 17% 
Craig 474 8% 6% 251 6% 17% 
Edna Bay 12 25% 0% 17 18% 0% 
Elfin Cove 13 0% 0% 0 0% 0% 
Gustavus 180 2% 9% 134 3% 23% 
Haines 720 4% 16% 465 3% 13% 
Hollis 66 6% 6% 27 7% 22% 
Hoonah 382 4% 28% 116 6% 18% 
Hydaburg 125 1% 3% 19 5% 21% 
Hyder 20 5% 10% 20 0% 25% 
Juneau 15,431 3% 9% 3,824 0% 8% 
Kake 211 4% 1% 16 0% 19% 
Kasaan 102 3% 3% 11 0% 18% 
Ketchikan 3,559 1% 13% 2,221 1% 10% 
Klawock 396 8% 7% 118 7% 19% 
Kupreanof na na na 3 0% 0% 
Metlakatla 632 0% 1% 19 0% 0% 
Naukati 41 5% 5% 30 13% 7% 
Pelican 32 0% 3% 30 0% 23% 
Petersburg 1,113 2% 8% 466 2% 9% 
Point Baker 6 0% 0% 4 0% 0% 
Port Alexander 24 0% 0% 17 6% 41% 
Port Protection 16 0% 6% 3 33% 33% 
Saxman 173 1% 17% 1 0% 100% 
Sitka 3,642 1% 10% 1,332 0% 11% 
Skagway 425 0% 17% 324 0% 22% 
Tenakee Springs 42 2% 0% 24 17% 17% 
Thorne Bay 187 6% 12% 98 14% 12% 
Whale Pass 22 18% 9% 24 17% 29% 
Wrangell 882 2% 7% 308 2% 11% 
Yakutat 276 1% 13% 119 2% 35% 
Total 29,500 3% 10% 10,133 2% 11% 
na = not available 
1 Employment data by community were compiled for 2016, the most recent year available, from Alaska Department of Labor and Workforce 
Development, Research and Analysis, Alaska Local and Regional Information (ALARI) data (Alaska DOL 2019b). These data are a 
combination of Census data and Alaska’s Permanent Fund Dividend information. Employment estimates are for the resident workforce only 
and do not include summer season transients. 
2The Natural Resources and Mining Industry includes two economic sectors: 1) Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing, and Hunting; and 2) Mining, 
Quarrying, and Oil and Gas Extraction (Alaska DOL 2019b). 
3The Leisure and Hospitality Industry includes the Arts, Entertainment, and Recreation; Accommodation and Food Services; Repair and 
Maintenance; and Personal and Laundry Services sectors, among others (Alaska DOL 2019b). 
4 These counts and percentages are based on a point-in-time analysis of business license data from December 2018. Data were reviewed at 
the six-digit North American Industry Classification System (NAICS) code level based on the physical location of the business, rather than 
the mailing address (as identified in the Alaska DCCED database). 
5 This assessment used the same definition of the Forest Products industry as a previous review conducted in 2012 (Alaska DCCED 2012). 
This definition identified 34 forestry-related business types (at the six-digit NAICS level) that make up the Forest Products industry, including 
timber harvesting, timber processing, direct and indirect forestry support, and manufacturing activities. Business licenses in 16 of these 34 
sectors were identified in Southeast Alaska communities. 
6 Recreation and tourism-related employment is difficult to accurately quantify because visitors spend their money throughout the local 
economy. Recreation and tourism is not classified or measured as a standard industrial category. Components of travel and tourism 
activities are instead partially captured in other economic sectors, such as retail trade (e.g., grocery stores and gift shops), transportation, 
hotels and other lodging places, and amusement and recreation services. This assessment identified business licenses in 24 six-digit NAICS 
sectors that are primarily visitor-oriented, and did not include business licenses for gasoline stations, grocery stores, or food and drinking 
establishments, which may be partially supported by visitors. 
Sources: Alaska DCCED 2018, Alaska DOL 2019b 
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Shares of total employment in the natural resources and mining industry ranged from 0 (in seven 
communities) to 18 percent (Whale Pass) and 25 percent (Edna Bay). Natural resources and mining 
employment accounts for a relatively large share of employment in Whale Pass and Edna Bay, but due to 
the small size of the communities represents less than 5 jobs in each case. Viewed in terms of absolute 
employment, Juneau employed the largest number of workers in the natural resources and mining 
industry, with 463 workers. Craig and Klawock also had relatively large shares of employment in natural 
resources and mining, which accounted for 8 percent of total employment in each community. 
Employment in the leisure and hospitality industry by community ranged from 0 (in six communities) to 28 
percent (Hoonah). Six other communities also had more than 10 percent of total employment in the 
leisure and hospitality industry (Table E-2). Viewed in absolute terms, Juneau employed the largest 
number of workers in the leisure and hospitality industry, with almost 1,400 workers. 

Review of the state business license database identified more than 10,000 business licenses in 
Southeast Alaska communities, with forest products businesses accounting for 2 percent and the visitor 
industry making up 11 percent of the total (Table E-2). Viewed at the community level, forest products 
businesses ranged from 0 to 33 percent of total business licenses. Visitor-related business licenses as a 
share of the total ranged from 0 to 100 percent. In both cases, the upper ranges reflect the small number 
of total licenses in the affected community (Table E-2). 

In the event a subsistence harvest priority is needed for rural residents, the state or federal fish and 
wildlife management authorities would first limit commercial, sport, and non-local subsistence harvests to 
mitigate impacts to local subsistence harvests. 

Individual Community Profiles 
The following community profiles are presented alphabetically. Data cited in the profiles are from 
Table E-1 unless otherwise noted.  

Angoon (Aangóon) 
Angoon is a Tlingit village and the only settlement on Admiralty Island located on the southwest coast of 
Kootznahoo Inlet. The population totaled 404 residents in 2019. Angoon is located 55 air miles southwest 
of Juneau and 41 air miles northeast of Sitka. Angoon residents practice a subsistence activities and 
participate in commercial fishing. The community is only accessible by floatplane or boat. Scheduled and 
charter floatplane services are available from the state-owned seaplane base on Kootznahoo Inlet. 
Angoon's facilities also include a deep draft dock, small boat harbor, and an Alaska Marine Highway 
System ferry terminal. 

Coffman Cove (Shaan da) 
Coffman Cove is located on the northeast coast of Prince of Wales Island. It was first settled as a logging 
camp during the 1950s and incorporated as a city government in 1989. Residents that remained after 
closure of the pulp mills have largely transitioned to livelihoods such as value-added niche forest 
products, tourism, and seafood products. Population has fluctuated over the past two decades; as of 
2019, the estimated population totaled 174 residents. Coffman Cove is accessible by floatplane, boat, 
and paved road from Hollis, where the ferry terminal is located. Nearby recreational opportunities 
including camping, hiking, biking, kayaking, and wildlife viewing attract visitors to the community.  

Craig 
Craig is located on the west coast of Prince of Wales Island. Tlingit and Haida tribes historically used the 
area around Craig for its rich natural resources. Cold storage, fish processing, canneries, and a nearby 
sawmill have been mainstays of Craig’s local economy since the early 1900s. Craig includes a city 
government, federally-recognized tribe (Craig Tribal Association), and a village corporation established 
via the 1971 Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act (Shaan-Seet Incorporated). Craig’s estimated 
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population was 1,074 in 2019. The community serves as the Prince of Wales Island regional hub for 
medical services, retail goods and services, arts and entertainment, educational opportunities, and 
gatherings for island residents. With the decline of the timber industry, Craig has worked to diversify its 
economy including adding marine infrastructure, encouraging independent tourism, and improving an 
industrial park.  

Edna Bay 
Edna Bay is a small, remote community on Kosciusko Island, located off Prince of Wales Island’s 
northwest coast. It is one of Alaska’s newest city governments, incorporating in 2014. Edna Bay was 
originally established as a company logging camp for assembling ocean-going log rafts. Currently, Edna 
Bay is largely a community of commercial fishing families and includes both seasonal and year-round 
residents. Year-round residents are largely either retired or work in commercial fishing or forest products. 
Because of Edna Bay’s remote location, household livelihoods are supplemented with subsistence 
hunting, fishing, and gathering. Edna Bay’s population has declined by about half from 1990 to 2019, from 
86 to 47 residents.  

Elfin Cove 
Elfin Cove, located on Chichagof Island at Cross Sound, is a fish-buying and supply center for the 
commercial fishing industry. The population is highly seasonal as residents participate in commercial 
fishing, sport fishing, and charter services. The estimated population in 2019 was 11 residents. There are 
several lodges located in Elfin Cove that operate on a seasonal basis. Additional retail businesses that 
serve visitors also provide employment opportunities. A state-owned seaplane base is available with air 
taxi service from Juneau. Skiffs provide local transportation. 

Gustavus 
Gustavus is the gateway community to Glacier Bay National Park and attracts a large quantity of 
seasonal residents and recreation enthusiasts. The estimated population was 537 in 2019. Glacier Bay 
National Park is the largest employer in the community followed by a variety of tourism establishments. 
Gustavus offers a state-owned airport with year-round daily air taxi service and jet service during the 
summer season. Floatplanes also land at nearby Bartlett Cove. Air traffic is relatively high during peak 
summer months, and several cruise ships include Glacier Bay in their itinerary, but do not visit the 
Gustavus community. There is a 10-mile paved road connecting the national park with the airport. 
Gustavus residents use portions of the project area for their recreation use and subsistence gathering. 
There are also outfitters and guides who use National Forest System lands who have businesses 
originating in Gustavus. 

Haines 
Haines is a northern terminus of the Alaska Marine Highway System, a cruise ship port of call, and hub 
for transportation to and from Southeast Alaska. The estimated population was 1,784 residents in 2019. 
Many jobs are seasonal, with tourism businesses and access to the interior Alaska highway system 
becoming increasingly important. Haines is a major transshipment point because of its ice-free deep-
water port and dock and year-round road access to Canada and interior Alaska. Air service is provided 
daily via the Haines airport and seaplane base. 

Hollis 
Hollis is situated on the east side of Prince of Wales Island on Twelvemile Arm. Hollis was originally a 
mining town in the early 1900s with nearby gold and silver deposits. During the 1950s, Hollis transitioned 
to a company logging camp and timber operations base for Ketchikan’s pulp mill. Today, Hollis is 
considered a community that provides timber and recreation industry support services, and contains a 
growing number of seasonal residences. Hollis also serves as the island’s transportation gateway; the 
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year-round, daily ferry service between Ketchikan and Hollis is a key mode of access to Prince of Wales 
Island. The estimated population was 132 residents in 2019. 

Hoonah (Xunaa) 
Hoonah is the largest Tlingit village in Alaska, with an estimated population of 782 residents as of 2019. 
Many residents maintain a subsistence activities that includes hunting, fishing, and gathering edible 
plants and berries. The State of Alaska owns and operates the local airport and seaplane base. Air taxi 
services and the Alaska Marine Highway System provide regular access to Hoonah. Icy Strait Point, a 
restored cannery at Point Sophia owned by Huna Totem Corporation, opened as Southeast’s newest 
cruise industry port of call in 2004. The introduction of cruise industry to Hoonah’s local economy has 
yielded multiple economic benefits as new retail, leisure, and hospitality businesses have opened or 
increased operations to serve visitors. Hoonah is surrounded by an extensive road system on northwest 
Chichagof Island. 

Hydaburg 
Hydaburg is located on the southwest coast of Prince of Wales Island and is Alaska’s largest Haida 
village, dating from the early 1700s. Current-day Hydaburg was established in the early 1900s and was 
incorporated as a city government during the 1960s. Hydaburg includes a federally-recognized tribe 
(Hydaburg Cooperative Association) and a village corporation established via the 1971 Alaska Native 
Claims Settlement Act (Haida Corporation). As of 2019, the estimated population totaled 397 residents. 
Fisheries are important to the community, both for subsistence and employment opportunities. Hydaburg 
is also home to world-renowned totem carvers, culture bearers, and other artisans practicing Haida art, 
culture, and tradition.  

Hyder 
Hyder is a small community located at the head of Portland Canal, a 70-mile-long fjord that forms part of 
the United States/Canadian border. As of 2019, Hyder had an estimated population of 78 residents. 
Historically, Nass River Tsimshians inhabited the area, which they called Skam-a-Kounst, “a safe place,” 
prior to the coming of white prospectors in the late 1890s. The first official exploration and building at the 
town site occurred in 1896 by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, with an initial economic base in mining. 
Hyder’s present-day economy is primarily based on tourism, mining, logging, fishing, and sport 
hunting/fishing, and, as such, is largely seasonal. Hyder is just 2 miles from Stewart, British Columbia, 
and the two towns share visitor services. Hyder is one of three Southeast Alaska communities connected 
by road to Canada and many tourists enter Hyder from Canada.  

Juneau (Dzántik’I Héeni) 
Juneau, Alaska’s state capital, is the largest community in the analysis area with an estimated population 
of 31,986 in 2019. The community is a service and recreation center for residents and visitors alike. 
Tourism is a significant contributor to the local economy, especially during the summer months. The most 
popular local attractions include the Mendenhall Glacier, Mount Roberts Tram, Juneau Icefield, and Tracy 
Arm. Juneau is accessible by only air or water transportation. Scheduled commercial jet and air taxi 
service is available year-round at the Juneau International Airport. Marine facilities include multiple 
seaplane facilities, deep draft docks, small boat harbors, and a state ferry terminal. The Alaska Marine 
Highway System and commercial barge services provide year-round marine transportation access. 

Kake (Kéex’) 
Kake (Kéex’), a predominantly Tlingit village, is located alongside Kupreanof Island’s west side alongside 
Keku Strait and directly south of Admiralty Island. The estimated population totaled 570 residents in 2019. 
Kake is 38 air miles northwest of Petersburg and 95 air miles southwest of Juneau. Kake’s economy is 
primarily based on government, education, tourism, and fishing employment. Subsistence activities and 
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resources are also an important component of Kake’s economy and community fabric. The Organized 
Village of Kake, a federally-recognized tribe, was established during 1947. A first-class city government, 
incorporated under the laws of the State of Alaska, was incorporated during 1952. Kake Tribal 
Corporation, an Alaska Native village corporation, was established pursuant to the Alaska Native Claims 
Settlement Act during 1971. Kake community members, the Kéex’ Kwaan people, uses Kuiu, Kupreanof, 
Admiralty, and Baranof Islands and mainland’s Hobart Bay for subsistence activities. 

Kasaan 
Kasaan is located on eastern Prince of Wales Island in Kasaan Bay. Haidas migrated north from the 
Queen Charlotte Islands in the early 1700s to the Island and established the village known as “Old 
Kasaan.” In 1898 the Copper Queen mine, camp, sawmill, post office, and store were built on Kasaan 
Bay, and the Haida people subsequently relocated to this new site in 1904. Kasaan was incorporated as 
a city government during the 1970s. It includes a federally-recognized tribe (Organized Village of 
Kasaan), and a village corporation established via the 1971 Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act (Kavilco 
Incorporated). In 2019, the estimated population totaled 85 residents. The majority of local residents are 
employed in the public sector. In recent years, Kasaan has also been encouraging tourism by marketing 
its Totems Historic District, newly-built Discovery Cabins, and reopening the Totem Trail Café. 

Ketchikan (Kicháan) 
Ketchikan is located on Revillagigedo Island near the southernmost boundary of Alaska, approximately 
235 miles south of Juneau. As of 2019, Ketchikan had an estimated population of 8,103 residents. 
Historically, the Ketchikan area was a summer fishing camp for the Tlingit Alaska Natives. Its abundant 
fish and timber resources eventually attracted non-Natives, with the first cannery opening in Ketchikan in 
1886 and four more by 1912. Currently, Ketchikan is an industrial center and a major port of entry in 
Southeast Alaska (it is the first Alaska port-of-call for northbound ships). It has a diverse economy, 
supported by a large fishing fleet, fish processing facilities, timber and tourism. While the timber industry 
remains important to the economy and a home base for several timber companies, the Ketchikan Pulp 
Corporation’s pulp mill closed in 1997. Tourism and local retail are growing economic sectors, particularly 
related to cruise ship passengers. 

Klawock (Lawáak) 
Klawock is on the west coast of Prince of Wales Island, 7 miles from Craig, connected by paved road. 
Klawock had a total estimated population of 761 in 2019, and together, Klawock and Craig form the major 
population center of Prince of Wales Island. Originally, Klawock was used by the Tlingits as a summer 
fishing camp, later becoming a permanent village site. Currently, Klawock includes a federally-recognized 
tribe (Klawock Cooperative Association), and Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act (1971) village 
corporation (Klawock Heenya Corporation). Klawock’s economy includes commercial fishing, retail and 
other service professionals, and the timber industry; Viking Lumber is located between Klawock and 
Craig. At the same time, many residents continue to pursue a subsistence activities. Klawock airport has 
the only runway that can accommodate wheeled-aircraft on Prince of Wales Island. The community 
maintains a strong Tlingit cultural tradition with the Klawock Totem Park, which includes restored totem 
poles, a heritage center, and a traditional long house.  

Kupreanof 
The City of Kupreanof is located across the Wrangell Narrows from Petersburg, on the northeast shore of 
Kupreanof Island. Incorporated as a city in 1975, the municipality has no full-time staff, few services, and 
no public utilities. Kupreanof is a small, non-Native community, with a total estimated population of 17 
residents in 2019. The community is built entirely on the waterfront; there are no roads. Residents use 
skiffs to travel to Petersburg for schooling, goods, and services. The majority of Kupreanof’s working 
residents are self-employed, although some commute by boat to jobs in Petersburg. Subsistence and 
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recreation uses of resources around Kupreanof supplement household incomes; deer, salmon, halibut, 
shrimp and crab are favorites.  

Metlakatla 
Metlakatla is located on Annette Island, 15 miles south of Ketchikan, with an estimated population of 
1,359 in 2019. Believed to have been occupied at one time by Tlingit Indians, Metlakatla was settled in 
1887 by Church of England minister William Duncan and about 830 Tsimshian followers from northern 
British Columbia. In 1891, an Act of Congress declared Annette Island an Indian Reservation (the Annette 
Island Reserve), the only one in Alaska. Today, Metlakatla is a traditional Tsimshian community with a 
subsistence activities. The 86,000-acre Island reservation and surrounding 3,000 feet of coastal waters 
are not subject to state jurisdiction. The Metlakatla Indian Community regulates commercial fishing in 
these waters, and as the largest employer, operates a salmon hatchery on Tamgas Creek, the tribal 
court, and all local services and utilities. 

Naukati Bay 
Naukati Bay, commonly referred to as “Naukati”, is located on the northwest coast of Prince of Wales 
Island. The estimated population totaled 137 residents in 2019. Naukati was originally established as a 
logging camp to support Ketchikan’s pulp mill. The community remained after the pulp mill closed and, 
while unincorporated as a city, residents are represented by two non-profit associations (i.e., Naukati 
West and Naukati East) for addressing local issues and improving local infrastructure. Residents are 
primarily logging, small sawmill, and homesteading families, with growth in emerging tourism enterprises 
during the past decade. Many residents rely on subsistence activities to maintain cultural ties and support 
economic well-being. Naukati is also home to Shikat Bay Farm, an oyster nursery that raises oyster spat 
(seed) for oyster farmers across coastal Alaska.  

Pelican 
Pelican is a fishing community with most residents participating in commercial, sport, and subsistence 
fishing activities. Located in Chichagof Island’s remote Lisianski Inlet, Pelican is dependent on boats, 
floatplanes, and the Alaska Marine Highway System for service. Daily scheduled air taxi service is 
available from Juneau and Sitka. Additional community facilities include a state-owned seaplane base, a 
small boat harbor, dock, and state ferry terminal. As of 2019, the estimated population totaled 69 
residents.  

Petersburg (Gánti Yaaks Séedi) 
Petersburg is located on the northern tip of Mitkof Island, with an estimated population of 2,963 in 2019. 
Petersburg’s economy is primarily based on the commercial fishing and timber industries. The city 
includes several fish processors operating cold storage, canneries, and custom packing services and the 
state-run Crystal Lake salmon hatchery. Petersburg also has two small active saw mills, and provides 
supplies and services for many of the area logging camps. Many residents also participate in subsistence 
gathering. While there is no deep-water dock suitable for large cruise ships, there are outfitters and 
guides who use National Forest System lands who have businesses originating in Petersburg. 

Point Baker 
Point Baker is on the northern tip of Prince of Wales Island and is only accessible via seaplane or boat, 
with an estimated population of 12 residents in 2019. Point Baker is considered a small fishing 
community, but neighboring lodges have been established providing sportfishing, wildlife viewing, and 
other outdoor experiences. The community’s proximity to Sumner Strait, an exceptional fishing site for all 
five species of Pacific salmon and halibut, makes Point Baker a particularly appealing fishing destination. 
Point Baker remains an unincorporated community where residents practice a subsistence and 
homestead lifestyle without city government.  
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Port Alexander 
Port Alexander is a small community located on the south end of Baranof Island, 65 air miles south of 
Sitka. The estimated population totaled 57 residents in 2019. Port Alexander has long provided safe 
harbor for commercial fishing boats during Chatham Strait gales and storms. Commercial fishing, 
subsistence activities, and tourism are important elements of the local economy. Access to Port 
Alexander is by floatplane or boat. The State of Alaska owns and maintains a seaplane base. Residents 
and visitors fly to Port Alexander via commercial or chartered floatplane service from Sitka, Petersburg, 
Wrangell, and Juneau. Other local facilities include a breakwater, dock, and small boat harbor. There are 
no roads in Port Alexander; skiffs provide local transportation. 

Port Protection 
Port Protection is on the northern tip of Prince of Wales Island, near Point Baker, and is only accessible 
via seaplane or boat. The estimated population totaled 29 residents in 2019. Port Protection was 
established as a fish buying center that provided safe harbor, fuel, and supplies for commercial fishing 
vessels. Port Protection has remained a small fishing community with no roads, where residents practice 
a rural and subsistence activities. All homes and other buildings are located along docks or upland 
boardwalks.  

Saxman 
Saxman is located on west Revillagigedo Island on the Tongass Highway, about three miles south of 
Ketchikan. The estimated population totaled 434 residents in 2019. In 1894, Tlingits from the old Cape 
Fox and Tongass villages chose Saxman as the site for a new village and the location of a government 
school and a Presbyterian church, later incorporating as a municipality in 1929. In 1971 and 1973, 
respectively, Saxman was recognized and then certified as a Native village under the Alaska Native 
Claims Settlement Act. Most employment opportunities for Saxman residents are in the City of Ketchikan, 
though the City of Saxman, the Saxman Seaport, and the Cape Fox Corporation provide employment for 
some residents. The Saxman Totem Park, with a tribal house, a carving center, and a cultural hall for 
traditional Tlingit dance, has become an attraction for Ketchikan area visitors. 

Sitka (Sheet’ká) 
With an estimated population of 8,532 in 2019, Sitka is one of the larger communities in the analysis area 
and a popular visitor destination. Sitka is located on scenic Baranof Island and is a port of call for cruise 
ships throughout the summer season. Despite varied cruise ship visitation during the past decade, the 
leisure and hospitality industry remains an important part of Sitka’s economy. Other economic sectors 
include fishing, fish processing, government, health care services, transportation, and retail. The local 
government operates five small boat harbors, a seaplane base, and an airport. The community is served 
by the Alaska Marine Highway System and goods are transported to the community via regular 
commercial barge service. 

Skagway 
Skagway, with a population of 1,045 in 2019, is an important port of call for cruise ships and a transfer 
site for interior bus tours, such as to the Klondike Gold Rush National Historic Park. More than 600,000 
cruise ship passengers and numerous state ferry travelers visit Skagway each year. Skagway is also the 
site of trans-shipment of lead/zinc ore, fuel, and freight via the Port and Klondike Highway to and from 
Canada. The Klondike Highway and Alaska Highway provide road connections to British Columbia, the 
Yukon Territory, interior Alaska, and the Lower 48 states. Skagway is primarily accessed by air, road, and 
marine services. The State of Alaska owns the airport and seaplane base at the boat harbor with 
scheduled air service from Juneau.  
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Tenakee Springs 
Tenakee Springs, located on Chichagof Island, has long been considered a retirement community and 
summer retreat for Juneau and Sitka residents, with limited opportunities for local employment. The 
estimated population totaled 140 residents in 2019. While fish processing has been a mainstay of its 
economy, tourism is growing in importance. Tenakee Springs is dependent on seaplanes and the Alaska 
Marine Highway Service for access. The City of Tenakee Springs operates a seaplane base and heliport 
with scheduled or chartered service from Juneau. The Alaska Marine Highway System provides access 
on a limited basis. Additional marine facilities include a small boat harbor and ferry terminal. Local 
transportation is primarily by bicycle or off-highway vehicle along a 3-mile local path. 

Thorne Bay 
Thorne Bay is on the east coast of Prince of Wales Island, with an estimated population of 562 residents 
in 2019. Originally established as a floating logging camp for the Ketchikan pulp mill in 1960, it grew 
substantially in 1962 when the Hollis logging camp was relocated there. A shop, log sort yard, and camp 
were built and soon thereafter, roads were constructed connecting Thorne Bay to Hollis, Craig, and 
Klawock. During the peak of island timber activities, Thorne Bay was considered the largest logging camp 
in North America. Today, Thorne Bay contains one of the log transfer sites on the island. Employment is 
primarily in barge and freight services, small sawmills, government, commercial fishing, and tourism as 
guided sport fishing charter opportunities increasingly attract visitors. To supplement incomes, residents 
engage in subsistence activities, fish, and trap.  

Whale Pass 
Whale Pass is a small community located on northern Prince of Wales Island, with an estimated 
population of 57 residents in 2019. It was originally established as a logging camp during the early 1960s 
and the camps remained through the early 1980s. Whale Pass is situated at a remote area of the island, 
but is connected to other island communities via a gravel road. State government land disposal sales 
facilitated the transition from company-owned logging camp to a year-round community that incorporated 
in 2016. The economy is dependent on natural resources and tourism, with high levels of employment in 
both the natural resources and mining and leisure and hospitality sectors. Residents also engage in 
subsistence activities.  

Wrangell (Kaachxana.áak’w) 
Wrangell is located on the north end of Wrangell Island, near the mouth of the Stikine River, an historic 
trade route to the Canadian interior. Wrangel had a total estimated population of 2,400 residents as of 
2019. Wrangell began as an important Tlingit site primarily because of its proximity to the Stikine River. In 
1867, a military post named Fort Wrangell was established as part of the Alaska Territory. The community 
continued to grow as a fur trading center, and as an outfitter for gold prospectors between 1861 and the 
1930s. In 2008, residents decided by local election that the City of Wrangell should dissolve and 
incorporate as the City and Borough of Wrangell. This added the communities of Meyers Chuck, Union 
Bay, Thoms Place, Olive Cove, and Farm Island to the new unified city and borough. The Wrangell 
economy is primarily based on commercial fishing, fish processing, and tourism. While timber used to be 
part of the economy, by 2012 no timber-related employment was identified in Wrangell.  

Yakutat (Yaakwdáat) 
Yakutat is located along the northern Gulf of Alaska at the mouth of Yakutat Bay. The estimated 
population totaled 540 residents in 2019. The original settlers, believed to have been Eyak people from 
the Copper River area, were later conquered by the Tlingits. By the mid-1800s, foreign traders were well 
established along the coast. The contemporary town grew up around “the old village,” which was 
established in 1889 by missionaries. Incorporated as a first-class city in 1948, Yakutat is governed by a 
mayor and a city council. Yakutat Borough, incorporated in 1992, expanded the original city boundaries to 
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include a large section of the Gulf Coast north of Cape Fairweather. Yakutat is accessible by jet service 
from Juneau and Anchorage. The economy is primarily dependent on fishing, fish processing, 
government, and tourism. Wrangell-Saint Elias National Park, Russell Fiords Wilderness, and Glacier Bay 
National Park are located northwest, northeast, and southeast of Yakutat, respectively. 

Environmental Consequences 
Analyzing Impacts to Communities 
This EIS provides an assessment of the potential impacts that may result from the alternatives considered 
for a proposed Alaska Roadless Rule. This assessment and the proposed alternatives are programmatic, 
meaning that they establish direction and allowable activities for broad land areas, rather than schedule 
specific activities in specific locations. This makes it difficult to predict effects on individual communities. This 
is a common source of frustration to local residents, who want to know exactly how they and the places they 
care about could be affected. While many potentially affected outputs of forest management, such as 
scheduled timber harvest, generally translate into social and economic activity, such as employment in the 
timber industry, it is difficult to predict which communities would benefit the most from that activity. Forest 
Service activities provide economic opportunities to the private sector. How that sector and the various 
industries that comprise it respond depends on many variables in addition to Forest Service management. 
Communities that rely on a given resource-related industry would, however, be expected to be the first to 
benefit or lose from significant changes in planned output levels affecting that industry. 

The 2016 Forest Plan Amendment EIS provides detailed assessments for the 32 communities addressed 
in the preceding section. In addition to providing detailed overviews of existing conditions, the 2016 EIS 
profiles evaluated potential effects to each community’s use area. Originally identified as part of the 1997 
Forest Plan Revision (USDA Forest Service 1997a), community use areas (CUA) represent the general 
area commonly used or related to by many of the community’s residents in their local day-to-day work, 
recreational, and subsistence activities. These areas do not necessarily define the limits of a community’s 
use or represent traditional use areas or territories. Community residents may work or pursue recreation or 
subsistence activities elsewhere on the Forest. Traditional territories are shown in Appendix F, which 
presents maps from Goldschmidt and Haas’ landmark ethnographic study of Alaska Native land use, 
occupancy, and possession in Southeast Alaska. 

The analysis presented here draws upon these information sources to assess the effects of the six 
alternatives under consideration by community. Each community discussion includes a map of that 
community’s use area. These maps are accompanied by tables that summarize the Alaska Roadless 
Area (ARA) management designations and change in roadless area acres that would occur in the 
community’s use area by alternative. The summary tables also identify changes in acres in development 
Land Use Designations (LUD), changes in suitable acres available for harvest, and changes in acres of 
estimated harvest over 100 years by alternative for each CUA. These CUA maps and tables are intended 
to help community residents (and other readers) gain a better understanding of what management 
direction is proposed for their immediate surroundings under each alternative. As noted above, these 
CUAs do not necessarily define the limits of a community’s use or represent traditional use areas or 
territories. 

The following assessment considers potential impacts to 32 Southeast Alaska CUAs using four primary 
measures by alternative: 1) acres by ARA management category and change in acres managed as 
roadless; 2) change in acres in development LUDs; 3) change in suitable old-growth acres available for 
harvest, and 4) changes in estimated harvest over 100 years.  

Average annual deer harvest for 2004 to 2013 is presented by Wildlife Analysis Area (WAA) for each 
community where these data are available and provides another indication of areas used by different 
communities. WAAs are a division of land used by the Alaska Department of Fish & Game (ADF&G) for 
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wildlife analysis.2 As part of the community assessments in the 2016 Forest Plan Amendment EIS (USDA 
Forest Service 2016), the Sitka black-tailed deer habitat capability model output was analyzed for the 
WAAs where each community obtained approximately 75 percent of their average annual deer harvest. 
This analysis originally prepared for the 1997 Forest Plan Revision FEIS (USDA Forest Service 1997b) 
was updated for the 2016 Forest Plan Amendment EIS. The results of the 2016 analysis for the current 
Forest Plan are used as part of the subsistence assessment presented below for each community. This 
assessment is discussed further below in the Potential Impacts by Resource Area section.  

ARA Management Categories and Changes in Roadless Area Acres 
Alternatives 2, 3, 4, and 5 propose to correct and modify inventoried roadless area (IRA) boundaries 
based on ownership changes and updated mapping. Updated roadless areas would be known as Alaska 
Roadless Areas (or ARAs) and the Alaska Roadless Rule would apply to those identified lands. ARAs 
would be assigned to one of five designations of Alaska roadless areas: LUD II Priority, Watershed 
Priority, Community Priority, Roadless Priority, and Timber Priority. These designations are described in 
Chapter 2 of this EIS and briefly summarized below: 

 The LUD II Priority management category provides for lands to be managed in a roadless state to 
retain their wildland character in accordance with applicable LUD II requirements. 

 The Watershed Priority management category is more protective than the 2001 Roadless Rule and 
provides for activities specific to aquatic habitat improvement and protection. Alternatives 2 and 3 are 
the only alternatives with lands that would be managed under this category. 

 The Community Priority management category allows for small-scale timber harvest and associated 
road construction and reconstruction. In addition, it allows for infrastructure development to connect 
and support local communities and traditional Alaska Native cultural uses. This management 
category is only proposed under Alternative 3, and only lands adjacent to seven communities – Sitka, 
Wrangell, Juneau, Ketchikan, Kake, Hydaburg, and Yakutat – would be managed under this category.  

 The Roadless Priority management category is similar to the 2001 Roadless Rule but is less 
restrictive and provides for Alaska specific concerns, specifically for infrastructure development to 
connect and support local communities, and road construction for leasable minerals. 

 The Timber Priority management category exempts timber harvest and road 
construction/reconstruction within ARAs to facilitate timber management. This management category 
is only proposed for Alternative 4.  

As described in Chapter 2, additional regulatory protection would also be applied to Tongass 77 (T77) 
and The Nature Conservancy (TNC)/Audubon Conservation Priority Areas (high-priority watershed areas) 
outside of the designated roadless area boundaries under Alternative 3. Old-growth harvest is currently 
prohibited in these areas under the existing 2016 Forest Plan. The additional protection would provide 
regulatory continuity for the T77 and TNC/Audubon Conservation Priority Areas in their entirety. 

Management activities have the potential to have detrimental effects to roadless area characteristics. This 
is especially the case with timber harvest and associated road building. Additional timber harvest 
opportunities would primarily be provided by removing roadless protections for areas that are currently 
protected under the 2001 Roadless Rule (i.e., areas that are presently within IRAs). Timber harvest would 
also be allowed in ARAs assigned to the Timber Priority management category.  

Under Alternative 3, roadless protection would be removed from the 826,000 LUD II acres that are 
currently within an IRA. LUD II acres removed from roadless designation would still retain their 
Congressionally-designated protections, which require that these areas be managed in a roadless state 
to retain their wildland character. Therefore, decreases shown for Alternative 3 tend to overstate the 
number of acres that would no longer be protected. 

 
2 ADF&G no longer compiles this data by WAA and, therefore, the summaries of harvest by WAA presented below 
use the data compiled for 2004 to 2013. 



Appendix E 

Final EIS  E-13 Communities 

Changes in Development LUDs 
Not all acres removed from roadless management would be available for development. LUD II acres 
removed from roadless designation under Alternative 3, for example, would, as noted above, still retain 
their Congressionally-designated protections, which require that these areas be managed in a roadless 
state to retain their wildland character. Other areas removed from roadless protection occur in non-
development LUDs, such as Old-Growth Habitat and Remote and Semi-remote Recreation, which do not 
allow old-growth timber harvest. The change in acres in development LUDs (Timber Production, Modified 
Landscape, and Scenic Viewshed) managed as roadless serves as a measure of development potential. 
Approximately 7 percent (1,151,700 acres) of the Forest is presently managed in development LUDs. 
This total would increase under all action alternatives, with net gains ranging from about 53,300 acres 
(Alternative 2) to more than 2.1 million acres (Alternatives 5 and 6).  

Changes in Suitable Timber 
Not all lands allocated to development LUDs are available for timber management. As described in 
Appendix A to the 2016 Forest Plan, old-growth forest located within Phases 2 and 3 of the Tongass 
Timber Sale Program Adaptive Management Strategy or within the T77 Watersheds and The Nature 
Conservancy/Audubon Conservation Priority Areas is identified as not suitable for timber production. As a 
result, not all increases in development LUD acres would provide additional opportunities for timber 
harvest. Changes in suitable old-growth and young-growth acres available for harvest are, therefore, 
used as a relative measure of timber opportunity to differentiate between alternatives. These estimated 
changes do not represent estimates of how much harvest would occur under each alternative. Actual harvest 
locations would depend on the timber sales that are carried out during plan implementation.  

Forest-wide, approximately 227,000 acres are presently considered suitable old-growth available for 
harvest. This total would increase under all the action alternatives, with gains ranging from about 20,000 
acres (Alternative 2) to 168,000 acres (Alternatives 5 and 6). Approximately 334,000 acres are 
considered suitable for young-growth harvest, with estimated increases ranging from 3 to 6 percent of the 
existing total, about 11,000 acres (Alternative 2) to 20,000 acres (Alternative 6). 

Appendix D presents suitable old-growth and young-growth timber maps by for each CUA by alternative. 
These maps are available electronically only. They are included on the electronic storage device 
accompanying this document and are also available online at: 
https://www.fs.usda.gov/project/?project=54511. 

Estimated Timber Harvest over 100 Years 
Total acres harvested are assumed to remain constant across all alternatives. After 25 years of Forest Plan 
implementation, an estimated 24,000 old-growth acres would be harvested. Old growth would continue to 
be harvested over time, but at a much reduced rate, with an estimated total of 42,500 old-growth acres 
expected to be harvested after 100 years. The corresponding totals for young-growth are 43,300 acres 
after 25 years and 284,100 acres after 100 years. Estimated harvest totals over 100 years show the amount 
of harvest likely to occur by alternative and CUA. Estimated harvest acres were distributed over the suitable 
old-growth base using the following assumptions: 1) all harvest acres were assigned to medium and high 
volume old-growth only; 2) based on historic harvest distributions, 95 percent of old-growth harvest was 
assumed to occur on the five south ranger districts (Craig, Ketchikan-Misty Fjords, Petersburg, Thorne 
Bay, and Wrangell); and 3) harvest was assumed to occur in Value Comparison Units with higher 
stumpage values as estimated for the 2008 Forest Plan using the Spectrum model. The resulting 
distributions represent best estimates based on the available information and the above assumptions. 
Viewed by CUA, this measure is sensitive to the relative distribution of Forest-wide suitable acres. Decreases 
in the share of total Forest-wide suitable acres (as adjusted based on the above assumptions) relative to 
Alternative 1, for example, result in corresponding decreases in estimated harvest over 100 years, despite an 
increase in suitable acres available for harvest. Actual harvest locations will depend on the timber sales that 
are carried out during plan implementation. 
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Potential Impacts by Resource Area 
The alternatives have implications for specific places on the Forest and particular parts of the CUAs of 
various communities. They also have potential implications for resource dependent industries, infrastructure 
development, Alaska Native customary and traditional uses, and the availability of subsistence resources. 
The following paragraphs discuss these potential implications in general terms to provide some background 
for the following community assessments. 

Forest Products 
The action alternatives would all increase the suitable acres available for harvest, with the potential to provide 
additional opportunities for the Forest Service to develop economic timber sale offerings. Suitable acres 
would be added in three broad categories or areas: areas that have been substantially altered as 
identified by known prior road construction or timber harvest3 (Alternatives 2 to 6); logical extension areas 
(Alternatives 3 to 6); and areas more distant from roads (Alternatives 4 to 6) (as discussed in Chapter 2 
and the Key Issue 2 section of this EIS). In addition, suitable old-growth acres would be added in 
Community Priority ARAs (Alternative 3). The added suitable acres in areas where roads already exist 
(roaded roadless) or could be logically extended (logical extensions) are generally considered relatively 
economic to harvest. Acres identified as more distant from roads are likely to be more expensive to 
harvest and less likely to be accessed for timber production under the current 2016 Forest Plan. 

Estimated direct forest products employment in the first decade of implementation would be very similar 
under all six alternatives as discussed in the Key Issue 2. Estimated employment is presented as a range 
from a maximum allowable export of timber scenario based on the existing Region 10 limited export policy to 
a maximum domestic processing scenario that assumes only Alaska yellow-cedar would be exported 
unprocessed. 

Recreation and Tourism 
Changes in land management have the potential to affect recreation opportunities on the Forest. Impacts 
could occur where timber management and development activities conflict with recreation opportunities 
for community residents and/or commercial recreation operators and their clients. Changes in suitable 
old-growth and young-growth acres for harvest provide an indicator of potential timber opportunity for 
each CUA by alternative. For some recreation uses, additional development for timber harvest and other 
infrastructure could provide increased access to the Forest and more opportunities. Impacts to ROS 
settings and recreation places are assessed in the Recreation section of this EIS.  

The Recreation section also assesses potential impacts to commercial outfitter/guide businesses. This 
assessment used changes in suitable old-growth acres in conjunction with information on existing 
outfitter/guide use to help focus on potentially affected areas. A screening review based on these factors 
identified 15 outfitter/guide use areas where potential conflicts between existing outfitter/guide use and 
future management could occur based on recent patterns of existing use. These are outfitter/guide use 
areas with recent outfitter/guide use where there would be increases in suitable old-growth acres under 
one or more of the action alternatives. These potential impacts are discussed in more detail in the 
Recreation section.  

Infrastructure Development 
With some exceptions, federal and state road development is presently limited in IRAs. Exceptions 
include roads with reserved or outstanding rights, roads provided for by statute or treaty, or road 
development related to a Federal Aid Highway. Roadless protection would be removed to various 
degrees under the action alternatives with corresponding implications for regional highway development. 
In most cases, changes in roadless management, as well as changes in the number of acres managed as 

 
3 Removed areas include both development and non-development LUDs. These areas are generally known as 
“roaded roadless” areas but also include additional areas considered to be substantially altered. 
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roadless, would be more permissive with respect to regional road systems. In addition to those roads 
presently excepted, Roadless Priority ARAs would also allow roads needed for the connection of 
communities and development of the regional transportation system as identified in the State of Alaska’s 
SATP. Timber Priority ARAs and areas removed from roadless protection would remove all roadless rule-
related restrictions on road building. As a result, more areas would be available for additional types of 
regional road development under Alternatives 4 to 6. Future road projects would be subject to funding 
constraints and evaluated in detail on a project-by-project basis. Potential transportation effects are 
discussed in more detail in the Transportation, Energy, Communications, and Infrastructure section of this 
EIS. 

None of the alternatives are expected to substantially affect the development of energy projects or related 
infrastructure. Removing roadless designations in areas under Alternatives 2 through 6 would simplify the 
process for projects but would not necessarily result in an increase in the number of projects developed. 
In areas where new roadless areas are added or expanded, the permitting process could be more 
complicated, but projects would not be prohibited. An exemption for utility systems in Roadless Priority 
ARAs under Alternatives 2, 3, 4, and 5 and Community Priority ARAs (Alternative 3), would allow for tree 
cutting and road construction. Under Alternative 4, Timber Priority ARAs would not prohibit tree cutting or 
road construction at all. Where restrictions are removed, or exemptions added, the greatest effect may be 
in making the permitting process for developers less burdensome, resulting in more a rapid permitting 
process rather than an increase in the number of sites developed. 

Alaska Native Customary and Traditional Uses 
Areas allocated to Roadless Priority and Community Priority ARAs would explicitly allow the cutting, 
utilization, customary trade, and removal of trees for the purposes of Alaska Native customary and 
traditional uses, as well as road construction deemed necessary by a federally recognized Tribe for 
access to Alaska Native cultural sites. This type of use would also be allowed in Timber Priority ARAs, 
which allow all timber harvest and road construction. These types of uses would also be allowed in areas 
removed from roadless protection, subject to applicable Forest Plan standards and guidelines. 
Management under the Roadless Priority and Community Priority ARAs is generally assumed to be more 
beneficial in this context than management under the Timber Priority ARA or full exemption because it 
potentially allows access for Alaska Native cultural purposes without also allowing access for commercial 
timber harvest and other competing uses. 

Subsistence 
Marine resources, including fish, mammals, and plants, account for more than half of total per capita 
harvest in all Southeast Alaska communities, ranging from 55 percent in Tenakee Springs to 88 percent 
in Skagway (see Figure 3.12-2 in the Subsistence section of this EIS). These resources are not expected 
to be affected by any of the alternatives. Among the subsistence resources of greatest importance (salmon, 
other finfish, marine invertebrates, and deer), deer is the only one that could be potentially significantly 
affected by the alternatives evaluated in the 2016 Forest Plan Amendment EIS (USDA Forest Service 2016). 
Therefore, the subsistence analyses prepared for each community for that EIS used deer as a key indicator 
for potential impacts to subsistence resources. Effects to subsistence resources have the potential to affect 
subsistence users. 

Extensive analysis on deer was done for the 1997 Forest Plan and subsequent 2008 and 2016 Forest 
Plan Amendments. Analyses conducted during the 2016 Forest Plan Amendment EIS also included 
information on summer and winter forage and effects of roadbuilding, noting that the expected ecological 
responses of deer to old-growth and mature young-growth timber harvest, road building, and vegetation 
succession will be similar to those predicted previously, but the extent of future impacts would be 
expected to be reduced from earlier analyses because lower levels of old-growth harvest are proposed in 
all action alternatives.  

As part of the 2016 Forest Plan Amendment EIS, the interagency deer habitat capability model was used 
to assess existing habitat capability within the planning area. This analysis found that Forest-wide, 



Appendix E 

Communities E-16 Final EIS 

approximately 89 percent of the original (1954) habitat capability remains, ranging from 72 to 100 percent 
depending on the biogeographic province. The greatest reductions in deer habitat capability have 
occurred, and will continue to occur, in provinces where timber harvest has been concentrated (the North 
Central Prince of Wales, East Baranof, and Etolin Island biogeographic provinces). As noted above, the 
model output was also analyzed for the WAAs where each community obtained approximately 75 percent 
of their average annual deer harvest. This analysis originally prepared for the 1997 Forest Plan Revision 
FEIS was updated for the 2016 Forest Plan Amendment EIS (USDA Forest Service 2016). The results of 
the 2016 analysis for the current Forest Plan are used as part of the subsistence assessment presented 
below for each community. 

In addition to evaluating projected changes in deer habitat capability by WAA, the 2016 analysis also 
drew upon the Deer Availability and Anticipated Demand analysis completed for the 1997 Forest Plan 
Revision FEIS which assessed the ability of the 1997 alternatives to provide sufficient habitat capability 
over the long term for deer hunted by local residents, all rural hunters, and all hunters for each 
community. All of the 1997 alternatives included substantially higher levels of timber harvest than the 
alternatives evaluated in the 2016 Forest Plan Amendment EIS and, therefore, potential impacts were 
expected to be lower under all of the 2016 alternatives, including the current Forest Plan. However, the 
2016 Forest Plan Amendment EIS acknowledged that some impacts could still occur, with the 
subsistence use of deer potentially affected to the point in some areas that some restriction on hunting 
might be necessary over the long term, especially for non-rural hunters. The 2016 analysis identified this 
possibility for 19 of the 34 communities evaluated for all five alternatives analyzed in that EIS, with 
anticipated impacts largely due to past harvest in the affected areas. These communities were Coffman 
Cove, Craig, Haines, Hollis, Hoonah, Kake, Kasaan, Klawock, Naukati Bay, Petersburg/Kupreanof, Point 
Baker, Port Protection, Saxman, Sitka, Tenakee Springs, Thorne Bay, Whale Pass, Wrangell, and 
Yakutat. Impacts and possible restrictions were also identified for the non-rural communities of Juneau 
and Ketchikan. 

The following assessment considers potential impacts to subsistence for 32 Southeast Alaska 
communities using the results of the 2016 Forest Plan Amendment EIS analysis and two primary 
measures by alternative: 1) change in suitable old-growth acres available for harvest, and 2) changes in 
projected old-growth harvest over 100 years.  

All six alternatives evaluated in this EIS, including No Action, would result in a reduction in deer habitat 
capability from existing conditions due to the harvest of mature young-growth and productive old-growth 
(POG) forest. Over the long term, reductions in habitat capability would reduce carrying capacity, or the 
numbers of deer an area is capable of supporting given the available resources. This could lead to a 
decline in the deer population, particularly following severe winters, if the demand for resources (e.g., 
food or habitat) exceeds the amount available.  

Timber harvest tends to affect deer-related subsistence activities in two ways. In the short run, approximately 
20 to 30 years following harvest, deer populations tend to increase in harvested areas. In the long run, 
populations tend to decline as the canopy in even-aged forest stands closes, resulting in lower habitat quality. 
Reductions in habitat quality can be reduced through management (e.g., thinning) of young-growth stands. 
Deer populations in unharvested areas are likely to remain at fairly constant levels that are typically lower 
than a comparable harvested area in the short run, but higher in the long run. Road construction also affects 
subsistence by providing subsistence hunters with ready access to areas that may have been previously 
inaccessible. This effect may be perceived as either positive or negative depending on the parties involved, 
as increased access may lead to increased competition for resources. Potential effects are likely to vary by 
community and may be perceived differently by members of the same or neighboring communities.  

While there would be some new road access under all alternatives in the long run, nearly all new roads 
constructed under the alternatives would be closed following harvest. These roads would, therefore, not 
be available for use by highway vehicles or high-clearance vehicles. They would, however, be available 
for access by other methods and would, as a result, have the potential to affect existing subsistence 
patterns. 
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In the event a subsistence harvest priority is needed for rural residents, the state or federal fish and 
wildlife management authorities would first limit commercial, sport, and non-local subsistence harvests to 
mitigate impacts to local subsistence harvests. 

Individual Community Assessments 
The following community assessments are presented in alphabetical order.  

Angoon (Aangóon) 
Community Use Area 
Angoon’s CUA encompasses a total of 1,092,036 acres (Figure E-1). Almost half of this area (43 percent) 
is presently managed as roadless (Table E-3). This share would drop to 36 percent under Alternative 3 
and 26 percent under Alternative 5, with no acres managed as roadless under Alternative 6. The removal 
of LUD II acres under Alternative 3 accounts for the entire decrease in roadless acres under this 
alternative. These areas would retain their congressional protections and continue to be managed in a 
roadless state. Alternative 4 includes ARA acres that would be managed as Timber Priority and allow 
timber harvest and road building. Timber Priority acres account for 14 percent of the ARA in the Angoon 
CUA under Alternative 4. Areas allocated to Roadless Priority and Community Priority ARAs would 
explicitly allow the cutting, utilization, customary trade, and removal of trees for the purposes of Alaska 
Native customary and traditional uses, as well as road construction deemed necessary by a federally 
recognized Tribe for access to Alaska Native cultural sites. This type of use would also be allowed in 
Timber Priority areas, which allow all timber harvest and road construction. 
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Figure E-1  
Angoon’s Community Use Area 

 

Table E-3  
Roadless Areas, ARA Management Categories, and Development Opportunity in 
Angoon’s Community Use Area 

Roadless Category (acres) 
Alternative 

1 2 3 4 5 6 
Total Community Use Area 1,092,036 1,092,036 1,092,036 1,092,036 1,092,036 1,092,036 
Total Roadless Area  468,606 490,275 396,635 445,567 282,843 0 
Roadless Share 43% 45% 36% 41% 26% 0% 
ARA Management Categories (acres) 
LUD II Priority na 73,141 0 73,141 73,062  0 
Watershed Priority na 218,369 297 0 0 0 
Roadless Priority na 198,765 177,968 311,309 209,781 0 
Community Priority na 0 297 0 0 0 
Timber Priority na 0 0 61,117 0 0 
Development Opportunity 
Development LUDs (acres) 137,603 118,644 134,479 155,409 322,599 322,608 
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Table E-3 (continued)  
Roadless Areas, ARA Management Categories, and Development Opportunity in 
Angoon’s Community Use Area 

Roadless Category (acres) 
Alternative 

1 2 3 4 5 6 
Timber Opportunity (Acres Suitable for Harvest) 
Old-Growth 26,404 24,761 29,389 49,497 50,571 50,571 
Young-Growth 34,326 34,378 34,378 34,460 34,475 34,816 
Estimated Harvest over 100 Years (acres) 
Old-Growth 1,235 1,235 1,254 1,170 1,181 1,181 
Young-Growth 29,226 28,313 28,011 28,067 27,935 27,955 
na = not applicable 

Not all acres removed from roadless management would be available for development. The change in 
acres in development LUDs serves as a measure of development potential as it presently exists by 
alternative. Approximately 13 percent (137,600 acres) of the Angoon CUA is presently managed in 
development LUDs (Table E-3). This total would increase under Alternatives 4, 5, and 6, with net gains 
ranging from about 17,800 acres (Alternative 4) to approximately 185,000 acres (Alternatives 5 and 6). 
Under Alternatives 2 and 3, the total area of the Angoon CUA managed in development LUDs would 
decrease by approximately 19,000 and 3,100 acres, respectively. 

Suitable old-growth and young-growth acres available for harvest would increase under Alternatives 3 
through 6, as well as for young-growth under Alternative 2. Estimated net gains in suitable old-growth 
range from about 3,000 acres (Alternative 3) to 24,200 acres (Alternatives 5 and 6). Under Alternative 2, 
suitable old-growth acres available for harvest would decrease by about 1,650 acres. Increases in 
suitable young-growth acres would be 1 percent or less under all action alternatives.  

Total acres harvested are assumed to remain constant across all alternatives. Estimated old-growth 
harvest over 100 years ranges from about 1,200 acres (Alternatives 5 and 6) to 1,250 acres (Alternatives 
1 to 3) in the Angoon CUA. This represents a small decrease relative to Alternative 1 for Alternatives 4 to 
6, and very little change for Alternatives 2 and 3. Estimated young-growth harvest ranges from about 
28,000 acres (Alternatives 3 to 6) to 29,200 acres (Alternative 1), with a decrease in potential young-
growth harvest relative to Alternative 1 in all cases, with slightly larger decreases under Alternatives 5 and 
6 (Table E-3).  

Subsistence 
No significant effect on salmon, other finfish, or invertebrate habitat capability is expected from 
implementation of any alternative. These resources account for 52 percent of the total edible pounds of 
subsistence resources harvested by Angoon households (Kruse and Frazier 1988). Marine resources 
(fish and marine invertebrates), primarily salmon, accounted for the majority (62 percent) of per capita 
subsistence harvest in Angoon in 2012 (ADF&G 2018).  

The 1988 Tongass Resource Use Cooperative Survey (TRUCS) study found that deer accounted for 30 
percent of the total edible pounds of subsistence resources harvested by Angoon households (Kruse and 
Frazier 1988). Deer accounted for 28 percent of per capita subsistence harvest by Angoon residents in 
2012 (ADF&G 2018).  

From 2004 to 2013, Angoon residents took approximately 75 percent of their deer from six WAAs, with 
the majority (59 percent) obtained from three WAAs on Admiralty Island (4042, 4054, and 4055) (Table 
E-4). The 2016 Forest Plan Amendment EIS found that none of the three most important WAAs would be 
affected by the current Forest Plan. The next two WAAs in importance contribute 12 percent of Angoon’s 
deer harvest and would also not be affected by the current Forest Plan. The sixth WAA in importance, 
WAA 3308, with an annual average harvest of 4 deer, was found to be minimally affected by the current 
Forest Plan, with deer habitat capability forecast to decrease by 1 percent after 100 years, from 66 
percent to 65 percent (Table E-4). Therefore, the 2016 Forest Plan Amendment EIS analysis concluded 
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that the current Forest Plan should be able to provide habitat capability for deer hunted by Angoon 
residents, as well as for all deer hunted within the WAAs, over the course of Forest Plan implementation.  

Table E-4  
Deer Harvest and Deer Habitat Capability on NFS Lands for the WAAs where Angoon 
Residents Obtain Approximately 75 Percent of their Average Annual Deer Harvest1 

WAA 

Average Deer Harvest from 2004 to 2013 Deer Habitat Capability3  
Angoon 

Residents 
All Rural 
Hunters2 All Hunters 2014 

After 100 Years of 
Implementation Change 

4042 31 32 41 100% 100% 0% 
4055 28 33 48 99% 99% 0% 
4054 18 19 21 100% 100% 0% 
3939 9 71 105 100% 100% 0% 
4041 6 16 19 91% 91% 0% 
3308 4 61 107 66% 65% -1% 
1 Calculated based on harvest where location is known. 
2 The category “All Rural Hunters” includes residents of Southeast Alaska communities, excluding the cities of Juneau and 
Ketchikan. 
3 Deer habitat capability in 2014 and after 100 Years of full implementation is expressed as a percent of the 1954 habitat 
capability. Data presented for 100 Years of Implementation are estimates developed for the current Forest Plan in the 2016 
Forest Plan Amendment EIS (USDA Forest Service 2016). 

There are no suitable old-growth acres or projected harvest acres in the five most important WAAs under 
any of the alternatives evaluated in this EIS (Tables E-5 and E-6). The number of suitable old-growth 
acres would increase in WAA 3308, with net increases ranging from 100 acres (Alternative 2) to 3,510 
acres (Alternative 6), but projected harvest is expected to decrease relative to Alternative 1 under all five 
action alternatives, dropping from 710 acres (Alternative 1) to 640 acres (Alternative 6). Therefore, no 
additional impacts are anticipated under any of the alternatives. 

Table E-5  
Suitable Old-Growth by WAA and Alternative for the WAAs where Angoon Residents 
Obtain Approximately 75 Percent of their Average Annual Deer Harvest 

WAA Total Acres Alt 1 
Change from Alternative 1 (Acres) 

Alt 2 Alt 3 Alt 4 Alt 5 Alt 6 
4042  52,983 - - - - - - 
4055  68,468 - - - - - - 
4054  66,419 - - - - - - 
3939  66,460 - - - - - - 
4041  55,265 - - - - - - 
3308  100,813 6,500 100 980 2,560 3,510 3,510 

 

Table E-6  
Projected Old-Growth Harvest by WAA and Alternative for the WAAs where Angoon 
Residents Obtain Approximately 75 Percent of their Average Annual Deer Harvest 

WAA Total Acres Alt 1 
Change from Alternative 1 (Acres) 

Alt 2 Alt 3 Alt 4 Alt 5 Alt 6 
4042  52,983 - - - - - - 
4055  68,468 - - - - - - 
4054  66,419 - - - - - - 
3939  66,460 - - - - - - 
4041  55,265 - - - - - - 
3308  100,813 710 - (30) (110) (70) (70) 
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Coffman Cove 
Community Use Area 
Coffman Cove’s CUA encompasses a total of 1,195,299 acres (Figure E-2). Almost half of this area (48 
percent) is presently managed as roadless (Table E-7). This share would drop to 28 and 30 percent 
under Alternatives 3 and 5, respectively, with no acres managed as roadless under Alternative 6. The 
removal of LUD II acres under Alternative 3 accounts for approximately 68 percent of the decrease in 
roadless acres under this alternative. These areas would retain their congressional protections and 
continue to be managed in a roadless state. Alternative 4 includes ARA acres that would be managed as 
Timber Priority and allow timber harvest and road building. Timber Priority acres account for 8 percent of 
the ARA in the Coffman Cove CUA. Areas allocated to Roadless Priority would explicitly allow the cutting, 
utilization, customary trade, and removal of trees for the purposes of Alaska Native customary and 
traditional uses, as well as road construction deemed necessary by a federally recognized Tribe for 
access to Alaska Native cultural sites. This type of use would also be allowed in Timber Priority areas, 
which allow all timber harvest and road construction. 

Figure E-2  
Coffman Cove’s Community Use Area 
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Table E-7  
Roadless Areas, ARA Management Categories, and Development Opportunity in 
Coffman Cove’s Community Use Area 

Roadless Category 
(acres) 

Alternative 
1 2 3 4 5 6 

Total Community Use Area 1,195,299 1,195,299 1,195,299 1,195,299 1,195,299 1,195,299 
Total Roadless Area  578,856 561,853 340,328 488,512 354,946 0 
Roadless Share 48% 47% 28% 41% 30% 0% 
ARA Management Categories (acres) 
LUD II Priority na 155,790 0 155,790 155,432 0 
Watershed Priority na 239,472 237,978 0 0 0 
Roadless Priority na 166,591 105,021 293,088 199,514  0 
Community Priority na 0 0 0 0 0 
Timber Priority na 0 0 39,633 0 0 
Development Opportunity 
Development LUDs (acres) 353,074 370,420 420,407 420,893 566,305 566,314 
Timber Opportunity (Acres Suitable for Harvest) 
Old-Growth 65,141 68,388 79,899 87,329 89,401 89,401 
Young-Growth 133,766 134,995 135,051 135,131 135,502 135,851 
Estimated Harvest over 100 Years (acres) 
Old-Growth 14,072 13,285 12,077 11,431 11,514 11,514 
Young-Growth 113,892 111,181 110,038 110,059 109,796 109,080 
na = not applicable 

Not all acres removed from roadless management would be available for development. The change in 
acres in development LUDs serves as a measure of development potential as it presently exists by 
alternative. Approximately 30 percent (353,100 acres) of the Coffman Cove CUA is presently managed in 
development LUDs. This total would increase under all action alternatives, with net gains ranging from 
about 17,350 acres (Alternative 2) to 213,200 acres (Alternatives 5 and 6).  

Suitable old-growth and young-growth acres available for harvest would increase under all action 
alternatives. Estimated net gains in suitable old growth range from about 3,250 acres (Alternative 2) to 
24,300 acres (Alternatives 5 and 6). Increases in suitable young-growth acres would be equivalent to 2 
percent or less of the existing total under all action alternatives. 

Total acres harvested are assumed to remain constant across all alternatives. Estimated old-growth harvest 
over 100 years in the Coffman Cove CUA ranges from about 11,500 acres (Alternatives 5 and 6) to 
14,100 acres (Alternative 1). Estimated young-growth harvest ranges from about 109,100 acres 
(Alternative 6) to 113,900 acres (Alternative 1), with a decrease in potential young-growth harvest relative 
to Alternative 1 in all cases, with larger decreases under Alternatives 3 to 6 (Table E-7). 

Subsistence 
No significant effect on salmon, other finfish, or invertebrate habitat capability is expected from 
implementation of any alternative. These resources account for 65 percent of the total edible pounds of 
subsistence resources harvested by Coffman Cove households (Kruse and Frazier 1988). Marine 
resources (fish and marine invertebrates) accounted for the majority (71 percent) of per capita 
subsistence harvest in the community in 1998 (ADF&G 2018). 

The 1988 TRUCS study found that deer accounted for 32 percent of the total edible pounds of subsistence 
resources harvested by Coffman Cove households (Kruse and Frazier 1988). Deer accounted for 20 percent 
of per capita subsistence harvest by Coffman Cove residents in 1998 (ADF&G 2018).  

Residents of Coffman Cove harvest the majority (70 percent) of their deer from two WAAs in the eastern 
half of north-central Prince of Wales Island (1420 and 1421). The Coffman Cove portion represents about 
one-quarter of the total harvest and about one-third of the rural hunter harvest in these WAAs. About 38 
percent of the combined harvest in these WAAs is by non-rural hunters, suggesting that there is a harvest 
buffer that could be restricted, if necessary, before restrictions are placed on rural harvests.  
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All of the important WAAs used by Coffman Cove residents (the above two and WAA 1315) occur in an 
area with substantial past timber harvest and, therefore, deer habitat capabilities are currently estimated 
to be considerably below 1954 levels (Table E-8). The 2016 Forest Plan Amendment EIS analysis found 
that the current Forest Plan would reduce estimated habitat capabilities after 100 years by a further 4 to 6 
percent of 1954 levels (Table E-8).  

Table E-8  
Deer Harvest and Deer Habitat Capability on NFS Lands for the WAAs where Coffman 
Cove Residents Obtain Approximately 75 Percent of their Average Annual Deer Harvest1 

WAA 

Average Deer Harvest from 2004 to 2013 Deer Habitat Capability3  
Coffman Cove 

Residents 
All Rural 
Hunters2 All Hunters 2014 

After 100 Years of 
Implementation Change 

1420 59 158 276 49% 44% -5% 
1421 31 76 102 68% 64% -4% 
1315 7 201 317 56% 50% -6% 
1 Calculated based on harvest where location is known. 
2 The category “All Rural Hunters” includes residents of Southeast Alaska communities, excluding the cities of Juneau and 
Ketchikan. 
3 Deer habitat capability in 2014 and after 100 Years of full implementation is expressed as a percent of the 1954 habitat 
capability. Data presented for 100 Years of Implementation are estimates developed for the current Forest Plan in the 2016 
Forest Plan Amendment EIS (USDA Forest Service 2016). 

The 2016 Forest Plan Amendment EIS analysis found that use of most subsistence resources by Whale 
Pass residents (fish and marine invertebrates) was not expected to be affected by any of the alternatives. 
Based on the Deer Availability and Anticipated Demand analysis completed for the 1997 Forest Plan EIS, 
the 2016 analysis found that subsistence use of deer may be affected to the point that some restriction on 
hunting might be necessary over the long term, especially for non-rural hunters. The risk of hunting 
restrictions would be reduced somewhat, through more intensive management (e.g., thinning) of the 
existing and future closed-canopy, young-growth forests in this area. Indirect effects associated with 
increased competition for deer within Coffman Cove’s subsistence use areas could also occur if hunters 
from other communities were displaced due to timber harvest activity.  

Suitable old-growth acres would increase relative to Alternative 1 in all three of the WAAs under all of the 
action alternatives (Table E-9). However, projected old-growth harvest would decrease relative to 
Alternative 1 in these WAAs under all of the action alternatives (Table E-10). These relative changes in 
projected harvest are small in absolute terms (i.e., number of acres) and none of the alternatives are 
expected to affect the findings of the 2016 Forest Plan Amendment. 

Table E-9  
Suitable Old-Growth by WAA and Alternative for the WAAs where Coffman Cove 
Residents Obtain Approximately 75 Percent of their Average Annual Deer Harvest 

WAA Total Acres Alt 1 
Change from Alternative 1 (Acres) 

Alt 2 Alt 3 Alt 4 Alt 5 Alt 6 
1420  42,409 3,210 230 390 500 500 500 
1421  90,038 2,510 - - 40 110 110 
1315  55,043 3,820 230 1,240 1,240 1,240 1,240 

 
Table E-10  
Projected Old-Growth Harvest by WAA and Alternative for the WAAs where Coffman 
Cove Residents Obtain Approximately 75 Percent of their Average Annual Deer Harvest 

WAA Total Acres Alt 1 
Change from Alternative 1 (Acres) 

Alt 2 Alt 3 Alt 4 Alt 5 Alt 6 
1420  42,409 960 (30) (170) (260) (270) (270) 
1421  90,038 750 (70) (200) (270) (260) (260) 
1315  55,043 1,140 (40) (30) (180) (200) (200) 
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Craig (Shaan da) 
Community Use Area 
Craig’s CUA encompasses a total of 733,670 acres (Figure E-3). Over half of this area (57 percent) is 
presently managed as roadless (Table E-11). This share would drop to 33 percent under Alternatives 3 
and 5, with no acres managed as roadless under Alternative 6. The removal of LUD II acres under 
Alternative 3 accounts for approximately 55 percent of the decrease in roadless acres under this 
alternative. These areas would retain their congressional protections and continue to be managed in a 
roadless state. Alternative 4 includes ARA acres that would be managed as Timber Priority and allow 
timber harvest and road building. Timber Priority acres account for 12 percent of the ARA in the Craig 
CUA. Areas allocated to Roadless Priority would explicitly allow the cutting, utilization, customary trade, 
and removal of trees for the purposes of Alaska Native customary and traditional uses, as well as road 
construction deemed necessary by a federally recognized Tribe for access to Alaska Native cultural sites. 
This type of use would also be allowed in Timber Priority areas, which allow all timber harvest and road 
construction. 

Figure E-3  
Craig’s Community Use Area 
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Table E-11  
Roadless Areas, ARA Management Categories, and Development Opportunity in 
Craig’s Community Use Area 

Roadless Category 
(acres) 

Alternative 
1 2 3 4 5 6 

Total Community Use Area 733,670 733,670 733,670 733,670 733,670 733,670 
Total Roadless Area  418,413 396,858 239,678 330,167 240,160  0 
Roadless Share 57% 54% 33% 45% 33% 0% 
ARA Management Categories (acres) 
LUD II Priority na 99,731 0 99,731 98,201  0 
Watershed Priority na 132,064 29,012 0 0 0 
Roadless Priority na 165,063 80,188 192,343 141,960  0 

Community Priority na 0                  
29,012  0 0 0 

Timber Priority na 0 0 38,093 0 0 
Development Opportunity 
Development LUDs (acres  204,185 225,706 276,493 280,712 375,588 381,527 
Timber Opportunity (Acres Suitable for Harvest) 
Old-Growth 40,738 46,824 60,255 64,177 65,495 65,495 
Young-Growth 72,268 75,911 76,953 76,940 76,995 77,119 
Estimated Harvest over 100 Years (acres) 
Old-Growth 9,263 9,435 9,613 8,691 8,712 7,043 
Young-Growth 61,531 62,519 62,701 62,665 62,388 61,922 
na = not applicable       

Not all acres removed from roadless management would be available for development. The change in 
acres in development LUDs serves as a measure of development potential as it presently exists by 
alternative. Approximately 28 percent (204,200 acres) of the Craig CUA is presently managed in 
development LUDs. This total would increase under all action alternatives, with net gains ranging from 
about 21,500 acres (Alternative 2) to 177,350 acres (Alternative 6).  

Suitable old-growth and young-growth acres available for harvest would increase under all action 
alternatives. Estimated net gains in suitable old growth range from about 6,100 acres (Alternative 2) to 
24,800 acres (Alternatives 5 and 6). Increases in suitable young-growth acres range from about 3,650 
acres (Alternative 2) to 4,850 acres (Alternative 6).  

Total acres harvested are assumed to remain constant across all alternatives. Estimated old-growth harvest 
over 100 years ranges from about 7,050 acres (Alternative 6) to 9,600 acres (Alternative 3). Estimated 
young-growth harvest ranges from about 61,500 acres (Alternative 1) to 62,700 acres (Alternatives 3 and 4), 
with an increase in potential young-growth harvest relative to Alternative 1 in all cases (Table E-11). 

Subsistence 
No significant effect on salmon, other finfish, or invertebrate habitat capability is expected from 
implementation of any alternative. These resources account for 70 percent of the total edible pounds of 
subsistence resources harvested by Craig households (Kruse and Frazier 1988). Marine resources (fish 
and marine invertebrates) accounted for 67 percent of per capita subsistence harvest in Craig in 1997 
(ADF&G 2018). 

The 1988 TRUCS study found that deer accounted for 22 percent of the total edible pounds of 
subsistence resources harvested by Craig households (Kruse and Frazier 1988). Deer accounted for 19 
percent of per capita subsistence harvest by Craig residents in 1997 (ADF&G 2018).  

Deer harvest by Craig residents is spread over many WAAs, but a majority (55 percent) are harvested 
from six WAAs in central and northern Prince of Wales Island (the top six WAAs in Table E-12). The Craig 
portion of the harvest in these six WAAs represents about one-third of the total harvest and about one-
half of the rural hunter harvest (Table E-12). About 32 percent of the combined harvest in these WAAs is 
by non-rural hunters, indicating that there is a harvest buffer that could be restricted, if necessary, before 
restrictions are placed on rural harvests.  
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The majority of the WAAs used heavily by Craig residents are in areas with substantial past timber 
harvest, and deer habitat capabilities are currently estimated to be below 1954 levels (Table E-12). The 
2016 Forest Plan Amendment EIS analysis found that additional harvest under the current Forest Plan 
could further reduce estimated habitat capabilities by 1 to 7 percent after 100 years, except for two WAAs 
where there would be no effect (0902 and 1107) (Table E-12). 

Table E-12  
Deer Harvest and Deer Habitat Capability on NFS Lands for the WAAs where Craig 
Residents Obtain Approximately 75 Percent of their Average Annual Deer Harvest1 

WAA 

Average Deer Harvest from 2004 to 2013 Deer Habitat Capability3  
Craig 

Residents 
All Rural 
Hunters2 

All 
Hunters 2014 

After 100 Years of 
Implementation Change 

1422 106 247 383 57% 50% -7% 
1318 70 159 198 90% 84% -6% 
1214 60 120 235 77% 71% -6% 
1332 56 67 76 88% 87% -1% 
0902 55 65 82 100% 100% 0% 
1317 51 93 133 58% 56% -2% 
0901 43 56 66 95% 93% -2% 
1319 40 169 226 74% 69% -5% 
1107 30 99 130 99% 99% 0% 
1315 29 201 317 56% 50% -6% 
1 Calculated based on harvest where location is known. 
2 The category “All Rural Hunters” includes residents of Southeast Alaska communities, excluding the cities of Juneau and 
Ketchikan. 
3 Deer habitat capability in 2014 and after 100 Years of full implementation is expressed as a percent of the 1954 habitat capability. 
Data presented for 100 Years of Implementation are estimates developed for the current Forest Plan in the 2016 Forest Plan 
Amendment EIS (USDA Forest Service 2016). 

The 2016 Forest Plan Amendment EIS analysis found that use of most subsistence resources by Craig 
residents (fish and marine invertebrates) was not expected to be affected by any of the alternatives. 
Based on the Deer Availability and Anticipated Demand analysis completed for the 1997 Forest Plan 
Revision EIS, the 2016 analysis found that subsistence use of deer may be affected to the point that 
some restriction in hunting might be necessary over the long term, especially for non-rural hunters. The 
risk of hunting restrictions would be reduced somewhat, through more intensive management (e.g., 
thinning) of the existing and future closed-canopy, young-growth forests in this area. Indirect effects 
associated with increased competition for deer within Craig’s subsistence use areas could also occur if 
hunters from other communities were displaced due to timber harvest activity.  

Suitable old-growth acres would increase relative to Alternative 1 under most of the action alternatives, 
with larger increases under Alternatives 5 and 6 (Table E-13). In five of the WAAs, projected old-growth 
harvest is mostly expected to decrease relative to Alternative 1 under all five action alternatives, with 
projected harvest mostly expected to increase in the other five WAAs (Table E-14). These relative 
changes in projected harvest are small in absolute terms (i.e., number of acres), and none of the 
alternatives are expected to affect the findings of the 2016 Forest Plan Amendment.  
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Table E-13  
Suitable Old-Growth by WAA and Alternative for the WAAs where Craig Residents 
Obtain Approximately 75 Percent of their Average Annual Deer Harvest 

WAA Total Acres Alt 1 
Change from Alternative 1 (Acres) 

Alt 2 Alt 3 Alt 4 Alt 5 Alt 6 
1422 120,282 10,120 350 3,770 3,900 3,900 3,900 
1318 53,715 1,300 140 1,310 1,410 1,410 1,410 
1214 61,675 3,440 1,910 3,190 3,190 3,190 3,190 
1332 58,173 1,230 140 550 540 550 550 
0902 105,924 - - - - 10 10 
1317 57,222 2,460 730 2,190 2,510 3,380 3,380 
0901 36,528 490 (10) (10) 1,270 1,270 1,270 
1319 103,213 3,250 170 570 600 600 600 
1107 124,051 360 10 80 80 90 90 
1315 55,043 3,820 230 1,240 1,240 1,240 1,240 

 

Table E-14  
Projected Old-Growth Timber Harvest over 100 Years by WAA and Alternative for the 
WAAs where Craig Residents Obtain Approximately 75 Percent of their Average 
Annual Deer Harvest 

WAA Total Acres Alt 1 
Change from Alternative 1 (Acres) 

Alt 2 Alt 3 Alt 4 Alt 5 Alt 6 
1422 120,282 3,020 (180) 20 (360) (410) (410) 
1318 53,715 390 - 180 120 110 110 
1214 61,675 1,030 420 420 230 200 200 
1332 58,173 370 - 20 (30) (40) (40) 
0902 105,924 - - - - - - 
1317 57,222 730 130 290 210 360 360 
0901 36,528 140 (10) (30) 190 190 190 
1319 103,213 970 (40) (130) (240) (250) (250) 
1107 124,051 110 (10) (10) (30) (30) (30) 
1315 55,043 1,140 (40) (30) (180) (200) (200) 

Edna Bay 
Community Use Area 
Edna Bay’s CUA encompasses a total of 633,338 acres (Figure E-4). Slightly more than half of this area 
(55 percent) is presently managed as roadless (Table E-15). This share would drop to 28 percent under 
Alternative 3 and 37 percent under Alternative 5, with no acres managed as roadless under Alternative 6. 
The removal of LUD II acres under Alternative 3 accounts for approximately 84 percent of the decrease in 
roadless acres under this alternative. These areas would retain their congressional protections and 
continue to be managed in a roadless state. Alternative 4 includes ARA acres that would be managed as 
Timber Priority and allow timber harvest and road building. Timber Priority acres account for 14 percent of 
the ARA in the Edna Bay CUA. Areas allocated to Roadless Priority would explicitly allow the cutting, 
utilization, customary trade, and removal of trees for the purposes of Alaska Native customary and 
traditional uses, as well as road construction deemed necessary by a federally recognized Tribe for 
access to Alaska Native cultural sites. This type of use would also be allowed in Timber Priority areas, 
which allow all timber harvest and road construction. 
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Figure E-4  
Edna Bay’s Community Use Area 

 

Table E-15  
Roadless Areas, ARA Management Categories, and Development Opportunity in Edna 
Bay’s Community Use Area 

Roadless Category (acres) 
Alternative 

1 2 3 4 5 6 
Total Community Use Area 633,338 633,338 633,338 633,338 633,338 633,338 
Total Roadless Area  351,471 354,821 175,658 316,399    231,780  0 
Roadless Share 55% 56% 28% 50% 37% 0% 
ARA Management Categories (acres) 
LUD II Priority na 149,651 0 149,651 147,822  0 
Watershed Priority na 91,728 6,833 0 0 0 
Roadless Priority na 113,442 78,370 122,925 83,958 0 
Community Priority na 0 6,833 0 0 0 
Timber Priority na 0 0 43,822 0 0 
Development Opportunity 
Development LUDs (acres) 164,774 166,460 191,098 195,318 282,749 282,750 
Timber Opportunity (Acres Suitable for Harvest) 
Old-Growth 32,189 34,109 41,876 49,942 50,555 50,555 
Young-Growth 63,907 64,461 64,480 64,536 64,544 64,550 
Estimated Harvest over 100 Years (acres) 
Old-Growth 7,675 7,223 6,695 6,771 6,754 6,754 
Young-Growth 54,412 53,089 52,538 52,562 52,300 51,910 
na = not applicable 
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Not all acres removed from roadless management would be available for development. The change in 
acres in development LUDs serves as a measure of development potential as it presently exists by 
alternative. Approximately 26 percent (164,800 acres) of the Edna Bay CUA is presently managed in 
development LUDs. This total would increase under all action alternatives with net gains ranging from 
about 1,700 acres (Alternative 2) to 118,000 acres (Alternatives 5 and 6).  

Suitable old-growth and young-growth acres available for harvest would increase under all action 
alternatives. Estimated net gains in suitable old growth range from about 1,900 acres (Alternative 2) to 
18,400 acres (Alternatives 5 and 6). Increases in suitable young-growth acres would be about 1 percent 
of the existing total under all action alternatives. 

Total acres harvested are assumed to remain constant across all alternatives. Estimated old-growth harvest 
in the Edna Bay CUA over 100 years ranges from about 6,800 acres (Alternatives 4 to 6) to 7,700 acres 
(Alternative 1). Estimated young-growth harvest ranges from about 51,900 acres (Alternative 6) to 54,400 
acres (Alternative 1), with a decrease in potential young-growth harvest relative to Alternative 1 in all 
cases (Table E-15). 

Subsistence 
No significant effect on salmon, other finfish, or invertebrate habitat capability is expected from 
implementation of any alternative. These resources accounted for 59 percent of the total edible pounds of 
subsistence resources harvested by Edna Bay households based on the 1988 TRUCS study (Kruse and 
Frazier 1988). Marine resources (fish and marine invertebrates) accounted for 67 percent of per capita 
subsistence harvest in Edna Bay in 1998 (ADF&G 2018). 

The 1988 TRUCS study found that deer accounted for 21 percent of the total edible pounds of 
subsistence resources harvested by Edna Bay households (Kruse and Frazier 1988). Deer accounted for 
23 percent of per capita subsistence harvest by Edna Bay residents in 1998 (ADF&G 2018).  

Four WAAs have been identified as most important to Edna Bay residents for deer harvest, with about 68 
percent of Edna Bay’s harvest derived from WAA 1525 (Table E-16). Residents of Edna Bay are 
responsible for all of the deer harvested on Kosciusko Island (WAA 1525), but only a small portion of the 
deer harvested on Heceta Island (WAA 1003) and the other two WAAs identified as important. The Edna 
Bay share represents about 8 percent of the total harvested in these four WAAs and about 11 percent of 
the rural hunter harvest. About 23 percent of the combined harvest in these WAAs is by non-rural 
hunters, suggesting that there is a harvest buffer that could be restricted, if necessary, before restrictions 
are placed on rural harvests.  

Table E-16  
Deer Harvest and Deer Habitat Capability on NFS Lands for the WAAs where Edna Bay 
Residents Obtain Approximately 75 Percent of their Average Annual Deer Harvest1 

WAA 

Average Deer Harvest from 2004 to 2013 Deer Habitat Capability3  
Edna Bay 
Residents 

All Rural 
Hunters2 

All 
Hunters 2014 

After 100 Years of 
Implementation Change 

1525 18 18 18 59% 58% -1% 
1003 3 28 44 59% 55% -4% 
1318 1 159 198 90% 84% -6% 
1526 1 9 18 91% 91% 0% 
1 Calculated based on harvest where location is known. 
2 The category “All Rural Hunters” includes residents of Southeast Alaska communities, excluding the cities of Juneau and 
Ketchikan. 
3 Deer habitat capability in 2014 and after 100 Years of full implementation is expressed as a percent of the 1954 habitat 
capability. Data presented for 100 Years of Implementation are estimates developed for the current Forest Plan in the 2016 
Forest Plan Amendment EIS (USDA Forest Service 2016). 

The WAA used most heavily by Edna Bay residents (WAA 1525) is in an area with substantial past timber 
harvest and deer habitat capabilities are currently estimated to be considerably below 1954 levels (Table 
E-16). This is also the case with WAA 1003; the next two important WAAs have been less affected by 
past harvest, though are still under 1954 levels. The 2016 Forest Plan Amendment EIS analysis found 
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that additional harvest that could occur under the current Forest Plan would reduce estimated habitat 
capability by 1 percent to 6 percent in three of the WAAs (Table E-16). 

The 2016 Forest Plan Amendment EIS analysis found that use of most subsistence resources by Edna 
Bay residents (fish and marine invertebrates) was not expected to be affected by any of the alternatives. 
Based on the Deer Availability and Anticipated Demand analysis completed for the 1997 Forest Plan EIS, 
the 2016 analysis found that there should be sufficient habitat capability over the long term for deer 
hunted by Edna Bay residents, all rural hunters, and all hunters, within the WAAs where Edna Bay 
hunters derive most of their deer harvest. Future young-growth management (e.g., thinning) was 
expected to further reduce the potential for effects on local hunters. It is possible, however, that additional 
timber harvest throughout Prince of Wales and adjacent islands would create increased competition for 
deer within Edna Bay’s subsistence use areas if hunters from other communities were displaced due to 
timber harvest activity. However, these impacts were estimated to be relatively minor based on the limited 
accessibility of these island areas to non-local hunters.  

The number of suitable old-growth acres would increase relative to Alternative 1 under most of the current 
action alternatives in all three of the four important WAAs used by Edna Bay residents, with relatively 
large increases in WAA 1318, which received the most use, almost entirely from hunters from outside 
Edna Bay (Table E-17). Projected old-growth timber harvest would, however, decrease relative to 
Alternative 1 in three of the four WAAs, with modest increases projected for WAA 1318 (Table E-18). As a 
result, none of the alternatives are expected to affect the findings of the 2016 Forest Plan Amendment. 

Table E-17  
Suitable Old-Growth by WAA and Alternative for the WAAs where Edna Bay Residents 
Obtain Approximately 75 Percent of their Average Annual Deer Harvest 

WAA Total Acres Alt 1 
Change from Alternative 1 (Acres) 

Alt 2 Alt 3 Alt 4 Alt 5 Alt 6 
1525  29,330 1,430 - 550 550 550 550 
1003  40,620 4,100 140 140 260 260 260 
1318  53,710 1,300 140 1,310 1,410 1,410 1,410 
1526  67,360 70 - - - - - 

 

Table E-18  
Projected Old-Growth Harvest by WAA and Alternative for the WAAs where Edna Bay 
Residents Obtain Approximately 75 Percent of their Average Annual Deer Harvest 

WAA Total Acres Alt 1 
Change from Alternative 1 (Acres) 

Alt 2 Alt 3 Alt 4 Alt 5 Alt 6 
1525  29,330 430 (40) - (60) (60) (60) 
1003  40,620 1,220 (70) (290) (390) (410) (410) 
1318  53,710 390 - 180 120 110 110 
1526 67,360 20 - - (10) (10) (10) 

 

Elfin Cove 
Community Use Area 
Elfin Cove’s CUA encompasses a total of 358,012 acres (Figure E-5). About half of this area (54 percent) 
is presently managed as roadless (Table E-19). This share would drop to 12 percent under Alternative 3, 
with no acres managed as roadless under Alternative 6. The removal of LUD II acres under Alternative 3 
accounts for the entire decrease in roadless acres under this alternative. These areas would retain their 
congressional protections and continue to be managed in a roadless state. Areas allocated to Roadless 
Priority would explicitly allow the cutting, utilization, customary trade, and removal of trees for the 
purposes of Alaska Native customary and traditional uses, as well as road construction deemed 
necessary by a federally recognized Tribe for access to Alaska Native cultural sites. This type of use 
would also be allowed in Timber Priority areas, which allow all timber harvest and road construction. 
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Figure E-5  
Elfin Cove’s Community Use Area 

 

Table E-19  
Roadless Areas, ARA Management Categories, and Development Opportunity in Elfin 
Cove's Community Use Area 

Roadless Category (acres) 
Alternative 

1 2 3 4 5 6 
Total Community Use Area 358,012 358,012 358,012 358,012 358,012 358,012 
Total Roadless Area  194,411 194,769 44,410 194,497 189,595  0 
Roadless Share 54% 54% 12% 54% 53% 0% 
ARA Management Categories (acres) 
LUD II Priority na 150,359 0 150,359 150,183 0 
Watershed Priority na 5,207 0 0 0 0 
Roadless Priority na 39,202 39,202 44,135 39,412  0 
Community Priority na 0 0 0 0 0 
Timber Priority na 0 0 0 0 0 
Development Opportunity 
Development LUDs (acres) 2 2 2 2 5 5 
Timber Opportunity (Acres Suitable for Harvest) 
Old-Growth 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Young-Growth 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Estimated Harvest over 100 Years (acres) 
Old-Growth 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Young-Growth 0 0 0 0 0 0 
na = not applicable 
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There would be no acres available for development or suitable for old-growth or young-growth harvest in 
the Elfin Cove CUA under any of the alternatives. 

Subsistence 
No significant effect on salmon, other finfish, or invertebrate habitat capability is expected from 
implementation of any alternative. These resources accounted for 63 percent of the total edible pounds of 
subsistence resources harvested by Elfin Cove households based on the 1988 TRUCS study (Kruse and 
Frazier 1988).  

The 1988 TRUCS study found that deer accounted for 27 percent of the total edible pounds of 
subsistence resources harvested by Elfin Cove households (Kruse and Frazier 1988).  

Elfin Cove residents take the majority (82 percent) of their deer from two WAAs (3421 and 3420). The 
2016 Forest Plan Amendment EIS analysis found that neither of these WAAs would be affected by the 
current Forest Plan because no timber harvest is proposed in these areas (Table E-20). The 2016 
analysis also concluded that Elfin Cove residents were unlikely to be affected by increased competition 
because of the limited access and the lack of activities under the alternatives in this area. There are no 
suitable old-growth acres in either of these WAAs under any of the alternatives and no projected old-
growth harvest (Tables E-21 and E-22). As a result, none of the alternatives are expected to affect the 
findings of the 2016 Forest Plan Amendment EIS. 

Table E-20  
Deer Harvest and Deer Habitat Capability on NFS Lands for the WAAs where Elfin Cove 
Residents Obtain Approximately 75 Percent of their Average Annual Deer Harvest1 

WAA 

Average Deer Harvest from 2004 to 2013 Deer Habitat Capability3  
Elfin Cove 
Residents 

All Rural 
Hunters2 

All 
Hunters 2014 

After 100 Years of 
Implementation Change 

3421 13 42 66 100% 100% 0% 
3420 2 19 52 100% 100% 0% 
1 Calculated based on harvest where location is known. 
2 The category “All Rural Hunters” includes residents of Southeast Alaska communities, excluding the cities of Juneau and 
Ketchikan. 
3 Deer habitat capability in 2014 and after 100 Years of full implementation is expressed as a percent of the 1954 habitat 
capability. Data presented for 100 Years of Implementation are estimates developed for the current Forest Plan in the 2016 
Forest Plan Amendment EIS (USDA Forest Service 2016). 

 

Table E-21  
Suitable Old-Growth by WAA and Alternative for the WAAs where Elfin Cove Residents 
Obtain Approximately 75 Percent of their Average Annual Deer Harvest 

WAA Total Acres Alt 1 
Change from Alternative 1 (Acres) 

Alt 2 Alt 3 Alt 4 Alt 5 Alt 6 
3421  43,290 - - - - - - 
3420  53,230 - - - - - - 

 

Table E-22  
Projected Old-Growth Harvest by WAA and Alternative for the WAAs where Elfin Cove 
Residents Obtain Approximately 75 Percent of their Average Annual Deer Harvest 

WAA Total Acres Alt 1 
Change from Alternative 1 (Acres) 

Alt 2 Alt 3 Alt 4 Alt 5 Alt 6 
3421  43,290 - - - - - - 
3420  53,230 - - - - - - 
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Gustavus 
Community Use Area 
The Gustavus CUA encompasses a total of 481,696 acres (Figure E-6). Most of this area (81 percent) is 
presently managed as roadless (Table E-23). This share would drop to 56 and 59 percent under 
Alternatives 3 and 5, respectively, with no acres managed as roadless under Alternative 6. The removal 
of LUD II acres under Alternative 3 accounts for approximately 97 percent of the decrease in roadless 
acres under this alternative. These areas would retain their congressional protections and continue to be 
managed in a roadless state. Alternative 4 includes ARA acres that would be managed as Timber Priority 
and allow timber harvest and road building. Timber Priority acres account for 18 percent of the ARA in the 
Gustavus CUA. Areas allocated to Roadless Priority would explicitly allow the cutting, utilization, 
customary trade, and removal of trees for the purposes of Alaska Native customary and traditional uses, 
as well as road construction deemed necessary by a federally recognized Tribe for access to Alaska 
Native cultural sites. This type of use would also be allowed in Timber Priority areas, which allow all 
timber harvest and road construction. 

Figure E-6  
Gustavus Community Use Area 
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Table E-23  
Roadless Areas, ARA Management Categories, and Development Opportunity in 
Gustavus' Community Use Area 

Roadless Category (acres) 
Alternative 

1 2 3 4 5 6 
Total Community Use Area 481,696 481,696 481,696 481,696 481,696 481,696 
Total Roadless Area  388,838 389,799 269,082 382,303 282,713  0 
Roadless Share 81% 81% 56% 79% 59% 0% 
ARA Management Categories (acres) 
LUD II Priority na 116,308 0 116,308 16,132 0 
Watershed Priority na 77,406 0 0 0 0 
Roadless Priority na 196,085 191,676 196,709 166,581 0 
Community Priority na 0 0 0 0 0 
Timber Priority na 0 0 69,285 0 0 
Development Opportunity 
Development LUDs (acres) 43,019 42,544 46,258 48,435 144,642 144,643 
Timber Opportunity (Acres Suitable for Harvest) 
Old-Growth 13,607 14,128 15,753 26,653 27,623 27,623 
Young-Growth 11,322 11,491 11,516 11,650 11,774 12,530 
Estimated Harvest over 100 Years (acres) 
Old-Growth 882 882 864 944 930 930 
Young-Growth 9,640 9,464 9,384 9,488 9,540 10,061 
na = not applicable 

Not all acres removed from roadless management would be available for development. The change in 
acres in development LUDs serves as a measure of development potential as it presently exists by 
alternative. Approximately 9 percent (43,000 acres) of the Gustavus CUA is presently managed in 
development LUDs. This total would increase under Alternatives 3 to 6, with net gains ranging from about 
3,200 acres (Alternative 2) to about 101,600 acres (Alternatives 5 and 6); the total would drop by about 
500 acres under Alternative 2.  

Suitable old-growth and young-growth acres available for harvest would increase under all action 
alternatives. Estimated net gains in suitable old-growth range from about 500 acres (Alternative 2) to 
14,000 acres (Alternatives 5 and 6). Increases in suitable young-growth acres range from about 170 
acres (Alternative 2) to 1,200 acres (Alternative 6).  

Total acres harvested are assumed to remain constant across all alternatives. Estimated old-growth 
harvest over 100 years in the Gustavus CUA would be similar across all alternatives, about 900 acres. 
Estimated young-growth harvest ranges from about 9,400 acres (Alternative 3) to 10,100 acres 
(Alternative 6) (Table E-23). 

Subsistence 
No significant effect on salmon, other finfish, or invertebrate habitat capability is expected from 
implementation of any alternative. Marine resources (fish and marine invertebrates) accounted for 69 
percent of per capita subsistence harvest in Gustavus in 1987 (Kruse and Frazier 1988).  

The 1988 TRUCS study found that deer accounted for 70 percent of the total edible pounds of 
subsistence resources harvested by Gustavus households (Kruse and Frazier 1988).  

Gustavus residents take the majority (73 percent) of their deer from two WAAs on northern Chichagof 
Island and Pleasant, Lemesurier, and Inian Islands (WAAs 4256 and 4222). The 2016 Forest Plan 
Amendment EIS analysis found that WAA 4256, which provides over half of Gustavus’ harvest, would not 
be affected under the current Forest Plan because it is in wilderness. WAA 4222 was expected to be 
affected by timber harvest that could occur under the current Forest Plan, with habitat capability 
estimated to be reduced by 1 percent (Table E-24). 
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Table E-24  
Deer Harvest and Deer Habitat Capability on NFS Lands for the WAAs where 
Gustavus Residents Obtain Approximately 75 Percent of their Average Annual Deer 
Harvest1 

WAA 

Average Deer Harvest from 2004 to 2013 Deer Habitat Capability3  
Gustavus 
Residents 

All Rural 
Hunters2 

All 
Hunters 2014 

After 100 Years of 
Implementation Change 

4256 47 52 68 100% 100% 0% 
4222 10 32 44 97% 96% -1% 
1 Calculated based on harvest where location is known. 
2 The category “All Rural Hunters” includes residents of Southeast Alaska communities, excluding the cities of Juneau and 
Ketchikan. 
3 Deer habitat capability in 2014 and after 100 Years of full implementation is expressed as a percent of the 1954 habitat 
capability. Data presented for 100 Years of Implementation are estimates developed for the current Forest Plan in the 2016 
Forest Plan Amendment EIS (USDA Forest Service 2016). 

The 2016 Forest Plan Amendment EIS analysis found that the use of most subsistence resources by 
Gustavus residents (fish and marine resources) was not expected to be affected by the current Forest 
Plan. The 2016 analysis also found that it was unlikely that Gustavus residents would be affected by 
increased competition because of the limited access and the lack of activities under the alternatives in 
this area. There are no suitable old-growth acres in either of these WAAs under any of the alternatives 
and no projected old-growth harvest (Tables E-25 and E-26). As a result, none of the alternatives are 
expected to affect the findings of the 2016 Forest Plan Amendment EIS. 

Table E-25  
Suitable Old-Growth by WAA and Alternative for the WAAs where Gustavus Residents 
Obtain Approximately 75 Percent of their Average Annual Deer Harvest 

WAA Total Acres Alt 1 
Change from Alternative 1 (Acres) 

Alt 2 Alt 3 Alt 4 Alt 5 Alt 6 
4256  18,940 - - - - - - 
4222  89,910 - - - - - - 

 

Table E-26  
Projected Old-Growth Harvest by WAA and Alternative for the WAAs where Gustavus 
Residents Obtain Approximately 75 Percent of their Average Annual Deer Harvest 

WAA Total Acres Alt 1 
Change from Alternative 1 (Acres) 

Alt 2 Alt 3 Alt 4 Alt 5 Alt 6 
4256  18,940 - - - - - - 
4222  89,910 - - - - - - 

 

Haines 
Community Use Area 
Haines’ CUA encompasses a total of 236,468 acres (Figure E-7). Nearly all of this area (98 percent) is 
presently managed as roadless (Table E-27). This share would lower to 84 percent under Alternative 5, 
with no acres managed as roadless under Alternative 6. Alternative 4 includes ARA acres that would be 
managed as Timber Priority and allow timber harvest and road building. Timber Priority acres account for 
8 percent of the ARA in the Haines CUA. Areas allocated to Roadless Priority would explicitly allow the 
cutting, utilization, customary trade, and removal of trees for the purposes of Alaska Native customary 
and traditional uses, as well as road construction deemed necessary by a federally recognized Tribe for 
access to Alaska Native cultural sites. This type of use would also be allowed in Timber Priority areas, 
which allow all timber harvest and road construction. 
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Figure E-7  
Haines Community Use Area 

 

 
Table E-27  
Roadless Areas, ARA Management Categories, and Development Opportunity in Haines' 
Community Use Area 

Roadless Category (acres) 
Alternative 

1 2 3 4 5 6 
Total Community Use Area 236,468 236,468 236,468 236,468 236,468 236,468 
Total Roadless Area  232,027 230,323 230,323 230,109 198,410  0 
Roadless Share 98% 97% 97% 97% 84% 0% 
ARA Management Categories (acres) 
LUD II Priority na 0 0 0 0 0 
Watershed Priority na 90,333 0 0 0 0 
Roadless Priority na 139,990 139,990 211,779 98,410 0 
Community Priority na 0 0 0 0 0 
Timber Priority na 0 0 18,330 0 0 
Development Opportunity 
Development LUDs (acres) 2,517 4,379 4,379 4,379 32,581 32,581 
Timber Opportunity (Acres Suitable for Harvest) 
Old-Growth 36 51 51 72 72 72 
Young-Growth 1,428 2,089 2,089 2,135 2,336 2,406 
Estimated Harvest over 100 Years (acres) 
Old-Growth 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Young-Growth 1,216 1,721 1,702 1,739 1,893 1,932 
na = not applicable 
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Not all acres removed from roadless management would be available for development. The change in 
acres in development LUDs serves as a measure of development potential as it presently exists by 
alternative. Approximately 1 percent (2,500 acres) of the Haines CUA is presently managed in 
development LUDs. This total would increase under all action alternatives, with net gains ranging from 
about 1,900 acres (Alternatives 2 to 4) to 30,100 acres (Alternatives 5 and 6).  

Suitable old-growth and young-growth acres available for harvest would stay the same or increase under 
all action alternatives. Estimated net gains in suitable old-growth are negligible (less than 50 acres) under 
all alternatives. Increases in suitable young-growth acres range from about 700 acres (Alternatives 2 to 4) 
to 1,000 acres (Alternative 6).  

Total acres harvested are assumed to remain constant across all alternatives. No old-growth acres are 
estimated to be harvested in the Haines CUA under any of the alternatives. Estimated young-growth harvest 
would increase slightly relative to Alternative 1 under all action alternatives, with increases from about 500 
acres (Alternatives 2 to 4) to about 700 acres (Alternatives 5 and 6) (Table E-27).  

Subsistence 
No significant effect on salmon, other finfish, or invertebrate habitat capability is expected from 
implementation of any alternative. These resources account for 68 percent of the total edible pounds of 
subsistence resources harvested by Haines households (Kruse and Frazier 1988). Marine resources (fish 
and marine invertebrates) accounted for 72 percent of per capita subsistence harvest in Haines in 2012 
(ADF&G 2018).  

The 1988 TRUCS study found that deer accounted for 15 percent of the total edible pounds of 
subsistence resources harvested by Haines households (Kruse and Frazier 1988). Deer accounted for 5 
percent of per capita subsistence harvest by Haines residents in 2012, with moose more important at 11 
percent per capita (ADF&G 2018). Moose availability would not be significantly affected under any of the 
alternatives. 

Twenty-three WAAs account for about 75 percent of deer harvest by Haines residents. The three most 
heavily used WAAs (3421, 2202, and 3836) accounted for about 28 percent of total deer harvest by 
Haines residents (Table E-28). As these numbers suggest, deer harvest by Haines residents is spread 
over a fairly wide area and, as a result, Haines residents tend to comprise a relatively small share of total 
harvest by WAA, with one main exception – WAA 2202 on Sullivan Island, which has a low level of deer 
harvest but nearly all by Haines residents.  

The 2016 Forest Plan Amendment EIS analysis found that there would be no effect to deer habitat 
capability in 18 of the 23 WAAs under the current Forest Plan. Reductions in habitat capability in the other 
five WAAs were estimated to range from 1 to 6 percent (Table E-28). About 41 percent of the combined 
harvest in the 23 WAAs used by Haines residents is by non-rural hunters, suggesting that there is a 
harvest buffer that could be restricted, if necessary, before restrictions are placed on rural harvests.  

Table E-28  
Deer Harvest and Deer Habitat Capability on NFS Lands for the WAAs where Haines 
Residents Obtain Approximately 75 Percent of their Average Annual Deer Harvest1 

WAA 

Average Deer Harvest from 2004 to 2013 Deer Habitat Capability3  
Haines 

Residents 
All Rural 
Hunters2 

All 
Hunters 2014 

After 100 Years of 
Implementation Change 

3421 20 42 66 68% 63% -5% 
2202 18 18 18 91% 91% 0% 
3836 10 16 210 100% 100% 0% 
4252 9 51 72 92% 92% 0% 
3420 9 19 52 100% 100% 0% 
3938 7 41 75 100% 100% 0% 
1106 7 17 33 100% 100% 0% 
3416 6 78 88 100% 100% 0% 
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Table E-28 (continued)  
Deer Harvest and Deer Habitat Capability on NFS Lands for the WAAs where Haines 
Residents Obtain Approximately 75 Percent of their Average Annual Deer Harvest1 

WAA 

Average Deer Harvest from 2004 to 2013 Deer Habitat Capability3  
Haines 

Residents 
All Rural 
Hunters2 

All 
Hunters 2014 

After 100 Years of 
Implementation Change 

4222 5 32 44 97% 96% -1% 
3524 5 51 82 99% 98% -1% 
3418 4 18 26 100% 100% 0% 
4253 3 48 66 84% 84% 0% 
3417 3 60 115 100% 100% 0% 
3525 3 56 118 75% 70% -5% 
4256 3 52 68 100% 100% 0% 
3002 3 272 299 69% 69% 0% 
3001 2 338 361 82% 82% 0% 
4041 2 16 19 91% 91% 0% 
2722 2 6 302 100% 100% 0% 
3309 2 72 81 100% 100% 0% 
3551 2 48 67 83% 77% -6% 
4146 2 4 28 100% 100% 0% 
3419 2 23 40 100% 100% 0% 

1 Calculated based on harvest where location is known. 
2 The category “All Rural Hunters” includes residents of Southeast Alaska communities, excluding the cities of Juneau and 
Ketchikan. 
3 Deer habitat capability in 2014 and after 100 Years of full implementation is expressed as a percent of the 1954 habitat 
capability. Data presented for 100 Years of Implementation are estimates developed for the current Forest Plan in the 2016 
Forest Plan Amendment EIS (USDA Forest Service 2016). 

The 2016 Forest Plan Amendment EIS analysis found that use of most subsistence resources by Haines 
residents (fish and marine invertebrates) was not expected to be affected by any of the alternatives. 
Based on the Deer Availability and Anticipated Demand analysis completed for the 1997 Forest Plan EIS, 
the 2016 analysis found that subsistence use of deer in some of the WAAs hunted by Haines residents may 
be affected to the point that some restriction in hunting might be necessary over the long term, especially for 
non-rural hunters. The risk of hunting restrictions would be reduced somewhat, through more intensive 
management (e.g., thinning) of the existing and future closed-canopy, young-growth forests in this area. 
Indirect effects associated with increased competition for deer within Haines’ subsistence use areas could also 
occur if hunters from other communities were displaced due to timber harvest activity. 

There are no suitable old-growth acres and no projected old-growth harvest in 20 of the 23 important 
WAAs used by Haines residents (Tables E-29 and E-30). Suitable old-growth acres in the other three 
WAAs (3524, 3525, and 3551) would increase relative to Alternative 1 under most of the action 
alternatives, with larger increases under Alternatives 4 to 6. Projected old-growth harvest is mostly 
expected to decrease relative to Alternative 1 for two of the WAAs, with modest increases projected for 
the other WAA (Table 30). These relative changes in projected harvest are small in absolute terms (i.e., 
number of acres) and none of the alternatives are expected to affect the findings of the 2016 Forest Plan 
Amendment. 

  



Appendix E 

Final EIS  E-39 Communities 

Table E-29  
Suitable Old-Growth by WAA and Alternative for the WAAs where Haines Residents 
Obtain Approximately 75 Percent of their Average Annual Deer Harvest 

WAA Total Acres Alt 1 
Change from Alternative 1 (Acres) 

Alt 2 Alt 3 Alt 4 Alt 5 Alt 6 
3421  43,290 - - - - - - 
2202  49,630 - - - - - - 
3836  53,460 - - - - - - 
4252  19,540 - - - - - - 
3420  53,230 - - - - - - 
3938  76,970 - - - - - - 
1106  7,420 - - - - - - 
3416  65,170 - - - - - - 
4222  89,910 - - - - - - 
3524  13,760 30 - - 2,740 2,740 2,740 
3418  53,510 - - - - - - 
4253  45,890 - - - - - - 
3417  134,230 - - - - - - 
3525  73,120 2,350 40 380 600 610 610 
4256  18,940 - - - - - - 
3002  77,040 - - - - - - 
3001  79,250 - - - - - - 
4041  55,260 - - - - - - 
2722  25,150 - - - - - - 
3309  43,820 - - - - - - 
3551  58,490 5,120 80 1,370 3,170 3,170 3,170 
4146  65,430 - - - - - - 
3419  84,930 - - - - - - 

 

Table E-30  
Projected Old-Growth Harvest by WAA and Alternative for the WAAs where Haines 
Residents Obtain Approximately 75 Percent of their Average Annual Deer Harvest 

WAA Total Acres Alt 1 
Change from Alternative 1 (Acres) 

Alt 2 Alt 3 Alt 4 Alt 5 Alt 6 
3421  43,290 - - - - - - 
2202  49,630 - - - - - - 
3836  53,460 - - - - - - 
4252  19,540 - - - - - - 
3420  53,230 - - - - - - 
3938  76,970 - - - - - - 
1106  7,420 - - - - - - 
3416  65,170 - - - - - - 
4222  89,910 - - - - - - 
3524  13,760 - - - 180 180 180 
3418  53,510 - - - - - - 
4253  45,890 - - - - - - 
3417  134,230 - - - - - - 
3525  73,120 260 - (10) (60) (70) (70) 
4256  18,940 - - - - - - 
3002  77,040 - - - - - - 
3001  79,250 - - - - - - 
4041  55,260 - - - - - - 
2722  25,150 - - - - - - 
3309  43,820 - - - - - - 
3551  58,490 560 - 30 (10) (30) (30) 
4146  65,430 - - - - - - 
3419  84,930 - - - - - - 
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Hollis 
Community Use Area 
The Hollis CUA encompasses a total of 274,440 acres (Figure E-8). More than two-thirds of this area (68 
percent) is presently managed as roadless (Table E-31). This share would drop to 32 percent under 
Alternative 5, with no acres managed as roadless under Alternative 6. Alternative 4 includes ARA acres 
that would be managed as Timber Priority and allow timber harvest and road building. Timber Priority 
acres account for 11 percent of the ARA in the Hollis CUA. Areas allocated to Roadless Priority would 
explicitly allow the cutting, utilization, customary trade, and removal of trees for the purposes of Alaska 
Native customary and traditional uses, as well as road construction deemed necessary by a federally 
recognized Tribe for access to Alaska Native cultural sites. This type of use would also be allowed in 
Timber Priority areas, which allow all timber harvest and road construction. 

Not all acres removed from roadless management would be available for development. The change in 
acres in development LUDs serves as a measure of development potential as it presently exists by 
alternative. Approximately 16 percent (45,000 acres) of the Hollis CUA is presently managed in 
development LUDs. This total would increase under all action alternatives, with net gains ranging from 
about 18,200 acres (Alternative 2) to 97,400 acres (Alternative 6).  

Suitable old-growth and young-growth acres available for harvest would increase under all action 
alternatives. Estimated net gains in suitable old-growth range from about 4,050 acres (Alternative 2) to 
9,750 acres (Alternatives 5 and 6). Increases in suitable young-growth acres range from about 2,700 
acres (Alternative 2) to 3,950 acres (Alternative 6), representing an increase of 21 to 31 percent. 

Total acres harvested are assumed to remain constant across all alternatives. Estimated old-growth harvest 
totals over 100 years in the Hollis CUA would be similar across all alternatives, ranging from about 2,300 
acres (Alternative 1) to 3,100 acres (Alternative 4). Estimated young-growth harvest ranges from about 
11,000 acres (Alternative 1) to about 13,500 acres (Alternatives 3 to 6) (Table E-31).  
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Figure E-8  
Hollis’ Community Use Area 
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Table E-31  
Roadless Areas, ARA Management Categories, and Development Opportunity in Hollis' 
Community Use Area 

Roadless Category (acres) 
Alternative 

1 2 3 4 5 6 
Total Community Use Area 274,440 274,440 274,440 274,440 274,440 274,440 
Total Roadless Area  186,848 164,768 142,056 141,408 87,519  0 
Roadless Share 68% 60% 52% 52% 32% 0% 
ARA Management Categories (acres) 
LUD II Priority na 0 0 0 0 0 
Watershed Priority na 87,257 17,343 0 0 0 
Roadless Priority na 77,511 37,456 126,467 87,519  0 
Community Priority na 0 17,343 0 0 0 
Timber Priority na 0 0 14,941 0 0 
Development Opportunity 
Development LUDs (acres) 44,883 63,106 84,113 84,113 136,370 142,309 
Timber Opportunity (Acres Suitable for Harvest) 
Old-Growth 8,848 12,884 17,194 17,640 18,590 18,590 
Young-Growth 12,886 15,597 16,637 16,610 16,641 16,841 
Estimated Harvest over 100 Years (acres) 
Old-Growth 2,270 2,832 3,091 2,733 2,845 2,845 
Young-Growth 10,972 12,846 13,556 13,528 13,484 13,522 
na = not applicable 

Subsistence 
No significant effect on salmon, other finfish, or invertebrate habitat capability is expected from 
implementation of any alternative. These resources account for 65 percent of the total edible pounds of 
subsistence resources harvested by Hollis households (Kruse and Frazier 1988). Marine resources (fish 
and marine invertebrates) accounted for 73 percent of per capita subsistence harvest in Hollis in 1998 
(ADF&G 2018).  

The 1988 TRUCS study found that deer account for 23 percent of the total edible pounds of subsistence 
resources harvested by Hollis households (Kruse and Frazier 1988). Deer accounted for 18 percent of the 
per capita subsistence harvest by Hollis residents in 1998 (ADF&G 2018).  

The three WAAs most used by Hollis residents are areas where substantial past timber harvest has 
occurred and, therefore, deer habitat capabilities are currently estimated to be well below 1954 levels. 
The 2016 Forest Plan Amendment EIS analysis found that additional harvest that could occur under the 
current Forest Plan would further reduce estimated habitat capabilities after 100 years by 2 percent to 7 
percent (Table E-32).  

Table E-32  
Deer Harvest and Deer Habitat Capability on NFS Lands for the WAAs where Hollis 
Residents Obtain Approximately 75 Percent of their Average Annual Deer Harvest1 

WAA 

Average Deer Harvest from 2004 to 2013 Deer Habitat Capability3  
Hollis 

Residents 
All Rural 
Hunters2 

All 
Hunters 2014 

After 100 Years of 
Implementation Change 

1214 11 121 235 77% 71% -6% 
1317 10 95 133 58% 56% -2% 
1422 3 247 383 57% 50% -7% 
1 Calculated based on harvest where location is known. 
2 The category “All Rural Hunters” includes residents of Southeast Alaska communities, excluding the cities of Juneau and 
Ketchikan. 
3 Deer habitat capability in 2014 and after 100 Years of full implementation is expressed as a percent of the 1954 habitat 
capability. Data presented for 100 Years of Implementation are estimates developed for the current Forest Plan in the 2016 
Forest Plan Amendment EIS (USDA Forest Service 2016). 
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The 2016 Forest Plan Amendment EIS analysis found that use of most subsistence resources by Hollis 
residents (fish and marine invertebrates) was not expected to be affected by any of the alternatives. 
Based on the Deer Availability and Anticipated Demand analysis completed for the 1997 Forest Plan EIS, 
the 2016 analysis found that subsistence use of deer may be affected to the point that some restriction in 
hunting might be necessary over the long term, especially for non-rural hunters. The risk of hunting 
restrictions would be reduced somewhat through more intensive management (e.g., thinning) of the 
existing and future closed-canopy, young-growth forests in this area. Indirect effects associated with 
increased competition could also occur if hunters from other communities were displaced due to timber 
harvest activity. 

Suitable old-growth acres in all three WAAs important to Hollis residents would increase relative to 
Alternative 1 under all of the action alternatives, with larger increases under Alternatives 4 to 6 (Table 
E-33). Projected old-growth harvest is also expected to increase relative to Alternative 1 in two of the 
WAAs, with decreases anticipated under four of the five alternatives for the other WAA (Table E-34). 
These relative changes in projected harvest are small in absolute terms (i.e., number of acres) and none 
of the alternatives are expected to affect the findings of the 2016 Forest Plan Amendment. 

Table E-33  
Suitable Old-Growth by WAA and Alternative for the WAAs where Hollis Residents 
Obtain Approximately 75 Percent of their Average Annual Deer Harvest 

WAA Total Acres Alt 1 
Change from Alternative 1 (Acres) 

Alt 2 Alt 3 Alt 4 Alt 5 Alt 6 
1214  61,680 3,440 1,910 3,190 3,190 3,190 3,190 
1317  57,220 2,460 730 2,190 2,510 3,380 3,380 
1422  120,280 10,120 350 3,770 3,900 3,900 3,900 

 

Table E-34  
Projected Old-Growth Harvest by WAA and Alternative for the WAAs where Hollis 
Residents Obtain Approximately 75 Percent of their Average Annual Deer Harvest 

WAA Total Acres Alt 1 
Change from Alternative 1 (Acres) 

Alt 2 Alt 3 Alt 4 Alt 5 Alt 6 
1214  61,680 1,030 420 420 230 200 200 
1317  57,220 730 130 290 210 360 360 
1422  120,280 3,020 (180) 20 (360) (410) (410) 

 

Hoonah (Xunaa) 
Community Use Area 
Hoonah’s CUA encompasses a total of 585,102 acres (Figure E-9). About three-quarters of this area (76 
percent) is presently managed as roadless (Table E-35). This share would drop to 57 and 50 percent under 
Alternatives 3 and 5, respectively, with no acres managed as roadless under Alternative 6. The removal of LUD 
II acres under Alternative 3 accounts for approximately 92 percent of the decrease in roadless acres under this 
alternative. These areas would retain their congressional protections and continue to be managed in a roadless 
state. Alternative 4 includes ARA acres that would be managed as Timber Priority and allow timber harvest and 
road building. Timber Priority acres account for 20 percent of the ARA in the Hoonah CUA. Areas allocated to 
Roadless Priority would explicitly allow the cutting, utilization, customary trade, and removal of trees for the 
purposes of Alaska Native customary and traditional uses, as well as road construction deemed necessary by a 
federally recognized Tribe for access to Alaska Native cultural sites. This type of use would also be allowed in 
Timber Priority areas, which allow all timber harvest and road construction. 
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Figure E-9  
Hoonah’s Community Use Area 
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Table E-35  
Roadless Areas, ARA Management Categories, and Development Opportunity in 
Hoonah's Community Use Area 

Roadless Category 
(acres) 

Alternative 
1 2 3 4 5 6 

Total Community Use 
Area 585,102 585,102 585,102 585,102 585,102 585,102 

Total Roadless Area  446,273 447,147 336,145 433,045 290,934  0 
Roadless Share 76% 76% 57% 74% 50% 0% 
ARA Management Categories (acres) 
LUD II Priority na 101,150 0 101,150 100,979  0 
Watershed Priority na 120,847 0 0 0 0 
Roadless Priority na 225,150 215,299 243,698 189,955  0 
Community Priority na 0 0 0 0 0 
Timber Priority na 0 0 88,197 0 0 
Development Opportunity 
Development LUDs 
(acres) 80,078 79,693 88,849 92,016 230,746 230,748 

Timber Opportunity (Acres Suitable for Harvest) 
Old-Growth 23,950 25,133 28,303 43,517 44,552 44,552 
Young-Growth 20,079 20,340 20,365 20,498 20,625 20,621 
Estimated Harvest over 100 Years (acres) 
Old-Growth 1,140 1,139 1,112 1,140 1,119 1,119 
Young-Growth 17,095 16,751 16,593 16,695 16,712 17,360 
na = not applicable       

Not all acres removed from roadless management would be available for development. The change in 
acres in development LUDs serves as a measure of development potential as it presently exists by 
alternative. Approximately 14 percent (80,100 acres) of the Hoonah CUA is presently managed in 
development LUDs. This total would increase under Alternatives 3 to 6, with net gains ranging from about 
8,800 acres (Alternative 3) to 150,700 acres (Alternatives 5 and 6); the total would drop by about 400 
acres under Alternative 2.  

Suitable old-growth and young-growth acres available for harvest would increase under all action 
alternatives. Estimated net gains in suitable old-growth range from about 1,200 acres (Alternative 2) to 
20,600 acres (Alternatives 5 and 6). Increases in suitable young-growth acres range from about 250 
acres (Alternative 2) to 1,550 acres (Alternative 6).  

Total acres harvested are assumed to remain constant across all alternatives. Estimated old-growth harvest 
over 100 years in the Hoonah CUA is similar across all alternatives, with estimated totals of about 1,100 
acres. Estimated young-growth harvest would also be similar across all alternatives, ranging from about 
16,600 acres (Alternative 3) to approximately 17,400 acres (Alternative 6) (Table E-35).  

Subsistence 
No significant effect on salmon, other finfish, or invertebrate habitat capability is expected from 
implementation of any alternative. These resources account for 59 percent of the total edible pounds of 
subsistence resources harvested by Hoonah households (Kruse and Frazier 1988). Marine resources 
(fish and marine invertebrates) accounted for 68 percent of per capita subsistence harvest in Hoonah in 
2012 (ADF&G 2018).  

The 1988 TRUCS study found that deer accounted for 23 percent of the total edible pounds of 
subsistence resources harvested by Hoonah households (Kruse and Frazier 1988). Deer accounted for 
15 percent of per capita subsistence harvest by Hoonah residents (ADF&G 2018).  

Hoonah residents mainly harvest deer on Chichagof Island. Six WAAs account for the majority (73 
percent) of deer harvest by Hoonah residents (Table E-36). The Hoonah portion represents about 89 
percent of the combined average rural hunter harvest and 57 percent of the total harvest in these WAAs. 
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About 36 percent of the combined harvest in these WAAs is by non-rural hunters, suggesting that there is 
a harvest buffer that could be restricted, if necessary, before restrictions are placed on rural harvests.  

All of the WAAs identified in Table E-36 are in areas with at least some past timber harvest and deer 
habitat capabilities are currently estimated to be below 1954 levels. The 2016 Forest Plan Amendment 
EIS analysis found that additional harvest under the current Forest Plan would further reduce estimated 
habitat capabilities after 100 years in four of the WAAs by 1 to 6 percent.  

Table E-36  
Deer Harvest and Deer Habitat Capability on NFS Lands for the WAAs where Hoonah 
Residents Obtain Approximately 75 Percent of their Average Annual Deer Harvest1 

WAA 

Average Deer Harvest from 2004 to 2013 Deer Habitat Capability3  
Hoonah 

Residents 
All Rural 
Hunters2 

All 
Hunters 2014 

After 100 Years of 
Implementation Change 

3523 60 62 88 79% 75% -4% 
3524 45 51 82 99% 98% -1% 
3551 45 48 67 83% 77% -6% 
3525 44 56 118 75% 70% -5% 
4253 43 48 66 84% 84% 0% 
4252 42 51 72 92% 92% 0% 
1 Calculated based on harvest where location is known. 
2 The category “All Rural Hunters” includes residents of Southeast Alaska communities, excluding the cities of Juneau and 
Ketchikan. 
3 Deer habitat capability in 2014 and after 100 Years of full implementation is expressed as a percent of the 1954 habitat 
capability. Data presented for 100 Years of Implementation are estimates developed for the current Forest Plan in the 2016 
Forest Plan Amendment EIS (USDA Forest Service 2016). 

The 2016 Forest Plan Amendment EIS analysis found that the use of most subsistence resources by 
Hoonah residents (fish and marine invertebrates) was not expected to be affected under the current 
Forest Plan. Based on the Deer Availability and Anticipated Demand analysis completed for the 1997 
Forest Plan EIS, the 2016 analysis found that subsistence use of deer may be affected to the point that 
some restriction in hunting might be necessary over the long term, especially for non-rural hunters. The 
risk of hunting restrictions would be reduced somewhat, through more intensive management (e.g., 
thinning) of the existing and future closed-canopy, young-growth forests in this area. Indirect effects 
associated with increased competition for deer within Hoonah’s subsistence use areas could also occur if 
hunters from other communities were displaced due to timber harvest activity.  

Suitable old-growth acres in three of the six WAAs important to Hoonah residents would increase relative 
to Alternative 1 under most of the action alternatives, with larger increases under Alternatives 4 to 6 
(Table E-37). Projected old-growth harvest is also expected to increase relative to Alternative 1 in one of 
these WAAs, with relative decreases anticipated for the other WAAs (Table E-38). These relative changes 
in projected harvest are small in absolute terms (i.e., number of acres) and none of the alternatives are 
expected to affect the findings of the 2016 Forest Plan Amendment. 

Table E-37  
Suitable Old-Growth by WAA and Alternative for the WAAs where Hoonah Residents 
Obtain Approximately 75 Percent of their Average Annual Deer Harvest 

WAA Total Acres Alt 1 
Change from Alternative 1 (Acres) 

Alt 2 Alt 3 Alt 4 Alt 5 Alt 6 
3523  45,310 - - - - - - 
3524  13,760 30 - - 2,740 2,740 2,740 
3551  58,490 5,120 80 1,370 3,170 3,170 3,170 
3525  73,120 2,350 40 380 600 610 610 
4253  45,890 - - - - - - 
4252  19,540 - - - - - - 
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Table E-38  
Projected Old-Growth Harvest by WAA and Alternative for the WAAs where Hoonah 
Residents Obtain Approximately 75 Percent of their Average Annual Deer Harvest 

WAA Total Acres Alt 1 
Change from Alternative 1 (Acres) 

Alt 2 Alt 3 Alt 4 Alt 5 Alt 6 
3523  45,310 - - - - - - 
3524  13,760 - - - 180 180 180 
3551  58,490 560 - 30 (10) (30) (30) 
3525  73,120 260 - (10) (60) (70) (70) 
4253  45,890 - - - - - - 
4252  19,540 - - - - - - 

 

Hydaburg 
Community Use Area 
Hydaburg’s CUA encompasses a total of 729,892 acres (Figure E-10). Approximately three-quarters of 
this area (75 percent) is presently managed as roadless (Table E-39). This share would drop to 41 
percent under Alternative 5, with no acres managed as roadless under Alternative 6. The removal of LUD 
II acres under Alternative 3 accounts for approximately 61 percent of the decrease in roadless acres 
under this alternative. These areas would retain their congressional protections and continue to be 
managed in a roadless state. Alternative 4 includes ARA acres that would be managed as Timber Priority 
and allow timber harvest and road building. Timber Priority acres account for 14 percent of the ARA in the 
Hydaburg CUA. Areas allocated to Roadless Priority would explicitly allow the cutting, utilization, 
customary trade, and removal of trees for the purposes of Alaska Native customary and traditional uses, 
as well as road construction deemed necessary by a federally recognized Tribe for access to Alaska 
Native cultural sites. This type of use would also be allowed in Timber Priority areas, which allow all 
timber harvest and road construction. 
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Figure E-10  
Hydaburg’s Community Use Area 

 

 
Table E-39  
Roadless Areas, ARA Management Categories, and Development Opportunity in 
Hydaburg’s Community Use Area 

Roadless Category (acres) 
Alternative 

1 2 3 4 5 6 
Total Community Use Area 729,892 729,892 729,892 729,892 729,892 729,892 
Total Roadless Area  545,979 539,082 461,005 504,796 301,522  0 
Roadless Share 75% 74% 63% 69% 41% 0% 
ARA Management Categories (acres) 
LUD II Priority na 55,975 0 55,975 51,781  0 
Watershed Priority na 264,103 31,369 0 0 0 
Roadless Priority na 219,003 166,232 376,563 249,741  0 
Community Priority na 0 31,369  0 0 0 
Timber Priority na 0 0 72,257 0 0 
Development Opportunity 
Development LUDs (acres) 69,172 85,495 106,250 110,463 290,165 308,076 
Timber Opportunity (Acres Suitable for Harvest) 
Old-Growth 12,573 16,882 22,489 24,768 25,742 25,746 
Young-Growth 16,758 19,674 20,687 20,694 20,840 20,962 
Estimated Harvest over 100 Years (acres) 
Old-Growth 3,092 3,592 3,842 3,568 3,669 3,669 
Young-Growth 14,268 16,203 16,856 16,854 16,887 16,831 
na = not applicable 
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Not all acres removed from roadless management would be available for development. The change in 
acres in development LUDs serves as a measure of development potential as it presently exists by 
alternative. Approximately 9 percent (69,200 acres) of the Hydaburg CUA is presently managed in 
development LUDs. This total would increase under all action alternatives, with net gains ranging from 
about 16,300 acres (Alternative 2) to 238,900 acres (Alternative 6).  

Suitable old-growth and young-growth acres available for harvest would increase under all action 
alternatives. Estimated net gains in suitable old-growth range from about 4,300 acres (Alternative 2) to 
13,200 acres (Alternatives 5 and 6). Increases in suitable young-growth acres range from about 2,900 
acres (Alternative 2) to 4,200 acres (Alternative 6).  

Total acres harvested are assumed to remain constant across all alternatives. Estimated old-growth harvest 
totals over 100 years in the Hydaburg CUA would be similar under all alternatives, ranging from about 3,100 
acres (Alternative 1) to 3,850 acres (Alternative 3). Estimated young-growth harvest ranges from about 
14,300 acres (Alternative 1) to 16,900 acres (Alternatives 3 to 5) (Table E-39).  

Subsistence 
No significant effect on salmon, other finfish, or invertebrate habitat capability is expected from 
implementation of any alternative. These resources account for 80 percent of the total edible pounds of 
subsistence resources harvested by Hydaburg households (Kruse and Frazier 1988). Marine resources 
(fish and marine invertebrates) accounted for the majority (81 percent) of per capita subsistence harvest 
in Hydaburg in 2012 (ADF&G 2018).  

The 1988 TRUCS study found that deer accounted for 13 percent of the total edible pounds of 
subsistence resources harvested by Hydaburg households (Kruse and Frazier 1988). Deer accounted for 
13 percent of per capita subsistence harvest by Hydaburg residents in 2012 (ADF&G 2018).  

Hydaburg residents primarily harvest deer on south Prince of Wales Island. Residents of Hydaburg 
harvest the majority (73 percent) of their deer from three WAAs (Table E-40). The Hydaburg portion 
represents about 19 percent of the combined average rural hunter harvest and 11 percent of all harvest in 
these WAAs. About 41 percent of the combined harvest in these WAAs is by non-rural hunters, 
suggesting that there is a harvest buffer that could be restricted, if necessary, before restrictions are 
placed on rural harvests.  

The 2016 Forest Plan Amendment EIS analysis found that only one of the three WAAs would be affected 
under the current Forest Plan (Table E-40). In WAA 1214, where past timber harvest has already reduced 
deer habitat capability well below 1954 levels, additional harvest that could occur under the current Forest 
Plan was estimated to reduce habitat capabilities by a further 6 percent (Table E-40).  

Table E-40  
Deer Harvest and Deer Habitat Capability on NFS Lands for the WAAs where Hydaburg 
Residents Obtain Approximately 75 Percent of their Average Annual Deer Harvest1 

WAA 

Average Deer Harvest from 2004 to 2013 Deer Habitat Capability3  
Hydaburg 
Residents 

All Rural 
Hunters2 

All 
Hunters 2014 

After 100 Years of 
Implementation Change 

1107 34 99 130 99% 99% 0% 
1214 6 120 235 77% 71% -6% 
1106 4 17 33 100% 100% 0% 
1 Calculated based on harvest where location is known. 
2 The category “All Rural Hunters” includes residents of Southeast Alaska communities, excluding the cities of Juneau and 
Ketchikan. 
3 Deer habitat capability in 2014 and after 100 Years of full implementation is expressed as a percent of the 1954 habitat 
capability. Data presented for 100 Years of Implementation are estimates developed for the current Forest Plan in the 2016 
Forest Plan Amendment EIS (USDA Forest Service 2016). 

The 2016 Forest Plan Amendment EIS analysis found that the use of most subsistence resources by 
Hydaburg residents (fish and marine invertebrates) was not expected to be affected under the current 
Forest Plan. Based on the Deer Availability and Anticipated Demand analysis completed for the 1997 
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Forest Plan EIS, the 2016 analysis also found that subsistence use of deer was not likely to be directly 
affected at a level that would require hunting restrictions. Indirect effects associated with increased 
competition for deer within Hydaburg’s subsistence use areas could occur if hunters from other 
communities were displaced due to timber harvest activity.  

Suitable old-growth acres in two of the WAAs important to Hydaburg residents would increase relative to 
Alternative 1 under the action alternatives (Table E-41). Projected old-growth harvest is also expected to 
increase relative to Alternative 1 in one of these WAAs, with decreases anticipated for the other WAA 
(Table E-42). These relative changes in projected harvest are small in absolute terms (i.e., number of 
acres) and none of the alternatives are expected to affect the findings of the 2016 Forest Plan 
Amendment. 

Table E-41  
Suitable Old-Growth by WAA and Alternative for the WAAs where Hydaburg Residents 
Obtain Approximately 75 Percent of their Average Annual Deer Harvest 

WAA Total Acres Alt 1 
Change from Alternative 1 (Acres) 

Alt 2 Alt 3 Alt 4 Alt 5 Alt 6 
1107  124,050 360 10 80 80 90 90 
1214  61,680 3,440 1,910 3,190 3,190 3,190 3,190 
1106  7,420 - - - - - - 

 

Table E-42  
Projected Old-Growth Harvest by WAA and Alternative for the WAAs where Hydaburg 
Residents Obtain Approximately 75 Percent of their Average Annual Deer Harvest 

WAA Total Acres Alt 1 
Change from Alternative 1 (Acres) 

Alt 2 Alt 3 Alt 4 Alt 5 Alt 6 
1107  124,050 110 (10) (10) (30) (30) (30) 
1214  61,680 1,030 420 420 230 200 200 
1106  7,420 - - - - - - 

 

Hyder 
Community Use Area 
Hyder’s CUA encompasses a total of 108,628 acres (Figure E-11). Most of this area (94 percent) is 
presently managed as roadless (Table E-43). This share would drop to 58 percent under Alternative 5, 
with no acres managed as roadless under Alternative 6. No ARA acres in the Hyder CUA under any 
alternative would be managed as Timber Priority, which allow timber harvest and road building. Areas 
allocated to Roadless Priority would explicitly allow the cutting, utilization, customary trade, and removal 
of trees for the purposes of Alaska Native customary and traditional uses, as well as road construction 
deemed necessary by a federally recognized Tribe for access to Alaska Native cultural sites.  
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Figure E-11  
Hyder’s Community Use Area 

 

Table E-43  
Roadless Areas, ARA Management Categories, and Development Opportunity in 
Hyder's Community Use Area  

Roadless Category 
(acres) 

Alternative 
1 2 3 4 5 6 

Total Community Use Area 108,628 108,628 108,628 108,628 108,628 108,628 
Total Roadless Area  102,029 101,897 101,897 101,897 62,788  0 
Roadless Share 94% 94% 94% 94% 58% 0% 
ARA Management Categories (acres) 
LUD II Priority na 0 0 0 0 0 
Watershed Priority na 0 0 0 0 0 
Roadless Priority na 101,897 101,897 101,897 62,788  0 
Community Priority na 0 0 0 0 0 
Timber Priority na 0 0 0 0 0 
Development Opportunity 
Development LUDs (acres) 3,051 3,057 3,057 3,057 10,343 10,485 
Timber Opportunity (Acres Suitable for Harvest) 
Old-Growth 3 3 3 3 24 24 
Young-Growth 174 174 174 174 204 235 
Estimated Harvest over 100 Years (acres) 
Old-Growth 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Young-Growth 149 144 142 142 165 189 
na = not applicable 

Not all acres removed from roadless management would be available for development. The change in 
acres in development LUDs serves as a measure of development potential as it presently exists by 
alternative. Approximately 3 percent (3,050 acres) of the Hyder CUA is presently managed in 
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development LUDs. This total would increase under Alternatives 5 and 6 by 7,300 acres to 7,450 acres, 
respectively (Table E-13). Very few of the acres included in development LUDs are suitable for harvest 
and timber harvest is not expected to take place in the Hyder CUA under any of the alternatives. 

Subsistence 
No significant effect on salmon, other finfish, or invertebrate habitat capability is expected from 
implementation of any alternative. These resources account for 80 percent of the total edible pounds of 
subsistence resources harvested by Hyder households (Kruse and Frazier 1988). Marine resources (fish 
and marine invertebrates) accounted for the majority (85 percent) of per capita subsistence in Hyder in 
1987 (ADF&G 2018).  

The 1988 TRUCS study found that deer accounted for only a fraction of the total edible pounds of 
subsistence resources harvested by Hyder households (Kruse and Frazier 1988). Bear, moose, and goat 
made up most of the land mammal subsistence harvest (ADF&G 2018).  

The 2016 Forest Plan Amendment EIS analysis found that bear, moose, and goat availability would not 
be significantly affected under the current Forest Plan. Data were not provided for Hyder in the ADF&G 
deer harvest reports for 2004 to 2013, but the majority of deer harvest by Hyder residents likely takes 
place in GMU 1A. As of 2013, deer numbers were at very low levels throughout most of GMU 1A and 
were no longer meeting local hunter demands or established deer harvest objectives (ADF&G 2015). 
Though not closed, starting in 2011 the deer hunting season was shortened to August 1 through 
November 30 instead of continuing through December. Hunters are known to be shifting efforts to other 
more productive areas, such as nearby GMU 2, leading to less hunter effort and fewer deer harvested in 
GMU 1A (ADF&G 2015).  

The 2016 Forest Plan Amendment EIS analysis found that use of most subsistence resources by Hyder 
residents (fish and marine invertebrates) was not expected to be affected by the current Forest Plan. 
Based on the Deer Availability and Anticipated Demand analysis completed for the 1997 Forest Plan EIS, 
the 2016 analysis found that subsistence use of deer was unlikely to be affected by the current Forest 
Plan; however, further hunting restrictions are possible due to existing conditions. The 2016 analysis also 
found that it was unlikely that Hyder residents would be affected by increased competition in WAA 826, 
which surrounds their community, because of the limited access to this area and current low deer 
numbers. None of the alternatives are expected to affect the findings of the 2016 Forest Plan 
Amendment. 

Juneau (Dzántik’I Héeni) 
Community Use Area 
Juneau’s CUA encompasses a total of 2,029,329 acres (Figure E-12). Most of this area (81 percent) is 
presently managed as roadless (Table E-44). This share would decrease to 71 percent under Alternative 
5, with no acres managed as roadless under Alternative 6. The removal of LUD II acres under Alternative 
3 accounts for all of the decrease in roadless acres under this alternative. These areas would retain their 
congressional protections and continue to be managed in a roadless state. Alternative 4 includes ARA 
acres that would be managed as Timber Priority and allow timber harvest and road building. Timber 
Priority acres account for 1 percent of the ARA in the Juneau CUA. Areas allocated to Roadless Priority 
and Community Priority would explicitly allow the cutting, utilization, customary trade, and removal of 
trees for the purposes of Alaska Native customary and traditional uses, as well as road construction 
deemed necessary by a federally recognized Tribe for access to Alaska Native cultural sites. This type of 
use would also be allowed in Timber Priority areas, which allow all timber harvest and road construction. 
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Figure E-12  
Juneau’s Community Use Area 

 

Table E-44  
Roadless Areas, ARA Management Categories, and Development Opportunity in 
Juneau's Community Use Area 

Roadless Category (acres) 
Alternative 

1 2 3 4 5 6 
Total Community Use Area 2,029,329 2,029,329 2,029,329 2,029,329 2,029,329 2,029,329 

Total Roadless Area  1,634,246 1,634,489 1,589,799 1,631,245               
1,446,811  0 

Roadless Share 81% 81% 78% 80% 71% 0% 
ARA Management Categories (acres) 
LUD II Priority na 44,690 0 44,690 44,594  0 
Watershed Priority na 489,310 77,991 0 0 0 
Roadless Priority na 1,100,489 1,022,498 1,572,538 1,402,217  0 
Community Priority na 0 77,991  0 0 0 
Timber Priority na 0 0 14,016 0 0 
Development Opportunity       
Development LUDs (acres) 6,028 6,916 6,916 6,916 135,364 150,281 
Timber Opportunity (Acres Suitable for Harvest) 
Old-Growth 34 53 53 74 132 132 
Young-Growth 719 727 727 733 967 1,128 
Estimated Harvest over 100 Years (acres) 
Old-Growth 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Young-Growth 612 599 593 597 784 906 
na = not applicable 
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Not all acres removed from roadless management would be available for development. The change in 
acres in development LUDs serves as a measure of development potential as it presently exists by 
alternative. Less than 1 percent (6,000 acres) of the Juneau CUA is presently managed in development 
LUDs. This total would increase substantially under Alternatives 5 and 6 with respective increases of 
about 129,300 acres and 144,250 acres. There are, however, very limited suitable old-growth and young-
growth acres available for harvest in the Juneau CUA, with very little variation across alternatives. No old-
growth and very limited young-growth harvest is estimated under any of the alternatives (Table E-44). 

Subsistence 
Juneau is not classified as a subsistence community; however, many residents use the surrounding 
Tongass National Forest for sport hunting and fishing. The City and Borough of Juneau had a total 
estimated population of 31,986 in 2019, accounting for approximately 44 percent of the population in 
Southeast Alaska (Alaska DOL 2019). Given the non-subsistence status of the community and its large 
size, no attempt is made here to summarize the WAAs that community residents use to hunt deer. 
However, the majority of deer harvest by Juneau residents likely takes place within the community’s 
identified use area (Figure E-12), which is mainly located within GMU 1C.  

The 2016 Forest Plan Amendment EIS analysis found use of most subsistence resources by Juneau 
residents (fish and marine invertebrates) was not expected to be affected by the current Forest Plan. 
Based on the Deer Availability and Anticipated Demand analysis completed for the 1997 Forest Plan EIS, 
the 2016 analysis found that there should be sufficient habitat capability for deer hunted by all rural 
hunters in the short and long terms. However, with the addition of Juneau residents and other non-rural 
hunters, demand would likely exceed the capability of the habitat to produce deer populations sufficient to 
avoid effects on hunter success in both the short and long terms. The Final EIS analysis concluded that at 
some point a restriction in hunting might be necessary and would target urban residents before any 
restrictions were considered for rural hunters. None of the alternatives evaluated in this EIS are expected 
to affect the findings of the 2016 Forest Plan Amendment. 

Kake (Kéex’) 
Community Use Area 
Kake’s CUA encompasses a total of 450,413 acres (Figure E-13). About half of this area (54 percent) is 
presently managed as roadless (Table E-45). This proportion of roadless area decreases to 33 percent 
under Alternative 5, with no acres managed as roadless under Alternative 6. Alternative 4 includes ARA 
acres that would be managed as Timber Priority and allow timber harvest and road building. Timber 
Priority acres account for 21 percent of the ARA in the Kake CUA. Areas allocated to Roadless Priority 
would explicitly allow the cutting, utilization, customary trade, and removal of trees for the purposes of 
Alaska Native customary and traditional uses, as well as road construction deemed necessary by a 
federally recognized tribe for access to Alaska Native cultural sites. This type of use would also be 
allowed in Timber Priority areas, which allow all timber harvest and road construction. 
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Figure E-13  
Kake’s Community Use Area 

 

Table E-45  
Roadless Areas, ARA Management Categories, and Development Opportunity in Kake's 
Community Use Area 

Roadless Category 
(acres) 

Alternative 
1 2 3 4 5 6 

Total Community Use Area 450,413 450,413 450,413 450,413 450,413 450,413 
Total Roadless Area  241,879 238,794 229,926 224,259 149,318  0 
Roadless Share 54% 53% 51% 50% 33% 0% 
ARA Management Categories (acres) 
LUD II Priority na 1 0 1 1  0 
Watershed Priority na 119,628 90,952 0 0 0 
Roadless Priority na 119,165 19,345 176,468 149,317  0 
Community Priority na 0 90,952  0 0 0 
Timber Priority na 0 0 47,790 0 0 
Development Opportunity       
Development LUDs (acres) 82,811 87,007 91,905 95,428 174,154 174,164 
Timber Opportunity (Acres Suitable for Harvest) 
Old-Growth 13,190 14,171 22,014 23,963 23,964 23,964 
Young-Growth 21,524 22,229 22,324 22,298 22,234 22,377 
Estimated Harvest over 100 Years (acres) 
Old-Growth 2,879 2,679 2,980 2,937 2,883 2,883 
Young-Growth 18,326 18,308 18,190 18,161 18,089 17,967 
na = not applicable 
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Not all acres removed from roadless management would be available for development. The change in 
acres in development LUDs serves as a measure of development potential as it presently exists by 
alternative. Approximately 18 percent (82,800 acres) of the Kake CUA is presently managed in 
development LUDs. This total would increase under all action alternatives, with net gains ranging from 
about 4,200 acres (Alternative 2) to 91,350 acres (Alternatives 5 and 6).  

Suitable old-growth and young-growth acres available for harvest would increase under all action 
alternatives. Estimated net gains in suitable old-growth range from about 1,000 acres (Alternative 2) to 
10,800 acres (Alternatives 4 to 6). Increases in suitable young-growth acres range from about 700 acres 
(Alternative 2) to 850 acres (Alternative 6).  

Total acres harvested are assumed to remain constant across all alternatives. Estimated old-growth harvest 
totals over 100 years in the Kake CUA are less than 3,000 acres under all alternatives, with very little variation 
by alternative. Estimated young-growth harvest is also very similar across all alternatives, ranging from about 
18,000 acres (Alternative 6) to 18,300 acres (Alternatives 1 and 2) (Table E-45). 

Subsistence 
No significant effect on salmon, other finfish, or invertebrate habitat capability is expected from 
implementation of any alternative. These resources account for 52 percent of the total edible pounds of 
subsistence resources harvested by Kake households (Kruse and Frazier 1988). Marine resources (fish 
and marine invertebrates) accounted for 60 percent of per capita subsistence harvest in Kake in 1996 
(ADF&G 2018).  

The 1988 TRUCS study found that deer accounted for 24 percent of the total edible pounds of 
subsistence resources harvested by Kake households (Kruse and Frazier 1988). Deer accounted for 28 
percent of per capita subsistence harvest by Kake residents in 1996 (ADF&G 2018).  

Five WAAs account for the majority (76 percent) of deer harvest by Kake residents (Table E-46). The 
Kake share ranges from about 11 percent (WAA 1420) to 60 percent (WAA 5132) of the total harvest and 
from 19 percent to 68 percent of the rural hunter harvest in these WAAs. About 35 percent of the 
combined harvest in these WAAs is by non-rural hunters, suggesting that there is a harvest buffer that 
could be restricted, if necessary, before restrictions are placed on rural harvests.  

The 2016 Forest Plan Amendment EIS analysis found that four out of the five WAAs heavily used by 
Kake residents would not be affected under the current Forest Plan. For the other WAA (WAA 1420), the 
2016 analysis estimated that deer habitat capability, which is currently at less than half of 1954 levels, 
would be further reduced by an estimated 5 percent (Table E-46). 

Table E-46  
Deer Harvest and Deer Habitat Capability on NFS Lands for the WAAs where Kake 
Residents Obtain Approximately 75 Percent of their Average Annual Deer Harvest1 

WAA 

Average Deer Harvest from 2004 to 2013 Deer Habitat Capability3  
Kake 

Residents 
All Rural 
Hunters2 

All 
Hunters 2014 

After 100 Years of 
Implementation Change 

1420 30 158 276 49% 44% -5% 
3940 26 61 75 93% 93% 0% 
3939 19 71 105 100% 100% 0% 
4041 5 16 19 91% 91% 0% 
5132 5 7 8 70% 70% 0% 
1 Calculated based on harvest where location is known. 
2 The category “All Rural Hunters” includes residents of Southeast Alaska communities, excluding the cities of Juneau and 
Ketchikan. 
3 Deer habitat capability in 2014 and after 100 Years of full implementation is expressed as a percent of the 1954 habitat 
capability. Data presented for 100 Years of Implementation are estimates developed for the current Forest Plan in the 2016 
Forest Plan Amendment EIS (USDA Forest Service 2016). 

The 2016 Forest Plan Amendment EIS analysis found that use of most subsistence resources by Kake 
residents (fish and marine invertebrates) was not expected to be affected under the current Forest Plan. 



Appendix E 

Final EIS  E-57 Communities 

Based on the Deer Availability and Anticipated Demand analysis completed for the 1997 Forest Plan EIS, 
the 2016 analysis found that subsistence use of deer in one of the WAAs hunted by Kake residents may 
be affected to the point that some restriction in hunting might be necessary over the long term, particularly 
for non-rural hunters. The risk of hunting restrictions would be reduced somewhat, through more intensive 
management (e.g., thinning) of the existing and future closed-canopy, young-growth forests in this area. 
Indirect effects associated with increased competition for deer within Kake’s subsistence use areas could 
also occur if hunters from other communities were displaced due to timber harvest activity. Such impacts 
would be relatively low based on the limited accessibility of these areas to non-local hunters.  

There are no suitable old-growth acres in three of the five WAAs heavily used by Kake residents under 
any of the alternatives. Suitable old-growth acres in the other two WAAs would increase relative to 
Alternative 1 under the action alternatives (Table E-47). Projected old-growth harvest is also expected to 
increase relative to Alternative 1 in one of these WAAs (5132), with decreases generally anticipated for 
the other one (WAA 1420) (Table E-48). These relative changes in projected harvest are small in 
absolute terms (i.e., number of acres) and none of the alternatives are expected to affect the findings of 
the 2016 Forest Plan Amendment. 

Table E-47  
Suitable Old-Growth by WAA and Alternative for the WAAs where Kake Residents 
Obtain Approximately 75 Percent of their Average Annual Deer Harvest 

WAA Total Acres Alt 1 
Change from Alternative 1 (Acres) 

Alt 2 Alt 3 Alt 4 Alt 5 Alt 6 
1420  42,410 3,210 230 390 500 500 500 
3940  68,160 - - - - - - 
3939  66,460 - - - - - - 
4041  55,260 - - - - - - 
5132  37,010 1,150 10 1,010 1,010 1,010 1,010 

 

Table E-48  
Projected Old-Growth Harvest by WAA and Alternative for the WAAs where Kake 
Residents Obtain Approximately 75 Percent of their Average Annual Deer Harvest 

WAA Total Acres Alt 1 
Change from Alternative 1 (Acres) 

Alt 2 Alt 3 Alt 4 Alt 5 Alt 6 
1420  42,410 960 (30) (170) (260) (270) (270) 
3940  68,160 - - - - - - 
3939  66,460 - - - - - - 
4041  55,260 - - - - - - 
5132  37,010 340 (30) 130 70 60 60 

 

Kasaan 
Community Use Area 
Kasaan’s CUA encompasses a total of 523,709 acres (Figure E-14). More than three-quarters of this area 
(79 percent) is presently managed as roadless (Table E-49). This share would decrease under all action 
alternatives, dropping to 39 percent under Alternative 5, with no acres managed as roadless under 
Alternative 6. Alternative 4 includes ARA acres that would be managed as Timber Priority and allow 
timber harvest and road building. Timber Priority acres account for 16 percent of the ARA in the Kasaan 
CUA. Areas allocated to Roadless Priority would explicitly allow the cutting, utilization, customary trade, 
and removal of trees for the purposes of Alaska Native customary and traditional uses, as well as road 
construction deemed necessary by a federally recognized Tribe for access to Alaska Native cultural sites. 
This type of use would also be allowed in Timber Priority areas, which allow all timber harvest and road 
construction. 
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Figure E-14  
Kasaan’s Community Use Area 

 

Table E-49  
Roadless Areas, ARA Management Categories, and Development Opportunity in 
Kasaan's Community Use Area 

Roadless Category (acres) 
Alternative 

1 2 3 4 5 6 
Total Community Use Area 523,709 523,709 523,709 523,709 523,709 523,709 
Total Roadless Area  413,187 391,608 367,105 364,378 202,290  0 
Roadless Share 79% 75% 70% 70% 39% 0% 
ARA Management Categories (acres) 
LUD II Priority na 19 0 19 19 0 
Watershed Priority na 210,088 17,343 0 0 0 
Roadless Priority na 181,501 140,373 305,061 202,271 0 
Community Priority na 0 17,343  0 0 0 
Timber Priority na 0 0 59,298 0 0 
Development Opportunity       
Development LUDs (acres) 56,154 75,529 98,307 98,316 238,375 244,314 
Timber Opportunity (Acres Suitable for Harvest) 
Old-Growth 11,957 16,034 20,664 22,819 23,771 23,771 
Young-Growth 15,072 18,004 19,044 19,050 19,123 19,346 
Estimated Harvest over 100 Years (acres) 
Old-Growth 3,008 3,509 3,651 3,403 3,503 3,503 
Young-Growth 12,833 14,828 15,517 15,515 15,495 15,534 
na = not applicable 
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Not all acres removed from roadless management would be available for development. The change in 
acres in development LUDs serves as a measure of development potential as it presently exists by 
alternative. Approximately 11 percent (56,150 acres) of the Kasaan CUA is presently managed in 
development LUDs. This total would increase under all action alternatives, with net gains ranging from 
about 19,400 acres (Alternative 2) to 188,200 acres (Alternative 6).  

Suitable old-growth and young-growth acres available for harvest would increase under all action 
alternatives. Estimated net gains in suitable old-growth range from about 4,100 acres (Alternative 2) to 
11,800 acres (Alternatives 5 and 6). Increases in suitable young-growth acres range from about 2,900 
acres (Alternative 2) to 4,300 acres (Alternative 6), representing a 19 to 28 percent increase relative to 
Alternative 1.  

Total acres harvested are assumed to remain constant across all alternatives. Estimated old-growth 
harvest totals over 100 years in the Kasaan CUA would be similar under all alternatives, ranging from 
3,000 acres (Alternative 1) to 3,500 acres (Alternatives 5 and 6). Young-growth harvest estimates range 
from about 12,800 acres (Alternative 1) to 15,500 acres (Alternatives 3 to 6) (Table E-49).  

Subsistence 
No significant effect on salmon, other finfish, or invertebrate habitat capability is expected from 
implementation of any alternative. These resources account for 74 percent of the total edible pounds of 
subsistence resources harvested by Kasaan households (Kruse and Frazier 1988) and 75 percent of per 
capita harvest in 1998 (ADF&G 2018).  

The 1988 TRUCS survey found that deer account for 22 percent of the total edible pounds of subsistence 
resources harvested by Kasaan households (Kruse and Frazier 1988). Deer accounted for 15 percent of 
per capita subsistence harvest by Kasaan residents in 1998 (ADF&G 2018).  

The majority of deer harvest by Kasaan residents takes place near the community on north Prince of 
Wales Island. Residents of Kasaan harvest the majority (87 percent) of their deer from two WAAs (Table 
E-50). The Kasaan portion makes up 2 percent of the total combined harvest and 4 percent of the rural 
hunter harvest in these WAAs. About 42 percent of the combined harvest in these WAA is by non-rural 
hunters, suggesting that there is a harvest buffer that could be restricted, if necessary, before restrictions 
are placed on rural harvests.  

Table E-50  
Deer Harvest and Deer Habitat Capability on NFS Lands for the WAAs where Kasaan 
Residents Obtain Approximately 75 Percent of their Average Annual Deer Harvest1 

WAA 

Average Deer Harvest from 2004 to 2013 Deer Habitat Capability3  
Kasaan 

Residents 
All Rural 
Hunters2 

All 
Hunters 2014 

After 100 Years of 
Implementation Change 

1315 9 201 317 56% 50% -6% 
1214 4 120 235 77% 71% -6% 
1 Calculated based on harvest where location is known. 
2 The category “All Rural Hunters” includes residents of Southeast Alaska communities, excluding the cities of Juneau and 
Ketchikan. 
3 Deer habitat capability in 2014 and after 100 Years of full implementation is expressed as a percent of the 1954 habitat 
capability. Data presented for 100 Years of Implementation are estimates developed for the current Forest Plan in the 2016 
Forest Plan Amendment EIS (USDA Forest Service 2016). 

Both WAAs are in areas with substantial past timber harvest and, therefore, deer habitat capabilities are 
currently estimated to be considerably below 1954 levels. The 2016 Forest Plan Amendment EIS analysis 
found that additional harvest that could occur under the current Forest Plan would further reduce 
estimated habitat capabilities after 100 years by 6 percent in both areas (Table E-50).  

The 2016 Forest Plan Amendment EIS analysis found that use of most subsistence resources by Kasaan 
residents (fish and marine invertebrates) was not expected to be affected by any of the alternatives. 
Based on the Deer Availability and Anticipated Demand analysis completed for the 1997 Forest Plan EIS, 
the 2016 analysis found that subsistence use of deer may be affected to the point that some restriction in 
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hunting might be necessary over the long term, especially for non-rural hunters. Kasaan is currently 
competing with other communities in their subsistence use areas and this is likely to continue to be the 
case. The risk of hunting restrictions would be reduced somewhat, through more intensive management 
(e.g., thinning) of the existing and future closed-canopy, young-growth forests in this area. Indirect effects 
associated with increased competition for deer within Kasaan’s subsistence use areas could also occur if 
hunters from other communities were displaced due to timber harvest activity.  

Suitable old-growth acres would increase relative to Alternative 1 in both WAAs under all of the action 
alternatives (Table E-51). Projected old-growth harvest is also expected to increase relative to Alternative 
1 in one of these WAAs (1214), with relative decreases anticipated for the other WAA (1315) (Table 
E-52). These relative changes in projected harvest are small in absolute terms (i.e., number of acres) and 
none of the alternatives are expected to affect the findings of the 2016 Forest Plan Amendment. 

Table E-51  
Suitable Old-Growth by WAA and Alternative for the WAAs where Kasaan Residents 
Obtain Approximately 75 Percent of their Average Annual Deer Harvest 

WAA Total Acres Alt 1 
Change from Alternative 1 (Acres) 

Alt 2 Alt 3 Alt 4 Alt 5 Alt 6 
1315  55,040 3,820 230 1,240 1,240 1,240 1,240 
1214  61,680 3,440 1,910 3,190 3,190 3,190 3,190 

 

Table E-52  
Projected Old-Growth Harvest by WAA and Alternative for the WAAs where Kasaan 
Residents Obtain Approximately 75 Percent of their Average Annual Deer Harvest 

WAA Total Acres Alt 1 
Change from Alternative 1 (Acres) 

Alt 2 Alt 3 Alt 4 Alt 5 Alt 6 
1315  55,040 1,140 (40) (30) (180) (200) (200) 
1214  61,680 1,030 420 420 230 200 200 

 

Ketchikan (Kicháan) 
Community Use Area 
Ketchikan’s CUA encompasses a total of 1,968,512 acres (Figure E-15). Almost half of this area (48 
percent) is presently managed as roadless (Table E-53). This share would decrease to 32 percent under 
Alternative 5, with no acres managed as roadless under Alternative 6. The removal of LUD II acres under 
Alternative 3 accounts for approximately 39 percent of the decrease in roadless acres under this 
alternative. These areas would retain their congressional protections and continue to be managed in a 
roadless state. Alternative 4 includes ARA acres that would be managed as Timber Priority and allow 
timber harvest and road building. Timber Priority acres account for 13 percent of the ARA in the 
Ketchikan CUA. Areas allocated to Roadless Priority and Community Priority would explicitly allow the 
cutting, utilization, customary trade, and removal of trees for the purposes of Alaska Native customary 
and traditional uses, as well as road construction deemed necessary by a federally recognized Tribe for 
access to Alaska Native cultural sites. This type of use would also be allowed in Timber Priority areas, 
which allow all timber harvest and road construction. 
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Figure E-15  
Ketchikan’s Community Use Area 

 

Table E-53  
Roadless Areas, ARA Management Categories, and Development Opportunity in 
Ketchikan's Community Use Area 

Roadless Category 
(acres) 

Alternative 
1 2 3 4 5 6 

Total Community Use Area 1,968,512 1,968,512 1,968,512 1,968,512 1,968,512 1,968,512 
Total Roadless Area  951,613 938,575 870,794 897,258 629,605 0 
Roadless Share 48% 48% 44% 46% 32% 0% 
ARA Management Categories (acres) 
LUD II Priority na 31,386 0 31,386 31,384 0 
Watershed Priority na 494,679 58,585 0 0 0 
Roadless Priority na 412,511 317,685 753,390 598,221 0 
Community Priority na 0 58,585 0 0 0 
Timber Priority na 0 0 112,482 0 0 
Development Opportunity       
Development LUDs (acres) 115,243 127,745 160,833 160,844 413,413 413,416 
Timber Opportunity (Acres Suitable for Harvest) 
Old-Growth 29,744 33,535 45,566 55,120 56,219 56,220 
Young-Growth 32,823 34,341 34,760 34,649 35,101 35,454 
Estimated Harvest over 100 Years (acres) 
Old-Growth 7,080 7,335 7,510 7,959 7,957 7,957 
Young-Growth 27,946 28,283 28,322 28,220 28,442 28,467 
na = not applicable 
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Not all acres removed from roadless management would be available for development. The change in 
acres in development LUDs serves as a measure of development potential as it presently exists by 
alternative. Approximately 6 percent (115,250 acres) of the Ketchikan CUA is presently managed in 
development LUDs. This total would increase under all action alternatives, with net gains ranging from 
about 12,500 acres (Alternative 2) to 298,200 acres (Alternatives 5 and 6).  

Suitable old-growth and young-growth acres available for harvest would increase under all action 
alternatives. Estimated net gains in suitable old-growth range from about 3,800 acres (Alternative 2) to 
26,500 acres (Alternatives 5 and 6). Increases in suitable young-growth acres range from about 1,500 
acres (Alternative 2) to 2,600 acres (Alternative 6). 

Total acres harvested are assumed to remain constant across all alternatives. Estimated old-growth harvest 
totals over 100 years in the Ketchikan CUA range from about 7,100 acres (Alternative 1) to 7,950 acres 
(Alternatives 4 to 6). Estimated young-growth totals range from about 27,950 acres (Alternative 1) to about 
28,450 acres (Alternatives 5 and 6) (Table E-53).  

Subsistence 
Ketchikan is not classified as a subsistence community; however, many residents use the surrounding 
Tongass National Forest for hunting and fishing. Given the non-subsistence status of the community and 
its large size, no attempt is made here to summarize the WAAs that community residents use to hunt 
deer. However, the majority of deer harvest by Ketchikan residents likely takes place within the 
community’s identified use area (Figure E-15), which is mainly located within GMU 1A and GMU 2.  

The 2016 Forest Plan Amendment EIS analysis found use of most subsistence resources by Ketchikan 
residents (fish and marine invertebrates) was not expected to be affected by the current Forest Plan. 
Based on the Deer Availability and Anticipated Demand analysis completed for the 1997 Forest Plan EIS, 
the 2016 analysis found that there should be sufficient habitat capability for deer hunted by all hunters in 
the short term. However, projected deer harvest in the long term by Ketchikan residents, all rural hunters, 
and all hunters exceeded the level that is both sustainable and provides a reasonably high level of hunter 
success for their effort. The Final EIS analysis concluded that if a restriction were necessary, sport 
hunting by Ketchikan residents would be restricted before subsistence hunting by rural hunters is 
restricted. None of the alternatives are expected to affect the findings of the 2016 Forest Plan 
Amendment.  

Klawock (Lawáak) 
Community Use Area 
Klawock’s CUA encompasses a total of 733,670 acres (Figure E-16). More than half of this area (57 
percent) is presently managed as roadless (Table E-54). This share would drop to 33 percent under 
Alternatives 3 and 5, with no acres managed as roadless under Alternative 6. The removal of LUD II 
acres under Alternative 3 accounts for approximately 55 percent of the decrease in roadless acres under 
this alternative. These areas would retain their congressional protections and continue to be managed in 
a roadless state. Alternative 4 includes ARA acres that would be managed as Timber Priority and allow 
timber harvest and road building. Timber Priority acres account for 12 percent of the ARA in the Klawock 
CUA. Areas allocated to Roadless Priority would explicitly allow the cutting, utilization, customary trade, 
and removal of trees for the purposes of Alaska Native customary and traditional uses, as well as road 
construction deemed necessary by a federally recognized Tribe for access to Alaska Native cultural sites. 
This type of use would also be allowed in Timber Priority areas, which allow all timber harvest and road 
construction. 
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Figure E-16  
Klawock’s Community Use Area 

 

Table E-54  
Roadless Areas, ARA Management Categories, and Development Opportunity in 
Klawock's Community Use Area  

Roadless Category (acres  
Alternative 

1 2 3 4 5 6 
Total Community Use Area 733,670 733,670 733,670 733,670 733,670 733,670 
Total Roadless Area  418,413 396,858 239,678 330,167 240,160  0 
Roadless Share 57% 54% 33% 45% 33% 0 
ARA Management Categories (acres) 
LUD II Priority na 99,731 0 99,731 98,201 0 
Watershed Priority na 132,064 29,012 0 0 0 
Roadless Priority na 165,063 80,188 192,343 141,960 0 
Community Priority na 0 29,012  0 0 0 
Timber Priority na 0 0 38,093 0 0 
Development Opportunity       
Development LUDs (acres) 204,185 225,706 276,493 280,712 375,588 381,527 
Timber Opportunity (Acres Suitable for Harvest) 
Old-Growth 40,738 46,824 60,255 64,177 65,495 65,495 
Young-Growth 72,268 75,911 76,953 76,940 76,995 77,119 
Estimated Harvest over 100 Years (acres) 
Old-Growth 9,263 9,435 9,613 8,691 8,712 8,712 
Young-Growth 61,531 62,519 62,701 62,665 62,388 61,922 
na = not applicable 
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Not all acres removed from roadless management would be available for development. The change in 
acres in development LUDs serves as a measure of development potential as it presently exists by 
alternative. Approximately 28 percent (204,200 acres) of the Klawock CUA is presently managed in 
development LUDs. This total would increase under all action alternatives, with net gains ranging from 
about 21,500 acres (Alternative 2) to 177,350 acres (Alternative 6).  

Suitable old-growth and young-growth acres available for harvest would increase under all action 
alternatives. Estimated net gains in suitable old-growth range from about 6,100 acres (Alternative 2) to 
24,800 acres (Alternatives 5 and 6). Increases in suitable young-growth acres range from about 3,600 
acres (Alternative 2) to 4,850 acres (Alternative 6).  

Total acres harvested are assumed to remain constant across all alternatives. Estimated old-growth harvest 
totals over 100 years in the Klawock CUA would be similar under all alternatives, ranging from about 8,700 
acres (Alternatives 4 to 6) to 9,600 acres (Alternative 3). This would also be the case with young-growth 
acres, which are estimated to range from about 61,500 acres (Alternative 1) to 62,700 acres (Alternatives 3 
and 4) (Table E-54).  

Subsistence 
No significant effect on salmon, other finfish, or invertebrate habitat capability is expected from 
implementation of any alternative. These resources account for 75 percent of the total edible pounds of 
subsistence resources harvested by Klawock households (Kruse and Frazier 1988). Marine resources 
(fish and marine invertebrates) accounted for 71 percent of per capita subsistence harvest in Klawock in 
1997 (ADF&G 2018).  

The 1988 TRUCS study found that deer accounted for 19 percent of the total edible pounds of 
subsistence resources harvested by Klawock households (Kruse and Frazier 1988). Deer accounted for 
15 percent of per capita subsistence harvest by Klawock residents in 1997 (ADF&G 2018).  

Klawock residents mainly harvest deer on north Prince of Wales Island, with the majority (74 percent) of 
their deer obtained from eight WAAs (Table E-55). The Klawock portion represents from about 5 percent 
(WAA 1420) to 34 percent (WAA 1318) of the total harvest and about 9 percent to 42 percent of the rural 
hunter harvest in these WAAs. About 34 percent of the combined harvest in these WAAs is by non-rural 
hunters, suggesting that there is a limited harvest buffer that could be restricted, if necessary, before 
restrictions are placed on rural harvests.  

Table E-55  
Deer Harvest and Deer Habitat Capability on NFS Lands for the WAAs where Klawock 
Residents Obtain Approximately 75 Percent of their Average Annual Deer Harvest1 

WAA 

Average Deer Harvest from 2004 to 2013 Deer Habitat Capability3  
Klawock 

Residents 
All Rural 
Hunters2 

All 
Hunters 2014 

After 100 Years of 
Implementation Change 

1318 67 159 198 90% 84% -6% 
1422 65 247 383 57% 50% -7% 
1319 28 169 226 74% 69% -5% 
1214 26 120 235 77% 71% -6% 
1107 22 99 130 99% 99% 0% 
1315 21 201 317 56% 50% -6% 
1317 19 93 133 58% 56% -2% 
1420 15 158 276 49% 44% -5% 
1 Calculated based on harvest where location is known. 
2 The category “All Rural Hunters” includes residents of Southeast Alaska communities, excluding the cities of Juneau and 
Ketchikan. 
3 Deer habitat capability in 2014 and after 100 Years of full implementation is expressed as a percent of the 1954 habitat 
capability. Data presented for 100 Years of Implementation are estimates developed for the current Forest Plan in the 2016 
Forest Plan Amendment EIS (USDA Forest Service 2016). 

Most of the WAAs identified in Table E-55 occur in areas with substantial past harvest and, therefore, 
deer habitat capabilities are currently estimated to be below 1954 levels. The 2016 Forest Plan 



Appendix E 

Final EIS  E-65 Communities 

Amendment EIS analysis found that additional harvest that could occur under the current Forest Plan 
would further reduce estimated habitat capabilities after 100 years in all of the WAAs except for one 
(WAA 1107) by 2 to 7 percent (Table E-55).  

The 2016 Forest Plan Amendment EIS analysis found that use of most subsistence resources by 
Klawock residents (fish and marine invertebrates) was not expected to be affected by the current Forest 
Plan. Based on the Deer Availability and Anticipated Demand analysis completed for the 1997 Forest 
Plan EIS, the 2016 analysis found that subsistence use of deer may be affected to the point that some 
restriction in hunting might be necessary, especially for non-rural hunters. The risk of hunting restrictions 
would be reduced somewhat, through more intensive management (e.g., thinning) of the existing and 
future closed-canopy, young-growth forests in this area. Indirect effects associated with increased 
competition for deer within the Klawock subsistence use areas could also occur if hunters from other 
communities were displaced due to timber harvest activity.  

Suitable old-growth acres would increase relative to Alternative 1 in all eight WAAs under all of the action 
alternatives, with increases tending to be larger under Alternatives 4 to 6 (Table E-56). Projected old-
growth harvest would increase in three of the WAAs under most alternatives and decrease in the other 
five (Table E-57). These relative changes in projected harvest are small in absolute terms (i.e., number of 
acres) and none of the alternatives are expected to affect the findings of the 2016 Forest Plan 
Amendment. 

Table E-56  
Suitable Old-Growth by WAA and Alternative for the WAAs where Klawock Residents 
Obtain Approximately 75 Percent of their Average Annual Deer Harvest 

WAA Total Acres Alt 1 
Change from Alternative 1 (Acres) 

Alt 2 Alt 3 Alt 4 Alt 5 Alt 6 
1318  53,710 1,300 140 1,310 1,410 1,410 1,410 
1422  120,280 10,120 350 3,770 3,900 3,900 3,900 
1319  103,210 3,250 170 570 600 600 600 
1214  61,680 3,440 1,910 3,190 3,190 3,190 3,190 
1107  124,050 360 10 80 80 90 90 
1315  55,040 3,820 230 1,240 1,240 1,240 1,240 
1317  57,220 2,460 730 2,190 2,510 3,380 3,380 
1420  42,410 3,210 230 390 500 500 500 

 

Table E-57  
Projected Old-Growth Harvest by WAA and Alternative for the WAAs where Klawock 
Residents Obtain Approximately 75 Percent of their Average Annual Deer Harvest 

WAA Total Acres Alt 1 
Change from Alternative 1 (Acres) 

Alt 2 Alt 3 Alt 4 Alt 5 Alt 6 
1318  53,710 390 - 180 120 110 110 
1422  120,280 3,020 (180) 20 (360) (410) (410) 
1319  103,210 970 (40) (130) (240) (250) (250) 
1214  61,680 1,030 420 420 230 200 200 
1107  124,050 110 (10) (10) (30) (30) (30) 
1315  55,040 1,140 (40) (30) (180) (200) (200) 
1317  57,220 730 130 290 210 360 360 
1420  42,410 960 (30) (170) (260) (270) (270) 
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Metlakatla 
Community Use Area 
Metlakatla’s CUA encompasses a total of 1,968,512 acres (Figure E-17). Almost half of this area (48 
percent) is presently managed as roadless (Table E-58). This share would drop to 32 percent under 
Alternative 5, with no acres managed as roadless under Alternative 6. The removal of LUD II acres under 
Alternative 3 accounts for approximately 39 percent of the decrease in roadless acres under this 
alternative. These areas would retain their congressional protections and continue to be managed in a 
roadless state. Alternative 4 includes ARA acres that would be managed as Timber Priority and allow 
timber harvest and road building. Timber Priority acres account for 13 percent of the ARA in the 
Metlakatla CUA. Areas allocated to Roadless Priority and Community Priority would explicitly allow the 
cutting, utilization, customary trade, and removal of trees for the purposes of Alaska Native customary 
and traditional uses, as well as road construction deemed necessary by a federally recognized Tribe for 
access to Alaska Native cultural sites. This type of use would also be allowed in Timber Priority areas, 
which allow all timber harvest and road construction. 

Figure E-17  
Metlakatla’s Community Use Area 
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Table E-58  
Roadless Areas, ARA Management Categories, and Development Opportunity in 
Metlakatla's Community Use Area  

Roadless Category 
(acres) 

Alternative 
1 2 3 4 5 6 

Total Community Use Area 1,968,512 1,968,512 1,968,512 1,968,512 1,968,512 1,968,512 
Total Roadless Area  951,613 938,575 870,794 897,258 629,605 0 
Roadless Share 48% 48% 44% 46% 32% 0% 
ARA Management Categories (acres) 
LUD II Priority na 31,386 0 31,386 31,384 0 
Watershed Priority na 494,679 58,585 0 0 0 
Roadless Priority na 412,511 317,685 753,390 598,221 0 
Community Priority na 0 58,585 0 0 0 
Timber Priority na 0 0 112,482 0 0 
Development Opportunity 
Development LUDs (acres) 115,243 127,745 160,833 160,844 413,413 413,416 
Timber Opportunity (Acres Suitable for Harvest) 
Old-Growth 29,744 33,535 45,566 55,120 56,219 56,220 
Young-Growth 32,823 34,341 34,760 34,649 35,101 35,454 
Estimated Harvest over 100 Years (acres) 
Old-Growth 7,080 7,335 7,510 7,959 7,957 7,957 
Young-Growth 27,946 28,283 28,322 28,220 28,442 28,467 
na = not applicable 

Not all acres removed from roadless management would be available for development. The change in 
acres in development LUDs serves as a measure of development potential as it presently exists by 
alternative. Approximately 6 percent (115,250 acres) of the Metlakatla CUA is presently managed in 
development LUDs. This total would increase under all action alternatives, with net gains ranging from 
about 12,500 acres (Alternative 2) to 298,200 acres (Alternatives 5 and 6).  

Suitable old-growth and young-growth acres available for harvest would increase under all action 
alternatives. Estimated net gains in suitable old-growth range from about 3,800 acres (Alternative 2) to 
26,500 acres (Alternatives 5 and 6). Increases in suitable young-growth acres range from about 1,500 
acres (Alternative 2) to 2,600 acres (Alternative 6). 

Total acres harvested are assumed to remain constant across all alternatives. Estimated old-growth harvest 
totals over 100 years in the Metlakatla CUA range from about 7,100 acres (Alternative 2) to 7,950 acres 
(Alternatives 4 to 6). Estimated young-growth acres range from about 27,950 acres (Alternative 1) to 28,450 
acres (Alternatives 5 and 6) (Table E-58).  

Subsistence 
No significant effect on salmon, other finfish, or invertebrate habitat capability is expected from 
implementation of any alternative. These resources account for 75 percent of the total edible pounds of 
subsistence resources harvested by Metlakatla households (Kruse and Frazier 1988).  

The 1988 TRUCS study found that deer account for 15 percent of the total edible pounds of subsistence 
resources harvested by Metlakatla households (Kruse and Frazier 1988).  

The majority (72 percent) of deer harvest by Metlakatla residents takes place in ten WAAs (Table E-59). 
Metlakatla residents account for 1 percent (WAA 1315) to 100 percent (WAAs 0405 and 0406) of the rural 
harvest in these WAAs, and 1 percent (WAAs 1214 and 1315) to 15 percent (WAA 0405) of all harvest. 
About 39 percent of the combined harvest in these WAAs is by non-rural hunters, suggesting that there is 
a harvest buffer that could be restricted, if necessary, before restrictions are placed on rural harvests. 



Appendix E 

Communities E-68 Final EIS 

Table E-59  
Deer Harvest and Deer Habitat Capability on NFS Lands for the WAAs where 
Metlakatla Residents Obtain Approximately 75 Percent of their Average Annual Deer 
Harvest1 

WAA 

Average Deer Harvest from 2004 to 2013 Deer Habitat Capability3  
Metlakatla 
Residents 

All Rural 
Hunters2 All Hunters 2014 

After 100 Years of 
Implementation Change 

1107 8 99 130 99% 99% 0% 
1318 7 159 198 90% 84% -6% 
1422 6 247 383 57% 50% -7% 
405 4 4 25 89% 86% -3% 
1214 3 120 235 77% 71% -6% 
1421 3 76 102 68% 64% -4% 
1315 3 201 317 56% 50% -6% 
1210 2 4 31 100% 100% 0% 
406 2 2 55 76% 71% -5% 
509 2 2 19 95% 93% -2% 
1 Calculated based on harvest where location is known. 
2 The category “All Rural Hunters” includes residents of Southeast Alaska communities, excluding the cities of Juneau and 
Ketchikan. 
3 Deer habitat capability in 2014 and after 100 Years of full implementation is expressed as a percent of the 1954 habitat 
capability. Data presented for 100 Years of Implementation are estimates developed for the current Forest Plan in the 2016 
Forest Plan Amendment EIS (USDA Forest Service 2016). 

The WAAs used by Metlakatla residents occur in areas that have been affected to variable degrees by 
past timber harvest and, therefore, deer habitat capabilities are currently estimated at 56 to 100 percent 
of 1954 levels (Table E-59). The 2016 Forest Plan Amendment EIS analysis found that two of the 10 
WAAs (1107 and 1210) used most by Metlakatla residents would not be affected under the current Forest 
Plan (Table E-59). In the remaining eight WAAs, additional harvest that could occur under the current 
Forest Plan was estimated to further reduce habitat capabilities after 100 years by 2 to 7 percent (Table 
E-59).  

The 2016 Forest Plan Amendment EIS analysis found it likely that the current Forest Plan would provide 
sufficient habitat capability for deer hunted by Metlakatla residents, all rural hunters, and all hunters in this 
area over the course of Forest Plan implementation. Suitable old-growth acres are expected to increase 
relative to Alternative 1 under the action alternatives in nine of the 10 WAAs (Table E-60). Projected old-
growth harvest would increase in four of the WAAs under most alternatives and decrease in the other five 
(Table E-61). These relative changes in projected harvest are small in absolute terms (i.e., number of 
acres) and none of the alternatives are expected to affect the findings of the 2016 Forest Plan 
Amendment. 

Table E-60  
Suitable Old-Growth by WAA and Alternative for the WAAs where Metlakatla Residents 
Obtain Approximately 75 Percent of their Average Annual Deer Harvest 

WAA Total Acres Alt 1 
Change from Alternative 1 (Acres) 

Alt 2 Alt 3 Alt 4 Alt 5 Alt 6 
1107  124,050 360 10 80 80 90 90 
1318  53,710 1,300 140 1,310 1,410 1,410 1,410 
1422  120,280 10,120 350 3,770 3,900 3,900 3,900 
405  53,400 1,790 170 690 690 690 690 
1214  61,680 3,440 1,910 3,190 3,190 3,190 3,190 
1421  90,040 2,510 - - 40 110 110 
1315  55,040 3,820 230 1,240 1,240 1,240 1,240 
1210  86,080 - - - - - - 
406  124,730 6,940 2,670 4,830 7,150 7,150 7,150 
509  64,970 690 30 280 480 610 610 
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Table E-61  
Projected Old-Growth Harvest by WAA and Alternative for the WAAs where Metlakatla 
Residents Obtain Approximately 75 Percent of their Average Annual Deer Harvest 

WAA Total Acres Alt 1 
Change from Alternative 1 (Acres) 

Alt 2 Alt 3 Alt 4 Alt 5 Alt 6 
1107  124,050 110 (10) (10) (30) (30) (30) 
1318  53,710 390 - 180 120 110 110 
1422  120,280 3,020 (180) 20 (360) (410) (410) 
405  53,400 530 - 10 (60) (70) (70) 
1214  61,680 1,030 420 420 230 200 200 
1421  90,040 750 (70) (200) (270) (260) (260) 
1315  55,040 1,140 (40) (30) (180) (200) (200) 
1210  86,080 - - - - - - 
406  124,730 2,070 530 510 600 550 550 
509  64,970 210 (20) - 10 30 30 

 

Naukati Bay 
Community Use Area 
Naukati Bay’s CUA encompasses a total of 1,076,081 acres (Figure E-18). Half of this area (50 percent) 
is presently managed as roadless (Table E-62). This share would drop to 25 and 34 percent under 
Alternatives 3 and 5, respectively, with no acres managed as roadless under Alternative 6. The removal 
of LUD II acres under Alternative 3 accounts for approximately 71 percent of the decrease in roadless 
acres under this alternative. These areas would retain their congressional protections and continue to be 
managed in a roadless state. Alternative 4 includes ARA acres that would be managed as Timber Priority 
and allow timber harvest and road building. Timber Priority acres account for 8 percent of the ARA in the 
Naukati Bay CUA. Areas allocated to Roadless Priority would explicitly allow the cutting, utilization, 
customary trade, and removal of trees for the purposes of Alaska Native customary and traditional uses, 
as well as road construction deemed necessary by a federally recognized Tribe for access to Alaska 
Native cultural sites. This type of use would also be allowed in Timber Priority areas, which allow all 
timber harvest and road construction. 
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Figure E-18  
Naukati Bay’s Community Use Area 

 

Table E-62  
Roadless Areas, ARA Management Categories, and Development Opportunity in Naukati 
Bay's Community Use Area 

Roadless Category (acres) 
Alternative 

1 2 3 4 5 6 
Total Community Use Area 1,076,081 1,076,081 1,076,081 1,076,081 1,076,081 1,076,081 
Total Roadless Area  536,424 523,599 268,357 456,204 369,090  0 
Roadless Share 50% 49% 25% 42% 34% 0% 
ARA Management Categories (acres) 
LUD II Priority na 193,281 0 193,281 191,422 0 
Watershed Priority na 169,537 6,833 0 0 0 
Roadless Priority na 160,781 94,236 225,814 177,668 0 
Community Priority na 0 6,833 0 0 0 
Timber Priority na 0 0 37,109 0 0 
Development Opportunity 
Development LUDs (acres) 327,102 340,027 388,390 388,717 484,222 484,229 
Timber Opportunity (Acres Suitable for Harvest) 
Old-Growth 62,595 65,978 78,593 84,592 85,555 85,555 
Young-Growth 127,013 128,256 128,312 128,367 128,398 128,654 
Estimated Harvest over 100 Years (acres) 
Old-Growth 13,480 12,748 11,837 11,038 10,957 10,957 
Young-Growth 108,142 105,630 104,548 104,550 104,040 103,301 
na = not applicable 
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Not all acres removed from roadless management would be available for development. The change in 
acres in development LUDs serves as a measure of development potential as it presently exists by 
alternative. Approximately 30 percent (327,100 acres) of the Naukati Bay CUA is presently managed in 
development LUDs. This total would increase under all action alternatives, with net gains ranging from 
about 12,900 acres (Alternative 2) to 157,100 acres (Alternatives 5 and 6).  

Suitable old-growth and young-growth acres available for harvest would increase under all action 
alternatives. Estimated net gains in suitable old-growth range from about 3,400 acres (Alternative 2) to 
23,000 acres (Alternatives 5 and 6). Suitable young-growth acres would increase by about 1 percent 
under all of the action alternatives.  

Total acres harvested are assumed to remain constant across all alternatives. Estimated old-growth harvest 
totals in the Naukati Bay CUA over 100 years are expected to drop under all of the action alternatives, with 
decreases ranging from about 750 acres (Alternative 2) to about 2,500 acres (Alternatives 5 and 6). This 
would also be the case with estimated young-growth harvest, with decreases estimated to range from about 
2,500 acres (Alternative 2) to 4,850 acres (Alternative 6) (Table E-62).  

Subsistence 
No significant effect on salmon, other finfish, or invertebrate habitat capability is expected from 
implementation of any alternative. Marine resources (fish and marine invertebrates) accounted for 73 
percent of per capita subsistence harvest in Naukati Bay in 1998, with deer making up 19 percent of the 
per capita total (ADF&G 2018).  

Residents of Naukati Bay harvest the majority (73 percent) of their deer from three WAAs on north Prince 
of Wales Island (1422, 1531, and 1529). As shown in Table E-63, the Naukati Bay share ranges from 2 
percent to 21 percent of the total harvest and from 4 percent to 37 percent of the rural hunter harvest in 
these WAAs. About 40 percent of the combined harvest in these WAAs is by non-rural hunters, 
suggesting that there is a harvest buffer that could be restricted, if necessary, before restrictions are 
placed on rural harvests. 

Table E-63  
Deer Harvest and Deer Habitat Capability on NFS Lands for the WAAs where Naukati 
Bay Residents Obtain Approximately 75 Percent of their Average Annual Deer Harvest1 

WAA 

Average Deer Harvest from 2004 to 2013 Deer Habitat Capability3  
Naukati Bay 
Residents 

All Rural 
Hunters2 

All 
Hunters 2014 

After 100 Years of 
Implementation Change 

1422 30 247 383 57% 50% -7% 
1531 8 22 39 64% 63% -1% 
1529 3 77 154 68% 66% -2% 
1 Calculated based on harvest where location is known. 
2 The category “All Rural Hunters” includes residents of Southeast Alaska communities, excluding the cities of Juneau and 
Ketchikan. 
3 Deer habitat capability in 2014 and after 100 Years of full implementation is expressed as a percent of the 1954 habitat 
capability. Data presented for 100 Years of Implementation are estimates developed for the current Forest Plan in the 2016 
Forest Plan Amendment EIS (USDA Forest Service 2016). 

The three WAAs heavily used by Naukati Bay residents occur in an area with substantial past harvest 
and, therefore, deer habitat capabilities are currently estimated to be considerably below 1954 levels 
(Table E-63). The 2016 Forest Plan Amendment EIS analysis found that additional harvest that could 
occur under the current Forest Plan would reduce estimated habitat capabilities after 100 years by a 
further 1 to 7 percent (Table E-63).  

The 2016 Forest Plan Amendment EIS analysis found that use of most subsistence resources by Naukati 
Bay residents (fish and marine invertebrates) was not expected to be affected by the current Forest Plan. 
Based on the Deer Availability and Anticipated Demand analysis completed for the 1997 Forest Plan EIS, 
the 2016 analysis found that subsistence use of deer may be affected to the point that some restriction in 
hunting might be necessary over the long term, especially for non-rural hunters. The risk of hunting 
restrictions would be reduced somewhat, through more intensive management (e.g., thinning) of the 
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existing and future closed-canopy, young-growth forests in this area. Indirect effects associated with 
increased competition for deer within Naukati Bay’s subsistence use areas could also occur if hunters 
from other communities were displaced due to timber harvest activity.  

Suitable old-growth acres would increase relative to Alternative 1 in two of the three WAAs under all of 
the action alternatives (Table E-64). Projected old-growth harvest would, however, decrease in all three of 
the WAAs under most alternatives (Table E-65). These relative changes in projected harvest are small in 
absolute terms (i.e., number of acres) and none of the alternatives are expected to affect the findings of 
the 2016 Forest Plan Amendment EIS. 

Table E-64  
Suitable Old-Growth by WAA and Alternative for the WAAs where Naukati Bay 
Residents Obtain Approximately 75 Percent of their Average Annual Deer Harvest 

WAA Total Acres Alt 1 
Change from Alternative 1 (Acres) 

Alt 2 Alt 3 Alt 4 Alt 5 Alt 6 
1422  120,280 10,120 350 3,770 3,900 3,900 3,900 
1531  20,540 1,390 - - - - - 
1529  67,930 7,610 110 210 3,680 4,250 4,250 

 

Table E-65  
Projected Old-Growth Harvest by WAA and Alternative for the WAAs where Naukati 
Bay Residents Obtain Approximately 75 Percent of their Average Annual Deer Harvest 

WAA Total Acres Alt 1 
Change from Alternative 1 (Acres) 

Alt 2 Alt 3 Alt 4 Alt 5 Alt 6 
1422  120,280 3,020 (180) 20 (360) (410) (410) 
1531  20,540 420 (40) (120) (160) (160) (160) 
1529  67,930 2,270 (180) (560) (130) (70) (70) 

 

Pelican 
Community Use Area 
Pelican’s CUA encompasses a total of 489,587 acres (Figure E-19). Almost half of this area (49 percent) 
is presently managed as roadless (Table E-66). This share would drop to 13 percent under Alternative 3, 
with no acres managed as roadless under Alternative 6. The removal of LUD II acres under Alternative 3 
accounts for the entire decrease in roadless acres under this alternative. These areas would retain their 
congressional protections and continue to be managed in a roadless state. Alternative 4 includes ARA 
acres that would be managed as Timber Priority and allow timber harvest and road building. Timber 
Priority acres account for 1 percent of the ARA in the Pelican CUA. Areas allocated to Roadless Priority 
would explicitly allow the cutting, utilization, customary trade, and removal of trees for the purposes of 
Alaska Native customary and traditional uses, as well as road construction deemed necessary by a 
federally recognized Tribe for access to Alaska Native cultural sites. This type of use would also be 
allowed in Timber Priority areas, which allow all timber harvest and road construction. 

Not all acres removed from roadless management would be available for development. The change in 
acres in development LUDs serves as a measure of development potential as it presently exists by 
alternative. None of the Pelican CUA is presently managed in a development LUD. There would be no 
change under Alternatives 2 to 4. Under Alternatives 5 and 6, approximately 2,900 acres would be 
managed as development LUDs (Table E-66).  

There would be no suitable old-growth acres for harvest under any alternative, and no young-growth 
suitable acres for harvest under all alternatives except for Alternative 6, which would have less than 50 
acres considered suitable under the current 2016 Forest Plan. No timber harvest is expected to occur in 
the Pelican CUA (Table E-66).  
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Figure E-19  
Pelican’s Community Use Area 

 

Table E-66  
Roadless Areas, ARA Management Categories, and Development Opportunity in 
Pelican's Community Use Area 

Roadless Category (acres) 
Alternative 

1 2 3 4 5 6 
Total Community Use Area 489,587 489,587 489,587 489,587 489,587 489,587 
Total Roadless Area  242,256 242,624 63,545 242,350 234,588 0 
Roadless Share 49% 50% 13% 50% 48% 0% 
ARA Management Categories (acres) 
LUD II Priority na 179,078 0 179,078 178,891 0 
Watershed Priority na 20,908 0 0 0 0 
Roadless Priority na 42,637 42,637 60,424 55,697 0 
Community Priority na 0 0 0 0 0 
Timber Priority na 0 0 2,848 0 0 
Development Opportunity       
Development LUDs (acres) 0 0 0 0 2,855 2,855 
Timber Opportunity (Acres Suitable for Harvest) 
Old-Growth 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Young-Growth 0 0 0 0 0 34 
Estimated Harvest over 100 Years (acres) 
Old-Growth 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Young-Growth 0 0 0 0 0 27 
na = not applicable       
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Subsistence 
No significant effect on salmon, other finfish, or invertebrate habitat capability is expected from 
implementation of any alternative. These resources account for 63 percent of the total edible pounds of 
subsistence resources harvested by Pelican households (Kruse and Frazier 1988).  

The 1988 TRUCS study found that deer account for 30 percent of the total edible pounds of subsistence 
resources harvested by Pelican households (Kruse and Frazier 1988).  

Pelican residents take the majority (94 percent) of their deer from three WAAs on northwestern Chichagof 
Island where deer habitat capability is estimated to be the same as in 1954 (Table E-67). The 2016 
Forest Plan Amendment EIS analysis found that none of these WAAs would be affected under the current 
Forest Plan and there would be no effects to subsistence deer harvest in these areas. This would also be 
the case under all of the alternatives, with no suitable old-growth acres or projected harvest anticipated in 
these WAAs (Tables E-68 and E-69). 

Table E-67  
Deer Harvest and Deer Habitat Capability on NFS Lands for the WAAs where Pelican 
Residents Obtain Approximately 75 Percent of their Average Annual Deer Harvest1 

WAA 

Average Deer Harvest from 2004 to 2013 Deer Habitat Capability3  
Pelican 

Residents 
All Rural 
Hunters2 

All 
Hunters 2014 

After 100 Years of 
Implementation Change 

3419 20 23 40 100% 100% 0% 
3418 13 18 26 100% 100% 0% 
3417 6 60 115 100% 100% 0% 
1 Calculated based on harvest where location is known. 
2 The category “All Rural Hunters” includes residents of Southeast Alaska communities, excluding the cities of Juneau and 
Ketchikan. 
3 Deer habitat capability in 2014 and after 100 Years of full implementation is expressed as a percent of the 1954 habitat 
capability. Data presented for 100 Years of Implementation are estimates developed for the current Forest Plan in the 2016 
Forest Plan Amendment EIS (USDA Forest Service 2016). 

 

Table E-68  
Suitable Old-Growth by WAA and Alternative for the WAAs where Pelican Residents 
Obtain Approximately 75 Percent of their Average Annual Deer Harvest 

WAA Total Acres Alt 1 
Change from Alternative 1 (Acres) 

Alt 2 Alt 3 Alt 4 Alt 5 Alt 6 
3419  84,930 - - - - - - 
3418  53,510 - - - - - - 
3417  134,230 - - - - - - 

 

Table E-69  
Projected Old-Growth Harvest by WAA and Alternative for the WAAs where Pelican 
Residents Obtain Approximately 75 Percent of their Average Annual Deer Harvest 

WAA Total Acres Alt 1 
Change from Alternative 1 (Acres) 

Alt 2 Alt 3 Alt 4 Alt 5 Alt 6 
3419  84,930 - - - - - - 
3418  53,510 - - - - - - 
3417  134,230 - - - - - - 
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Petersburg (Gánti Yaaks Séedi) and Kupreanof 
Community Use Area 
Petersburg’s CUA encompasses a total of 744,245 acres (Figure E-20). About half of this area (51 
percent) is presently managed as roadless (Table E-70). This share would drop to 27 percent under 
Alternative 5, with no acres managed as roadless under Alternative 6. Alternative 4 includes ARA acres 
that would be managed as Timber Priority and allow timber harvest and road building. Timber Priority 
acres account for 22 percent of the ARA in the Petersburg CUA. Areas allocated to Roadless Priority 
would explicitly allow the cutting, utilization, customary trade, and removal of trees for the purposes of 
Alaska Native customary and traditional uses, as well as road construction deemed necessary by a 
federally recognized Tribe for access to Alaska Native cultural sites. This type of use would also be 
allowed in Timber Priority areas, which allow all timber harvest and road construction. 

Figure E-20  
Petersburg’s Community Use Area 
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Table E-70  
Roadless Areas, ARA Management Categories, and Development Opportunity in 
Petersburg's Community Use Area 

Roadless Category (acres) 
Alternative 

1 2 3 4 5 6 
Total Community Use Area 744,245 744,245 744,245 744,245 744,245 744,245 
Total Roadless Area  376,088 358,646 314,109 311,947 198,234 0 
Roadless Share 51% 48% 42% 42% 27% 0% 
ARA Management Categories (acres) 
LUD II Priority na 0 0 0 0 0 
Watershed Priority na 102,707 33,081 0 0 0 
Roadless Priority na 255,939 178,320 243,875 198,234 0 
Community Priority na 0 33,081 0 0 0 
Timber Priority na 0 0 68,072 0 0 
Development Opportunity 
Development LUDs (acres) 109,829 127,063 163,835 164,230 285,390 285,394 
Timber Opportunity (Acres Suitable for Harvest) 
Old-Growth 26,982 33,049 44,562 53,757 54,423 54,424 
Young-Growth 23,143 24,899 24,941 24,936 25,026 25,103 
Estimated Harvest over 100 Years (acres) 
Old-Growth 6,406 7,164 7,715 8,038 8,004 8,004 
Young-Growth 19,705 20,506 20,322 20,310 20,279 20,156 
na = not applicable 

Not all acres removed from roadless management would be available for development. The change in 
acres in development LUDs serves as a measure of development potential as it presently exists by 
alternative. Approximately 15 percent (109,800 acres) of the Petersburg CUA is presently managed in 
development LUDs. This total would increase under all action alternatives, with net gains ranging from 
about 17,200 acres (Alternative 2) to 175,600 acres (Alternatives 5 and 6).  

Suitable old-growth and young-growth acres available for harvest would increase under all action 
alternatives. Estimated net gains in suitable old-growth range from about 6,100 acres (Alternative 2) to 
27,450 acres (Alternatives 5 and 6). Increases in suitable young-growth acres would be approximately 8 
percent of the existing total under all action alternatives. 

Total acres harvested are assumed to remain constant across all alternatives. Estimated old-growth harvest 
totals in the Petersburg CUA over 100 years range from about 6,400 acres (Alternative 1) to about 8,000 
acres (Alternatives 4 to 6). Young-growth harvest is estimated to range from about 19,700 acres (Alternative 
1) to 20,500 acres (Alternative 2) (Table E-70).  

Subsistence 
No significant effect on salmon, other finfish, or invertebrate habitat capability is expected from 
implementation of any alternative. These resources account for 52 percent of the total edible pounds of 
subsistence resources harvested by Petersburg households (Kruse and Frazier 1988). Marine resources 
(fish and marine invertebrates) accounted for 86 percent of per capita subsistence harvest in Petersburg 
in 2000 (ADF&G 2018).  

The 1988 TRUCS study found that deer accounted for 21 percent of the total edible pounds of 
subsistence resources harvested by Petersburg households (Kruse and Frazier 1988). Deer accounted 
for 11 percent of per capita subsistence harvest by Petersburg residents in 1987 (ADF&G 2018).  

Seventeen WAAs account for the majority (74 percent) of deer harvest by Petersburg residents. As 
shown in Table E-71, the Petersburg portion ranges from 2 to 100 percent of all hunters and 4 to 100 
percent of all rural hunters in these WAAs and represents the majority or all of rural hunter deer harvest in 
12 of the 17 WAAs. About 30 percent of the combined harvest in these WAAs is by non-rural hunters, 
suggesting that there is a limited harvest buffer that could be restricted, if necessary, before restrictions 
are placed on rural harvests. 
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Table E-71  
Deer Harvest and Deer Habitat Capability on NFS Lands for the WAAs where 
Petersburg and Kupreanof Residents Obtain Approximately 75 Percent of their 
Average Annual Deer Harvest1 

WAA 

Average Deer Harvest from 2004 to 2013 Deer Habitat Capability3  
Petersburg 
Residents 

All Rural 
Hunters2 

All 
Hunters 2014 

After 100 Years of 
Implementation Change 

5138 56 56 61 80% 72% -8% 
2007 43 44 46 75% 71% -4% 
3939 42 71 105 100% 100% 0% 
3938 30 41 75 100% 100% 0% 
3940 30 61 75 93% 93% 0% 
1605 24 24 27 77% 74% -3% 
1603 18 21 25 94% 94% 0% 
1528 18 30 36 78% 78% 0% 
1905 16 190 204 73% 67% -6% 
1706 14 14 15 100% 100% 0% 
1530 12 57 124 61% 57% -4% 
1529 10 77 154 68% 66% -2% 
5134 9 10 13 89% 89% 0% 
5136 9 9 9 84% 77% -7% 
1420 7 158 276 49% 44% -5% 
5137 7 7 7 100% 100% 0% 
5133 6 6 6 98% 98% 0% 
1 Calculated based on harvest where location is known. 
2 The category “All Rural Hunters” includes residents of Southeast Alaska communities, excluding the cities of Juneau and 
Ketchikan. 
3 Deer habitat capability in 2014 and after 100 Years of full implementation is expressed as a percent of the 1954 habitat 
capability. Data presented for 100 Years of Implementation are estimates developed for the current Forest Plan in the 2016 
Forest Plan Amendment EIS (USDA Forest Service 2016). 

The 2016 Forest Plan Amendment EIS analysis found that there would be no effect to deer habitat 
capability in nine of the 17 WAAs under the current Forest Plan. In the remaining eight WAAs, all of which 
currently have deer habitat capability below 1954 levels due to prior timber harvest, the 2016 analysis 
estimated that deer habitat capability could be further reduced by 1 to 8 percent (Table E-71).  

The 2016 Forest Plan Amendment EIS analysis found that use of most subsistence resources by 
Petersburg residents (fish and marine invertebrates) was not expected to be affected by any of the 
alternatives. Based on the Deer Availability and Anticipated Demand analysis completed for the 1997 
Forest Plan EIS, the 2016 analysis found that subsistence use of deer in some of the WAAs hunted by 
Petersburg residents may be affected to the point that some restriction in hunting might be necessary 
over the long term, especially for non-rural hunters. The risk of hunting restrictions would be reduced 
somewhat, through more intensive management (e.g., thinning) of the existing and future closed-canopy, 
young-growth forests in this area. Indirect effects associated with increased competition for deer within 
Petersburg’s subsistence use areas could also occur if hunters from other communities were displaced 
due to timber harvest activity.  

Suitable old-growth acres would increase relative to Alternative 1 under all of the action alternatives in the 
eight WAAs that were identified as potentially affected in the 2016 Forest Plan Amendment EIS, with 
minor increases also estimated for two other WAAs (Table E-72). Projected old-growth harvest was 
estimated to decrease relative to Alternative 1 in five WAAs under most alternatives, with relative 
increases projected in three others (Table E-73). These relative changes in projected harvest are small in 
absolute terms (i.e., number of acres) and none of the alternatives are expected to affect the findings of 
the 2016 Forest Plan Amendment EIS. 
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Table E-72  
Suitable Old-Growth by WAA and Alternative for the WAAs where Petersburg and 
Kupreanof Residents Obtain Approximately 75 Percent of their Average Annual Deer 
Harvest 

WAA Total Acres Alt 1 
Change from Alternative 1 (Acres) 

Alt 2 Alt 3 Alt 4 Alt 5 Alt 6 
5138  61,680 3,130 2,150 4,240 6,040 6,390 6,390 
2007  109,300 12,020 10 1,150 2,460 2,620 2,620 
3939  66,460 - - - - - - 
3938  76,970 - - - - - - 
3940  68,160 - - - - - - 
1605  149,230 2,070 110 2,370 5,440 5,440 5,440 
1603  78,380 - - - - - - 
1528  24,750 10 - 10 10 10 10 
1905  116,400 8,960 910 1,060 3,570 3,660 3,660 
1706  98,870 - - - - - - 
1530  59,420 4,250 170 330 330 330 330 
1529  67,930 7,610 110 210 3,680 4,250 4,250 
5134  102,060 - - - - - - 
5136  59,910 4,230 1,080 3,160 4,200 4,290 4,290 
1420  42,410 3,210 230 390 500 500 500 
5137  50,820 - 10 20 30 30 30 
5133  108,180 - - - - - - 

 

Table E-73  
Projected Old-Growth Harvest by WAA and Alternative for the WAAs where Petersburg 
and Kupreanof Residents Obtain Approximately 75 Percent of their Average Annual 
Deer Harvest 

WAA Total Acres Alt 1 
Change from Alternative 1 (Acres) 

Alt 2 Alt 3 Alt 4 Alt 5 Alt 6 
5138  61,680 930 500 690 810 840 840 
2007  109,300 3,590 (330) (710) (850) (870) (870) 
3939  66,460 - - - - - - 
3938  76,970 - - - - - - 
3940  68,160 - - - - - - 
1605  149,230 620 (30) 350 800 780 780 
1603  78,380 - - - - - - 
1528  24,750 - - - - - - 
1905  116,400 2,670 - (480) (300) (320) (320) 
1706  98,870 - - - - - - 
1530  59,420 1,270 (70) (270) (400) (420) (420) 
1529  67,930 2,270 (180) (560) (130) (70) (70) 
5134  102,060 - - - - - - 
5136  59,910 1,260 180 360 340 320 320 
1420  42,410 960 (30) (170) (260) (270) (270) 
5137  50,820 - - 10 - 10 10 
5133  108,180 - - - - - - 

 

Point Baker 
Community Use Area 
Point Baker’s CUA encompasses a total of 805,913 acres (Figure E-21). About half of this area (51 
percent) is presently managed as roadless (Table E-74). This share would drop to 25 and 39 percent 
under Alternatives 3 and 5, respectively, with no acres managed as roadless under Alternative 6. The 
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removal of LUD II acres under Alternative 3 accounts for approximately 83 percent of the decrease in 
roadless acres under this alternative. These areas would retain their congressional protections and 
continue to be managed in a roadless state. Alternative 4 includes ARA acres that would be managed as 
Timber Priority and allow timber harvest and road building. Timber Priority acres account for 7 percent of 
the ARA in the Point Baker CUA. Areas allocated to Roadless Priority would explicitly allow the cutting, 
utilization, customary trade, and removal of trees for the purposes of Alaska Native customary and 
traditional uses, as well as road construction deemed necessary by a federally recognized Tribe for 
access to Alaska Native cultural sites. This type of use would also be allowed in Timber Priority areas, 
which allow all timber harvest and road construction. 

Figure E-21  
Point Baker’s Community Use Area 
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Table E-74  
Roadless Areas, ARA Management Categories, and Development Opportunity in Point 
Baker's Community Use Area 

Roadless Category (acres) 
Alternative 

1 2 3 4 5 6 
Total Community Use Area 805,913 805,913 805,913 805,913 805,913 805,913 
Total Roadless Area  414,878 420,428 205,310 368,674 313,422 0 
Roadless Share 51% 52% 25% 46% 39% 0% 
ARA Management Categories (acres) 
LUD II Priority na 176,847 0 176,847 174,800 0 
Watershed Priority na 90,101 0 0 0 0 
Roadless Priority na 153,480 117,306 166,021 138,622 0 
Community Priority na 0 0 0 0 0 
Timber Priority na 0 0 25,806 0 0 
Development Opportunity 
Development LUDs (acres) 212,385 213,558 244,918 252,485 312,447 312,448 
Timber Opportunity (Acres Suitable for Harvest) 
Old-Growth 38,867 40,834 48,775 54,162 54,774 54,774 
Young-Growth 82,427 83,070 83,097 83,217 83,223 83,332 
Estimated Harvest over 100 Years (acres) 
Old-Growth 9,274 8,723 7,979 7,651 7,618 7,618 
Young-Growth 70,180 68,416 67,706 67,777 67,435 66,911 
na = not applicable 

Not all acres removed from roadless management would be available for development. The change in 
acres in development LUDs serves as a measure of development potential as it presently exists by 
alternative. Approximately 26 percent (212,400 acres) of the Point Baker CUA is presently managed in 
development LUDs. This total would increase under all action alternatives, with net gains ranging from 
about 1,200 acres (Alternative 2) to 100,100 acres (Alternatives 5 and 6).  

Suitable old-growth and young-growth acres available for harvest would increase under all action 
alternatives. Estimated net gains in suitable old-growth range from about 2,000 acres (Alternative 2) to 
15,900 acres (Alternatives 5 and 6). Increases in suitable young-growth acres would be about 1 percent 
of the existing total under all action alternatives. 

Total acres harvested are assumed to remain constant across all alternatives. Estimated old-growth harvest 
totals over 100 years in the Point Baker CUA range from about 7,600 acres (Alternatives 5 and 6) to 9,300 
acres (Alternative 1). Estimated young-growth harvest ranges from about 66,900 acres (Alternative 6) to 
70,200 acres (Alternative 1) (Table E-74).  

Subsistence 
No significant effect on salmon, other finfish, or invertebrate habitat capability is expected from 
implementation of any alternative. These resources account for 59 percent of the total edible pounds of 
subsistence resources harvested by Point Baker households (Kruse and Frazier 1988). Marine resources 
(fish and marine invertebrates) accounted for 79 percent of per capita subsistence harvest in Point Baker 
in 1996 (ADF&G 2018).  

The 1988 TRUCS study found that deer account for 27 percent of the total edible pounds of subsistence 
resources harvested by Point Baker households (Kruse and Frazier 1988). Deer accounted for 16 percent 
of per capita subsistence harvest by Point Baker residents in 1996 (ADF&G 2018).  

Residents of Point Baker harvest the majority (69 percent) of their deer from two WAAs, 1529 and 1527. 
As shown in Table E-75, the Point Baker portion is about 6 percent of the total combined harvest and 12 
percent of the rural hunter harvest in these WAAs. About 48 percent of the combined harvest in these 
WAAs is by non-rural hunters, suggesting that there is a harvest buffer that could be restricted, if 
necessary, before restrictions are placed on rural harvests.  
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Table E-75  
Deer Harvest and Deer Habitat Capability on NFS Lands for the WAAs where Point Baker 
Residents Obtain Approximately 75 Percent of their Average Annual Deer Harvest1 

WAA 

Average Deer Harvest from 2004 to 20132 Deer Habitat Capability4  
Point Baker 
Residents 

All Rural 
Hunters3 

All 
Hunters 2014 

After 100 Years of 
Implementation Change 

1529 10 77 154 68% 66% -2% 
1527 1 17 27 72% 70% -2% 
1 Calculated based on harvest where location is known. 
2 Data was not available for Point Baker residents for the 2011 to 2013 hunting seasons. 
3The category “All Rural Hunters” includes residents of Southeast Alaska communities, excluding the cities of Juneau and 
Ketchikan. 
4 Deer habitat capability in 2014 and after 100 Years of full implementation is expressed as a percent of the 1954 habitat 
capability. Data presented for 100 Years of Implementation are estimates developed for the current Forest Plan in the 2016 
Forest Plan Amendment EIS (USDA Forest Service 2016). 

Both WAAs used most by Point Baker residents occur in an area with substantial past timber harvest and, 
therefore, deer habitat capabilities are currently estimated to be below 1954 levels. The 2016 Forest Plan 
Amendment EIS analysis found that additional harvest that could occur under the current Forest Plan 
would reduce estimated habitat capabilities after 100 years by a further 1 to 4 percent (Table E-75).  

The 2016 Forest Plan Amendment EIS analysis found that use of most subsistence resources by Point 
Baker residents (fish and marine invertebrates) was not expected to be affected under the current Forest 
Pan. Based on the Deer Availability and Anticipated Demand analysis completed for the 1997 Forest Plan 
EIS, the 2016 analysis found that subsistence use of deer on Prince of Wales Island may be affected to 
the point that some restriction in hunting might be necessary over the long term, especially for non-rural 
hunters. The risk of hunting restrictions would be reduced somewhat, through more intensive 
management (e.g., thinning) of the existing and future closed-canopy, young-growth forests in this area. 
Indirect effects associated with increased competition for deer within Point Baker’s subsistence use areas 
on Prince of Wales Island could also occur if hunters from other communities were displaced due to 
timber harvest activity.  

Suitable old-growth acres would increase relative to Alternative 1 in both WAAs under all of the action 
alternatives, with larger increases in WAA 1529 expected under Alternatives 4 to 6 (Table E-76). 
Projected old-growth harvest would, however, decrease in both of these WAAs under most alternatives 
(Table E-77). These relative changes in projected harvest are small in absolute terms (i.e., number of 
acres) and none of the alternatives are expected to affect the findings of the 2016 Forest Plan 
Amendment EIS. 

Table E-76  
Suitable Old-Growth by WAA and Alternative for the WAAs where Point Baker 
Residents Obtain Approximately 75 Percent of their Average Annual Deer Harvest 

WAA Total Acres Alt 1 
Change from Alternative 1 (Acres) 

Alt 2 Alt 3 Alt 4 Alt 5 Alt 6 
1529  67,930 7,610 110 210 3,680 4,250 4,250 
1527  33,730 2,100 350 350 590 590 590 

 

Table E-77  
Projected Old-Growth Harvest by WAA and Alternative for the WAAs where Point Baker 
Residents Obtain Approximately 75 Percent of their Average Annual Deer Harvest 

WAA Total Acres Alt 1 
Change from Alternative 1 (Acres) 

Alt 2 Alt 3 Alt 4 Alt 5 Alt 6 
1529  67,930 2,270 (180) (560) (130) (70) (70) 
1527  33,730 630 30 (90) (120) (130) (130) 
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Port Alexander 
Community Use Area 
Port Alexander’s CUA encompasses a total of 86,850 acres (Figure E-22). More than three-quarters of 
this area (79 percent) is presently managed as roadless (Table E-78). This share would stay the same 
under each alternative except for Alternative 6, where no acres would be managed as roadless. No ARA 
acres in the Port Alexander CUA would be managed under any alternative as Timber Priority, which allow 
timber harvest and road building. Areas allocated to Roadless Priority would explicitly allow the cutting, 
utilization, customary trade, and removal of trees for the purposes of Alaska Native customary and 
traditional uses, as well as road construction deemed necessary by a federally recognized Tribe for 
access to Alaska Native cultural sites.  

There are no acres in development LUDs in the Port Alexander CUA under any of the alternatives and no 
acres suitable for harvest, with no estimated harvest over the next 100 years. 

Figure E-22  
Port Alexander’s Community Use Area 
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Table E-78  
Roadless Areas, ARA Management Categories, and Development Opportunity in Port 
Alexander's Community Use Area  

Roadless Category (acres) 
Alternative 

1 2 3 4 5 6 
Total Community Use Area 86,850 86,850 86,850 86,850 86,850 86,850 
Total Roadless Area  68,884 68,905 68,905 68,884 68,884 0 
Roadless Share 79% 79% 79% 79% 79% 0% 
ARA Management Categories (acres) 
LUD II Priority na 0 0 0 0 0 
Watershed Priority na 0 0 0 0 0 
Roadless Priority na 68,905 68,905 68,884 68,884 0 
Community Priority na 0 0 0 0 0 
Timber Priority na 0 0 0 0 0 
Development Opportunity 
Development LUDs (acres) 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Timber Opportunity (Acres Suitable for Harvest) 
Old-Growth 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Young-Growth 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Estimated Harvest over 100 Years (acres) 
Old-Growth 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Young-Growth 0 0 0 0 0 0 
na = not applicable 

Subsistence 
No significant effect on salmon, other finfish, or invertebrate habitat capability is expected from 
implementation of any alternative. These resources account for 55 percent of the total edible pounds of 
subsistence resources harvested by Port Alexander households (Kruse and Frazier 1988). Deer account 
for 36 percent of the total edible pounds of subsistence resources harvested by Port Alexander households 
(Kruse and Frazier 1988).  

Port Alexander residents take the majority (71 percent) of their deer from one WAA (3734) on the south 
end of Baranof Island where deer habitat capability is estimated to be the same as in 1954 (Table E-79). 
The 2016 Forest Plan Amendment EIS analysis found that this WAA would not be affected under the 
current Forest Plan and there would be no effects to subsistence deer harvest in this area. This would 
also be the case under all of the alternatives, with no suitable old-growth acres or projected harvest 
anticipated in WAA 3734 (Tables E-80 and E-81). 

Table E-79  
Deer Harvest and Deer Habitat Capability on NFS Lands for the WAAs where Port 
Alexander Residents Obtain Approximately 75 Percent of their Average Annual Deer 
Harvest1 

WAA 

Average Deer Harvest from 2004 to 2013 Deer Habitat Capability3  
Port 

Alexander 
Residents 

All Rural 
Hunters2 All Hunters 2014 

After 100 Years of 
Implementation Change 

3734 26 59 66 100% 100% 0% 
1 Calculated based on harvest where location is known. 
2 The category “All Rural Hunters” includes residents of Southeast Alaska communities, excluding the cities of Juneau and 
Ketchikan. 
3 Deer habitat capability in 2014 and after 100 Years of full implementation is expressed as a percent of the 1954 habitat 
capability. Data presented for 100 Years of Implementation are estimates developed for the current Forest Plan in the 2016 
Forest Plan Amendment EIS (USDA Forest Service 2016). 
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Table E-80  
Suitable Old-Growth by WAA and Alternative for the WAAs where Port Alexander 
Residents Obtain Approximately 75 Percent of their Average Annual Deer Harvest 

WAA Total Acres Alt 1 
Change from Alternative 1 (Acres) 

Alt 2 Alt 3 Alt 4 Alt 5 Alt 6 
3734  

 
- - - - - - 

 

Table E-81  
Projected Old-Growth Harvest by WAA and Alternative for the WAAs where Port 
Alexander Residents Obtain Approximately 75 Percent of their Average Annual Deer 
Harvest 

WAA Total Acres Alt 1 
Change from Alternative 1 (Acres) 

Alt 2 Alt 3 Alt 4 Alt 5 Alt 6 
3734  126,070 - - - - - - 

 

Port Protection 
Community Use Area 
Port Protection’s CUA encompasses a total of 673,746 acres (Figure E-23). About half of this area (54 
percent) is presently managed as roadless (Table E-82). This share would drop to 23 and 39 percent 
under Alternatives 3 and 5, respectively, with no acres managed as roadless under Alternative 6. The 
removal of LUD II acres under Alternative 3 accounts for approximately 81 percent of the decrease in 
roadless acres under this alternative. These areas would retain their congressional protections and 
continue to be managed in a roadless state. Alternative 4 includes ARA acres that would be managed as 
Timber Priority and allow timber harvest and road building. Timber Priority acres account for 13 percent of 
the ARA in the Port Protection CUA. Areas allocated to Roadless Priority would explicitly allow the cutting, 
utilization, customary trade, and removal of trees for the purposes of Alaska Native customary and 
traditional uses, as well as road construction deemed necessary by a federally recognized Tribe for 
access to Alaska Native cultural sites. This type of use would also be allowed in Timber Priority areas, 
which allow all timber harvest and road construction. 
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Figure E-23  
Port Protection’s Community Use Area 

 

Table E-82  
Roadless Areas, ARA Management Categories, and Development Opportunity in Port 
Protection's Community Use Area 

Roadless Category (acres) 
Alternative 

1 2 3 4 5 6 
Total Community Use Area 673,746 673,746 673,746 673,746 673,746 673,746 
Total Roadless Area  363,488 359,761 151,704 320,832 260,826 0 
Roadless Share 54% 53% 23% 48% 39% 0% 
ARA Management Categories (acres) 
LUD II Priority na 173,561 0 173,561 171,702 0 
Watershed Priority na 68,235 6,833 0 0 0 
Roadless Priority na 117,965 78,733 107,100 89,124 0 
Community Priority na 0 6,833 0 0 0 
Timber Priority na 0 0 40,171 0 0 
Development Opportunity 
Development LUDs (acres) 197,454 206,237 234,009 234,011 298,739 298,739 
Timber Opportunity (Acres Suitable for Harvest) 
Old-Growth 37,367 39,515 47,553 54,129 54,740 54,740 
Young-Growth 78,762 79,416 79,444 79,499 79,500 79,610 
Estimated Harvest over 100 Years (acres) 
Old-Growth 8,799 8,292 7,592 7,307 7,280 7,280 
Young-Growth 67,060 65,406 64,730 64,749 64,419 63,922 
na = not applicable 
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Not all acres removed from roadless management would be available for development. The change in 
acres in development LUDs serves as a measure of development potential as it presently exists by 
alternative. Approximately 29 percent (197,450 acres) of the Port Protection CUA is presently managed in 
development LUDs. This total would increase under all action alternatives, with net gains ranging from 
about 8,800 acres (Alternative 2) to 101,300 acres (Alternatives 5 and 6).  

Suitable old-growth and young-growth acres available for harvest would increase under all action 
alternatives. Estimated net gains in suitable old-growth range from about 2,150 acres (Alternative 2) to 
17,400 acres (Alternatives 5 and 6). Increases in suitable young-growth acres would be about 1 percent 
of the existing total under all action alternatives. 

Total acres harvested are assumed to remain constant across all alternatives. Estimated old-growth harvest 
totals in the Port Protection CUA over 100 years range from about 7,300 acres (Alternatives 4 to 6) to 8,800 
acres (Alternative 1). Estimated young-growth harvest ranges from about 63,900 acres (Alternative 6) to 
67,100 acres (Alternative 1) (Table E-82).  

Subsistence 
No significant effect on salmon, other finfish, or invertebrate habitat capability is expected from 
implementation of any alternative. Marine resources (fish and marine invertebrates) accounted for 69 
percent of per capita subsistence harvest in Port Protection in 1996, with deer accounting for an 
estimated 21 percent (ADF&G 2018).  

Port Protection residents take the majority (64 percent) of their deer from two WAAs (Table E-83). As 
shown in Table E-83, the Port Protection portion of harvest represents about 3 percent of the total 
combined harvest and about 6 percent of the rural hunter harvest in these WAAs. About 41 percent of the 
harvest in these WAAs is by non-rural hunters, suggesting that there is a harvest buffer that could be 
restricted, if necessary, before restrictions are placed on rural harvests.  

Both WAAs occur in an area with substantial past harvest and, therefore, deer habitat capabilities are 
currently estimated to be considerably below 1954 levels. The 2016 Forest Plan Amendment EIS analysis 
found that additional harvest that could occur under the current Forest Plan could further reduce estimated 
habitat capabilities after 100 years by 2 percent (Table E-83).  

Table E-83  
Deer Harvest and Deer Habitat Capability on NFS Lands for the WAAs where Port 
Protection Residents Obtain Approximately 75 Percent of their Average Annual Deer 
Harvest1 

WAA 

Average Deer Harvest from 2004 to 2013 Deer Habitat Capability3  
Port 

Protection 
Residents 

All Rural 
Hunters2 

All 
Hunters 2014 

After 100 Years of 
Implementation Change 

1529 9 77 154 68% 66% -2% 
1317 1 93 133 58% 56% -2% 
1 Calculated based on harvest where location is known. 
2 The category “All Rural Hunters” includes residents of Southeast Alaska communities, excluding the cities of Juneau and 
Ketchikan. 
3 Deer habitat capability in 2014 and after 100 Years of full implementation is expressed as a percent of the 1954 habitat 
capability. Data presented for 100 Years of Implementation are estimates developed for the current Forest Plan in the 2016 
Forest Plan Amendment EIS (USDA Forest Service 2016). 

The 2016 Forest Plan Amendment EIS analysis found that use of most subsistence resources by Port 
Protection residents (fish and marine invertebrates) was not expected to be affected by the current Forest 
Plan. Based on the Deer Availability and Anticipated Demand analysis completed for the 1997 Forest 
Plan EIS, the 2016 analysis found that subsistence use of deer may be affected to the point that some 
restriction in hunting might be necessary over the long term, especially for non-rural hunters. The risk of 
hunting restrictions would be reduced somewhat, through more intensive management (e.g., thinning) of 
the existing and future closed-canopy, young-growth forests in this area. Indirect effects associated with 
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increased competition for deer within Port Protection’s subsistence use areas could also occur if hunters 
from other communities were displaced due to timber harvest activity.  

Suitable old-growth acres would increase relative to Alternative 1 in both WAAs under all of the action 
alternatives (Table E-84). Projected old-growth harvest would decrease relative to Alternative 1 under all 
of the action alternatives in one of the WAAs and increase in the other (Table E-85). These relative 
changes in projected harvest are small in absolute terms (i.e., number of acres) and none of the 
alternatives are expected to affect the findings of the 2016 Forest Plan Amendment EIS. 

Table E-84  
Suitable Old-Growth by WAA and Alternative for the WAAs where Port Protection 
Residents Obtain Approximately 75 Percent of their Average Annual Deer Harvest 

WAA Total Acres Alt 1 
Change from Alternative 1 (Acres) 

Alt 2 Alt 3 Alt 4 Alt 5 Alt 6 
1529  67,930 7,610 110 210 3,680 4,250 4,250 
1317  57,220 2,460 730 2,190 2,510 3,380 3,380 

 

Table E-85  
Projected Old-Growth Harvest by WAA and Alternative for the WAAs where Port 
Protection Residents Obtain Approximately 75 Percent of their Average Annual Deer 
Harvest 

WAA Total Acres Alt 1 
Change from Alternative 1 (Acres) 

Alt 2 Alt 3 Alt 4 Alt 5 Alt 6 
1529  67,930 2,270 (180) (560) (130) (70) (70) 
1317  57,220 730 130 290 210 360 360 

 

Saxman 
Community Use Area 
Saxman’s CUA encompasses a total of 1,968,512 acres (Figure E-24). Almost half of this area (48 
percent) is presently managed as roadless (Table E-86). This share would drop to 32 percent under 
Alternative 5, with no acres managed as roadless under Alternative 6. The removal of LUD II acres under 
Alternative 3 accounts for approximately 39 percent of the decrease in roadless acres under this 
alternative. These areas would retain their congressional protections and continue to be managed in a 
roadless state. Alternative 4 includes ARA acres that would be managed as Timber Priority and allow 
timber harvest and road building. Timber Priority acres account for 13 percent of the ARA in the Saxman 
CUA. Areas allocated to Roadless Priority and Community Priority would explicitly allow the cutting, 
utilization, customary trade, and removal of trees for the purposes of Alaska Native customary and 
traditional uses, as well as road construction deemed necessary by a federally recognized Tribe for 
access to Alaska Native cultural sites. This type of use would also be allowed in Timber Priority areas, 
which allow all timber harvest and road construction. 
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Figure E-24  
Saxman’s Community Use Area 

 

Table E-86  
Roadless Areas, ARA Management Categories, and Development Opportunity in 
Saxman's Community Use Area 

Roadless Category (acres) 
Alternative 

1 2 3 4 5 6 
Total Community Use Area 1,968,512 1,968,512 1,968,512 1,968,512 1,968,512 1,968,512 
Total Roadless Area  951,613 938,575 870,794 897,258 629,605 0 
Roadless Share 48% 48% 44% 46% 32% 0% 
ARA Management Categories (acres) 
LUD II Priority na 31,386 0 31,386 31,384 0 
Watershed Priority na 494,679 58,585 0 0 0 
Roadless Priority na 412,511 317,685 753,390 598,221 0 
Community Priority na 0 58,585 0 0 0 
Timber Priority na 0 0 112,482 0 0 
Development Opportunity 
Development LUDs (acres) 115,243 127,745 160,833 160,844 413,413 413,416 
Timber Opportunity (Acres Suitable for Harvest) 
Old-Growth 29,744 33,535 45,566 55,120 56,219 56,220 
Young-Growth 32,823 34,341 34,760 34,649 35,101 35,454 
Estimated Harvest over 100 Years (acres) 
Old-Growth 7,080 7,335 7,510 7,959 7,957 7,957 
Young-Growth 27,946 28,283 28,322 28,220 28,442 28,467 
na = not applicable 
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Not all acres removed from roadless management would be available for development. The change in 
acres in development LUDs serves as a measure of development potential as it presently exists by 
alternative. Approximately 6 percent (115,250 acres) of the Saxman CUA is presently managed in 
development LUDs. This total would increase under all action alternatives, with net gains ranging from 
about 12,500 acres (Alternative 2) to 298,200 acres (Alternatives 5 and 6).  

Suitable old-growth and young-growth acres available for harvest would increase under all action 
alternatives. Estimated net gains in suitable old-growth range from about 3,800 acres (Alternative 2) to 
26,500 acres (Alternatives 5 and 6). Increases in suitable young-growth acres range from an estimated 
1,500 acres (Alternative 2) to about 2,600 acres (Alternative 6). 

Total acres harvested are assumed to remain constant across all alternatives. Estimated harvest totals in the 
Saxman CUA over 100 years range from about 7,100 acres (Alternative 2) to 7,950 acres (Alternatives 4 to 
6). Young-growth harvest estimates range from about 27,950 acres (Alternative 1) to 7,950 acres 
(Alternatives 5 and 6) (Table E-86).  

Subsistence 
No significant decline in salmon, other finfish, or invertebrate habitat capability is expected from 
implementation of any alternative. These resources account for 68 percent of the total edible pounds of 
subsistence resources harvested by Saxman households (Kruse and Frazier 1988). Marine resources 
(fish and marine invertebrates) accounted for 70 percent of per capita subsistence harvest in Saxman in 
1999 (ADF&G 2018).  

The 1988 TRUCS study found that deer accounted for 19 percent of the total edible pounds of 
subsistence resources harvested by Saxman households (Kruse and Frazier 1988). Deer accounted for 
13 percent of per capita subsistence harvest by Saxman residents in 1999 (ADF&G 2018). Data were not 
provided separately for Saxman in the ADF&G deer harvest reports for 2004 to 2013. The majority of 
deer harvest by Saxman residents likely takes place in GMU 1A.  

The 2016 Forest Plan Amendment EIS analysis found that use of most subsistence resources by Saxman 
residents (fish and marine invertebrates) was not expected to be affected by the current Forest Plan. 
Based on the Deer Availability and Anticipated Demand analysis completed for the 1997 Forest Plan EIS, 
the 2016 analysis indicated that subsistence use of deer may be affected to the point that some restriction 
in hunting might be necessary over the long term, especially for non-rural hunters. None of the 
alternatives are expected to affect these findings. 

Sitka (Sheet’ká) 
Community Use Area 
Sitka’s CUA encompasses a total of 420,004 acres (Figure E-25). Most of this area (83 percent) is 
presently managed as roadless (Table E-87). This share would decrease to 67 percent under Alternative 
5, with no acres managed as roadless under Alternative 6. Alternative 4 includes ARA acres that would 
be managed as Timber Priority and allow timber harvest and road building. Timber Priority acres account 
for 9 percent of the ARA in the Sitka CUA. Areas allocated to Roadless Priority and Community Priority 
would explicitly allow the cutting, utilization, customary trade, and removal of trees for the purposes of 
Alaska Native customary and traditional uses, as well as road construction deemed necessary by a 
federally recognized Tribe for access to Alaska Native cultural sites. This type of use would also be 
allowed in Timber Priority areas, which allow all timber harvest and road construction. 
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Figure E-25  
Sitka’s Community Use Area 

 

Table E-87  
Roadless Areas, ARA Management Categories, and Development Opportunity in 
Sitka's Community Use Area 

Roadless Category (acres) 
Alternative 

1 2 3 4 5 6 
Total Community Use Area 420,004 420,004 420,004 420,004 420,004 420,004 
Total Roadless Area  348,194 350,192 350,192 346,216 281,941 0 
Roadless Share 83% 83% 83% 82% 67% 0% 
ARA Management Categories (acres) 
LUD II Priority na 0 0 0 0 0 
Watershed Priority na 206,073 57,134 0 0 0 
Roadless Priority na 144,119 86,985 315,687 281,941 0 
Community Priority na 0 57,134 0 0 0 
Timber Priority na 0 0 30,528 0 0 
Development Opportunity 
Development LUDs (acres) 26,073 26,839 26,839 26,840 91,035 91,039 
Timber Opportunity (Acres Suitable for Harvest) 
Old-Growth 2,329 2,357 2,357 4,870 4,870 4,870 
Young-Growth 10,550 10,592 10,601 10,601 10,601 10,648 
Estimated Harvest over 100 Years (acres) 
Old-Growth 0 0 0 6 5 5 
Young-Growth 8,983 8,724 8,638 8,634 8,590 8,549 
na = not applicable 
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Not all acres removed from roadless management would be available for development. The change in 
acres in development LUDs serves as a measure of development potential as it presently exists by 
alternative. Approximately 6 percent (26,100 acres) of the Sitka CUA is presently managed in 
development LUDs. This total would increase under all action alternatives, with net gains ranging from 
about 800 acres (Alternatives 2 to 4) to 65,000 acres (Alternatives 5 and 6).  

Suitable old-growth available for harvest would increase by about 2,550 acres under Alternatives 4 to 6, 
with negligible increases (less than 30 acres) estimated for Alternatives 2 and 3. Increases in suitable 
young-growth acres would be negligible (less than 100 acres) under all action alternatives. No old-growth 
harvest is expected to occur in the Sitka CUA over 100 years under any of the alternatives. Estimated 
young-growth harvest ranges from about 8,550 acres (Alternative 6) to 9,000 acres (Alternative 1) (Table 
E-87). 

Subsistence 
No significant effect on salmon, other finfish, or invertebrate habitat capability is expected from 
implementation of any alternative. These resources account for 69 percent of the total edible pounds of 
subsistence resources harvested by Sitka households (Kruse and Frazier 1988). Marine resources (fish 
and marine invertebrates) accounted for 68 percent of per capita subsistence harvest in Sitka in 1996 
(ADF&G 2018).  

The 1988 TRUCS study found that deer accounted for 27 percent of the total edible pounds of 
subsistence resources harvested by Sitka households (Kruse and Frazier 1988). Deer accounted for 22 
percent of per capita subsistence harvest by Sitka residents in 1996 (ADF&G 2018).  

Sitka residents mainly harvest deer on Baranof Island. Sixteen WAAs account for the majority (75 
percent) of deer harvested by Sitka residents. As shown in Table E-88, the Sitka portion represents about 
97 percent of the rural hunter harvest and 87 percent of the total harvest in these WAAs. About 11 
percent of the combined harvest in these WAAs is by non-rural hunters, suggesting that there is little 
harvest buffer that could be restricted, if necessary, before restrictions are placed on rural harvests. 

The 2016 Forest Plan Amendment EIS analysis found that of the 16 WAAs used most heavily by Sitka 
residents, only one (WAA 3308) would be affected under the current Forest Plan, with harvest that could 
occur estimated to further reduce deer habitat capability by 1 percent after 100 years of Forest Plan 
implementation (Table E-88).   
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Table E-88  
Deer Harvest and Deer Habitat Capability on NFS Lands for the WAAs where Sitka 
Residents Obtain Approximately 75 Percent of their Average Annual Deer Harvest1 

WAA 

Average Deer Harvest from 2004 to 2013 Deer Habitat Capability3  
Sitka 

Residents 
All Rural 
Hunters2 

All 
Hunters 2014 

After 100 Years of 
Implementation Change 

3001 334 338 361 82% 82% 0% 
3002 268 272 299 69% 69% 0% 
3003 144 144 152 86% 86% 0% 
3314 122 123 136 90% 90% 0% 
3311 112 113 127 97% 97% 0% 
3313 106 107 125 97% 97% 0% 
3310 88 92 100 92% 92% 0% 
3207 86 88 94 100% 100% 0% 
3104 73 75 84 74% 74% 0% 
3416 71 78 88 100% 100% 0% 
3309 70 72 81 100% 100% 0% 
3733 69 77 81 100% 100% 0% 
3312 68 69 76 95% 95% 0% 
3206 61 63 68 100% 100% 0% 
3105 56 58 68 99% 99% 0% 
3308 52 61 107 66% 65% -1% 
1 Calculated based on harvest where location is known. 
2 The category “All Rural Hunters” includes residents of Southeast Alaska communities, excluding the cities of Juneau and 
Ketchikan. 
3 Deer habitat capability in 2014 and after 100 Years of full implementation is expressed as a percent of the 1954 habitat 
capability. Data presented for 100 Years of Implementation are estimates developed for the current Forest Plan in the 2016 
Forest Plan Amendment EIS (USDA Forest Service 2016). 

The 2016 Forest Plan Amendment EIS analysis found that use of most subsistence resources by Sitka 
residents (fish and marine invertebrates) was not expected to be affected by any of the alternatives. 
Based on the Deer Availability and Anticipated Demand analysis completed for the 1997 Forest Plan EIS, 
the 2016 analysis found that due to existing circumstances, subsistence use of deer may reach a point 
that some restriction in hunting by Sitka residents, all rural hunters, and all hunters might be necessary 
over the long term. The risk of hunting restrictions would be reduced somewhat, through more intensive 
management (e.g., thinning) of the existing and future closed-canopy, young-growth forests in this area. 
Indirect effects associated with increased competition for deer within Sitka’s subsistence, use areas could 
also occur if hunters from other communities were displaced due to timber production activity. 

Suitable old-growth acres would increase relative to Alternative 1 under all of the action alternatives in 
WAA 3308, with minor increases also estimated for one other WAA (3003) (Table E-89). Projected old-
growth harvest was, however, estimated to decrease in WAA 3308 under most of the action alternatives 
(Table E-90). These relative changes in projected harvest are small and none of the alternatives are 
expected to affect the findings of the 2016 Forest Plan Amendment EIS, which anticipated potential 
impacts based on existing circumstances. 
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Table E-89  
Suitable Old-Growth by WAA and Alternative for the WAAs where Sitka Residents 
Obtain Approximately 75 Percent of their Average Annual Deer Harvest 

WAA Total Acres Alt 1 
Change from Alternative 1 (Acres) 

Alt 2 Alt 3 Alt 4 Alt 5 Alt 6 
3001  79,250 - - - - - - 
3002  77,040 - - - - - - 
3003  59,150 - - - 80 80 80 
3314  41,600 - - - - - - 
3311  56,050 - - - - - - 
3313  73,870 - - - - - - 
3310  58,300 - - - - - - 
3207  99,830 - - - - - - 
3104  53,710 - - - - - - 
3416  65,170 - - - - - - 
3309  43,820 - - - - - - 
3733  215,330 - - - - - - 
3312  19,590 - - - - - - 
3206  40,340 - - - - - - 
3105  52,840 - - - - - - 
3308  100,810 6,500 100 980 2,560 3,510 3,510 

 

Table E-90  
Projected Old-Growth Harvest by WAA and Alternative for the WAAs where Sitka 
Residents Obtain Approximately 75 Percent of their Average Annual Deer Harvest 

WAA Total Acres Alt 1 
Change from Alternative 1 (Acres) 

Alt 2 Alt 3 Alt 4 Alt 5 Alt 6 
3001  79,250 - - - - - - 
3002  77,040 - - - - - - 
3003  59,150 - - - 10 10 10 
3314  41,600 - - - - - - 
3311  56,050 - - - - - - 
3313  73,870 - - - - - - 
3310  58,300 - - - - - - 
3207  99,830 - - - - - - 
3104  53,710 - - - - - - 
3416  65,170 - - - - - - 
3309  43,820 - - - - - - 
3733  215,330 - - - - - - 
3312  19,590 - - - - - - 
3206  40,340 - - - - - - 
3105  52,840 - - - - - - 
3308  100,810 710 - (30) (110) (70) (70) 

 

Skagway 
Community Use Area 
Skagway’s CUA encompasses a total of 203,461 acres (Figure E-26). Nearly all of this area (99 percent) 
is presently managed as roadless (Table E-91). This share would decrease somewhat under Alternative 5 
to 95 percent, and drop to no acres managed as roadless under Alternative 6. Alternative 4 includes ARA 
acres that would be managed as Timber Priority and allow timber harvest and road building. Timber 
Priority acres account for 4 percent of the ARA in the Skagway CUA. Areas allocated to Roadless Priority 
would explicitly allow the cutting, utilization, customary trade, and removal of trees for the purposes of 
Alaska Native customary and traditional uses, as well as road construction deemed necessary by a 
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federally recognized Tribe for access to Alaska Native cultural sites. This type of use would also be 
allowed in Timber Priority areas, which allow all timber harvest and road construction. 

Not all acres removed from roadless management would be available for development. The change in 
acres in development LUDs serves as a measure of development potential as it presently exists by 
alternative. None of the lands in Skagway CUA are presently managed in a development LUD. This 
would change under Alternatives 5 and 6, both of which would allocate about 7,200 acres to development 
LUDs.  

There are no suitable old-growth acres for harvest under any of the alternatives, and very limited suitable 
young-growth acres (less than 100 acres in all cases). Correspondingly, no old-growth or young-growth 
harvest is estimated over the next 100 years in the Skagway CUA (Table E-91).  

Figure E-26  
Skagway’s Community Use Area 
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Table E-91  
Roadless Areas, ARA Management Categories, and Development Opportunity in 
Skagway's Community Use Area 

Roadless Category 
(acres) 

Alternative 
1 2 3 4 5 6 

Total Community Use Area 203,461 203,461 203,461 203,461 203,461 203,461 
Total Roadless Area  200,585 203,461 203,461 200,585 192,490 0 
Roadless Share 99% 100% 100% 99% 95% 0% 
ARA Management Categories (acres) 
LUD II Priority na 0 0 0 0 0 
Watershed Priority na 67,481 0 0 0 0 
Roadless Priority na 135,979 135,979 193,370 192,490 0 
Community Priority na 0 0 0 0 0 
Timber Priority na 0 0 7,215 0 0 
Development Opportunity 
Development LUDs (acres) 0 0 0 0 7,215 7,215 
Timber Opportunity (Acres Suitable for Harvest) 
Old-Growth 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Young-Growth 0 0 0 46 70 70 
Estimated Harvest over 100 Years (acres) 
Old-Growth 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Young-Growth 0 0 0 0 0 0 
na = not applicable 

Subsistence 
No significant effect on salmon, other finfish, or invertebrate habitat capability is expected from 
implementation of any alternative. These resources account for 88 percent of the total edible pounds of 
subsistence resources harvested by Skagway households (Kruse and Frazier 1988).  

The 1988 TRUCS study found that deer account for only a small fraction of the total edible pounds of 
subsistence resources harvested by Skagway households (Kruse and Frazier 1988).  

Skagway residents primarily harvest deer in four WAAs (Table E-92). Skagway residents harvested very 
few deer from 2004 to 2013, with annual average harvests per WAA ranging from two to four deer over 
this period. The 2016 Forest Plan Amendment EIS analysis found that none of these WAAs would be 
affected by the current Forest Plan as no timber harvest is proposed in these areas. Indirect effects could 
occur if hunters from other communities were displaced due to timber harvest activity.  

There are no suitable old-growth acres and no projected old-growth harvest in these WAAs under any of 
the alternatives (Tables E-93 and E-94) and, therefore, no change to the findings of the 2016 Forest Plan 
Amendment EIS. 

Table E-92  
Deer Harvest and Deer Habitat Capability on NFS Lands for the WAAs where Skagway 
Residents Obtain Approximately 75 Percent of their Average Annual Deer Harvest1 

WAA 

Average Deer Harvest from 2004 to 2013 Deer Habitat Capability3  
Skagway 
Residents 

All Rural 
Hunters2 

All 
Hunters 2014 

After 100 Years of 
Implementation Change 

3836 4 16 210 100% 100% 0% 
2515 2 1 12 100% 100% 0% 
2722 2 6 302 100% 100% 0% 
4044 2 6 57 88% 88% 0% 
1 Calculated based on harvest where location is known. 
2 The category “All Rural Hunters” includes residents of Southeast Alaska communities, excluding the cities of Juneau and 
Ketchikan. 
3 Deer habitat capability in 2014 and after 100 Years of full implementation is expressed as a percent of the 1954 habitat 
capability. Data presented for 100 Years of Implementation are estimates developed for the current Forest Plan in the 2016 
Forest Plan Amendment EIS (USDA Forest Service 2016). 
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Table E-93  
Suitable Old-Growth by WAA and Alternative for the WAAs where Skagway Residents 
Obtain Approximately 75 Percent of their Average Annual Deer Harvest 

WAA Total Acres Alt 1 
Change from Alternative 1 (Acres) 

Alt 2 Alt 3 Alt 4 Alt 5 Alt 6 
3836  53,460 - - - - - - 
2515  99,410 - - - - - - 
2722  25,150 - - - - - - 
4044  79,650 - - - - - - 

 

Table E-94  
Projected Old-Growth Harvest by WAA and Alternative for the WAAs where Skagway 
Residents Obtain Approximately 75 Percent of their Average Annual Deer Harvest 

WAA Total Acres Alt 1 
Change from Alternative 1 (Acres) 

Alt 2 Alt 3 Alt 4 Alt 5 Alt 6 
3836  53,460 - - - - - - 
2515  99,410 - - - - - - 
2722  25,150 - - - - - - 
4044  79,650 - - - - - - 

 

Tenakee Springs 
Community Use Area 
The Tenakee Springs CUA encompasses a total of 195,975 acres (Figure E-27). Over three-quarters of 
this area (78 percent) is presently managed as roadless (Table E-95). This share would drop to 60 and 42 
percent under Alternatives 3 and 5, respectively, with no acres managed as roadless under Alternative 6. 
The removal of LUD II acres under Alternative 3 accounts for all of the decrease in roadless acres under 
this alternative. These areas would retain their congressional protections and continue to be managed in 
a roadless state. Alternative 4 includes ARA acres that would be managed as Timber Priority and allow 
timber harvest and road building. Timber Priority acres account for 21 percent of the ARA in the Tenakee 
Springs CUA. Areas allocated to Roadless Priority would explicitly allow the cutting, utilization, customary 
trade, and removal of trees for the purposes of Alaska Native customary and traditional uses, as well as 
road construction deemed necessary by a federally recognized Tribe for access to Alaska Native cultural 
sites. This type of use would also be allowed in Timber Priority areas, which allow all timber harvest and 
road construction. 
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Figure E-27  
Tenakee Springs’ Community Use Area 

 
 
Table E-95  
Roadless Areas, ARA Management Categories, and Development Opportunity in 
Tenakee Springs' Community Use Area 

Roadless Category (acres) 
Alternative 

1 2 3 4 5 6 
Total Community Use Area 195,975 195,975 195,975 195,975 195,975 195,975 
Total Roadless Area  153,343 161,076 118,192 147,140 82,936 0 
Roadless Share 78% 82% 60% 75% 42% 0% 
ARA Management Categories (acres) 
LUD II Priority na 37,972 0 37,972 37,969 0 
Watershed Priority na 71,580 0 0 0 0 
Roadless Priority na 51,524 46,611 78,533 44,967 0 
Community Priority na 0 0 0 0 0 
Timber Priority na 0 0 30,635 0 0 
Development Opportunity       
Development LUDs (acres) 30,954 23,526 26,221 34,719 101,136 101,137 
Timber Opportunity (Acres Suitable for Harvest) 
Old-Growth 8,492 7,077 8,442 18,807 18,807 18,808 
Young-Growth 6,462 6,556 6,556 6,557 6,566 6,599 
Estimated Harvest over 100 Years (acres) 
Old-Growth 160 160 234 170 163 163 
Young-Growth 5,502 5,400 5,342 5,340 5,320 5,299 
na = not applicable 
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Not all acres removed from roadless management would be available for development. The change in 
acres in development LUDs serves as a measure of development potential as it presently exists by 
alternative. Approximately 16 percent (30,950 acres) of the Tenakee Springs CUA is presently managed 
in development LUDs. This total would decrease under Alternatives 2 and 3, and increase under 
Alternatives 4 to 6, with net gains ranging from about 3,800 acres (Alternative 4) to 70,200 acres 
(Alternatives 5 and 6).  

Suitable old-growth acres available for harvest would decrease under Alternatives 2 and 3, with net gains 
of about 10,300 acres under the other three action alternatives (Alternatives 4 to 6). Estimated increases 
in suitable young-growth acres range from about 100 to 150 acres under all action alternatives.  

Total acres harvested are assumed to remain constant across all alternatives. Less than 200 acres of old-
growth harvest is estimated to occur in the Tenakee Springs CUA over 100 years under all of the alternatives. 
Young-growth harvest estimates are similar across alternatives, ranging from about 5,300 acres (Alternatives 
3 to 6) to 5,500 acres (Alternative 1) (Table E-95). 

Subsistence 
No significant effect on salmon, other finfish, or invertebrate habitat capability is expected from implementation 
of any alternative. These resources account for 55 percent of the total edible pounds of subsistence resources 
harvested by Tenakee Springs households, with deer accounting for an estimated 39 percent (Kruse and 
Frazier 1988).  

Tenakee Springs residents take the majority (71 percent) of their deer from six WAAs (Table E-96). As shown 
in Table E-96, the Tenakee Springs portion ranges from about 4 to 31 percent of total harvest and 8 to 90 
percent of all rural deer harvest in these WAAs. About 58 percent of the combined harvest in these WAAs is by 
non-rural hunters, suggesting that there is a harvest buffer that could be restricted, if necessary, before 
restrictions are placed on rural harvests.   

All of the WAAs identified in Table E-96 are in areas with some past timber harvest and, therefore, deer 
habitat capabilities are currently estimated to be below 1954 levels. The 2016 Forest Plan Amendment 
EIS found that additional harvest that could occur under the current Forest Plan would reduce estimated 
habitat capabilities in three of the six WAAs by a further 2 to 4 percent (Table E-96).  

Table E-96  
Deer Harvest and Deer Habitat Capability on NFS Lands for the WAAs where Tenakee 
Springs Residents Obtain Approximately 75 Percent of their Average Annual Deer 
Harvest1 

WAA 

Average Deer Harvest from 2004 to 2013 Deer Habitat Capability3  
Tenakee 
Springs 

Residents 
All Rural 
Hunters2 

All 
Hunters 2014 

After 100 Years of 
Implementation Change 

3627 20 25 63 76% 72% -4% 
3526 15 28 63 80% 78% -2% 
3629 14 23 66 91% 91% 0% 
3525 5 56 118 75% 72% -3% 
3630 4 6 18 99% 99% 0% 
3628 2 2 8 98% 98% 0% 
1 Calculated based on harvest where location is known. 
2 The category “All Rural Hunters” includes residents of Southeast Alaska communities, excluding the cities of Juneau and 
Ketchikan. 
3 Deer habitat capability in 2014 and after 100 Years of full implementation is expressed as a percent of the 1954 habitat 
capability. Data presented for 100 Years of Implementation are estimates developed for the current Forest Plan in the 2016 
Forest Plan Amendment EIS (USDA Forest Service 2016). 

The 2016 Forest Plan Amendment EIS analysis found that use of most subsistence resources by 
Tenakee Springs residents (fish and marine invertebrates) was not expected to be affected by the current 
Forest Plan. Based on the Deer Availability and Anticipated Demand analysis completed for the 1997 
Forest Plan EIS, the 2016 analysis found that subsistence use of deer may be affected to the point that 
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some restriction in hunting might be necessary over the long term, especially for non-rural hunters. The 
risk of hunting restrictions would be reduced somewhat, through more intensive management (e.g., 
thinning) of the existing and future closed-canopy, young-growth forests in this area.  

Suitable old-growth acres would increase relative to Alternative 1 in two of the six WAAs under all of the 
action alternatives (Table E-97). However, projected old-growth harvest would decrease relative to 
Alternative 1 in these WAAs under most alternatives, with no suitable acres or projected harvest identified 
for the other four WAAs (Tables E-97 and E-98). These relative changes in projected harvest are small 
and none of the alternatives are expected to affect the findings of the 2016 Forest Plan Amendment EIS. 

Table E-97  
Suitable Old-Growth by WAA and Alternative for the WAAs where Tenakee Springs 
Residents Obtain Approximately 75 Percent of their Average Annual Deer Harvest 

WAA Total Acres Alt 1 
Change from Alternative 1 (Acres) 

Alt 2 Alt 3 Alt 4 Alt 5 Alt 6 
3627  27,320 1,420 30 1,100 1,100 1,100 1,100 
3526  40,790 230 - - - - - 
3629  96,880 - - - - - - 
3525  73,120 2,350 40 380 600 610 610 
3630  70,770 - - - - - - 
3628  34,080 - - - - - - 

 

Table E-98  
Projected Old-Growth Harvest by WAA and Alternative for the WAAs where Tenakee 
Springs Residents Obtain Approximately 75 Percent of their Average Annual Deer 
Harvest 

WAA Total Acres Alt 1 
Change from Alternative 1 (Acres) 

Alt 2 Alt 3 Alt 4 Alt 5 Alt 6 
3627  27,320 160 - 70 10 - - 
3526  40,790 30 - (10) (10) (20) (20) 
3629  96,880 - - - - - - 
3525  73,120 260 - (10) (60) (70) (70) 
3630  70,770 - - - - - - 
3628  34,080 - - - - - - 

 

Thorne Bay 
Community Use Area 
Thorne Bay’s CUA encompasses a total of 966,427 acres (Figure E-28). Almost half of this area (47 
percent) is presently managed as roadless (Table E-99). This share would drop to 27 and 29 percent 
under Alternatives 3 and 5, respectively, with no acres managed as roadless under Alternative 6. The 
removal of LUD II acres under Alternative 3 accounts for approximately 60 percent of the decrease in 
roadless acres under this alternative. These areas would retain their congressional protections and 
continue to be managed in a roadless state. Alternative 4 includes ARA acres that would be managed as 
Timber Priority and allow timber harvest and road building. Timber Priority acres account for 13 percent of 
the ARA in the Thorne Bay CUA. Areas allocated to Roadless Priority would explicitly allow the cutting, 
utilization, customary trade, and removal of trees for the purposes of Alaska Native customary and 
traditional uses, as well as road construction deemed necessary by a federally recognized Tribe for 
access to Alaska Native cultural sites. This type of use would also be allowed in Timber Priority areas, 
which allow all timber harvest and road construction. 
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Figure E-28  
Thorne Bay’s Community Use Area 

 

Table E-99  
Roadless Areas, ARA Management Categories, and Development Opportunity in Thorne 
Bay's Community Use Area 

Roadless Category (acres) 
Alternative 

1 2 3 4 5 6 
Total Community Use Area 966,427 966,427 966,427 966,427 966,427 966,427 
Total Roadless Area  452,295 437,535 257,783 370,574 275,582 0 
Roadless Share 47% 45% 27% 38% 29% 0% 
ARA Management Categories (acres) 
LUD II Priority na 117,791 0 117,791 117,432 0 
Watershed Priority na 159,375 6,833 0 0 0 
Roadless Priority na 160,369 93,824 206,295 158,149 0 
Community Priority na 0 6,833  0 0 0 
Timber Priority na 0 0 46,488 0 0 
Development Opportunity 
Development LUDs (acres) 327,188 340,112 388,475 388,803 493,687 493,694 
Timber Opportunity (Acres Suitable for Harvest) 
Old-Growth 62,595 65,978 78,593 85,763 86,735 86,735 
Young-Growth 127,013 128,256 128,312 128,368 128,398 128,655 
Estimated Harvest over 100 Years (acres) 
Old-Growth 13,480 12,748 11,837 11,038 10,957 10,957 
Young-Growth 108,142 105,630 104,548 104,550 104,040 103,302 
na = not applicable 
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Not all acres removed from roadless management would be available for development. The change in 
acres in development LUDs serves as a measure of development potential as it presently exists by 
alternative. Approximately 34 percent (327,200 acres) of the Thorne Bay CUA is presently managed in 
development LUDs. This total would increase under all action alternatives, with net gains ranging from 
about 12,900 acres (Alternative 2) to 166,500 acres (Alternatives 5 and 6).  

Suitable old-growth and young-growth acres available for harvest would increase under all action 
alternatives. Estimated net gains in suitable old-growth range from about 3,400 acres (Alternative 2) to 
24,150 acres (Alternatives 5 and 6). Increases in suitable young-growth acres range from about 1,250 
acres (Alternative 2) to 1,650 acres (Alternative 6), about 1 percent of the existing total in all cases. 

Total acres harvested are assumed to remain constant across all alternatives. Estimated old-growth harvest 
totals in the Thorne Bay CUA over 100 years range from about 11,000 acres (Alternatives 4 to 6) to 13,500 
acres (Alternative 1). Young-growth harvest estimates range from about 103,300 acres (Alternative 6) to 
108,150 acres (Alternative 1) (Table E-99).  

Subsistence 
No significant effect on salmon, other finfish, or invertebrate habitat capability is expected from 
implementation of any alternative. These resources account for 75 percent of the total edible pounds of 
subsistence resources harvested by Thorne Bay households (Kruse and Frazier 1988). Marine resources 
(fish and marine invertebrates) accounted for 54 percent of per capita subsistence harvest in Thorne Bay 
in 1998 (ADF&G 2018).  

The 1988 TRUCS study found that deer accounted for 20 percent of the total edible pounds of subsistence 
resources harvested by Thorne Bay (Kruse and Frazier 1988). Deer accounted for 27 percent of per capita 
subsistence harvest by Throne Bay residents in 1998 (ADF&G 2018).  

Residents of Thorne Bay harvest the majority (70 percent) of their deer from two WAAs in north-central 
Prince of Wales Island (1319 and 1315). As shown in Table E-100, the Thorne Bay portion represents 
about 38 percent and 40 percent of the total harvest and about 59 percent and 53 percent of the rural 
hunter harvest in these WAAs, respectively. About 32 percent of the combined harvest in these WAAs is 
by non-rural hunters, suggesting that there is a limited harvest buffer that could be restricted, if 
necessary, before restrictions are placed on rural harvests.  

WAAs 1319 and 1315 occur in an area with substantial past harvest and, therefore, deer habitat 
capabilities are currently estimated to be below 1954 levels. The 2016 Forest Plan Amendment EIS 
analysis found that additional harvest that could occur under the current Forest Plan would further reduce 
estimated habitat capabilities by 5 to 6 percent (Table E-100).  

Table E-100  
Deer Harvest and Deer Habitat Capability on NFS Lands for the WAAs where Thorne 
Bay Residents Obtain Approximately 75 Percent of their Average Annual Deer 
Harvest1 

WAA 

Average Deer Harvest from 2004 to 2013 Deer Habitat Capability3  
Thorne Bay 
Residents 

All Rural 
Hunters2 All Hunters 2014 

After 100 Years of 
Implementation Change 

1319 119 201 317 74% 69% -5% 
1315 90 169 226 56% 50% -6% 
1 Calculated based on harvest where location is known. 
2 The category “All Rural Hunters” includes residents of Southeast Alaska communities, excluding the cities of Juneau and 
Ketchikan. 
3 Deer habitat capability in 2014 and after 100 Years of full implementation is expressed as a percent of the 1954 habitat 
capability. Data presented for 100 Years of Implementation are estimates developed for the current Forest Plan in the 2016 
Forest Plan Amendment EIS (USDA Forest Service 2016). 

The 2016 Forest Plan Amendment EIS analysis found that use of most subsistence resources by Thorne 
Bay residents (fish and marine invertebrates) was not expected to be affected by any of the alternatives. 
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Based on the Deer Availability and Anticipated Demand analysis completed for the 1997 Forest Plan EIS, 
the 2016 analysis also found that subsistence use of deer may be affected to the point that some 
restriction in hunting might be necessary over the long term, especially for non-rural hunters. The risk of 
hunting restrictions was found to be reduced somewhat, through more intensive management (e.g., 
thinning) of the existing and future closed-canopy, young-growth forests in this area. Indirect effects 
associated with increased competition for deer within Thorne Bay’s subsistence use areas could also 
occur if hunters from other communities were displaced due to timber harvest activity.  

Suitable old-growth acres would increase relative to Alternative 1 in both of the WAAs under all of the 
action alternatives (Table E-101). However, projected old-growth harvest would decrease relative to 
Alternative 1 in these WAAs under all of the action alternatives (Table E-102). These relative changes in 
projected harvest are small and not expected to affect the findings of the 2016 Forest Plan Amendment 
EIS. 

Table E-101  
Suitable Old-Growth by WAA and Alternative for the WAAs where Thorne Bay 
Residents Obtain Approximately 75 Percent of their Average Annual Deer Harvest 

WAA Total Acres Alt 1 
Change from Alternative 1 (Acres) 

Alt 2 Alt 3 Alt 4 Alt 5 Alt 6 
1319  103,210 3,250 170 570 600 600 600 
1315  55,040 3,820 230 1,240 1,240 1,240 1,240 
1319  103,210 3,250 170 570 600 600 600 

 

Table E-102  
Projected Old-Growth Harvest by WAA and Alternative for the WAAs where Thorne Bay 
Residents Obtain Approximately 75 Percent of their Average Annual Deer Harvest 

WAA Total Acres Alt 1 
Change from Alternative 1 (Acres) 

Alt 2 Alt 3 Alt 4 Alt 5 Alt 6 
1319  103,210 970 (40) (130) (240) (250) (250) 
1315  55,040 1,140 (40) (30) (180) (200) (200) 
1319  103,210 970 (40) (130) (240) (250) (250) 

 

Whale Pass 
Community Use Area 
The Whale Pass CUA encompasses a total of 966,427 acres (Figure E-29). Almost half of this area (47 
percent) is presently managed as roadless (Table E-103). This share would drop to 27 and 29 percent 
under Alternatives 3 and 5, respectively, with no acres managed as roadless under Alternative 6. The 
removal of LUD II acres under Alternative 3 accounts for approximately 60 percent of the decrease in 
roadless acres under this alternative. These areas would retain their congressional protections and 
continue to be managed in a roadless state. Alternative 4 includes ARA acres that would be managed as 
Timber Priority and allow timber harvest and road building. Timber Priority acres account for 13 percent of 
the ARA in the Whale Pass CUA. Areas allocated to Roadless Priority would explicitly allow the cutting, 
utilization, customary trade, and removal of trees for the purposes of Alaska Native customary and 
traditional uses, as well as road construction deemed necessary by a federally recognized Tribe for 
access to Alaska Native cultural sites. This type of use would also be allowed in Timber Priority areas, 
which allow all timber harvest and road construction. 
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Figure E-29  
Whale Pass’ Community Use Area 

 

Table E-103  
Roadless Areas, ARA Management Categories, and Development Opportunity in Whale 
Pass' Community Use Area 

Roadless Category 
(acres) 

Alternative 
1 2 3 4 5 6 

Total Community Use Area 966,427 966,427 966,427 966,427 966,427 966,427 
Total Roadless Area  452,295 437,535 257,783 370,574 275,582 0 
Roadless Share 47% 45% 27% 38% 29% 0% 
ARA Management Categories (acres) 
LUD II Priority na 117,791 0 117,791 117,432 0 
Watershed Priority na 159,375 6,833 0 0 0 
Roadless Priority na 160,369 93,824 206,295 158,149 0 
Community Priority na 0 6,833 0 0 0 
Timber Priority na 0 0 46,488 0 0 
Development Opportunity 
Development LUDs (acres) 327,188 340,112 388,475 388,803 493,687 493,694 
Timber Opportunity (Acres Suitable for Harvest) 
Old-Growth 62,595 65,978 78,593 85,772 86,735 86,735 
Young-Growth 127,013 128,256 128,312 128,368 128,398 128,655 
Estimated Harvest over 100 Years (acres) 
Old-Growth 13,480 12,748 11,837 11,038 10,957 10,957 
Young-Growth 108,142 105,630 104,548 104,550 104,040 103,302 
na = not applicable 
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Not all acres removed from roadless management would be available for development. The change in 
acres in development LUDs serves as a measure of development potential as it presently exists by 
alternative. Approximately 34 percent (327,200 acres) of the Whale Pass CUA is presently managed in 
development LUDs. This total would increase under all action alternatives, with net gains ranging from 
about 12,900 acres (Alternative 2) to 166,500 acres (Alternatives 5 and 6).  

Suitable old-growth and young-growth acres available for harvest would increase under all action 
alternatives. Estimated net gains in suitable old-growth range from about 3,400 acres (Alternative 2) to 
24,150 acres (Alternatives 5 and 6). Increases in suitable young-growth acres range from about 1,250 
acres (Alternative 2) to 1,650 acres (Alternative 6), about 1 percent of the existing total in all cases. 

Total acres harvested are assumed to remain constant across all alternatives. Estimated old-growth harvest 
totals in the Whale Pass CUA over 100 years range from about 11,000 acres (Alternatives 4 to 6) to 13,500 
acres (Alternative 1). Young-growth harvest estimates range from about 103,300 acres (Alternative 6) to 
108,150 acres (Alternative 1) (Table E-103).  

Subsistence 
No significant effect on salmon, other finfish, or invertebrate habitat capability is expected from 
implementation of any alternative. These resources account for 60 percent of the total edible pounds of 
subsistence resources harvested by Whale Pass households (Kruse and Frazier 1988). Marine resources 
(fish and marine invertebrates) accounted for 61 percent of per capita subsistence harvest in Whale Pass 
in 2012 (ADF&G 2018).  

The 1988 TRUCS study found that deer account for 27 percent of the total edible pounds of subsistence 
resources harvested by Whale Pass households (Kruse and Frazier 1988). Deer accounted for 29 
percent of per capita subsistence harvest by Whale Pass residents in 2012 (ADF&G 2018).  

Residents of Whale Pass harvest the majority (72 percent) of their deer from two WAAs in north Prince of 
Wales Island (1530 and 1527). As shown in Table E-104, the Whale Pass portion represents about 15 
percent and 11 percent of the total harvest and about 32 percent and 18 percent of the rural hunter 
harvest in these WAAs, respectively. About 51 percent of the combined harvest in these WAAs is by non-
rural hunters, suggesting that there is a harvest buffer that could be restricted, if necessary, before 
restrictions are placed on rural harvests.  

WAAs 1530 and 1527 occur in an area with substantial past timber harvest and, therefore, deer habitat 
capabilities are currently estimated to be below 1954 levels. The 2016 Forest Plan Amendment EIS 
analysis found that additional harvest that could occur under the current Forest Plan would reduce 
estimated habitat capabilities after 100 years by a further 2 to 4 percent (Table E-104). 

Table E-104  
Deer Harvest and Deer Habitat Capability on NFS Lands for the WAAs where Whale 
Pass Residents Obtain Approximately 75 Percent of their Average Annual Deer 
Harvest1 

WAA 

Average Deer Harvest from 2004 to 2013 Deer Habitat Capability3  
Whale Pass 
Residents 

All Rural 
Hunters2 

All 
Hunters 2014 

After 100 Years of 
Implementation Change 

1530 18 57 124 61% 57% -4% 
1527 3 17 27 72% 70% -2% 
1 Calculated based on harvest where location is known. 
2 The category “All Rural Hunters” includes residents of Southeast Alaska communities, excluding the cities of Juneau and 
Ketchikan. 
3 Deer habitat capability in 2014 and after 100 Years of full implementation is expressed as a percent of the 1954 habitat 
capability. Data presented for 100 Years of Implementation are estimates developed for the current Forest Plan in the 2016 
Forest Plan Amendment EIS (USDA Forest Service 2016). 

The 2016 Forest Plan Amendment EIS analysis found that use of most subsistence resources by Whale 
Pass residents (fish and marine invertebrates) was not expected to be affected by any of the alternatives. 
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Based on the Deer Availability and Anticipated Demand analysis completed for the 1997 Forest Plan EIS, 
the 2016 analysis found that subsistence use of deer may be affected to the point that some restriction in 
hunting might be necessary over the long term, especially for non-rural hunters. The risk of hunting 
restrictions would be reduced somewhat, through more intensive management (e.g., thinning) of the 
existing and future closed-canopy, young-growth forests in this area. Indirect effects associated with 
increased competition for deer within the Whale Pass subsistence use areas could also occur if hunters 
from other communities were displaced due to timber harvest activity.  

Suitable old-growth acres would increase relative to Alternative 1 in both of the WAAs under all of the 
action alternatives (Table E-105). However, projected old-growth harvest would decrease relative to 
Alternative 1 in these WAAs under all of the action alternatives (Table E-106). Overall projected harvest 
and relative changes under the action alternatives are small and not expected to affect the findings of the 
2016 Forest Plan Amendment EIS. 

Table E-105  
Suitable Old-Growth by WAA and Alternative for the WAAs where Whale Pass 
Residents Obtain Approximately 75 Percent of their Average Annual Deer Harvest 

WAA Total Acres Alt 1 
Change from Alternative 1 (Acres) 

Alt 2 Alt 3 Alt 4 Alt 5 Alt 6 
1530  59,420 4,250 170 330 330 330 330 
1527  33,730 2,100 350 350 590 590 590 

 

Table E-106  
Projected Old-Growth Harvest by WAA and Alternative for the WAAs where Whale Pass 
Residents Obtain Approximately 75 Percent of their Average Annual Deer Harvest 

WAA Total Acres Alt 1 
Change from Alternative 1 (Acres) 

Alt 2 Alt 3 Alt 4 Alt 5 Alt 6 
1530  59,420 1,270 (70) (270) (400) (420) (420) 
1527  33,730 630 30 (90) (120) (130) (130) 

 

Wrangell (Kaachxana.áak’w) 
Community Use Area 
Wrangell’s CUA encompasses a total of 824,250 acres (Figure E-30). Approximately 40 percent is 
presently managed as roadless (Table E-107). This share would drop to 15 percent under Alternative 5, 
with no acres managed as roadless under Alternative 6. Alternative 4 includes ARA acres that would be 
managed as Timber Priority and allow timber harvest and road building. Timber Priority acres account for 
21 percent of the ARA in the Wrangell CUA. Areas allocated to Roadless Priority and Community Priority 
would explicitly allow the cutting, utilization, customary trade, and removal of trees for the purposes of 
Alaska Native customary and traditional uses, as well as road construction deemed necessary by a 
federally recognized Tribe for access to Alaska Native cultural sites. This type of use would also be 
allowed in Timber Priority areas, which allow all timber harvest and road construction. 
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Figure E-30  
Wrangell’s Community Use Area 

 

Table E-107  
Roadless Areas, ARA Management Categories, and Development Opportunity in 
Wrangell's Community Use Area 

Roadless Category 
(acres) 

Alternative 
1 2 3 4 5 6 

Total Community Use Area 824,250 824,250 824,250 824,250 824,250 824,250 
Total Roadless Area  327,483 307,283 273,535 273,064 124,798 0 
Roadless Share 40% 37% 33% 33% 15% 0% 
ARA Management Categories (acres) 
LUD II Priority na 5 0 5 5 0 
Watershed Priority na 184,944 24,677 0 0 0 
Roadless Priority na 122,333 73,877 215,139 124,793 0 
Community Priority na 0 24,677 0 0 0 
Timber Priority na 0 0 57,919 0 0 
Development Opportunity 
Development LUDs (acres) 102,384 119,916 146,985 146,987 294,305 294,327 
Timber Opportunity (Acres Suitable for Harvest) 
Old-Growth 25,607 29,375 39,741 46,595 46,698 46,698 
Young-Growth 26,134 27,921 28,094 28,151 28,308 28,736 
Estimated Harvest over 100 Years (acres) 
Old-Growth 4,793 4,891 4,888 4,929 4,856 4,856 
Young-Growth 22,251 22,995 22,891 22,928 22,938 23,073 
na = not applicable 
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Not all acres removed from roadless management would be available for development. The change in 
acres in development LUDs serves as a measure of development potential as it presently exists by 
alternative. Approximately 12 percent (102,400 acres) of the Wrangell CUA is presently managed in 
development LUDs. This total would increase under all action alternatives, with net gains ranging from 
about 17,500 acres (Alternative 2) to 192,000 acres (Alternatives 5 and 6).  

Suitable old-growth and young-growth acres available for harvest would increase under all action 
alternatives. Estimated net gains in suitable old-growth range from about 3,800 acres (Alternative 2) to 
21,100 acres (Alternatives 5 and 6). Increases in suitable young-growth acres range from about 1,800 
acres (Alternative 2) to 2,600 acres (Alternative 6). 

Total acres harvested are assumed to remain constant across all alternatives. Estimated old-growth harvest 
totals in the Wrangell CUA over 100 years are similar for all alternatives, ranging from about 4,800 acres 
(Alternative 1) to 4,950 acres (Alternative 6). Young-growth harvest estimates range from about 22,250 acres 
(Alternative 1) to 23,100 acres (Alternative 6) (Table E-107). 

Subsistence 
No significant effect on salmon, other finfish, or invertebrate habitat capability is expected from 
implementation of any alternative. These resources account for 52 percent of the total edible pounds of 
subsistence resources harvested by Wrangell households (Kruse and Frazier 1988). Marine resources 
(fish and marine invertebrates) accounted for 71 percent of per capita subsistence harvest in Wrangell in 
2000 (ADF&G 2018).  

The 1988 TRUCS study found that deer account for 21 percent of the total edible pounds of subsistence 
resources harvested by Wrangell households (Kruse and Frazier 1988). Deer accounted for 17 percent of 
per capita subsistence harvest by Wrangell residents in 2000 (ADF&G 2018).  

Deer harvest by Wrangell residents is spread over many WAAs, but the majority (76 percent) of their deer 
are from six WAAs located on Wrangell and surrounding islands. Zarembo Island (WAA 1905) alone 
accounted for 39 percent of the annual average deer harvest by Wrangell residents from 2004 to 2013. 
The Wrangell portion of the harvest in these six WAAs represents about 76 percent of the total harvest 
and about 85 percent of the rural hunter harvest (Table E-108).  

The majority of the WAAs used heavily by Wrangell residents are in areas with substantial past harvest 
and deer habitat capabilities are currently estimated to be considerably below 1954 levels (Table E-108). 
The 2016 Forest Plan Amendment EIS found that additional harvest that could occur under the current 
Forest Plan would further reduce estimated habitat capabilities after 100 years in four of the WAAs by 1 to 
6 percent (Table E-108).  

Table E-108  
Deer Harvest and Deer Habitat Capability on NFS Lands for the WAAs where Wrangell 
Residents Obtain Approximately 75 Percent of their Average Annual Deer Harvest1 

WAA 

Average Deer Harvest from 2004 to 2013 Deer Habitat Capability3  
Wrangell 
Residents 

All Rural 
Hunters2 

All 
Hunters 2014 

After 100 Years of 
Implementation Change 

1905 170 190 204 73% 68% 71% 
1903 67 69 72 84% 80% 82% 
1901 53 56 62 90% 89% 89% 
1003 15 28 44 59% 55% 58% 
1528 12 30 36 78% 76% 78% 
1904 12 12 14 66% 67% 66% 
1 Calculated based on harvest where location is known. 
2 The category “All Rural Hunters” includes residents of Southeast Alaska communities, excluding the cities of Juneau and 
Ketchikan. 
3 Deer habitat capability in 2014 and after 100 Years of full implementation is expressed as a percent of the 1954 habitat 
capability. Data presented for 100 Years of Implementation are estimates developed for the current Forest Plan in the 2016 
Forest Plan Amendment EIS (USDA Forest Service 2016). 
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The 2016 Forest Plan Amendment EIS analysis found that use of most subsistence resources by 
Wrangell residents (fish and marine invertebrates) was not expected to be affected by any of the 
alternatives. Based on the Deer Availability and Anticipated Demand analysis completed for the 1997 
Forest Plan EIS, the 2016 analysis found that subsistence use of deer may be affected to the point that 
some restriction on hunting might be necessary over the long term, especially for non-rural hunters. The 
risk of hunting restrictions would be reduced somewhat, through more intensive management (e.g., 
thinning) of the existing and future closed-canopy, young-growth forests in this area.  

Suitable old-growth acres would increase relative to Alternative 1 in four of the six WAAs under all of the 
action alternatives (Table E-109). Projected old-growth harvest would increase relative to Alternative 1 in 
two WAAs under most of the action alternatives, with relative decreases projected for three others (Table 
E-110). These relative changes in projected harvest are small and none of the alternatives are expected 
to affect the findings of the 2016 Forest Plan Amendment EIS. 

Table E-109  
Suitable Old-Growth by WAA and Alternative for the WAAs where Wrangell Residents 
Obtain Approximately 75 Percent of their Average Annual Deer Harvest 

WAA Total Acres Alt 1 
Change from Alternative 1 (Acres) 

Alt 2 Alt 3 Alt 4 Alt 5 Alt 6 
1905  116,400 8,960 910 1,060 3,570 3,660 3,660 
1903  113,540 4,550 1,060 4,010 4,010 4,010 4,010 
1901  132,790 2,560 30 1,190 2,520 3,450 3,450 
1003  40,620 4,100 140 140 260 260 260 
1528  24,750 10 - 10 10 10 10 
1904  22,930 440 - - - - - 

 

Table E-110  
Projected Old-Growth Harvest by WAA and Alternative for the WAAs where Wrangell 
Residents Obtain Approximately 75 Percent of their Average Annual Deer Harvest 

WAA Total Acres Alt 1 
Change from Alternative 1 (Acres) 

Alt 2 Alt 3 Alt 4 Alt 5 Alt 6 
1905  116,400 2,670 - (480) (300) (320) (320) 
1903  113,540 1,360 160 510 260 230 230 
1901  132,790 760 (60) 60 200 360 360 
1003  40,620 1,220 (70) (290) (390) (410) (410) 
1528  24,750 - - - - - - 
1904  22,930 130 (10) (30) (50) (50) (50) 

 

Yakutat (Yaakwdáat) 
Community Use Area 
Yakutat’s CUA encompasses a total of 249,048 acres (Figure E-31). About half of this area (53 percent) 
is presently managed as roadless (Table E-111). This share would drop to 43 percent under Alternatives 
3 to 5, with no acres managed as roadless under Alternative 6. Alternative 4 includes ARA acres that 
would be managed as Timber Priority and allow timber harvest and road building. Timber Priority acres 
account for 17 percent of the ARA in the Yakutat CUA. Areas allocated to Roadless Priority and 
Community Priority would explicitly allow the cutting, utilization, customary trade, and removal of trees for 
the purposes of Alaska Native customary and traditional uses, as well as road construction deemed 
necessary by a federally recognized Tribe for access to Alaska Native cultural sites. This type of use 
would also be allowed in Timber Priority areas, which allow all timber harvest and road construction. 
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Figure E-31  
Yakutat’s Community Use Area 

 

Table E-111  
Roadless Areas, ARA Management Categories, and Development Opportunity in 
Yakutat's Community Use Area 

Roadless Category (acres) 
Alternative 

1 2 3 4 5 6 
Total Community Use Area 249,048 249,048 249,048 249,048 249,048 249,048 
Total Roadless Area  132,814 125,945 107,997 107,201 106,669 0 
Roadless Share 53% 51% 43% 43% 43% 0% 
ARA Management Categories (acres) 
LUD II Priority na 35 0 35 35 0 
Watershed Priority na 88,239 28,951 0 0 0 
Roadless Priority na 37,671 565 88,948 106,634 0 
Community Priority na 0 28,951 0 0 0 
Timber Priority na 0 0 18,218 0 0 
Development Opportunity 
Development LUDs (acres) 16,107 18,721 18,721 18,721 37,166 37,166 
Timber Opportunity (Acres Suitable for Harvest) 
Old-Growth 62 63 63 63 63 63 
Young-Growth 3,882 3,905 5,812 5,544 5,383 5,822 
Estimated Harvest over 100 Years (acres) 
Old-Growth 7 7 6 4 4 4 
Young-Growth 3,305 3,216 4,736 4,515 4,362 4,675 
na = not applicable 
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Not all acres removed from roadless management would be available for development. The change in 
acres in development LUDs serves as a measure of development potential as it presently exists by 
alternative. Approximately 6 percent (16,100 acres) of the Yakutat CUA is presently managed in 
development LUDs. This total would increase under all action alternatives, with net gains ranging from 
about 2,600 acres (Alternatives 2 through 4) to 21,100 acres (Alternatives 5 and 6).  

Suitable old-growth acres available for harvest would remain at current negligible levels (less than 100 
acres) under all alternatives. Estimated increases in suitable young-growth acres range up to about 1,950 
acres (Alternatives 3 and 6).  

Total acres harvested are assumed to remain constant across all alternatives. No old-growth harvest is 
estimated to occur in the Yakutat CUA over 100 years. Young-growth harvest estimates range from about 
3,200 acres (Alternative 2) to 4,700 acres (Alternatives 3 and 6) (Table E-111).  

Subsistence 
No significant effect on salmon, other finfish, or invertebrate habitat capability is expected from 
implementation of any alternative. These resources account for 82 percent of the total edible pounds of 
subsistence resources harvested by Yakutat households (Kruse and Frazier 1988). Marine resources 
(fish and marine invertebrates) accounted for 74 percent of per capita subsistence harvest in Yakutat in 
2000 (ADF&G 2018). 

Moose are more important than deer as a subsistence meat source for Yakutat residents. Moose 
availability would not be significantly affected under any of the alternatives. 

The 1988 TRUCS study found that deer account for only a small fraction of the total edible pounds of 
subsistence resources harvested by Yakutat households (Kruse and Frazier 1988). Deer accounted for 1 
percent of per capita subsistence harvest by Yakutat residents in 2000 (ADF&G 2018).  

Yakutat residents harvested an annual average of 36 deer from 2004 to 2013, with four WAAs accounting 
for 76 percent of this annual average (Table E-112). The 2016 Forest Plan Amendment EIS analysis 
found that the estimated habitat capabilities in these WAAs would not be affected by the current Forest 
Plan.  

Table E-112  
Deer Harvest and Deer Habitat Capability on NFS Lands for the WAAs where Yakutat 
Residents Obtain Approximately 75 Percent of their Average Annual Deer Harvest1 

WAA 

Average Deer Harvest from 2004 to 2013 Deer Habitat Capability3  
Yakutat 

Residents 
All Rural 
Hunters2 

All 
Hunters 2014 

After 100 Years of 
Implementation Change 

4504 15 15 17 100% 100% 0% 
4508 7 7 7 94% 94% 0% 
3315 3 38 46 84% 84% 0% 
3835 3 5 141 100% 100% 0% 
1 Calculated based on harvest where location is known. 
2 The category “All Rural Hunters” includes residents of Southeast Alaska communities, excluding the cities of Juneau and 
Ketchikan. 
3 Deer habitat capability in 2014 and after 100 Years of full implementation is expressed as a percent of the 1954 habitat 
capability. Data presented for 100 Years of Implementation are estimates developed for the current Forest Plan in the 2016 
Forest Plan Amendment EIS (USDA Forest Service 2016). 

The 2016 Forest Plan Amendment EIS analysis found that use of most subsistence resources by 
Wrangell residents (fish and marine invertebrates) was not expected to be affected by any of the 
alternatives. Based on the Deer Availability and Anticipated Demand analysis completed for the 1997 
Forest Plan EIS, the 2016 analysis found that subsistence use of deer may be affected to the point that 
some restriction in hunting might be necessary over the long term, especially for non-rural hunters. The 
risk of hunting restrictions would be reduced somewhat, through more intensive management (e.g., 
thinning) of the existing and future closed-canopy, young-growth forests in this area.  
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Suitable old-growth acres would increase relative to Alternative 1 in one of the four WAAs under all of the 
action alternatives (Table E-113). Projected old-growth harvest would be negligible under all of the 
alternatives and none of the alternatives are expected to affect the findings of the 2016 Forest Plan 
Amendment EIS (Table E-114). 

Table E-113  
Suitable Old-Growth by WAA and Alternative for the WAAs where Yakutat Residents 
Obtain Approximately 75 Percent of their Average Annual Deer Harvest 

WAA Total Acres Alt 1 
Change from Alternative 1 (Acres) 

Alt 2 Alt 3 Alt 4 Alt 5 Alt 6 
4504  840 - - - - - - 
4508  281,260 60 - - - - - 
3315  43,580 990 30 30 2,080 2,080 2,080 
3835  31,260 - - - - - - 

 

Table E-114  
Projected Old-Growth Harvest by WAA and Alternative for the WAAs where Yakutat 
Residents Obtain Approximately 75 Percent of their Average Annual Deer Harvest 

WAA Total Acres Alt 1 
Change from Alternative 1 (Acres) 

Alt 2 Alt 3 Alt 4 Alt 5 Alt 6 
4504  840 - - - - - - 
4508  281,260 10 - - (10) (10) (10) 
3315  43,580 110 - (20) 90 80 80 
3835  31,260 - - - - - - 
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Appendix F 
Traditional Territories 

Abstract 
Completed during 1946 and released during 1947, Goldschmidt and Haas’ federal government landmark 
report titled Possessory Rights of the Natives of Southeastern Alaska was an early and comprehensive 
ethnographic study of Southeast Alaska’s Tlingit and Haida peoples. The report was crafted during a 
period of time in Alaska’s history when commercial interests were working to secure additional lands and 
there was a need to collect evidence of Alaska Native land rights. Responding to the need to understand 
Alaska Native land use and possession, Goldschmidt and Haas carried out ethnographic research, 
qualitative interviews, and onsite observations to determine Southeast Alaska lands possessed by Tlingit 
and Haida peoples as evidenced by actual use and occupancy. In the decades that followed, the 
Goldschmidt and Haas report and associated maps served as the authority on the geographic areas used 
and occupied by Southeast Alaska’s Haida and Tlingit villages – and remains relevant today. 

In addition to geographic analysis, Goldschmidt and Haas also made significant anthropological 
contributions regarding Tlingit and Haida culture, society, and patterns of behavior. They concluded 
Tlingit and Haida Indians had continuously used and occupied Southeast from south of the Copper River 
to the southern tip of the Alexander Archipelago. Tlingit and Haida societies were some of the most 
developed and complex indigenous societies in the United States and Canada, rich in ceremony and art 
and complex in social, legal, and political systems. Furthermore, Tlingit and Haida societies had a well-
defined system of property ownership with land held by the clan or house group, with joint use extended 
to family. Land title was obtained by inheritance or as legal settlement for damages – not bought and 
sold. Land title was recorded with elaborate ceremonies, which served the purpose of publicly-
acknowledging land ownership. Land title and associated rights were also sometimes recorded as 
carvings on totem poles. During 1946, Goldschmidt and Haas compelled Southeast Alaska lands still 
used and occupied by Alaska Natives should be safeguarded without further delay.  

Goldschmidt and Haas’ landmark ethnographic study remains relevant today as a comprehensive and 
historical study of land use, occupancy, and possession by Tlingit and Haida peoples across Southeast 
Alaska. Of noteworthy importance, the Sealaska Heritage Foundation reprinted the original report and 
associated maps during 1998 under the title Haa Aani: Tlingit and Haida Land Rights and Use with 
additional introductory statements, original Alaska Native witness statements, and final reflections by 
Goldschmidt.  

Citation    
Goldschmidt, Water R. and Hass, Theodore H. 1946. Possessory Rights of Natives of Southeastern 
Alaska. A Report to the Commissioner of Indian Affairs. Washington, DC. 176 pages, 13 charts and 
maps, 6 photographs, and 2 appendices.  

Goldschmidt, Walter R. and Haas, Theodore H. 1998. Haa Aani, Our Land: Tlingit and Haida Land Rights 
and Use. Seattle, WA: University of Washington Press/Sealaska Heritage Foundation.  
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Figure F-1  
Goldschmidt and Haas associated map depicting the geographic areas used and 
occupied by Southeast Alaska’s Haida and Tlingit villages (1946).
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Appendix G 
Roadless Rule Regulatory Language by 

Alternative 
 

Introduction  
The following provides representational rule language for Alternatives 2 through 6. Final rule language 
could vary from what is presented in this Appendix based on comments received and other 
considerations. The 2001 Roadless Rule would remain in effect nation-wide except for Alaska, Colorado, 
and Idaho if one of the action alternatives were selected.  

Alternative 1 – No Action  
Subpart B—Protection of Inventoried Roadless Areas as published in the Federal Register on January 
12, 2001 (66 FR 3244) as reinstated by Order of the US District Court for the District of Alaska. 

§ 294.10 Purpose. 

The purpose of this subpart is to provide, within the context of multiple use management, lasting 
protection for inventoried roadless areas within the National Forest System. 

§ 294.11 Definitions. 

The following terms and definitions apply to this subpart: 

Inventoried roadless areas. Areas identified in a set of inventoried roadless area maps, contained in 
Forest Service Roadless Area Conservation, Final Environmental Impact Statement, Volume 2, dated 
November 2000, which are held at the National headquarters office of the Forest Service, or any 
subsequent update or revision of those maps. 

Responsible official. The Forest Service line officer with the authority and responsibility to make decisions 
regarding protection and management of inventoried roadless areas pursuant to this subpart.  

Road. A motor vehicle travelway over 50 inches wide, unless designated and managed as a trail. A road 
may be classified, unclassified, or temporary. 

(1) Classified road. A road wholly or partially within or adjacent to National Forest System lands 
that is determined to be needed for long-term motor vehicle access, including State roads, county 
roads, privately owned roads, National Forest System roads, and other roads authorized by the 
Forest Service. 

(2) Unclassified road. A road on National Forest System lands that is not managed as part of the 
forest transportation system, such as unplanned roads, abandoned travelways, and off-road 
vehicle tracks that have not been designated and managed as a trail; and those roads that were 
once under permit or other authorization and were not decommissioned upon the termination of 
the authorization. 

(3) Temporary road. A road authorized by contract, permit, lease, other written authorization, or 
emergency operation, not intended to be part of the forest transportation system and not 
necessary for long-term resource management. 

Road construction. Activity that results in the addition of forest classified or temporary road miles. 
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Road maintenance. The ongoing upkeep of a road necessary to retain or restore the road to the approved 
road management objective. 

Road reconstruction. Activity that results in improvement or realignment of an existing classified road 
defined as follows: 

(1) Road improvement. Activity that results in an increase of an existing road’s traffic service 
level, expansion of its capacity, or a change in its original design function. 

(2) Road realignment. Activity that results in a new location of an existing road or portions of an 
existing road, and treatment of the old roadway. 

Roadless area characteristics. Resources or features that are often present in and characterize 
inventoried roadless areas, including: 

(1) High quality or undisturbed soil, water, and air; 

(2) Sources of public drinking water; 

(3) Diversity of plant and animal communities; 

(4) Habitat for threatened, endangered, proposed, candidate, and sensitive species and for those 
species dependent on large, undisturbed areas of land; 

(5) Primitive, semi-primitive nonmotorized and semi-primitive motorized classes of dispersed 
recreation; 

(6) Reference landscapes; 

(7) Natural appearing landscapes with high scenic quality; 

(8) Traditional cultural properties and sacred sites; and 

(9) Other locally identified unique characteristics. 

§ 294.12 Prohibition on road construction and road reconstruction in inventoried roadless areas. 

(a) A road may not be constructed or reconstructed in inventoried roadless areas of the National Forest 
System, except as provided in paragraph (b) of this section. 

(b) Notwithstanding the prohibition in paragraph (a) of this section, a road may be constructed or 
reconstructed in an inventoried roadless area if the Responsible Official determines that one of the 
following circumstances exists: 

(1) A road is needed to protect public health and safety in cases of an imminent threat of flood, 
fire, or other catastrophic event that, without intervention, would cause the loss of life or property; 

(2) A road is needed to conduct a response action under the Comprehensive Environmental 
Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) or to conduct a natural resource 
restoration action under CERCLA, Section 311 of the Clean Water Act, or the Oil Pollution Act; 

(3) A road is needed pursuant to reserved or outstanding rights, or as provided for by statute or 
treaty; 

(4) Road realignment is needed to prevent irreparable resource damage that arises from the 
design, location, use, or deterioration of a classified road and that cannot be mitigated by road 
maintenance. Road realignment may occur under this paragraph only if the road is deemed 
essential for public or private access, natural resource management, or public health and safety; 

(5) Road reconstruction is needed to implement a road safety improvement project on a classified 
road determined to be hazardous on the basis of accident experience or accident potential on 
that road; 
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(6) The Secretary of Agriculture determines that a Federal Aid Highway project, authorized 
pursuant to Title 23 of the United States Code, is in the public interest or is consistent with the 
purposes for which the land was reserved or acquired and no other reasonable and prudent 
alternative exists; or 

(7) A road is needed in conjunction with the continuation, extension, or renewal of a mineral lease 
on lands that are under lease by the Secretary of the Interior as of January 12, 2001 or for a new 
lease issued immediately upon expiration of an existing lease. Such road construction or 
reconstruction must be conducted in a manner that minimizes effects on surface resources, 
prevents unnecessary or unreasonable surface disturbance, and complies with all applicable 
lease requirements, land and resource management plan direction, regulations, and laws. Roads 
constructed or reconstructed pursuant to this paragraph must be obliterated when no longer 
needed for the purposes of the lease or upon termination or expiration of the lease, whichever is 
sooner. 

(c) Maintenance of classified roads is permissible in inventoried roadless areas. 

§ 294.13 Prohibition on timber cutting, sale, or removal in inventoried roadless areas. 

(a) Timber may not be cut, sold, or removed in inventoried roadless areas of the National Forest System, 
except as provided in paragraph (b) of this section. 

(b) Notwithstanding the prohibition in paragraph (a) of this section, timber may be cut, sold, or removed in 
inventoried roadless areas if the Responsible Official determines that one of the following circumstances 
exists. The cutting, sale, or removal of timber in these areas is expected to be infrequent. 

(1) The cutting, sale, or removal of generally small diameter timber is needed for one of the 
following purposes and will maintain or improve one or more of the roadless area characteristics 
as defined in § 294.11. 

(i) To improve threatened, endangered, proposed, or sensitive species habitat; or 

(ii) To maintain or restore the characteristics of ecosystem composition and structure, 
such as to reduce the risk of uncharacteristic wildfire effects, within the range of variability 
that would be expected to occur under natural disturbance regimes of the current climatic 
period; 

(2) The cutting, sale, or removal of timber is incidental to the implementation of a management 
activity not otherwise prohibited by this subpart; 

(3) The cutting, sale, or removal of timber is needed and appropriate for personal or 
administrative use, as provided for in 36 CFR part 223; or 

(4) Roadless characteristics have been substantially altered in a portion of an inventoried 
roadless area due to the construction of a classified road and subsequent timber harvest. Both 
the road construction and subsequent timber harvest must have occurred after the area was 
designated an inventoried roadless area and prior to January 12, 2001. Timber may be cut, sold, 
or removed only in the substantially altered portion of the inventoried roadless area. 

§ 294.14 Scope and applicability. 

(a) This subpart does not revoke, suspend, or modify any permit, contract, or other legal instrument 
authorizing the occupancy and use of National Forest System land issued prior to January 12, 2001. 

(b) This subpart does not compel the amendment or revision of any land and resource management plan. 

(c) This subpart does not revoke, suspend, or modify any project or activity decision made prior to 
January 12, 2001. 

(d) This subpart does not apply to road construction, reconstruction, or the cutting, sale, or removal of 
timber in inventoried roadless areas on the Tongass National Forest if a notice of availability of a draft 
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environmental impact statement for such activities has been published in the Federal Register prior to 
January 12, 2001. 

(e) The prohibitions and restrictions established in this subpart are not subject to reconsideration, 
revision, or rescission in subsequent project decisions or land and resource management plan 
amendments or revisions undertaken pursuant to 36 CFR part 219. 

(f) If any provision of the rules in this subpart or its application to any person or to certain circumstances is 
held invalid, the remainder of the regulations in this subpart and their application remain in force. 

  

Table G-1  
2001 Inventoried Roadless Area name and approximate acres contained within that are 
subject to the prohibitions and exemptions of Alternative 1 (No Action). 
2001 Inventoried Roadless 

Area Name Acres 
Aaron 78,700 
Anan 36,700 
Bay of Pillars 27,500 
Behm Islands 4,800 
Brabazon Addition 498,700 
Bradfield 199,000 
Calder 9,900 
Camden 36,800 
Carroll 11,400 
Castle 49,300 
Central Wrangell 13,400 
Chichagof 555,800 
Chilkat-West Lynn Canal 199,700 
Christoval 9,100 
Cleveland 189,400 
Cone 128,400 
Crystal 19,000 
Dall Island 105,800 
Douglas Island 28,100 
Duke 45,100 
East Kuiu 27,600 
East Mitkof 8,800 
East Wrangell 7,600 
East Zarembo 10,800 
El Capitan 26,700 
Eudora 195,000 
Fake Pass 500 
Fanshaw 48,200 
Five Mile 19,500 
Freshwater Bay 44,900 
Frosty 39,900 
Game Creek 54,500 
Gravina 37,400 
Green Rocks 11,100 
Greens Creek 27,200 
Harding 174,300 
Hoonah Sound 79,800 
Hydaburg 11,200 
Hyder 121,700 
Juneau Urban 101,600 
Juneau-Skagway Icefield 1,187,100 
Kadin 2,000 
Karta 52,100 
Kasaan 7,600 
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Table G-1  
2001 Inventoried Roadless Area name and approximate acres contained within that are 
subject to the prohibitions and exemptions of Alternative 1 (No Action). 
2001 Inventoried Roadless 

Area Name Acres 
Kasaan Bay 7,400 
Kashevarof Islands 4,700 
Keku 10,900 
Kogish 65,200 
Kosciusko 64,100 
Lindenberg 25,800 
Madan 68,500 
Mansfield Peninsula 55,000 
Manzanita 8,400 
McKenzie 83,100 
Middle Kruzof 14,700 
Missionary 16,700 
Mosman 53,500 
Neka Bay 7,100 
Neka Mountain 6,100 
North Baranof 314,000 
North Cleveland 105,300 
North Etolin 41,000 
North Kruzof 33,100 
North Kuiu 6,400 
North Kupreanof 114,600 
North Revilla 215,400 
North Wrangell 8,100 
Nutkwa 53,700 
Outer Islands 99,900 
Pavlof-East Point 5,400 
Point Augusta 15,500 
Point Craven 10,900 
Port Alexander 120,700 
Quartz 143,000 
Ratz 5,300 
Redoubt 68,300 
Revilla 29,300 
Rhine 23,000 
Rocky Pass 78,100 
Salmon Bay 22,800 
Sarkar 51,900 
Security 31,400 
Sitka Sound 13,500 
Sitka Urban 112,000 
Soda Bay 78,100 
South Etolin 26,300 
South Kruzof 55,200 
South Kuiu 62,400 
South Kupreanof 216,800 
South Revilla 52,100 
South Wrangell 14,200 
South Zarembo 36,300 
Southeast Wrangell 18,400 
Spires 533,700 
Suemez Island 19,900 
Sukkwan 44,400 
Sullivan 67,300 
Taku-Snettisham 664,900 
Tenakee Ridge 20,500 
Thorne River 73,000 
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Table G-1  
2001 Inventoried Roadless Area name and approximate acres contained within that are 
subject to the prohibitions and exemptions of Alternative 1 (No Action). 
2001 Inventoried Roadless 

Area Name Acres 
Trap Bay 13,200 
Twelvemile 37,900 
Upper Situk 16,800 
West Wrangell 10,300 
West Zarembo 6,800 
Whitestone 5,600 
Windham-Port Houghton 161,900 
Woewodski 10,100 
Woronkofski 11,100 
Yakutat Forelands 323,500 

 

Alternative 2 
Subpart E – Alaska Roadless Area Management 

§294.50 Purpose. 

The purpose of this subpart is to provide, in the context of multiple-use management for the conservation 
of roadless areas within the Tongass National Forest while providing for local concerns, including 
economic and community development. This subpart sets forth the procedures for management of Alaska 
Roadless Areas. 

§294.51 Definitions. 

The following terms and definitions apply to this subpart. 

Alaska Native. Federally recognized tribes or individuals that are enrolled or eligible to enroll as a 
member of a federally recognized tribe. 

Alaska Roadless Areas. Lands within the Tongass National Forest designated pursuant to this subpart 
and identified in a set of maps maintained by the national headquarters office of the Forest Service. 

Commercial Old Growth Timber Harvest. Trees, portions of trees, and other forest products originating 
from old growth stands on National Forest System lands that may be sold for the purpose of achieving the 
policies set forth in the Multiple-Use Sustained-Yield Act of 1960, as amended, the Forest and Rangeland 
Renewable Resources Planning Act of 1974, as amended, and the program thereunder. (See 36 CFR 
223.1). 

Community utility system. A system that provides a community or communities with services for public 
use or consumption such as municipal water and wastewater systems, biomass heating and energy 
systems, transmission lines, and hydroelectric and other renewable energy projects and related 
infrastructure. 

Responsible official. The Forest Service line officer with the authority to make and implement a decision 
on a proposed action. 

Road. As defined at 36 CFR 212.1, the term means a motor vehicle route over 50 inches wide, unless 
identified and managed as a trail. 

Road construction and reconstruction. As defined at 36 CFR 212.1, the terms mean supervising, 
inspecting, building, and incurrence of all costs incidental to the construction or reconstruction of a road. 

Roadless Area Characteristics. Resources or features that are often present in and characterize Alaska 
Roadless Areas, including 
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(1) Physical Environment. Roadless areas provide high-quality or undisturbed soil, water, and air. 

(2) Water. Roadless areas provide a variety of water resources including public drinking water 
sources, fish and aquatic resources, and hatchery aquatic resources.  

(3) Diversity. Roadless areas support a diversity of plant and animal communities including 
stands of old-growth forests.  

(4) Habitat. Roadless areas are expansive areas where high-quality intact habitat exists and 
ecosystems function with all their native species and components. Roadless areas may serve as 
habitat for threatened, endangered, proposed, candidate, and species of conservation concern, 
and for those species dependent on large, undisturbed areas of land.  

(5) Remoteness. Roadless areas provide rich primitive, semi-primitive motorized, and semi-
primitive non-motorized classes of dispersed recreation, which are a source of ecological, social, 
and economic benefits. 

(6) Landscape. Roadless areas provide reference landscapes of relatively undisturbed areas that 
serve as a barometer to measure the effects of development on other parts of the landscape. 

(7) Scenery. Roadless areas have natural-appearing landscapes with high-scenic qualities that 
people value. 

(8) Cultural. Roadless areas often include traditional cultural properties and sacred sites. In 
Alaska, indigenous peoples have been on national forests for more than 10,000 years and the 
forests have cultural significance. 

(9) Locally-unique characteristics. Roadless areas represent geographic areas with additional 
locally-unique characteristics specific to Alaska, including: (a) important source of subsistence 
resources including terrestrial wildlife, waterfowl, mammals, fish, and plant-based resources; (b) 
rich habitat that supports multiple species of fish for personal, subsistence, sport, recreation, and 
commercial harvest; and (c) supports diverse economic opportunity that is especially important 
for rural community well-being. 

Timber harvest. The cutting, removal, or sale of trees. 

§294.52 Alaska Roadless Areas 

(a) Designations. All National Forest System lands listed in § 294.57 are hereby designated as Alaska 
Roadless Areas. Alaska Roadless Areas established by this subpart shall constitute the exclusive set of 
National Forest System lands within the Tongass National Forest to which the provisions of this subpart 
shall apply. 

(b) Roadless area management designations. Alaska Roadless Areas are subdivided into three roadless 
area management designations: LUD II Priority, Watershed Priority, and Roadless Priority. 

§294.53 Road construction and reconstruction in Alaska Roadless Areas.  

(a) A road may not be constructed or reconstructed in Alaska Roadless Areas, except as provided in 
paragraphs (b), (c), (d), and (e) of this section. 

(b) Alaska Roadless Areas. Notwithstanding the prohibition in paragraph (a) of this section, road 
construction or reconstruction in any Alaska Roadless Area regardless of the roadless area management 
designation is allowed for the following exceptions: 

(1) A mandatory road authorization pursuant to reserved or outstanding rights, or as provided for 
by statute or treaty. Examples of mandatory statutory authorizations include but are not limited to 
roads pursuant to the Alaska National Interest Lands Conservation Act (P.L. 96-487), Section 
4407 of the Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act (P.L. 109-59);and 
General Mining Law of 1872 (as amended); 
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(2) A road to conduct a response action under the Comprehensive Environmental Response, 
Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) or to conduct a natural resource restoration action 
under CERCLA, Section 311 of the Clean Water Act, or the Oil Pollution Act; 

(3) A Federal Aid Highway project, authorized pursuant to Title 23 of the United States Code; 

(4) A road realignment to prevent irreparable resource damage that arises from the design, 
location, use, or deterioration of a road and cannot be mitigated by road maintenance; 

(5) A road reconstruction safety improvement project on a classified road; or 

(6) A road to protect public health and safety in cases of an imminent threat of flood, fire, or other 
catastrophic event that, without intervention, would cause the loss of life or property. 

(c) LUD II Priority. Notwithstanding the prohibition in paragraph (a) of this section, road construction or 
reconstruction in an Alaska Roadless Area designated as LUD II Priority is allowed if consistent with the 
legislated management restrictions established in Section 201 of the Tongass Timber Reform Act. 

(d) Watershed Priority. With the exception of the authorities provided in paragraph (b), a road may not be 
constructed or reconstructed in an Alaska Roadless Area designated as Watershed Priority. 

(e) Roadless Priority. Notwithstanding the prohibition in paragraph (a) of this section, road construction or 
reconstruction in an Alaska Roadless Area designated as Roadless Priority is allowed for the following 
exceptions: 

(1) A road for the construction, expansion, or maintenance of facilities such as airports, marine 
access points, and communication equipment;  

(2) A road to provide access to Alaska Native cultural site(s) if requested by an affected federally-
recognized tribe(s);  

(3) A road for transportation needs identified by the State of Alaska’s Southeast Alaska 
Transportation Plan for the connection of communities and development of the regional 
transportation system; 

(4) A road within a designated experimental forest for research or administration or to provide 
administrative access to a designated experimental forest; 

(5) A road for the construction, expansion, or maintenance of a community utility system; or 

(6) A road in conjunction with the construction, expansion, or maintenance of an authorized 
fishway, hatchery, or aquaculture facility. 

§294.54 Timber harvest in Alaska Roadless Areas. 

(a) Timber harvest is prohibited in Alaska Roadless Areas except as provided in paragraph (b), (c), (d), 
and (e) of this section.  

(b) Alaska Roadless Areas. Notwithstanding the prohibition in paragraph (a) of this section, timber harvest 
in any Alaska Roadless Area regardless of the roadless area management designation is allowed for the 
following exceptions: 

(1) Timber harvest conducted pursuant to reserved or outstanding rights or as provided for by 
statute or treaty, 

(2) Timber harvest to protect public health and safety in cases of an imminent threat of flood, fire, 
or other catastrophic event that, without intervention, would cause the loss of life or property, 
including removal of hazard trees;  

(3) Timber harvest for personal or administrative use, as provided for in 36 CFR part 223; or 
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(4) Timber harvest incidental to the implementation of a management activity not otherwise 
prohibited by this subpart, including the construction or reconstruction of a road pursuant to 
§294.53 or the construction, expansion, or maintenance of authorized fishways, fish hatcheries, 
and aquaculture facilities. 

(c) LUD II Priority. Notwithstanding the prohibition in paragraph (a) of this section, timber harvest in an 
Alaska Roadless Area designated as LUD II Priority is allowed if consistent with the legislated 
management restrictions established in Section 201 of the Tongass Timber Reform Act. 

(d) Watershed Priority. Notwithstanding the prohibitions in paragraph (a) of this section, timber harvest in 
an Alaska Roadless Area designated as Watershed Priority is allowed for the following exceptions: 

(1) The cutting, customary trade, and removal of trees for the purposes of Alaska Native 
customary and traditional uses that does not degrade water quality, fish habitat, fish production, 
fish passage, aquatic diversity, or soil productivity; 

(2) Timber harvest for one of the following purposes that will maintain, restore, or improve one or 
more of the purposes: 

(i) To maintain, restore or improve fish and wildlife habitat; or 

(ii) To maintain, restore, or improve the characteristics of ecosystem composition, 
structure, and processes; or 

(3) Timber harvest is incidental to trail or recreation development that does not degrade water 
quality, fish habitat, fish production, fish passage, aquatic biodiversity, or soil productivity. 

(e) Roadless Priority. Notwithstanding the prohibition in paragraph (a) of this section, timber harvest in an 
Alaska Roadless Area designated as Roadless Priority is allowed for the following exceptions: 

(1) Timber harvest for the cutting, customary trade, and removal of trees for the purposes of 
Alaska Native customary and traditional uses; 

(2) Timber harvest for one of the following purposes that will maintain, restore or improve one or 
more of the following purposes: 

(i) To maintain, restore, or improve fish and wildlife habitat; or 

(ii) To maintain, restore, or improve the characteristics of ecosystem composition, 
structure, and processes; 

 (3) Timber harvest within a designated experimental forest for research or administration; or 

(4) Timber harvest for the construction, expansion, utilization, or maintenance of community utility 
systems; or 

(5) Timber harvest is incidental to trail or recreation development that does not degrade water 
quality, fish habitat, fish production, fish passage, aquatic biodiversity, or soil productivity. 

§294.55 Corrections and modifications. 

Administrative correction or modification of designations made pursuant to this subpart may be made as 
follows: 

(a) Administrative corrections to boundaries. The Chief of the Forest Service may issue administrative 
corrections to the boundaries or classifications of an Alaska Roadless Area after a 30-day public notice 
and opportunity to comment period. Administrative corrections are limited to adjustments that remedy 
clerical errors, typographical errors, mapping errors, or improvements in mapping technology.  

(b) Administrative modifications to Classifications and Boundaries. The Chief of the Forest Service may 
issue modifications to the boundaries or classifications of an Alaska Roadless Area after a 45-day public 
notice and opportunity to comment period.  
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§294.56 Scope and applicability. 

(a) After [final rule effective date], the Roadless Area Conservation Rule (66 FR 3244) published on 
January 12, 2001, shall have no effect within the Tongass National Forest. 

(b) This subpart does not revoke, suspend, or modify any permit, contract, or other legal instrument 
authorizing the occupancy and use of National Forest System land issued prior to the effective date of 
this subpart. 

(c) This subpart does not revoke, suspend, or modify any project or activity decision made prior to the 
effective date of this subpart. 

(d)  The provisions set forth in this subpart shall take precedence over any inconsistent land management 
plan component of the Tongass Land and Resource Management Plan. Land management plan 
components that are not inconsistent with this subpart will continue to provide guidance for projects and 
activities within Alaska Roadless Areas. This subpart does not compel the amendment or revision of any 
land management plan, but the Tongass Forest Supervisor shall issue a ministerial Notice of 
Administrative Change pursuant to 36 CFR 219.13(c) identifying plan changes made in conformance with 
the regulatory determinations of this subpart, including rescission of the portion of the December 9, 2016, 
Record of Decision concerning suitable timber lands attributed exclusively to implementation of the 
January 12, 2001, Roadless Area Conservation Rule (66 FR 3244). 

(e) The prohibitions and permissions set forth in this subpart are not subject to reconsideration, revision, 
or rescission in subsequent project decisions or land and resource management plan amendments or 
revisions undertaken pursuant to 36 CFR part 219. 

(f) Nothing in this subpart waives any applicable requirements regarding site-specific environmental 
analysis, public involvement, consultation with Tribes and other agencies, or compliance with other 
applicable laws.  

 (g) If any provision of the rules in this subpart or its application to any person or to certain circumstances 
is held invalid, the remainder of the regulations in this subpart and their application remain in force. 

§294.57 List of designated Alaska Roadless Areas Alternative 2. 

Table G-2  
Alaska Roadless Area name and approximate acres contained within that 
are subject to the prohibitions and exemptions of Alternative 2. 

Alaska Roadless Area 
Name LUD II (Acres) Watershed 

Priority (Acres) 
Roadless Priority 

(Acres) 
Aaron 58,900 0 20,500 
Alaska Roadless Area Islands 10,900 3,500 15,500 
Anan 0 37,900 0 
Bay of Pillars 5,800 20,300 1,300 
Behm Islands 3,200 0 0 
Brabazon Addition 0 0 499,900 
Bradfield 20,000 0 178,000 
Calder 200 8,500 0 
Camden 30,100 0 5,800 
Carroll 0 0 9,400 
Castle 31,100 0 18,800 
Central Wrangell 5,000 0 8,100 
Chichagof 211,000 237,100 123,100 
Chilkat-West Lynn Canal 98,900 0 95,700 
Christoval 0 0 8,600 
Cleveland 177,700 0 8,600 
Cone 0 0 128,000 
Crystal 9,800 0 8,700 
Dall Island 64,100 0 43,900 
Douglas Island 0 0 24,000 
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Table G-2  
Alaska Roadless Area name and approximate acres contained within that 
are subject to the prohibitions and exemptions of Alternative 2. 

Alaska Roadless Area 
Name LUD II (Acres) Watershed 

Priority (Acres) 
Roadless Priority 

(Acres) 
Duke 39,200 0 5,900 
East Kuiu 32,800 3,100 4,600 
East Mitkof 0 0 7,900 
East Wrangell 6,100 0 1,200 
East Zarembo 0 0 10,300 
El Capitan 4,400 7,500 14,100 
Eudora 105,500 0 90,700 
Fake Pass 0 0 600 
Fanshaw 31,700 0 16,700 
Five Mile 11,100 0 9,300 
Freshwater Bay 0 0 44,300 
Frosty 17,000 0 16,800 
Game Creek 3,300 0 44,300 
Gravina 24,300 0 13,400 
Green Rocks 2,600 0 7,100 
Greens Creek 0 0 27,200 
Harding 138,400 100 36,900 
Hoonah Sound 43,000 51,300 0 
Hydaburg 7,400 4,600 1,600 
Hyder 0 0 122,000 
Juneau Urban 66,700 6,200 28,000 
Juneau-Skagway Icefield 138,400 39,300 1,028,200 
Kadin 0 0 2,000 
Karta 7,500 0 40,000 
Kasaan 0 0 7,600 
Kasaan Bay 0 0 2,700 
Kashevarof Islands 0 0 4,700 
Keku 0 0 9,000 
Kogish 32,600 0 25,900 
Kosciusko 3,600 47,600 12,100 
Lindenberg 0 0 21,000 
Madan 68,200 0 1,300 
Mansfield Peninsula 0 0 53,000 
Manzanita 0 0 8,300 
McKenzie 43,200 0 30,000 
Middle Kruzof 7,100 0 7,500 
Missionary 0 0 14,500 
Mosman 52,300 0 1,400 
Neka Bay 4,700 0 2,300 
Neka Mountain 3,800 0 4,600 
North Baranof 176,000 0 145,500 
North Cleveland 75,100 0 34,200 
North Etolin 22,300 0 13,000 
North Kruzof 20,300 0 11,300 
North Kuiu 4,400 0 5,300 
North Kupreanof 2,800 0 101,400 
North Revilla 77,100 31,400 101,200 
North Wrangell 0 0 6,800 
Nutkwa 16,200 21,500 4,900 
Outer Islands 10,100 74,000 14,900 
Pavlof-East Point 0 0 4,800 
Point Augusta 0 0 15,300 
Point Craven 8,500 0 2,200 
Port Alexander 0 0 125,000 
Quartz 0 0 146,500 
Ratz 4,100 0 1,900 
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Table G-2  
Alaska Roadless Area name and approximate acres contained within that 
are subject to the prohibitions and exemptions of Alternative 2. 

Alaska Roadless Area 
Name LUD II (Acres) Watershed 

Priority (Acres) 
Roadless Priority 

(Acres) 
Redoubt 52,500 0 16,100 
Revilla 0 0 30,100 
Rhine 12,800 0 10,000 
Rocky Pass 71,600 100 5,200 
Salmon Bay 0 10,200 13,100 
Sarkar 16,300 23,900 10,700 
Security 24,200 0 6,600 
Sitka Sound 7,500 0 5,700 
Sitka Urban 20,300 0 92,500 
Soda Bay 46,100 0 16,100 
South Etolin 7,000 0 19,600 
South Kruzof 53,300 0 1,000 
South Kuiu 12,900 0 49,400 
South Kupreanof 157,500 33,200 14,500 
South Revilla 22,300 0 29,700 
South Wrangell 4,000 0 10,100 
South Zarembo 0 0 28,500 
Southeast Wrangell 8,500 0 9,900 
Spires 37,700 0 500,700 
Suemez Island 16,500 0 7,600 
Sukkwan 18,800 28,800 0 
Sullivan 16,100 0 49,600 
Taku-Snettisham 395,600 0 303,600 
Tenakee Ridge 0 0 20,600 
Thomas    
Thorne River 29,000 19,700 23,100 
Trap Bay 0 6,400 6,800 
Twelvemile 0 0 27,300 
Upper Situk 10,100 0 700 
West Wrangell 3,500 0 1,200 
West Zarembo 0 0 6,600 
Whitestone 0 0 5,900 
Windham-Port Houghton 101,500 0 58,600 
Woewodski 10,300 0 0 
Woronkofski 11,000 0 0 
Yakutat Forelands 78,100 137,500 106,900 

 

Alternative 3 
Subpart E – Alaska Roadless Area Management 

§294.50 Purpose. 

The purpose of this subpart is to provide, in the context of multiple-use management for the conservation 
of roadless areas within the Tongass National Forest while providing for local concerns, including 
economic and community development. This subpart sets forth the procedures for management of Alaska 
Roadless Areas. 

§294.51 Definitions. 

The following terms and definitions apply to this subpart. 

Alaska Native. Federally recognized tribes or individuals that are enrolled or eligible to enroll as a 
member of a federally recognized tribe. 
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Alaska Roadless Areas. Lands within the Tongass National Forest designated pursuant to this subpart 
and identified in a set of maps maintained by the national headquarters office of the Forest Service. 

Commercial Old Growth Timber Harvest. Trees, portions of trees, and other forest products originating 
from old growth stands on National Forest System lands that may be sold for the purpose of achieving the 
policies set forth in the Multiple-Use Sustained-Yield Act of 1960 as amended, the Forest and Rangeland 
Renewable Resources Planning Act of 1974 as amended, and the program thereunder. (See 36 CFR 
223.1). 

Community utility system. A system that provides a community or communities with services for public 
use or consumption such as municipal water and wastewater systems, biomass heating and energy 
systems, transmission lines, and hydroelectric and other renewable energy projects and related 
infrastructure. 

Responsible official. The Forest Service line officer with the authority to make and implement a decision 
on a proposed action. 

Road. As defined at 36 CFR 212.1, the term means a motor vehicle route over 50 inches wide, unless 
identified and managed as a trail. 

Road construction and reconstruction. As defined at 36 CFR 212.1, the terms mean supervising, 
inspecting, building, and incurrence of all costs incidental to the construction or reconstruction of a road. 

Roadless Area Characteristics. Resources or features that are often present in and characterize Alaska 
Roadless Areas, including 

(1) Physical Environment. Roadless areas provide high-quality or undisturbed soil, water, and air. 

(2) Water. Roadless areas provide a variety of water resources including public drinking water 
sources, fish and aquatic resources, and hatchery aquatic resources.  

(3) Diversity. Roadless areas support a diversity of plant and animal communities including 
stands of old-growth forests.  

(4) Habitat. Roadless areas are expansive areas where high-quality intact habitat exists and 
ecosystems function with all their native species and components. Roadless areas may serve as 
habitat for threatened, endangered, proposed, candidate, and species of conservation concern, 
and for those species dependent on large, undisturbed areas of land. 

(5) Remoteness. Roadless areas provide rich primitive, semi-primitive motorized, and semi-
primitive non-motorized classes of dispersed recreation, which are a source of ecological, social, 
and economic benefits. 

(6) Landscape. Roadless areas provide reference landscapes of relatively undisturbed areas that 
serve as a barometer to measure the effects of development on other parts of the landscape. 

(7) Scenery. Roadless areas have natural-appearing landscapes with high-scenic qualities that 
people value. 

(8) Cultural. Roadless areas often include traditional cultural properties and sacred sites. In 
Alaska, indigenous peoples have been on national forests for more than 10,000 years and the 
forests have cultural significance. 

(9) Locally-unique characteristics. Roadless areas represent geographic areas with additional 
locally-unique characteristics specific to Alaska, including: (a) important source of subsistence 
resources including terrestrial wildlife, waterfowl, mammals, fish, and plant-based resources; (b) 
rich habitat that supports multiple species of fish for personal, subsistence, sport, recreation, and 
commercial harvest; and (c) supports diverse economic opportunity that is especially important 
for rural community well-being. 

Timber harvest. The cutting, removal, or sale of trees. 
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§294.52 Alaska Roadless Areas  

(a) Designations. All National Forest System lands listed in § 294.57 are hereby designated as Alaska 
Roadless Areas. Alaska Roadless Areas established by this subpart shall constitute the exclusive set of 
National Forest System lands within the Tongass National Forest to which the provisions of this subpart 
shall apply. 

(b) Roadless area management designations. Alaska Roadless Areas are subdivided into three roadless 
area management designations: Watershed Priority, Roadless Priority, and Community Priority. 

§294.53 Road construction and reconstruction in Alaska Roadless Areas.  

(a) A road may not be constructed or reconstructed in Alaska Roadless Areas, except as provided in 
paragraphs (b), (c), (d), and (e) of this section. 

 (b) Alaska Roadless Areas. Notwithstanding the prohibition in paragraph (a) of this section, road 
construction or reconstruction in any Alaska Roadless Area regardless of the roadless area management 
designation is allowed for the following exceptions: 

(1) A mandatory road authorization pursuant to reserved or outstanding rights, or as provided for 
by statute or treaty. Examples of mandatory statutory authorizations include but are not limited to 
roads pursuant to the Alaska National Interest Lands Conservation Act (P.L. 96-487), Section 
4407 of the Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act (P.L. 109-59);and 
General Mining Law of 1872 (as amended); 

(2) A road to conduct a response action under the Comprehensive Environmental Response, 
Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) or to conduct a natural resource restoration action 
under CERCLA, Section 311 of the Clean Water Act, or the Oil Pollution Act; 

(3) A Federal Aid Highway project, authorized pursuant to Title 23 of the United States Code; 

(4) A road realignment to prevent irreparable resource damage that arises from the design, 
location, use, or deterioration of a road and cannot be mitigated by road maintenance 

(5) A road reconstruction safety improvement project on a classified road; or 

(6) A road to protect public health and safety in cases of an imminent threat of flood, fire, or other 
catastrophic event that, without intervention, would cause the loss of life or property. 

(c) Watershed Priority. With the exception of the authorities provided in paragraph (b), a road may not be 
constructed or reconstructed in an Alaska Roadless Area designated as Watershed Priority. 

(d) Roadless Priority. Roadless Priority. Notwithstanding the prohibition in paragraph (a) of this section, 
road construction or reconstruction in an Alaska Roadless Area designated as Roadless Priority is 
allowed for the following exceptions: 

(1) A road for the construction, expansion, or maintenance of facilities such as airports, marine 
access points, and communication equipment;  

(2) A road to provide access to Alaska Native cultural site(s) if requested by an affected federally-
recognized tribe(s);  

(3) A road for transportation needs identified by the State of Alaska’s Southeast Alaska 
Transportation Plan for the connection of communities and development of the regional 
transportation system; 

(4) A road within a designated experimental forest for research or administration or to provide 
administrative access to a designated experimental forest; 

(5) A road for the construction, expansion, or maintenance of a community utility system; or 
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(6) A road in conjunction with the construction, expansion, or maintenance of an authorized 
fishway, fish hatchery, or aquaculture facility. 

(d) Community Priority. Notwithstanding the prohibition in paragraph (a) of this section, road construction 
or reconstruction in an Alaska Roadless Area designated as Community Priority is allowed for the 
following exceptions: 

(1) A road to provide access to Alaska Native cultural site(s) if requested by an affected federally-
recognized tribe(s); 

(2) A road for micro sales, salvage sales, and small commercial sales less than one million board 
feet of timber; 

(3) A road for the construction, expansion, or maintenance of facilities such as airports, marine 
access points, and communication equipment; 

(4) A road for the construction, expansion, or maintenance of a community utility system; 

(5) A road in conjunction with the construction, expansion, or maintenance of an authorized 
fishway, fish hatchery, or aquaculture facility; or 

(6) A road in conjunction with the construction, expansion, or maintenance of a developed 
recreation site. 

§294.54 Timber harvest in Alaska Roadless Areas. 

(a) Timber harvest is prohibited in Alaska Roadless Areas except as provided in paragraph (b), (c), (d), 
and (e) of this section. Additionally, except as provided in paragraph (d), commercial old-growth timber 
harvest is prohibited on National Forest System lands as depicted in a map maintained by Chief’s Office 
that identifies high priority watersheds that largely coincide with Alaska Roadless Areas, but can extend 
beyond Alaska Roadless Area boundaries. 

(b) Alaska Roadless Areas. Notwithstanding the prohibition in paragraph (a) of this section, timber harvest 
in any Alaska Roadless Area regardless of the roadless area management designation is allowed for the 
following exceptions: 

(1) Timber harvest conducted pursuant to reserved or outstanding rights or as provided for by 
statute or treaty, 

(2) Timber harvest to protect public health and safety in cases of an imminent threat of flood, fire, 
or other catastrophic event that, without intervention, would cause the loss of life or property, 
including removal of hazard trees;  

(3) Timber harvest for personal or administrative use, as provided for in 36 CFR part 223; or 

(4) Timber harvest incidental to the implementation of a management activity not otherwise 
prohibited by this subpart, including the construction or reconstruction of a road pursuant to 
§294.53 or the construction, expansion, or maintenance of authorized fishways, fish hatcheries, 
and aquaculture facilities. 

(d) Watershed Priority. Notwithstanding the prohibitions in paragraph (a) of this section, timber harvest 
may occur in an Alaska Roadless Area designated as Watershed Priority is allowed for the following 
exceptions: 

(1) The cutting, customary trade, and removal of trees for the purposes of Alaska Native 
customary and traditional uses that does not degrade water quality, fish habitat, fish production, 
fish passage, aquatic diversity, or soil productivity; 

(2) Timber harvest for one of the following purposes that will maintain, restore, or improve one or 
more of the purposes: 
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(i) To maintain, restore or improve fish and wildlife habitat; or 

(ii) To maintain, restore, or improve the characteristics of ecosystem composition, 
structure, and processes; 

(3) Timber harvest is incidental to trail or recreation development that does not degrade water 
quality, fish habitat, fish production, fish passage, aquatic biodiversity, or soil productivity. 

(e) Roadless Priority. Notwithstanding the prohibition in paragraph (a) of this section, timber harvest in an 
Alaska Roadless Area designated as Roadless Priority is allowed for the following exceptions: 

(1) Timber harvest for the cutting, customary trade, and removal of trees for the purposes of 
Alaska Native customary and traditional uses; 

(2) Timber harvest for one of the following purposes that will maintain, restore or improve one or 
more of the following purposes: 

(i) To maintain, restore, or improve fish and wildlife habitat; or 

(ii) To maintain, restore, or improve the characteristics of ecosystem composition, 
structure, and processes; 

(3) Timber harvest within a designated experimental forest for research or administration; 

(4) Timber harvest for the construction, expansion, utilization, or maintenance of community utility 
systems; or 

(5) Timber harvest is incidental to trail or recreation development that does not degrade water 
quality, fish habitat, fish production, fish passage, aquatic biodiversity, or soil productivity. 

(d) Community Priority. Notwithstanding the prohibition in paragraph (a) of this section, timber harvest in 
an Alaska Roadless Area designated as Community Priority is allowed for the following exceptions: 

(1) The cutting, customary trade, and removal of trees is for the purpose of Alaska Native 
customary and traditional uses; 

(2) Timber harvest for micro sales, salvage sales, or small commercial sales less than one million 
board feet of timber; 

(3) Timber harvest for one of the following purposes that will maintain, restore or improve one or 
more of the following purposes: 

(i) To maintain, restore, or improve fish and wildlife habitat; or 

(ii) To maintain, restore, or improve the characteristics of ecosystem composition, 
structure, and processes; or 

(4) Timber harvest for the construction, expansion, utilization, or maintenance of a community 
utility system. 

§294.55 Corrections and modifications. 

Administrative correction or modification of designations made pursuant to this subpart may be made as 
follows: 

(a) Administrative corrections to boundaries. The Chief of the Forest Service may issue administrative 
corrections to the boundaries or classifications of an Alaska Roadless Area after a 30-day public notice 
and opportunity to comment period. Administrative corrections are limited to adjustments that remedy 
clerical errors, typographical errors, mapping errors, or improvements in mapping technology.  
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(b) Administrative modifications to Classifications and Boundaries. The Chief of the Forest Service may 
issue modifications to the boundaries or classifications of an Alaska Roadless Area after a 45-day public 
notice and opportunity to comment period.  

§294.56 Scope and applicability. 

(a) After [final rule effective date], the Roadless Area Conservation Rule (66 FR 3244) published on 
January 12, 2001, shall have no effect within the Tongass National Forest. 

(b) This subpart does not revoke, suspend, or modify any permit, contract, or other legal instrument 
authorizing the occupancy and use of National Forest System land issued prior to the effective date of 
this subpart. 

(c) This subpart does not revoke, suspend, or modify any project or activity decision made prior to the 
effective date of this subpart. 

(d The provisions set forth in this subpart shall take precedence over any inconsistent land management 
plan component of the Tongass Land and Resource Management Plan. Land management plan 
components that are not inconsistent with this subpart will continue to provide guidance for projects and 
activities within Alaska Roadless Areas. This subpart does not compel the amendment or revision of any 
land management plan, but the Tongass Forest Supervisor shall issue a ministerial Notice of 
Administrative Change pursuant to 36 CFR 219.13(c) identifying plan changes made in conformance with 
the regulatory determinations of this subpart, including rescission of the portion of the December 9, 2016, 
Record of Decision concerning suitable timber lands attributed exclusively to implementation of the 
January 12, 2001, Roadless Area Conservation Rule (66 FR 3244). 

(e) The prohibitions and permissions set forth in this subpart are not subject to reconsideration, revision, 
or rescission in subsequent project decisions or land and resource management plan amendments or 
revisions undertaken pursuant to 36 CFR part 219. 

(f) Nothing in this subpart waives any applicable requirements regarding site-specific environmental 
analysis, public involvement, consultation with Tribes and other agencies, or compliance with other 
applicable laws. 

 (g) If any provision of the rules in this subpart or its application to any person or to certain circumstances 
is held invalid, the remainder of the regulations in this subpart and their application remain in force. 

§294.57 List of designated Alaska Roadless Areas Alternative 3 

Table G-3  
Alaska Roadless Area name and approximate acres contained within that are subject 
to the prohibitions and exemptions of Alternative 3. 

Alaska Roadless Area 
Name 

Watershed Priority 
(acres) 

Roadless Priority 
(acres) 

Community Priority 
(acres) 

Aaron 58,900 20,500 0 
Alaska Roadless Area Islands 10,900 15,000 600 
Anan 0 0 0 
Bay of Pillars 5,800 1,300 0 
Behm Islands 3,200 0 0 
Brabazon Addition 0 499,900 0 
Bradfield 20,000 178,000 0 
Calder 100 0 0 
Camden 30,100 200 100 
Carroll 0 3,700 5,600 
Castle 31,100 18,800 0 
Central Wrangell 5,000 0 8,100 
Chichagof 211,000 114,900 0 
Chilkat-West Lynn Canal 98,900 95,700 0 
Christoval 0 8,600 0 
Cleveland 177,700 8,600 0 
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Table G-3  
Alaska Roadless Area name and approximate acres contained within that are subject 
to the prohibitions and exemptions of Alternative 3. 

Alaska Roadless Area 
Name 

Watershed Priority 
(acres) 

Roadless Priority 
(acres) 

Community Priority 
(acres) 

Cone 0 128,000 0 
Crystal 9,800 7,400 0 
Dall Island 64,100 43,900 0 
Douglas Island 0 0 24,000 
Duke 39,200 5,900 0 
East Kuiu 32,800 4,600 0 
East Mitkof 0 7,900 0 
East Wrangell 6,100 0 0 
East Zarembo 0 10,300 0 
El Capitan 4,400 13,500 0 
Eudora 105,500 90,200 0 
Fake Pass 0 600 0 
Fanshaw 31,700 16,700 0 
Five Mile 11,100 5,200 0 
Freshwater Bay 0 44,300 0 
Frosty 15,100 14,900 0 
Game Creek 3,300 42,800 0 
Gravina 24,300 3,000 10,400 
Green Rocks 2,600 6,700 0 
Greens Creek 0 27,200 0 
Harding 138,400 36,900 0 
Hoonah Sound 43,000 0 0 
Hydaburg 7,400 1,600 0 
Hyder 0 122,000 0 
Juneau Urban 66,700 5,500 22,500 
Juneau-Skagway Icefield 138,400 1,004,500 23,700 
Kadin 0 2,000 0 
Karta 7,400 28,500 0 
Kasaan 0 7,600 0 
Kasaan Bay 0 0 0 
Kashevarof Islands 0 4,700 0 
Keku 0 2,000 7,000 
Kogish 31,500 500 0 
Kosciusko 3,600 7,600 0 
Lindenberg 0 9,400 0 
Madan 68,200 1,300 0 
Mansfield Peninsula 0 53,000 0 
Manzanita 0 5,700 0 
McKenzie 42,500 23,100 900 
Middle Kruzof 7,100 7,500 0 
Missionary 0 9,100 0 
Mosman 52,300 400 0 
Neka Bay 4,700 2,300 0 
Neka Mountain 3,800 4,600 0 
North Baranof 176,000 145,200 300 
North Cleveland 75,100 34,200 0 
North Etolin 15,100 7,100 0 
North Kruzof 20,300 11,300 0 
North Kuiu 4,400 5,300 0 
North Kupreanof 2,800 13,400 76,600 
North Revilla 77,000 70,900 10,400 
North Wrangell 0 0 0 
Nutkwa 16,200 4,900 0 
Outer Islands 10,100 14,900 0 
Pavlof-East Point 0 4,500 0 
Point Augusta 0 12,400 0 
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Table G-3  
Alaska Roadless Area name and approximate acres contained within that are subject 
to the prohibitions and exemptions of Alternative 3. 

Alaska Roadless Area 
Name 

Watershed Priority 
(acres) 

Roadless Priority 
(acres) 

Community Priority 
(acres) 

Point Craven 8,500 2,200 0 
Port Alexander 0 125,000 0 
Quartz 0 146,500 0 
Ratz 4,100 1,900 0 
Redoubt 52,500 11,700 4,400 
Revilla 0 700 27,100 
Rhine 12,800 3,100 6,800 
Rocky Pass 71,600 400 4,800 
Salmon Bay 0 8,300 0 
Sarkar 15,500 9,100 0 
Security 24,200 5,000 0 
Sitka Sound 7,500 5,700 0 
Sitka Urban 20,300 39,900 52,600 
Soda Bay 46,100 1,800 12,600 
South Etolin 7,000 19,000 0 
South Kruzof 53,300 1,000 0 
South Kuiu 12,900 49,400 0 
South Kupreanof 157,500 12,000 2,400 
South Revilla 22,300 11,200 5,000 
South Wrangell 4,000 0 10,100 
South Zarembo 0 24,900 0 
Southeast Wrangell 8,500 0 6,400 
Spires 37,700 493,000 0 
Suemez Island 16,500 7,600 0 
Sukkwan 18,800 0 0 
Sullivan 16,100 49,600 0 
Taku-Snettisham 395,600 302,600 900 
Tenakee Ridge 0 15,500 0 
Thomas    
Thorne River 29,000 9,200 0 
Trap Bay 0 0 0 
Twelvemile 0 1,600 17,900 
Upper Situk 400 200 0 
West Wrangell 700 0 0 
West Zarembo 0 6,600 0 
Whitestone 0 5,900 0 
Windham-Port Houghton 101,500 58,600 0 
Woewodski 10,300 0 0 
Woronkofski 11,000 0 0 
Yakutat Forelands 78,100 64,000 28,700 

Alternative 4 
Subpart E – Alaska Roadless Area Management 

§294.50 Purpose. 

The purpose of this subpart is to provide, in the context of multiple-use management for the conservation 
of roadless areas within the Tongass National Forest while providing for local concerns, including 
economic and community development. This subpart sets forth the procedures for management of Alaska 
Roadless Areas. 

§294.51 Definitions. 

The following terms and definitions apply to this subpart. 
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Alaska Native. Federally recognized tribes or individuals that are enrolled or eligible to enroll as a 
member of a federally recognized tribe. 

Alaska Roadless Areas. Lands within the Tongass National Forest designated pursuant to this subpart 
and identified in a set of maps maintained by the national headquarters office of the Forest Service. 

Commercial Old Growth Timber Harvest. Trees, portions of trees, and other forest products originating 
from old growth stands on National Forest System lands that may be sold for the purpose of achieving the 
policies set forth in the Multiple-Use Sustained-Yield Act of 1960, as amended, the Forest and Rangeland 
Renewable Resources Planning Act of 1974, as amended, and the program thereunder. (See 36 CFR 
223.1). 

Community utility system. A system that provides a community or communities with services for public 
use or consumption such as municipal water and wastewater systems, biomass heating and energy 
systems, transmission lines, and hydroelectric and other renewable energy projects and related 
infrastructure. 

Responsible official. The Forest Service line officer with the authority to make and implement a decision 
on a proposed action. 

Road. As defined at 36 CFR 212.1, the term means a motor vehicle route over 50 inches wide, unless 
identified and managed as a trail. 

Road construction and reconstruction. As defined at 36 CFR 212.1, the terms mean supervising, 
inspecting, building, and incurrence of all costs incidental to the construction or reconstruction of a road. 

Roadless Area Characteristics. Resources or features that are often present in and characterize Alaska 
Roadless Areas, including 

(1) Physical Environment. Roadless areas provide high-quality or undisturbed soil, water, and air. 

(2) Water. Roadless areas provide a variety of water resources including public drinking water 
sources, fish and aquatic resources, and hatchery aquatic resources.  

(3) Diversity. Roadless areas support a diversity of plant and animal communities including 
stands of old-growth forests.  

(4) Habitat. Roadless areas are expansive areas where high-quality intact habitat exists and 
ecosystems function with all their native species and components. Roadless areas may serve as 
habitat for threatened, endangered, proposed, candidate, and species of conservation concern, 
and for those species dependent on large, undisturbed areas of land. 

(5) Remoteness. Roadless areas provide rich primitive, semi-primitive motorized, and semi-
primitive non-motorized classes of dispersed recreation, which are a source of ecological, social, 
and economic benefits. 

(6) Landscape. Roadless areas provide reference landscapes of relatively undisturbed areas that 
serve as a barometer to measure the effects of development on other parts of the landscape. 

(7) Scenery. Roadless areas have natural-appearing landscapes with high-scenic qualities that 
people value. 

(8) Cultural. Roadless areas often include traditional cultural properties and sacred sites. In 
Alaska, indigenous peoples have been on national forests for more than 10,000 years and the 
forests have cultural significance. 

(9) Locally-unique characteristics. Roadless areas represent geographic areas with additional 
locally-unique characteristics specific to Alaska, including: (a) important source of subsistence 
resources including terrestrial wildlife, waterfowl, mammals, fish, and plant-based resources; (b) 
rich habitat that supports multiple species of fish for personal, subsistence, sport, recreation, and 
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commercial harvest; and (c) supports diverse economic opportunity that is especially important 
for rural community well-being. 

Timber harvest. The cutting, removal, or sale of trees. 

§294.52 Alaska Roadless Areas 

(a) Designations. All National Forest System lands listed in § 294.57 are hereby designated as Alaska 
Roadless Areas. Alaska Roadless Areas established by this subpart shall constitute the exclusive set of 
National Forest System lands within the Tongass National Forest to which the provisions of this subpart 
shall apply. 

(b) Roadless area management designations. Alaska Roadless Areas are subdivided into three roadless 
area management designations: LUD II Priority, Roadless Priority, and Timber Priority. 

§294.53 Road construction and reconstruction in Alaska Roadless Areas.  

(a) A road may not be constructed or reconstructed in Alaska Roadless Areas, except as provided in 
paragraphs (b), (c), (d), and (e) of this section. 

(b) Alaska Roadless Areas. Notwithstanding the prohibition in paragraph (a) of this section,  road 
construction or reconstruction in any Alaska Roadless Area regardless of the roadless area management 
designation is allowed for the following exceptions: 

(1) A mandatory road authorization pursuant to reserved or outstanding rights, or as provided for 
by statute or treaty. Examples of mandatory statutory authorizations include but are not limited to 
roads pursuant to the Alaska National Interest Lands Conservation Act (P.L. 96-487), Section 
4407 of the Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act (P.L. 109-59);and 
General Mining Law of 1872 (as amended); 

(2) A road to conduct a response action under the Comprehensive Environmental Response, 
Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) or to conduct a natural resource restoration action 
under CERCLA, Section 311 of the Clean Water Act, or the Oil Pollution Act; 

(3) A Federal Aid Highway project, authorized pursuant to Title 23 of the United States Code; 

(4) A road realignment to prevent irreparable resource damage that arises from the design, 
location, use, or deterioration of a road and cannot be mitigated by road maintenance; 

(5) A road reconstruction safety improvement project on a classified road; or 

(6) A road to protect public health and safety in cases of an imminent threat of flood, fire, or other 
catastrophic event that, without intervention, would cause the loss of life or property. 

(c) LUD II Priority. Notwithstanding the prohibition in paragraph (a) of this section, road construction or 
reconstruction in an Alaska Roadless Area designated as LUD II Priority is allowed if consistent with the 
legislated management restrictions established in Section 201 of the Tongass Timber Reform Act. 

(d) Roadless Priority. Notwithstanding the prohibition in paragraph (a) of this section, road construction or 
reconstruction in an Alaska Roadless Area designated as Roadless Priority is allowed for the following 
exceptions: 

(1) A road for the construction, expansion, or maintenance of facilities such as airports, marine 
access points, and communication equipment;  

(2) A road to provide access to Alaska Native cultural site(s) if requested by an affected federally-
recognized tribe(s);  

(3) A road for transportation needs identified by the State of Alaska’s Southeast Alaska 
Transportation Plan for the connection of communities and development of the regional 
transportation system; 
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(4) A road within a designated experimental forest for research or administration or to provide 
administrative access to a designated experimental forest; 

(5) A road for the construction, expansion, or maintenance of a community utility system; or 

(6) A road in conjunction with the construction, expansion, or maintenance of an authorized 
fishway, fish hatchery, or aquaculture facility. 

(e) Timber Priority. Notwithstanding the prohibition in paragraph (a) of this section, permanent or 
temporary road construction, reconstruction, or maintenance within an Alaska Roadless Area designated 
as Timber Priority is allowed.  

§294.54 Timber harvest in Alaska Roadless Areas. 

(a) Timber harvest is prohibited in Alaska Roadless Areas except as provided in paragraph (b), (c), (d), 
and (e) of this section. 

(b) Alaska Roadless Areas. Notwithstanding the prohibition in paragraph (a) of this section, timber harvest 
in any Alaska Roadless Area regardless of the roadless area management designation is allowed for the 
following exceptions: 

(1) Timber harvest conducted pursuant to reserved or outstanding rights or as provided for by 
statute or treaty; 

(2) Timber harvest to protect public health and safety in cases of an imminent threat of flood, fire, 
or other catastrophic event that, without intervention, would cause the loss of life or property, 
including removal of hazard trees;  

(3) Timber harvest for personal or administrative use, as provided for in 36 CFR part 223; or 

(4) Timber harvest incidental to the implementation of a management activity not otherwise 
prohibited by this subpart, including the construction or reconstruction of a road pursuant to 
§294.53 or the construction, expansion, or maintenance of authorized fishways, fish hatcheries, 
and aquaculture facilities. 

(c) LUD II Priority. Notwithstanding the prohibition in paragraph (a) of this section, timber harvest in an 
Alaska Roadless Area designated as LUD II Priority is allowed if consistent with the legislated 
management restrictions established in Section 201 of the Tongass Timber Reform Act. 

(d) Roadless Priority. Notwithstanding the prohibition in paragraph (a) of this section, timber harvest in an 
Alaska Roadless Area designated as Roadless Priority is allowed for the following exceptions: 

(1) Timber harvest for the cutting, customary trade, and removal of trees for the purposes of 
Alaska Native customary and traditional uses; 

(2) Timber harvest for one of the following purposes that will maintain, restore or improve one or 
more of the following purposes: 

(i) To maintain, restore, or improve fish and wildlife habitat; or 

(ii) To maintain, restore, or improve the characteristics of ecosystem composition, 
structure, and processes; 

(3) Timber harvest within a designated experimental forest for research or administration; 

(4) Timber harvest for the construction, expansion, utilization, or maintenance of community utility 
systems; or 

(5) Timber harvest is incidental to trail or recreation development that does not degrade water 
quality, fish habitat, fish production, fish passage, aquatic biodiversity, or soil productivity. 
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(e) Timber Priority. Notwithstanding the prohibition in paragraph (a) of this section, timber harvest in an 
Alaska Roadless Area designated as Timber Priority is allowed. 

§294.55 Corrections and modifications. 

Administrative correction or modification of designations made pursuant to this subpart may be made as 
follows: 

(a) Administrative corrections to boundaries. The Chief of the Forest Service may issue administrative 
corrections to the boundaries or classifications of an Alaska Roadless Area after a 30-day public notice 
and opportunity to comment period. Administrative corrections are limited to adjustments that remedy 
clerical errors, typographical errors, mapping errors, or improvements in mapping technology.  

(b) Administrative modifications to Classifications and Boundaries. The Chief of the Forest Service may 
issue modifications to the boundaries or classifications of an Alaska Roadless Area after a 45-day public 
notice and opportunity to comment period. 

§294.56 Scope and applicability. 

(a) After [final rule effective date], the Roadless Area Conservation Rule (66 FR 3244) published on 
January 12, 2001, shall have no effect within the Tongass National Forest. 

(b) This subpart does not revoke, suspend, or modify any permit, contract, or other legal instrument 
authorizing the occupancy and use of National Forest System land issued prior to the effective date of 
this subpart. 

(c) This subpart does not revoke, suspend, or modify any project or activity decision made prior to the 
effective date of this subpart. 

(d)  The provisions set forth in this subpart shall take precedence over any inconsistent land management 
plan component of the Tongass Land and Resource Management Plan. Land management plan 
components that are not inconsistent with this subpart will continue to provide guidance for projects and 
activities within Alaska Roadless Areas. This subpart does not compel the amendment or revision of any 
land management plan, but the Tongass Forest Supervisor shall issue a ministerial Notice of 
Administrative Change pursuant to 36 CFR 219.13(c) identifying plan changes made in conformance with 
the regulatory determinations of this subpart, including rescission of the portion of the December 9, 2016, 
Record of Decision concerning suitable timber lands attributed exclusively to implementation of the 
January 12, 2001, Roadless Area Conservation Rule (66 FR 3244). 

(e) The prohibitions and permissions set forth in this subpart are not subject to reconsideration, revision, 
or rescission in subsequent project decisions or land and resource management plan amendments or 
revisions undertaken pursuant to 36 CFR part 219. 

f) Nothing in this subpart waives any applicable requirements regarding site-specific environmental 
analysis, public involvement, consultation with Tribes and other agencies, or compliance with other 
applicable laws.  

(g) If any provision of the rules in this subpart or its application to any person or to certain circumstances 
is held invalid, the remainder of the regulations in this subpart and their application remain in force. 

§294.57 List of designated Alaska Roadless Areas Alternative 4 

Table G-4  
Alaska Roadless Area name and approximate acres contained within that are 
subject to the prohibitions and exemptions of Alternative 4. 

Alaska Roadless Area 
Name 

LUD II Priority 
(acres) 

Roadless Priority 
(acres) 

Timber Priority 
(acres) 

Aaron 0 79,400 0 
Alaska Roadless Area Islands 3,500 0 0 
Anan 37,900 0 0 
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Table G-4  
Alaska Roadless Area name and approximate acres contained within that are 
subject to the prohibitions and exemptions of Alternative 4. 

Alaska Roadless Area 
Name 

LUD II Priority 
(acres) 

Roadless Priority 
(acres) 

Timber Priority 
(acres) 

Bay of Pillars 20,300 7,000 0 
Behm Islands 0 3,200 0 
Brabazon Addition 0 499,900 0 
Bradfield 0 91,800 106,300 
Calder 8,500 100 0 
Camden 0 30,400 0 
Carroll 0 0 9,400 
Castle 0 40,300 9,600 
Central Wrangell 0 6,400 6,700 
Chichagof 237,100 259,200 50,600 
Chilkat-West Lynn Canal 0 179,200 15,400 
Christoval 0 7,600 1,000 
Cleveland 0 186,300 0 
Cone 0 128,000 0 
Crystal 0 11,600 5,500 
Dall Island 0 104,600 3,400 
Douglas Island 0 24,000 0 
Duke 0 45,100 0 
East Kuiu 3,100 22,100 1,500 
East Mitkof 0 4,000 3,900 
East Wrangell 0 5,000 1,100 
East Zarembo 0 2,200 8,100 
El Capitan 7,500 7,600 10,300 
Eudora 0 156,100 39,300 
Fake Pass 0 600 0 
Fanshaw 0 45,500 2,800 
Five Mile 0 12,600 2,400 
Freshwater Bay 0 25,700 18,100 
Frosty 0 22,500 7,500 
Game Creek 0 16,900 29,200 
Gravina 0 34,700 3,000 
Green Rocks 0 9,200 200 
Greens Creek 0 27,200 0 
Harding 100 155,800 19,500 
Hoonah Sound 51,300 27,500 0 
Hydaburg 4,600 6,500 0 
Hyder 0 122,000 0 
Juneau Urban 6,200 94,700 0 
Juneau-Skagway Icefield 39,300 1,143,800 19,900 
Kadin 0 2,000 0 
Karta 0 17,900 18,000 
Kasaan 0 7,600 0 
Kasaan Bay 0 0 0 
Kashevarof Islands 0 4,700 0 
Keku 0 3,500 5,500 
Kogish 0 31,800 200 
Kosciusko 47,600 4,700 6,600 
Lindenberg 0 1,100 7,900 
Madan 0 69,600 0 
Mansfield Peninsula 0 53,000 0 
Manzanita 0 1,400 4,300 
McKenzie 0 54,300 12,100 
Middle Kruzof 0 8,300 6,300 
Missionary 0 5,800 3,300 
Mosman 0 52,700 0 
Neka Bay 0 6,900 0 
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Table G-4  
Alaska Roadless Area name and approximate acres contained within that are 
subject to the prohibitions and exemptions of Alternative 4. 

Alaska Roadless Area 
Name 

LUD II Priority 
(acres) 

Roadless Priority 
(acres) 

Timber Priority 
(acres) 

Neka Mountain 0 5,100 1,000 
North Baranof 0 296,600 16,900 
North Cleveland 0 109,300 0 
North Etolin 0 21,800 300 
North Kruzof 0 28,100 3,500 
North Kuiu 0 5,400 800 
North Kupreanof 0 51,700 41,100 
North Revilla 31,400 112,000 46,300 
North Wrangell 0 0 0 
Nutkwa 21,500 16,200 4,900 
Outer Islands 74,000 25,100 0 
Pavlof-East Point 0 4,500 0 
Point Augusta 0 10,100 2,300 
Point Craven 0 10,700 0 
Port Alexander 0 125,000 0 
Quartz 0 146,500 0 
Ratz 0 3,900 1,200 
Redoubt 0 62,400 5,200 
Revilla 0 25,400 2,400 
Rhine 0 22,700 0 
Rocky Pass 100 75,900 900 
Salmon Bay 10,200 1,800 6,500 
Sarkar 23,900 24,200 300 
Security 0 24,500 4,700 
Sitka Sound 0 13,200 0 
Sitka Urban 0 97,200 15,600 
Soda Bay 0 54,100 6,400 
South Etolin 0 12,000 14,100 
South Kruzof 0 54,300 0 
South Kuiu 0 62,300 0 
South Kupreanof 33,200 159,400 12,500 
South Revilla 0 37,100 1,400 
South Wrangell 0 4,000 10,100 
South Zarembo 0 13,500 11,300 
Southeast Wrangell 0 14,800 0 
Spires 0 507,900 22,800 
Suemez Island 0 15,500 3,900 
Sukkwan 28,800 18,800 0 
Sullivan 0 62,000 3,600 
Taku-Snettisham 0 696,100 0 
Tenakee Ridge 0 6,400 9,100 
Thomas    
Thorne River 19,700 36,900 1,200 
Trap Bay 6,400 0 0 
Twelvemile 0 16,700 2,900 
Upper Situk 0 600 0 
West Wrangell 0 700 0 
West Zarembo 0 6,100 600 
Whitestone 0 3,200 2,700 
Windham-Port Houghton 0 115,900 44,100 
Woewodski 0 10,300 0 
Woronkofski 0 11,000 0 
Yakutat Forelands 137,500 152,500 18,200 
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Alternative 5 
Subpart E – Alaska Roadless Area Management 

§294.50 Purpose. 

The purpose of this subpart is to provide, in the context of multiple-use management for the conservation 
of roadless areas within the Tongass National Forest while providing for local concerns, including 
economic and community development. This subpart sets forth the procedures for management of Alaska 
Roadless Areas. 

§294.51 Definitions. 

The following terms and definitions apply to this subpart. 

Alaska Native. Federally recognized tribes or individuals that are enrolled or eligible to enroll as a 
member of a federally recognized tribe. 

Alaska Roadless Areas. Lands within the Tongass National Forest designated pursuant to this subpart 
and identified in a set of maps maintained by the national headquarters office of the Forest Service. 

Commercial Old Growth Timber Harvest. Trees, portions of trees, and other forest products originating 
from old growth stands on National Forest System lands that may be sold for the purpose of achieving the 
policies set forth in the Multiple-Use Sustained-Yield Act of 1960, as amended, the Forest and Rangeland 
Renewable Resources Planning Act of 1974, as amended, and the program thereunder. (See 36 CFR 
223.1). 

Log transfer facility. The site and structures used for moving logs and timber products from land-based 
transportation forms to water-based transportation forms or vice-versa. 

Community utility system. A system that provides a community or communities with services for public 
use or consumption such as municipal water and wastewater systems, biomass heating and energy 
systems, transmission lines, and hydroelectric and other renewable energy projects and related 
infrastructure. 

Responsible official. The Forest Service line officer with the authority to make and implement a decision 
on a proposed action. 

Road. As defined at 36 CFR 212.1, the term means a motor vehicle route over 50 inches wide, unless 
identified and managed as a trail. 

Road construction and reconstruction. As defined at 36 CFR 212.1, the terms mean supervising, 
inspecting, actual building, and incurrence of all costs incidental to the construction or reconstruction of a 
road. 

Roadless Area Characteristics. Resources or features that are often present in and characterize Alaska 
Roadless Areas, including 

(1) Physical Environment. Roadless areas provide high-quality or undisturbed soil, water, and air. 

(2) Water. Roadless areas provide a variety of water resources including public drinking water 
sources, fish and aquatic resources, and hatchery aquatic resources.  

(3) Diversity. Roadless areas support a diversity of plant and animal communities including 
stands of old-growth forests.  

(4) Habitat. Roadless areas are expansive areas where high-quality intact habitat exists and 
ecosystems function with all their native species and components. Roadless areas may serve as 
habitat for threatened, endangered, proposed, candidate, and species of conservation concern, 
and for those species dependent on large, undisturbed areas of land. 



Appendix G 

Final EIS  G-27 Roadless Rules by Alternative 

(5) Remoteness. Roadless areas provide rich primitive, semi-primitive motorized, and semi-
primitive non-motorized classes of dispersed recreation, which are a source of ecological, social, 
and economic benefits.. 

(6) Landscape. Roadless areas provide reference landscapes of relatively undisturbed areas that 
serve as a barometer to measure the effects of development on other parts of the landscape. 

(7) Scenery. Roadless areas have natural-appearing landscapes with high-scenic qualities that 
people value. 

(8) Cultural. Roadless areas often include traditional cultural properties and sacred sites. In 
Alaska, indigenous peoples have been on national forests for more than 10,000 years and the 
forests have cultural significance. 

(9) Locally-unique characteristics. Roadless areas represent geographic areas with additional 
locally-unique characteristics specific to Alaska, including: (a) important source of subsistence 
resources including terrestrial wildlife, waterfowl, mammals, fish, and plant-based resources; (b) 
rich habitat that supports multiple species of fish for personal, subsistence, sport, recreation, and 
commercial harvest; and (c) supports diverse economic opportunity that is especially important 
for rural community well-being. 

Timber harvest. The cutting, removal, or sale of trees. 

§294.52 Alaska Roadless Areas 

(a) Designations. All National Forest System lands listed in § 294.57 are hereby designated as Alaska 
Roadless Areas. Alaska Roadless Areas established by this subpart shall constitute the exclusive set of 
National Forest System lands within the Tongass National Forest to which the provisions of this subpart 
shall apply. 

(b) Roadless area management designations. Alaska Roadless Areas are subdivided into two roadless 
area management categories: LUD II Priority and Roadless Priority. 

§294.53 Road construction and reconstruction in Alaska Roadless Areas.  

(a) A road may not be constructed or reconstructed in Alaska Roadless Areas, except as provided in 
paragraphs (b), (c), (d), and (e) of this section. 

(b) Alaska Roadless Areas. Notwithstanding the prohibition in paragraph (a) of this section, road 
construction or reconstruction in any Alaska Roadless Area regardless of the roadless area management 
designation is allowed for the following exceptions: 

(1) A mandatory road authorization pursuant to reserved or outstanding rights, or as provided for 
by statute or treaty. Examples of mandatory statutory authorizations include but are not limited to 
roads pursuant to the Alaska National Interest Lands Conservation Act (P.L. 96-487), Section 
4407 of the Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act (P.L. 109-59);and 
General Mining Law of 1872 (as amended); 

(2) A road to conduct a response action under the Comprehensive Environmental Response, 
Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) or to conduct a natural resource restoration action 
under CERCLA, Section 311 of the Clean Water Act, or the Oil Pollution Act; 

(3) A Federal Aid Highway project, authorized pursuant to Title 23 of the United States Code; 

(4) A road realignment to prevent irreparable resource damage that arises from the design, 
location, use, or deterioration of a road and cannot be mitigated by road maintenance; 

(5) A road reconstruction safety improvement project on a classified road; or 

(6) A road to protect public health and safety in cases of an imminent threat of flood, fire, or other 
catastrophic event that, without intervention, would cause the loss of life or property. 
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(c) LUD II Priority. Notwithstanding the prohibition in paragraph (a) of this section, road construction or 
reconstruction in an Alaska Roadless Area designated as LUD II Priority is allowed if consistent with the 
legislated management restrictions established in Section 201 of the Tongass Timber Reform Act. 

(d) Roadless Priority. Notwithstanding the prohibition in paragraph (a) of this section, road construction 
and reconstruction in an Alaska Roadless Area designated as Roadless Priority is allowed for the 
following exceptions: 

(1) A road for the construction, expansion, or maintenance of facilities such as airports, marine 
access points, and communication equipment;  

(2) A road to provide access to Alaska Native cultural site(s) if requested by an affected federally-
recognized tribe(s);  

(3) A road for transportation needs identified by the State of Alaska’s Southeast Alaska 
Transportation Plan for the connection of communities and development of the regional 
transportation system; 

(4) A road within a designated experimental forest for research or administration or to provide 
administrative access to a designated experimental forest; 

(5) A road for the construction, expansion, or maintenance of a community utility system; or 

(6) A road in conjunction with the construction, expansion, or maintenance of an authorized 
fishway, fish hatchery, or aquaculture facility. 

§294.54 Timber harvest in Alaska Roadless Areas. 

(a) Timber harvest is prohibited in Alaska Roadless Areas except as provided in paragraphs (b), (c), and 
(d) of this section. 

(b) Alaska Roadless Areas. Notwithstanding the prohibition in paragraph (a) of this section, timber harvest 
in any Alaska Roadless Area regardless of the roadless area management designation is allowed for the 
following exceptions: 

(1) Timber harvest conducted pursuant to reserved or outstanding rights or as provided for by 
statute or treaty, 

(2) Timber harvest to protect public health and safety in cases of an imminent threat of flood, fire, 
or other catastrophic event that, without intervention, would cause the loss of life or property, 
including removal of hazard trees;  

(3) Timber harvest for personal or administrative use, as provided for in 36 CFR part 223; or 

(4) Timber harvest incidental to the implementation of a management activity not otherwise 
prohibited by this subpart, including the construction or reconstruction of a road pursuant to 
§294.53 or the construction, expansion, or maintenance of authorized fishways, fish hatcheries, 
and aquaculture facilities.  

(c) LUD II Priority. Notwithstanding the prohibition in paragraph (a) of this section, timber harvest in an 
Alaska Roadless Area designated as LUD II Priority is allowed if consistent with the legislated 
management restrictions established in Section 201 of the Tongass Timber Reform Act. 

(d) Roadless Priority. Notwithstanding the prohibition in paragraph (a) of this section, timber harvest in an 
Alaska Roadless Area designated as Roadless Priority is allowed for the following exceptions: 

(1) Timber harvest for the cutting, customary trade, and removal of trees for the purposes of 
Alaska Native customary and traditional uses; 

(2) Timber harvest for one of the following purposes that will maintain, restore or improve one or 
more of the following purposes: 
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(i) To maintain, restore, or improve fish and wildlife habitat; or 

(ii) To maintain, restore, or improve the characteristics of ecosystem composition, 
structure, and processes; 

(3) Timber harvest within a designated experimental forest for research or administration;  

(4) Timber harvest for the construction, expansion, utilization, or maintenance of community utility 
systems; or 

(5) Timber harvest is incidental to trail or recreation development that does not degrade water 
quality, fish habitat, fish production, fish passage, aquatic biodiversity, or soil productivity. 

§294.55 Corrections and modifications. 

Administrative correction or modification of designations made pursuant to this subpart may be made as 
follows: 

(a) Administrative corrections to boundaries. The Chief of the Forest Service may issue administrative 
corrections to the boundaries or classifications of an Alaska Roadless Area after a 30-day public notice 
and opportunity to comment period. Administrative corrections are limited to adjustments that remedy 
clerical errors, typographical errors, mapping errors, or improvements in mapping technology.  

(b) Administrative modifications to Classifications and Boundaries. The Chief of the Forest Service may 
issue modifications to the boundaries or classifications of an Alaska Roadless Area after a 45-day public 
notice and opportunity to comment period.  

§294.56 Scope and applicability. 

(a) After [final rule effective date], the Roadless Area Conservation Rule (66 FR 3244) published on 
January 12, 2001, shall have no effect within the Tongass National Forest. 

(b) This subpart does not revoke, suspend, or modify any permit, contract, or other legal instrument 
authorizing the occupancy and use of National Forest System land issued prior to the effective date of 
this subpart. 

(c) This subpart does not revoke, suspend, or modify any project or activity decision made prior to the 
effective date of this subpart. 

(d)  The provisions set forth in this subpart shall take precedence over any inconsistent land management 
plan component of the Tongass Land and Resource Management Plan. Land management plan 
components that are not inconsistent with this subpart will continue to provide guidance for projects and 
activities within Alaska Roadless Areas. This subpart does not compel the amendment or revision of any 
land management plan, but the Tongass Forest Supervisor shall issue a ministerial Notice of 
Administrative Change pursuant to 36 CFR 219.13(c) identifying plan changes made in conformance with 
the regulatory determinations of this subpart, including rescission of the portion of the December 9, 2016, 
Record of Decision concerning suitable timber lands attributed exclusively to implementation of the 
January 12, 2001, Roadless Area Conservation Rule (66 FR 3244). 

(e) The prohibitions and permissions set forth in this subpart are not subject to reconsideration, revision, 
or rescission in subsequent project decisions or land and resource management plan amendments or 
revisions undertaken pursuant to 36 CFR part 219. 

(f) Nothing in this subpart waives any applicable requirements regarding site-specific environmental 
analysis, public involvement, consultation with Tribes and other agencies, or compliance with other 
applicable laws.  

 (g) If any provision of the rules in this subpart or its application to any person or to certain circumstances 
is held invalid, the remainder of the regulations in this subpart and their application remain in force. 

§294.57 List of designated Alaska Roadless Areas Alternative 5. 
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Table G-5  
Alaska Roadless Area name and approximate acres 
contained within that are subject to the prohibitions and 
exemptions of Alternative 5. 

Alaska Roadless Area 
Name 

LUD II Priority 
(acres) 

Roadless Priority 
(acres) 

Aaron 0 72,000 
Alaska Roadless Area 
Islands 0 0 

Anan 37,900 0 
Bay of Pillars 20,300 7,000 
Behm Islands 0 3,200 
Brabazon Addition 0 499,900 
Bradfield 0 74,400 
Calder 8,500 100 
Camden 0 6,500 
Carroll 0 0 
Castle 0 27,000 
Central Wrangell 0 6,400 
Chichagof 237,100 155,400 
Chilkat-West Lynn Canal 0 151,700 
Christoval 0 7,600 
Cleveland 0 103,100 
Cone 0 128,000 
Crystal 0 7,200 
Dall Island 0 95,800 
Douglas Island 0 23,000 
Duke 0 45,100 
East Kuiu 3,100 11,200 
East Mitkof 0 4,000 
East Wrangell 0 0 
East Zarembo 0 2,100 
El Capitan 7,500 2,900 
Eudora 0 106,000 
Fake Pass 0 600 
Fanshaw 0 16,200 
Five Mile 0 3,500 
Freshwater Bay 0 25,700 
Frosty 0 9,100 
Game Creek 0 16,900 
Gravina 0 21,200 
Green Rocks 0 9,300 
Greens Creek 0 25,600 
Harding 100 146,000 
Hoonah Sound 51,200 6,500 
Hydaburg 4,600 6,500 
Hyder 0 82,800 
Juneau Urban 6,200 49,500 
Juneau-Skagway Icefield 39,300 1,134,900 
Kadin 0 2,000 
Karta 0 16,000 
Kasaan 0 7,600 
Kasaan Bay 0 0 
Kashevarof Islands 0 4,700 
Keku 0 3,500 
Kogish 0 25,700 
Kosciusko 47,600 2,700 
Lindenberg 0 2,300 
Madan 0 14,200 
Mansfield Peninsula 0 41,500 
Manzanita 0 1,400 
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Table G-5  
Alaska Roadless Area name and approximate acres 
contained within that are subject to the prohibitions and 
exemptions of Alternative 5. 

Alaska Roadless Area 
Name 

LUD II Priority 
(acres) 

Roadless Priority 
(acres) 

McKenzie 0 27,200 
Middle Kruzof 0 2,900 
Missionary 0 5,200 
Mosman 0 25,500 
Neka Bay 0 6,900 
Neka Mountain 0 4,300 
North Baranof 0 241,300 
North Cleveland 0 108,400 
North Etolin 0 16,100 
North Kruzof 0 21,700 
North Kuiu 0 3,300 
North Kupreanof 0 52,900 
North Revilla 31,400 102,300 
North Wrangell 0 1,700 
Nutkwa 21,500 6,800 
Outer Islands 74,000 22,000 
Pavlof-East Point 0 4,100 
Point Augusta 0 10,800 
Point Craven 0 9,500 
Port Alexander 0 125,000 
Quartz 0 146,500 
Ratz 0 1,300 
Redoubt 0 56,100 
Revilla 0 25,400 
Rhine 0 3,900 
Rocky Pass 100 70,900 
Salmon Bay 10,200 3,300 
Sarkar 23,900 21,300 
Security 0 24,300 
Sitka Sound 0 13,200 
Sitka Urban 0 93,300 
Soda Bay 0 30,300 
South Etolin 0 5,500 
South Kruzof 0 50,300 
South Kuiu 0 62,300 
South Kupreanof 33,200 38,400 
South Revilla 0 28,400 
South Wrangell 0 300 
South Zarembo 0 13,700 
Southeast Wrangell 0 7,900 
Spires 0 494,600 
Suemez Island 0 8,500 
Sukkwan 25,700 12,500 
Sullivan 0 52,100 
Taku-Snettisham 0 630,400 
Tenakee Ridge 0 6,400 
Thomas   
Thorne River 19,700 33,100 
Trap Bay 6,400 3,200 
Twelvemile 0 17,500 
Upper Situk 0 10,800 
West Wrangell 0 1,900 
West Zarembo 0 6,100 
Whitestone 0 2,200 
Windham-Port Houghton 0 41,800 
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Table G-5  
Alaska Roadless Area name and approximate acres 
contained within that are subject to the prohibitions and 
exemptions of Alternative 5. 

Alaska Roadless Area 
Name 

LUD II Priority 
(acres) 

Roadless Priority 
(acres) 

Woewodski 0 0 
Woronkofski 0 2,200 
Yakutat Forelands 137,500 166,100 

 

Alternative 6 – Preferred Alternative 
Subpart E – Alaska Roadless Area Management 

§294.50 Tongass National Forest. 

(a) The 2001 Roadless Area Conservation Rule as published in the Federal Register on January 12, 2001 
(66 FR 3244) shall not apply to the Tongass National Forest.  

§294.51 Transition. 

(a) The Tongass Forest Supervisor shall issue a ministerial Notice of Administrative Change pursuant to 
36 CFR 219.13(c) identifying plan changes made in conformance with the regulatory determinations of 
this subpart; including rescission of the portion of the December 9, 2016, Record of Decision concerning 
suitable timber lands attributed exclusively to implementation of the January 12, 2001, Roadless Area 
Conservation Rule (66 FR 3244). 
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Tribal Engagement/Cooperating Agencies 
Comment 001: There was concern that the consultation with Alaska Native tribes and corporations on 
the Alaska Roadless Rule was inadequate, and that this may lead to impaired agency performance of its 
responsibility to consult and coordinate with Tribes regarding any future plan or project for the Tongass.  

Response 001: In 2018, the Forest Service sent letters to the 32 federally recognized tribes and 
27 Alaska Native corporations in Southeast and Southcentral Alaska to invite government-to-
government and government-to-corporation consultation. The in-region consultation invitation 
was continuous throughout the rulemaking process. 

The Alaska Region and the Tongass National Forest have an ongoing government-to-
government relationship with all federally recognized tribes in southeast Alaska. The agency will 
continue to meet its responsibility to consult with federally recognized tribes and Alaska Native 
corporations through government-to-government and government-to-corporation consultation on 
all topics. In addition to district rangers, Regional Office staff also met with tribes, tribal 
cooperators, and other interested parties to answer questions and provide information as 
requested when feasible. Forest and Regional Office staff provided briefings, information 
meetings, supported formal consultations, and formal public hearings in or within the vicinity of 
communities throughout southeast Alaska. Most tribal governments took advantage of these 
opportunities. To date, twelve government-to-government consultations have occurred in 
association with this rulemaking effort. 

Comment 002: There was concern that government-to-government consultation was inadequate 
because tribal governments were not consulted prior to the Secretary of Agriculture acceptance of the 
State of Alaska’s petition for rulemaking. Commenters said tribal concerns had been inadequately 
addressed and requests for government-to-government consultation were not responded to in a timely 
manner.  

Response 002: The decision when to initiate government-to-government consultation is 
subjective. The Department did not think it was most advantageous to initiate consultation before 
it had an opportunity to explore development of a new policy and gain an understanding of the 
issues surrounding the proposal.  

In July 2018, the Forest Service sent letters to the 32 federally recognized tribes and 27 Alaska 
Native corporations in Southeast and Southcentral Alaska to invite government-to-government 
and government-to-corporation consultation. This was less than four months after the Secretary 
accepted the petition and less than two months after the Secretary directed the Forest Service to 
begin the rulemaking process. 

All in-region government-to-government consultation requests occurred as well as one 
consultation with the Department in which the Secretary delegated consultation to the 
Undersecretary, due to multitude of responsibilities at the Departmental level. All requests for 
government-to-government consultation with the local line officers occurred within weeks of the 
request. However, requests for government-to-government consultation with the Secretary’s 
office took longer to coordinate and occur. 

Comment 003: Commenters said the DEIS should have included an alternative providing Tribal Nations 
with a more meaningful role in management decisions affecting land in the Tongass National Forest 
within their traditional territory. 
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Response 003: Co-management of the Tongass National Forest along with tribal partners was 
considered as an alternative but was eliminated from detailed study because it does not comport 
with existing legal authorities. Alternatives, including this one, that were considered and 
eliminated from detailed analysis were described in Chapter 2 of the DEIS, along with the 
rationale for their elimination. 

Comment 004: Commenters were concerned that Alternative 6 was identified as the preferred alternative 
after all six tribal cooperating agencies indicated opposition for a full exemption from the 2001 Roadless 
Rule. Further, there was concern about the Forest Service relationship with cooperating agencies 
because suggestions for how to improve the analysis did not seem to be taken into consideration and 
community use area maps were not adjusted.  

Response 004: The Department has heard from a wide variety of individuals and groups and 
understands that opinions and preferences vary regarding how roadless areas with the Tongass 
National Forest should be managed and conserved. The Forest Service has been working with its 
cooperating agencies, as part of the Memorandums of Understanding to which all parties agreed. 
USDA and the Forest Service will continue to listen to all views and perspectives in reaching a 
final decision. The cooperating agencies, public input, and other considerations will inform that 
decision.  

The agency considered in the development of the DEIS the use of the Alaska Native Tribe’s 
traditional use area for the community use analysis boundaries, as suggested by the tribal 
cooperating agencies. The agency did not utilize the traditional use areas for the impact analysis 
because they are considerably larger than the community use areas. The use of larger analysis 
areas diffuses the impacts and the agency wanted impacts to be focused by community. The 
agency added an appendix displaying the traditional use areas to recognize the importance of the 
traditional use areas to the Alaska Native Tribes.  

The agency revisited the analysis boundary issue between draft and final. The agency solicited 
from the State of Alaska subsistence use data by community. Alaska Department of Fish and 
Game provided updated survey information from six communities regarding areas of subsistence 
gathering. Data indicates Southeast Alaskans are traveling farther for subsistence gathering, 
meaning the community use areas are larger. For example, latest data indicate some people from 
the city of Yakutat are utilizing Prince of Wales Island for subsistence gathering. Again, the larger 
area would diffuse the impacts if the Yakutat community use area were to be considered Prince 
of Wales Island and north, which would be three-quarters of Southeast Alaska. The agency 
determined this would not be an improvement to the impact analysis and would make it more 
difficult to the reader to determine the impacts to people living in the city of Yakutat. 

Comment 005: Commenters expressed concern that the process had not respected the sovereignty of 
tribal governments and its citizens and that tribal governments were not included as full cooperating 
agency partners in the decision-making process but rather were brought in after decisions were already 
made. 

Response 005: Government-to-government consultation and cooperating agency participation 
provide avenues for input into analysis and to inform the decision-maker, but does not provide for 
decision-making. The sole decision-maker in the Alaska rulemaking process is the Secretary of 
Agriculture.  

Comment 006: Commenters were concerned that exemption from the rule may impair tribal dependent 
resources and sought to have the rule kept intact for the protection and preservation of these and other 
reserved rights and to safeguard the health, livelihood and well-being of tribal citizens. 

Response 006: It is the policy of the USDA 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. 
Potential effects on subsistence and other resources are described in Chapter 3 of this FEIS. The 
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FEIS includes alternatives that provide varying levels of long-term protection to traditional use 
areas on the Tongass. 

Comment 007: There was concern that exempting the Tongass National Forest may be a human rights 
issue and racially motivated. Commenters saw exemption from the rule as a violation of indigenous rights 
that would contribute to the ongoing genocide of Indigenous Peoples whose identities, cultures, and 
livelihoods are integral to the forest. 

Response 007: A civil rights impact analysis (CRIA) was prepared for the preferred alternative 
for the Alaska Roadless Rule, corresponding to Alternative 6 in the DEIS. The analysis considers 
the proposed rule and demographic data of Tongass National Forest  users and beneficiaries in 
the affected region of Alaska. The CRIA analysis evaluates whether there are potential adverse 
or disproportionate impacts from the Alaska Roadless Rule on those specific populations 
identified in USDA Departmental Regulation (DR) 4300-4 and 5600-002. This analysis was 
undertaken to evaluate how the American public could be affected by the Alaska Roadless Rule, 
particularly whether populations including (but not limited to) ethnic and racial minorities, people 
with disabilities, and women could receive potential adverse or disproportionate impacts from the 
proposed rule. The proposed rule is not projected to exclude, limit, or otherwise disadvantage any 
group or class of persons from using or benefiting from resources on the Tongass National 
Forest.  

The proposed rule issues no requirements related to eligibility, benefits of, and services to, 
protected classes, nor is there a purpose or effect of treating any class of people differently than 
the public at large.  

Comment 008: The State of Alaska and others requested edits (additions/deletions) be incorporated into 
the FEIS.  

Response 008: As a cooperating agency the State of Alaska, as well as, our other cooperating 
agencies, worked with the Forest Service to adjust and change the EIS and the rule language. 
Changes were made between the draft and final EIS in response to input.  

ANILCA/Subsistence 
Comment 009: Commenters disagree with the Forest Service’s conclusion in the DEIS that "[a]n ANILCA 
Section 810 evaluation and determination is not required for the Alaska Roadless Rule because it is a 
programmatic level decision and not a determination whether to “withdraw, reserve, lease, or otherwise 
permit the use, occupancy, or disposition of National Forest System lands.” Commenters said this 
conclusion is inconsistent with the other facts reported in the DEIS. Others said that because the finding 
was not made in the DEIS, the subsequent notice and hearings were out of order and therefore prevents 
the USDA from making a legal Section 810 determination for subsistence.  

Commenters said the Forest Service violated the Alaska National Interest Lands Conservation Act 
(ANILCA), National Forest Management Act (NFMA), and National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) by 
failing to make a subsistence finding and analyze factors necessary to make the finding. 

Response 009: The Alaska Roadless Rule is not subject to Section 810 of ANILCA because a 
state-specific Roadless Rule does not withdraw, reserve, lease, or otherwise permit the use, 
occupancy, or disposition of public lands. 

“Withdraw” is the removal of lands from certain legal rights, as an example, a mineral 
withdrawal precludes location, entry, and patent under the United States mining laws. 
The proposed Alaska roadless rule does not propose any such withdrawal. 

“Reserve” is to legally set aside something for a specified purpose. The proposed Alaska 
roadless rule does not propose to set aside any specific lands for a specific purpose.  

“Lease” is an agreement between the government and another party to access property. For 
example, an oil lease is a legal contract between the government and an oil company to 
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have access to oil minerals. The proposed Alaska roadless rule does not propose to 
lease any federal rights to any entity. 

“Permit” is to allow the “use or occupancy” of public lands or to authorize certain activities to 
occur on public lands. The proposed Alaska roadless rule does not propose to authorize 
any activities on NFS lands. Ongoing authorized uses are allowed to continue. 

“Disposition of public lands” is the sale, exchange, or purchase of lands. The proposed 
Alaska roadless rule does not propose any of these activities. 

While the Alaska Roadless Rule is not subject to Section 810 of ANILCA, the EIS did analyze the 
potential effects on subsistence uses, subsistence hearings were held in 18 Southeast Alaska 
communities (Angoon, Craig, Ketchikan, Petersburg, Sitka, Tenakee Springs, Wrangell, Yakutat, 
Point Baker, Hoonah, Skagway, Gustavus, Haines, Thorne Bay, Kake, Kasaan, Hydaburg, and 
Pelican) during the public comment period on the DEIS, and the Forest Service committed to 
including a Section 810 determination in the final decision for the Alaska Roadless Rule. The 
analysis in the EIS focused on the three factors related to subsistence uses specifically identified 
by ANILCA: 1) resource distribution and abundance, 2) access to resources, and 3) competition 
for the use of resources. The Responsible Official will consider the analysis in the EIS, the 
valuable input received during the subsistence hearings, input from the cooperating agencies, 
and other information in the record in making his final determination with regard to Section 810 of 
ANILCA and subsistence uses and activities on the Tongass National Forest. 

Comment 010: Title VIII, Section 810 of ANILCA requires federal agencies having jurisdiction over lands 
in Alaska to evaluate the potential impacts of proposed actions on subsistence uses and needs. 
Commenters were concerned that the analysis of the proposed change does not adequately account for 
the impacts on Native peoples. 

Response 010: As discussed above, the Alaska Roadless Rule is not subject to Section 810 of 
ANILCA because a state-specific Roadless Rule does not withdraw, reserve, lease, or otherwise 
permit the use, occupancy, or disposition of public lands. While the Alaska Roadless Rule is not 
subject to Section 810 of ANILCA, the EIS did analyze the potential effects on subsistence uses, 
subsistence hearings were held in 18 Southeast Alaska communities (Angoon, Craig, Ketchikan, 
Petersburg, Sitka, Tenakee Springs, Wrangell, Yakutat, Point Baker, Hoonah, Skagway, 
Gustavus, Haines, Thorne Bay, Kake, Kasaan, Hydaburg, and Pelican) during the public 
comment period on the DEIS, and the Forest Service has committed to including a Section 810 
determination in the final decision for the Alaska Roadless Rule. 

In addition, government-to-government consultation between the Forest Service and potentially 
affected federally recognized tribes is ongoing, and the Forest Service continues to consider 
information obtained from the tribes through this consultation. All of the information and input 
received to date has been considered and, as appropriate, incorporated into the EIS; it will all be 
used to inform the Secretary of Agriculture for his final decision on the Alaska Roadless Rule. 

Comment 011: The Forest Service's failure to provide site-specific subsistence information and consider 
the Organized Village of Kake's use map in February 2019 violates ANILCA and NEPA. 

Response 011: The EIS provides a programmatic assessment of the potential impacts that may 
result from the alternatives considered for a proposed Alaska Roadless Rule. This assessment 
and the alternatives are programmatic, meaning that they establish direction and allowable 
activities for broad land areas, rather than schedule specific activities in specific locations. This 
makes it difficult to predict effects on individual communities. The EIS discloses the types of 
activities that could occur and where they could occur; however, specific information about actual 
actions is not available sufficient to provide informed, site-specific subsistence information. This is 
consistent with the recent decision and order  (District Court of Alaska 1:19-cv-00006-SLG) on 
the Prince of Wales Landscape Level Analysis Project.  

The Forest Service used the Community Use Areas in Appendix E because they are a consistent 
data set for the entire Tongass National Forest. These community use areas are an analysis tool 
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to differentiate the effects of the alternatives by community and are not a record of traditional 
territories. The community use areas represent the general area commonly used or related to by 
many of the community’s residents in their local day-to-day work, recreational use, and 
subsistence activities. In addition, the Sitka black-tailed deer habitat capability model output was 
analyzed for the Wildlife Analysis Areas (WAAs) where each community obtains approximately 75 
percent of their average annual deer harvest. WAAs are a division of land used by the Alaska 
Department of Fish and Game (ADF&G) for wildlife analysis. Appendix E in the FEIS has been 
revised to include an assessment of potential subsistence impacts at the community level and the 
findings of the 2016 analysis are included as part of this analysis. Potential impacts by alternative 
and community are considered in the context of projected impacts following 100 years of 
implementation of the current Forest Plan.  

The FEIS includes a discussion of the differences between the Forest Service analysis tool of 
Community Use Areas, the Alaska Roadless Area Community Priority, and the Traditional 
territories of the Alaska Native peoples throughout Southeast Alaska. 

Comment 012: The Forest Service violated ANILCA and NEPA by refusing to consider mitigation 
measures proposed by Kake to protect all remaining, intact old-growth habitat in Kake's traditional use 
area, updating the Tongass roadless inventory to capture all roadless lands important to Kake, and 
allowing an improved role in management of lands in Kake's traditional territory. 

Response 012: The roadless inventories were updated and additional areas were included in 
Alternatives 2 and 3 as designated Alaska Roadless Areas. All unroaded areas were reviewed 
and some areas identified in the 2003 and 2008 roadless analyses associated with Tongass 
forest planning efforts were included. In addition, small islands previously excluded from roadless 
designation were included if not substantially altered.  

Mitigations such as identifying specific road segments, selling carbon credits, and workforce 
development are outside the scope of the Alaska roadless rulemaking, which is programmatic 
and does not evaluate projects or partnerships. 

Co-management of the Tongass National Forest with tribal partners was considered as an 
alternative but eliminated from detailed analysis as it does not comport with existing legal 
authorities.  

Comment 013: The Langdon and Sanderson (2009) publication should be used as a resource to define 
the K’iis Xaadas territory discussed in Appendices E and F of the Alaska Roadless Rule DEIS, and Table 
E-12 of the DEIS should reflect the corrected traditional territory. This area may be smaller than the 
“Community Use Area” currently defined in the DEIS, however the K’iis Xaadas traditional territory is more 
widely recognized and is still the currently recognized traditional use area for Hydaburg. 

Response 013: The Community Use Areas in Appendix E were used for the analysis in the EIS 
because they are a consistent data set for the entire Tongass National Forest. These community 
use areas are an analysis tool to differentiate the effects of the alternatives by community, and 
not a record of traditional territories. The community use areas represent the general area 
commonly used or related to by many of the community’s residents in their local day-to-day work, 
recreational, and subsistence activities. In addition, the Sitka black-tailed deer habitat capability 
model output was analyzed for the Wildlife Analysis Areas (WAAs) where data indicate that each 
community obtains approximately 75 percent of their average annual deer harvest. This analysis 
was originally prepared for the 1997 Forest Plan FEIS and was updated for the 2016 Forest Plan 
FEIS. WAAs are a division of land used by ADF&G for wildlife analysis. 

Haa Aani: Tlingit and Haida Land Rights and Use (Goldschmidt and Haas 1998) was used for the 
mapping of traditional territories in the EIS, and the Forest Service recognizes that several tribes 
have been refining these maps of traditional territories.  

The FEIS includes a discussion of the differences between the analysis tool used in the EIS 
(Community Use Areas), the Alaska Roadless Area Community Priority management category, 
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and the maps and other information about the traditional territories of the native peoples around 
Southeast Alaska.  

Comment 014: There was concern that the traditional knowledge was not incorporated into the DEIS. 
The subsistence economy for residents of Southeast Alaska is strong, and the reliance upon fishing, 
hunting and gathering takes an understanding of the available habitat and environment. 

Response 014: The EIS evaluates the effects of the alternatives relative to subsistence at the 
programmatic level. The EIS, including Appendix E, discusses the potential effects of the 
proposed Alaska Roadless Rule, including six alternatives, on 32 communities in Southeast 
Alaska. Appendix E in the FEIS has been revised to include an assessment of potential 
subsistence impacts at the community level. The subsistence economy is discussed in the 
Subsistence section of the FEIS. The Forest Service values the knowledge of the cooperating 
agencies and other Alaska Native tribes, and also the public input received at the public meetings 
and hearings. The Forest Service held public meetings in 19 communities throughout Southeast 
Alaska, plus Anchorage and Washington, D.C. 

In addition, government-to-government consultation between the Forest Service and potentially 
affected federally recognized tribes is ongoing, and the Forest Service continues to consider 
information obtained from the tribes through this consultation. All of the information and input 
received to date has been considered and, as appropriate, incorporated into the EIS; it will all be 
used to inform the Secretary of Agriculture for his final decision on the Alaska Roadless Rule. 

Comment 015: Commenters expressed concern that a rule change would have ripple effects across all 
communities regionally no matter the specific geographic extent of the changes. For example, if logging is 
introduced in one area, subsistence users will be displaced to other areas potentially increasing 
competition for resources in those areas. 

Response 015: As discussed in the EIS, timber program output levels are expected to remain 
constant and involve a similar number of acres under all alternatives, varying only by the location 
of timber harvest. This assessment and the proposed alternatives are programmatic, meaning that 
they establish direction and allowable activities for broad land areas, rather than schedule specific 
activities, such as timber harvest, in specific locations. None of the alternatives authorize any site-
specific projects or other ground-disturbing activities. Specific projects that include timber harvest, 
road construction, and/or road reconstruction will undergo site-specific environmental analysis 
when they are proposed in compliance with NEPA. Potential impacts to subsistence, such as 
increased competition from displaced subsistence users, will be assessed at the project-level. 
Project-level analyses require a subsistence evaluation and finding in accordance with ANILCA 
Section 810.  

Comment 016: Commenters sought tabulations of the existing abundance conditions of local flora and 
fauna that would represent the current status of populations, for example, the amount of old-growth red 
cedars existing in the Tongass currently, counts of pinto abalone, herring, deer populations, etc. 
Commenters questioned how the impacts of historical logging or future impacts of the changed rule could 
be tabulated properly without baseline estimates. 

Commenters sought effect analysis for specific impacts to the comprehensive elements of the traditional 
subsistence diet which can include deer, seal, salmon, king salmon, dog salmon, halibut, crab, oysters, 
herring, pinto abalone, berries, beach asparagus, beach greens, sea vegetables, shrimp, rockfish, 
fiddlehead ferns, mushrooms, seaweed, medicinals (sundews, usnea, devil’s club, yew berries, golden 
thread), and fresh water. 

Response 016: The Alaska Roadless Rule assessment presented in this EIS is a rulemaking 
process and programmatic-level decision. None of the alternatives authorize any site-specific 
projects or other ground-disturbing activities. Inventorying and counting individual populations of 
subsistence resources is outside the scope of this analysis. Similarly, assessing impacts for 
different elements of the traditional subsistence diet is not possible at the programmatic level. 
However, specific projects that include timber harvest, road construction, and/or road 
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reconstruction will undergo site-specific environmental analysis when they are proposed to 
comply with NEPA. Potential impacts to subsistence resources and users will be assessed as 
part of these project-level analyses, which require a subsistence evaluation and finding in 
accordance with ANILCA Section 810. 

Site-specific information typically used in project-level analyses includes identification of 
subsistence resources that occur in the project area and may be affected and levels of use in the 
project area by subsistence and non-subsistence users, with subsistence users provided the 
opportunity to provide input with respect to their use of local resources and potential project-
related impacts. 

Comment 017: Comments sought additional analysis about how future needs will change regionally due 
to changes in population growth and distribution. 

Response 017: Potential effects to subsistence are assessed at the Forest-level in the EIS in 
terms of the following factors: 1) resource distribution and abundance, 2) access to resources, 
and 3) competition for the use of resources (see the Subsistence section).  

Appendix E in the FEIS has been revised to include an assessment of potential subsistence 
impacts at the community level. The findings of the 2016 Forest Plan Amendment EIS analysis 
are included as part of this analysis and potential impacts by alternative and community are 
considered in the context of projected impacts following 100 years of implementation of the 
current Forest Plan.  

Comment 018: Commenters consider the proposed change in the Roadless Rule as a direct threat and 
attack on the subsistence way of life due to the extreme cumulative impacts the change would have on 
local communities, culture, native landscapes, self-reliance, food security, shelter, fuel, handicrafts, native 
medicines, emotional and psychological health, spiritual wellbeing, and future generations. Commenters 
said that removing the Tongass from the Roadless Rule would produce both existential, profound, and 
generational impacts on local native populations. 

Response 018: As discussed in the EIS, timber program output levels are expected to remain 
constant and involve a similar number of acres under all alternatives, varying only by the location 
of timber harvest. This assessment and the proposed alternatives are programmatic, meaning that 
they establish direction and allowable activities for broad land areas, rather than schedule specific 
activities, such as timber harvest, in specific locations. None of the alternatives authorize any site-
specific projects or other ground-disturbing activities. Specific projects that include timber harvest, 
road construction, and/or road reconstruction will undergo site-specific environmental analysis 
when they are proposed to comply with NEPA. Potential impacts to subsistence resources and 
users will be assessed as part of these project-level analyses, which will require a subsistence 
evaluation and finding in accordance with ANILCA Section 810. 

Comment 019: Commenters said that the subsistence economy is not just about food, but also includes 
customary trade. Residents are entitled to this local economic tradition and changing the Roadless Rule 
would negatively impact resources involved in the practice. 

Response 019: The section of the EIS that discusses the subsistence economy has been 
revised to include a discussion of the importance of sharing and trade of wild resources as a 
traditional practice across the region (see the Subsistence section in Chapter 3). Potential 
impacts to wildlife and fish are assessed in the Key Issue 3 in the EIS. Impacts to subsistence are 
assessed at the Forest-level in the Subsistence section, with potential impacts addressed by 
community in Appendix E. 

Comment 020: Commenters explained that the role of subsistence and potential lack of access or 
abundance is extreme for local island community members. Subsistence is considered the only viable 
option for many people, therefore socioeconomic conditions are highly tied to local healthy ecosystems, 
and the potential impacts of the rule change are amplified due to a basic lack of connectivity.  
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Response 020: The importance of subsistence to local economies is discussed in the section of 
the EIS that addresses the subsistence economy (see the Subsistence section in Chapter 3). 
Potential impacts are assessed by community in Appendix E, which considers potential impacts 
to 32 Southeast Alaska CUAs using four primary measures by alternative: 1) acres by Alaska 
Roadless Area (ARA) management category and change in acres managed as roadless; 2) 
change in acres in development Land Use Designations (LUDs); 3) change in suitable old-growth 
acres available for harvest, and 4) changes in estimated harvest over 100 years. Impacts are also 
considered for the WAAs where each community obtains approximately 75 percent of their 
average annual deer harvest. 

Comment 021: Commenters found the term "subsistence" derogatory and that it implies a lack of 
creativity in utilization of resources. Local people refer to it as their “way of life”. The proposed rule 
change demonstrates a lack of understanding about the way of life in its historical and cultural context. 
Living off the land is not only essential and economical, it is fulfilling and exhausting. 

Response 021: The use of the term subsistence is consistent with the definition provided in 
ANILCA Section 803 and is not meant to be derogatory or to imply a lack of creativity in the use 
of resources. A number of people providing testimony during the subsistence hearings held for 
this rulemaking stated a preference for the term “way of life,” rather than subsistence. This 
information has been added to the beginning of the Subsistence section in the EIS. 

Comment 022: Commenters sought effects analysis considering how those reliant on the subsistence 
lifestyle are particularly sensitive to change in ecological health as it impacts their own human health in a 
myriad of ways.  

Response 022: The EIS recognizes the important role that subsistence plays in Southeast 
Alaska communities. Potential impacts to subsistence are considered at the Forest-level (see the 
Subsistence section) and in community-specific discussions provided as part of Appendix E. 

Comment 023: Commenters sought further effects analysis of the cumulative socioeconomic impact of 
the loss of deer, fish, and other resources to subsistence communities over time. 

Response 023: The 2016 Forest Plan Amendment EIS considered the cumulative effects of 
timber harvest on deer habitat capability at the Forest-level and also for the WAAs where each 
community obtains approximately 75 percent of their average annual deer harvest. Appendix E in 
the FEIS has been revised to include an assessment of potential subsistence impacts at the 
community level. The findings of the 2016 analysis are included as part of this analysis. Forest-
wide cumulative effects to subsistence are considered in the Subsistence section of the EIS, with 
further cumulative effects discussion provided in Appendix B.  

Comment 024: Commenters stated that the United States has specific and enforceable fiduciary 
responsibilities to protect and refrain from impairing tribal dependent resources. These commenters 
believe that the Forest Service should keep the Roadless Rule intact to ensure the protection and 
preservation of these and other reserved rights, resources and habitats, and to safeguard the health, 
livelihood and well-being of tribal citizens of Alaska. Commenters said that, because the State of Alaska 
does not recognize subsistence rights, the federal priority to protect resources for subsistence users is 
even more crucial as a last line of defense.  

Response 024: The Alaska Roadless Rule, developed in response to the State of Alaska's 
petition, was designed to provide for the continued conservation of roadless areas while 
accommodating timber harvest and road construction/reconstruction activities that are determined 
to be needed for forest management, economic development opportunities, and the exercise of 
valid existing rights or other non-discretionary legal authorities. No site-specific projects or 
ground-disturbing activities are authorized in the final rule. Any such projects would undergo 
environmental analysis in compliance with NEPA, and the final rule does not waive any applicable 
requirements regarding environmental analysis, public involvement, consultation with federally 
recognized tribes, Alaska Native Corporations, or other agencies, compliance with other laws, 
and/or compliance with the current Forest Plan. 
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Comment 025: Commenters said that Alaska’s constitution mandates that preserving resources for 
subsistence use be prioritized over any commercial uses and that changing the Roadless Rule would 
therefore be unconstitutional because it only benefits large-scale commercial logging while negatively 
impacting subsistence resources. 

Response 025: The Alaska Roadless Rule, developed in response to the State of Alaska's 
petition, was designed to provide for the continued conservation of roadless areas while 
accommodating timber harvest and road construction/reconstruction activities that are determined 
to be needed for forest management, economic development opportunities, and the exercise of 
valid existing rights or other non-discretionary legal authorities. Potential impacts to subsistence 
are evaluated in the Subsistence section of the FEIS and Appendix E, which has been revised to 
include community-level subsistence assessments.  

Comment 026: Commenters state that the proposed change to the Roadless Rule will directly impact 
both where and when subsistence communities may be able to hunt and search for food. As changes 
impact locations of subsistence access, these areas may be further and further from home which is a 
huge burden on these communities. Having to fish or hunt off-island or further from home presents a 
physical danger to subsistence communities. As changes impact timing of subsistence access, locals 
must go out during more dangerous times of year related to weather, ice, snow, and predators. 

There was concern that increased roads and loss of habitat due to changes in the rule would mean that 
more subsistence users will be forced to use smaller and smaller areas of land which will make living the 
way of life even harder. 

Commenters were concerned that changing the rule to increase areas open for logging would increase 
competition with loggers for subsistence resources that are already dwindling. 

Commenters were concerned that changing the Roadless Rule would further decrease access to logging 
areas for locals. Existing logging areas available to local communities have already been whittled down 
due to prior logging activities by multiple entities. Corporate logging is profit-driven, however local logging 
is for subsistence needs such as firewood, canoe, home, and longhouse construction. 

Response 026: As discussed in the EIS, timber program output levels are expected to remain 
constant and involve a similar number of acres under all alternatives, varying only by the location 
of timber harvest. This assessment and the proposed alternatives are programmatic, meaning that 
they establish direction and allowable activities for broad land areas, rather than schedule specific 
activities, such as timber harvest, in specific locations. None of the alternatives authorize any site-
specific projects or other ground-disturbing activities. However, potential impacts to communities 
are assessed for 32 Southeast Alaskan communities in Appendix E using four primary measures 
by alternative: 1) acres by ARA management category and change in acres managed as 
roadless; 2) change in acres in development LUDs; 3) change in suitable old-growth acres 
available for harvest, and 4) changes in estimated harvest over 100 years. Impacts are also 
considered for the WAAs where each community obtains approximately 75 percent of their 
average annual deer harvest. 

Specific projects that include timber harvest, road construction, and/or road reconstruction will 
undergo site-specific environmental analysis when they are proposed in compliance with NEPA. 
Potential impacts to subsistence resources and users will be assessed as part of these project-
level analyses. Project-level analyses require a subsistence evaluation and finding in accordance 
with ANILCA Section 810, which specifically address potential impacts in terms of: 1) resource 
distribution and abundance, 2) access to resources, and 3) competition for the use of resources. 

Comment 027: Commenters expressed concern that the DEIS does not consider how exporting logs 
drains socioeconomic resources from the local area and subsistence communities. 

Response 027: The Region 10 Limited Export Shipment Policy is discussed in the EIS (see the 
R10 Limited Export Shipment Policy subsection included in Chapter 3 as part of the Key Issue 2 
discussion). Reviewed on an annual basis, the Limited Export Policy is intended to boost 
appraised timber values and provide economic sale opportunities by providing additional 
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processing options for purchasers. The share of harvest exported over time is shown in Figure 
3.2-6 in the EIS. In 2018, 46 percent (9.2 million board feet [MMBF]) of the total harvested (20.0 
MMBF) was exported. As with local processing, timber harvested for export provides local 
socioeconomic benefits by supporting local jobs, including logging jobs and jobs in transportation 
and other services. Timber harvested for commercial purposes is no longer available for other 
uses, including subsistence, regardless of whether it is processed locally or harvested for export. 
The potential impacts of the proposed alternatives on the natural and human environment are 
assessed at the programmatic level in the EIS. Specific projects that include timber harvest, road 
construction, and/or road reconstruction will undergo site-specific environmental analysis when 
they are proposed in compliance with NEPA. 

Comment 028: Commenters were concerned that the DEIS does not properly capture the timeline and 
processes of ecological succession associated with old-growth forests in the Tongass. For example, 
clear-cuts from previous logging activities are now in the “stem exclusive” phase which means there is 
limited understory and still no good habitat for deer to return to. Stem exclusion lasts some 50-150 years, 
with old-growth forests not returning to climax communities again for 200-300 years. The impact of this 
timeline on deer habitats and populations is multi-generational on both deer and the subsistence 
communities who rely on them.  

Response 028: The 2016 Forest Plan Amendment EIS considered the cumulative effects of 
timber harvest on deer habitat capability at the Forest-level and also for the WAAs where each 
community obtains approximately 75 percent of their average annual deer harvest. Potential 
impacts were projected by alternative for 100 years of Forest Plan implementation. Appendix E in 
the FEIS has been revised to include an assessment of potential subsistence impacts at the 
community level. The findings of the 2016 analysis are included as part of this analysis and 
potential impacts by alternative and community are considered in the context of projected impacts 
following 100 years of implementation of the current Forest Plan.  

Comment 029: Commenters said that deer cannot be found in clear-cuts; therefore, hunters lose access 
to deer populations when they move out of the area to avoid clear-cuts from logging activities. 

Commenters were concerned with low deer populations due to over-hunting, rather than climate change 
or impacts from timber industries. Commenters said that hunting in clear-cuts is easier than hunting in 
old-growth forests and that changing the Roadless Rule will have a limited effect on deer hunting. 

Response 029: The potential impact of clear-cuts on subsistence hunting is discussed at the 
Forest-level in terms of access (see the Subsistence section of the EIS). As noted in this 
discussion, subsistence hunters have varying opinions on the effects of clear-cut harvest on 
hunting success, with some saying that clear-cuts are productive for some years after harvest, 
while others prefer not to use clear-cuts. 

Comment 030: Commenters sought effects analysis disclosing how the proposed rule change would 
directly and indirectly impact subsistence users and harvesters in the Tongass National Forest. Effects 
analysis should consider changes in subsistence distribution resulting from climate change. 

Response 030: Potential direct and indirect impacts to subsistence users are evaluated at the 
Forest-level in the FEIS (see the Subsistence section). Impacts to individual communities are 
assessed in Appendix E. Climate change is considered as part of the cumulative effects analysis 
presented in Appendix B.  

Comment 031: Commenters expressed concern with the adequacy of the analysis of effects of 
roadbuilding on subsistence resources. Commenters also requested the use of more current data rather 
than relying on the data used in the 2016 Forest Plan Amendment EIS.  

Response 031: The impacts of roads on fish and wildlife resources are discussed under Key 
Issue 3 in the EIS. The subsistence information presented in the EIS is the most current data 
available. Much of this data, including community level survey information compiled from ADF&G 
and existing deer harvest levels by WAA, has not been updated since 2016. Appendix E in the 
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FEIS has been revised to include an assessment of potential subsistence impacts at the 
community level.  

Citizen Advisory Committee 
Comment 032: There was concern that the Citizen Advisory Committee (CAC) membership was not 
representative of all stakeholders and that the CAC lacked procedural safeguards, an understanding of 
the 2001 Roadless Rule, sufficient to make informed recommendations. 

Response 032: The committee was developed by the State of Alaska under an Administrative 
Order issued by Governor Walker in September 2018. The committee was charged with providing 
recommendations to assist the State of Alaska in fulfilling its role as a cooperating agency. The 
thirteen committee members were selected by Governor Walker, and the USDA and Forest 
Service had no part in the selection. The Forest Service provided an individual to participate on 
the committee as a non-voting member to provide procedural and technical information to the 
committee. The thirteen committee members were selected by Governor Walker to represent a 
diversity of perspectives, including Alaska Native corporations and tribes, fishing, timber, 
conservation, tourism, utilities, mining, transportation, local government, and the Alaska Division 
of Forestry. The Committee met for three in-person meetings in the fall of 2018 (October 2-3 in 
Juneau; October 24-26 in Ketchikan; and November 6-8 in Sitka). Meetings were open to the 
public, and each meeting included an opportunity for public comment. A final report was produced 
with options for the State of Alaska to consider, and the State included this report as part of their 
Cooperating Agency comments to the Forest Service.  

Comment 033: Commenters were concerned that CAC recommendations did not appear to be 
considered and/or reflected in the DEIS and that the action alternatives lacked language proposed by 
CAC including the new road and timber cutting exceptions. 

Response 033: The CAC recommendations that were provided to the Forest Service through the 
State of Alaska were considered by the Alaska Roadless Rule interdisciplinary team, along with 
all of the information the team received from the public, the other cooperating agencies, and 
through consultation with affected federally recognized tribes. USDA believes the 
recommendations were incorporated into one or more of the action alternatives. The CAC’s 
recommendations for Alaska-specific roadless area characteristics were considered and partially 
incorporated by considering, and in some instances combining, the intent of the recommended 
language with the 2001 Roadless Rule language. The Forest Service often utilizes the roadless 
area characteristics as a means of assessing impacts for projects on roadless area values. Much 
of the CAC’s recommendations did not lend themselves to this. Table 3.1-1 in the FEIS compares 
the CAC’s recommended roadless area characteristics with the proposed Alaska roadless area 
characteristics. 

In addition, the CAC recommended a variety of changes and/or additions to the exceptions 
language compared to the 2001 Roadless Rule. The exceptions language for Alternatives 2-5 has 
been modified to better align with the CAC’s recommendations and the State of Alaska’s input as 
a cooperating agency. 

Comment 034: Commenters expressed concern that granting funds to the State of Alaska to support the 
State’s involvement in the Alaska Roadless Rulemaking process violated the Federal Advisory Committee 
Act, was a misuse of congressional appropriations, and created a conflict of interest. 

Response 034: The agency provided the State of Alaska’s Forestry Division with $2 million from 
the fiscal year 2018 Consolidated Program Grant (CPG), Modification 2, utilizing the State Fire 
Assistance budget line item as the source code. The modification discussed the specific use of 
the funding, which could be used for: convening and facilitating a group with a diverse mix of 
state-specific interests to inform the State’s input as a cooperating agency, public meetings, 
cooperating agency support, economic analysis and planning, and to coordinate the proposed 
state rule with existing land management planning efforts in progress within the State of Alaska. A 
subsequent modification has been executed utilizing $1.3 million of the funding to undertake 
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wildland fire risk reduction projects in several Alaska communities, primarily construction of fuel 
breaks and maintenance of established fuel breaks. 

The committee does not meet the definition of an advisory committee as defined by the FACA (41 
CFR 102-3.25). The committee was established under state law by the Governor of Alaska. The 
committee reported directly to the Governor who submitted the committee’s report to the USDA 
as part of the State’s participation as a cooperating agency. Intergovernmental coordination with 
the Governor or his appointees is not subject to FACA. In any event, the USDA and Forest 
Service did not manage or control the committee’s operation and did not utilize its work within the 
meaning of FACA. USDA’s involvement with the committee was limited to non-voting 
participation, providing technical assistance. The committee did not have undue influence over 
the rulemaking process. 

National Forest Management and the Tongass Forest Plan 
Comment 035: Commenters express concern about the Forest Service’s ability to manage forests, as 
they do not have the staff nor the budget to adequately enforce management of the forest. 

Commenters provided examples of land management best practices for logging not being followed 
regionally and concern that expanding areas available for logging would only spread the implementation 
of harmful practices. 

Response 035: While the successful achievement of the goals of Alaska Roadless Rulemaking 
is ultimately dependent on investments and funding decisions made by Congress, the Forest 
Service remains committed to allocating staff and financial resources to planning and 
implementing projects that are important to the communities of Southeast Alaska, and to the 
American public. Land management activities would continue to be managed in accordance with 
the 2016 Forest Plan under all the alternatives considered in this EIS. Specific issues related to 
best management practices are Forest Plan-related issues and are beyond the scope of this EIS. 
This EIS does not authorize logging or set annual limits on logging or establish specific 
silvicultural or logging practices or prescriptions. 

Comment 036: Commenters were concerned that Alternative 6 is in direct conflict with the Tongass Land 
Management Plan (Forest Plan), and that moving forward with the proposed rule would negate the Forest 
Plan, requiring it to be updated. Commenters said that the Forest Plan should be updated before making 
any changes to the Roadless Rule’s protections.  

Response 036: Chapter 2 of this FEIS describes the relationship of Alaska Roadless Rulemaking 
to the 2016 Tongass Forest Plan. Except for the administrative change to the timber land 
suitability determinations discussed below, none of the alternatives would make any changes to 
the goals and objectives, land use designations or management prescriptions, forest-wide 
standards and guidelines, projected timber sale quantity, projected wood sale quantity, or the 
young-growth transition strategy of the Tongass Forest Plan.  

An administrative change would apply to lands that were deemed unsuitable solely due to 
inventoried roadless area designation in the 2016 Tongass Forest Plan. However, no site-specific 
projects or ground-disturbing activities are authorized in the final rule. Any such projects would 
undergo environmental analysis in compliance with NEPA, and the final rule does not waive any 
applicable requirements regarding environmental analysis, public involvement, consultation with 
federally recognized tribes, Alaska Native Corporations, or other agencies, compliance with other 
laws, and/or compliance with the Tongass Forest Plan. 

Comment 037: Commenters expressed concern about changes to the Forest Plan, saying that any 
substantial changes to suitable timber designations were not significantly raised during scoping and any 
substantial changes to suitable timber designations following the exemption of the Tongass National 
Forest from the Roadless Rule would require following the rulemaking guidance for Special Areas, Forest 
Plan Amendment Revisions, and the Administrative Procedures Act before the Forest Service could 
authorize any road construction, reconstruction, or timber harvest in those areas. The 2016 Forest Plan 
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does not address the impacts that changing timber suitability designations would have on roadless areas, 
which is required. The proposed changes would modify the Forest Plan as amended, including 
determinations that the Forest Plan is in alignment with Tongass Conservation Strategy and Recreation 
Opportunity Spectrum guidance. 

Response 037: The Secretary has extensive authority governing forest management and the 
development, amendment, or revision of land management plans, and new laws and regulations 
can supersede land management plan direction. The administrative change regarding timber 
suitability would only apply to lands that were deemed unsuitable solely due to inventoried 
roadless area designation in the 2016 Tongass Forest Plan. However, no site-specific projects or 
ground-disturbing activities are authorized in the final rule. Any such projects in these areas 
would undergo environmental analysis in compliance with NEPA, and the final rule does not 
waive any applicable requirements regarding environmental analysis, public involvement, 
consultation with federally recognized tribes, Alaska Native Corporations, or other agencies, 
compliance with other laws, and/or compliance with the Tongass Forest Plan. 

Even the full exemption alternative would still result in full alignment of the Forest Plan with the 
Old Growth Habitat Conservation Strategy as that strategy, developed for the 1997 Forest Plan 
Revision, was developed in the absence of the Roadless Rule, which had not been enacted at 
that date. In addition, the current Forest Plan, without the Roadless Rule, is even more 
conservative of old-growth habitat than was the 1997 Forest Plan.  

Comment 038: Commenters were concerned that if a Roadless Rule exemption occurs, the Forest 
Service will then revise or amend the 2016 Forest Plan. They believe a forest plan revision or amendment 
is reasonably foreseeable since the State of Alaska's petition specifically requested changes to the 
Tongass Forest Plan and the commenter(s) believe that rebuilding the timber industry in Southeast 
Alaska is the purpose of the Alaska Roadless Rule. 

Response 038: The proposed Alaska Roadless Rule, developed in response to the State of 
Alaska's petition, establishes a land classification system that conserves roadless area 
characteristics while analyzing alternatives that would accommodate timber harvest and road 
construction/reconstruction activities that are determined to be needed for forest management, 
economic development opportunities, and the exercise of valid existing rights or other non-
discretionary legal authorities. As stated above, no site-specific projects or ground-disturbing 
activities are authorized in the final rule. With the exception of the administrative change to timber 
suitability discussed above, no other changes to the Tongass forest plan are included in the rule. 
Any future forest plan amendments or revision would undergo forest planning in compliance with 
NFMA and the 2012 Planning Rule and environmental analysis in compliance with NEPA, and the 
final rule does not waive any applicable requirements regarding environmental analysis, public 
involvement, consultation with federally recognized tribes, Alaska Native Corporations, or other 
agencies, compliance with other laws, regulation, or policy. 

Comment 039: The Forest Service cannot administratively change the designation of lands suitable for 
logging because only a forest plan revision or amendment can be used to change a "plan component.”   

Response 039: The Secretary has extensive authority governing forest management and the 
development, amendment, or revision of land management plans, and new laws and regulations 
can supersede land management plan direction. The 2012 Planning Rule recognizes this 
authority and provides for administrative changes to forest plans to conform to new statutory or 
regulatory requirements. While timber suitability is a forest plan component that would normally 
be addressed through the development, amendment, or revision of a forest plan, the Planning 
Rule recognizes that forest plan components may be changed administratively under certain 
circumstances, as noted above (36 CFR 219.13(a), (c)). 

Comment 040: Commenters supported changes to the Forest Plan for increased timber harvest, 
including old growth. Some suggested the Forest Plan be revised to eliminate the transition to a 
predominantly young-growth timber program. 
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Response 040: Changes to the young growth transition strategy of the Tongass Forest Plan are 
outside the scope of this rulemaking effort. With the exception of the administrative change to 
timber suitability discussed above, no other changes to the Tongass Forest Plan are included in 
the rule. 

Comment 041: There was concern that adjustments to timber suitability or old growth harvest acres by 
the proposed rule and alternatives would require amending or revising the Forest Plan to modify desired 
conditions and land suitability decisions to include IRAs. Commenters said there is no demonstrated 
urgent need for changing the Roadless Rule and that any Forest Plan revision should occur as a parallel 
process with the Roadless Rule change. Further, there was concern that the Timber Priority Area 
management category, as presented in Alternative 4, is not a narrowly focused exception to roadless 
area desired conditions. 

Response 041: The Secretary has extensive authority governing forest management and the 
development, amendment, or revision of land management plans, and new laws and regulations 
can supersede land management plan direction. The 2012 Planning Rule recognizes this 
authority and provides for administrative changes to forest plans to conform to new statutory or 
regulatory requirements. While timber suitability is a forest plan component that would normally 
be addressed through the development, amendment, or revision of a forest plan, the Planning 
Rule recognizes that forest plan components may be changed administratively under certain 
circumstances (36 CFR 219.13(a), (c)). 

No other changes to the Tongass Forest Plan are included in the rule. Any future forest plan 
amendments or revision would undergo forest planning in compliance with NFMA and the 2012 
Planning Rule and environmental analysis in compliance with NEPA.  

With regard to the Timber Priority Alaska roadless area land management category (included in 
Alternative 4), this category would apply to approximately 856,000 acres under that alternative. 
While there would be no regulatory prohibitions on timber harvest or road construction or 
reconstruction for the areas in this category, Forest Plan goals and objectives, standards and 
guidelines, and other forest plan components would remain in place and would help conserve 
roadless area characteristics and values.  

Comment 042: Commenters were concerned that the use of the administrative change procedure to 
reclassify vast tracts of pristine old-growth forest to facilitate logging without amending the Forest Plan is 
not consistent with the intent of the administrative change provision in the 2012 Planning Rule. There was 
concern that this issue was not sufficiently identified or discussed by USDA or the Forest Service during 
scoping. 

Response 042: The administrative change provision at 36 CFR 219.13(c) states that an 
administrative change includes changes to conform to new regulatory requirements. Although the 
provision was not expressly included in the proposed action during scoping, it was highlighted in 
the DEIS and conforms to the requirements of the NEPA implementing regulations.  

Comment 043: Commenters were concerned that an exemption would undermine the collaborative work 
that went in to developing the Forest Plan. In the development of the Forest Plan, the collaborative group 
recommended phasing out large-scale old-growth logging over a 16-year period, easing standards and 
guidelines to allow increased access to young-growth timber as a way of encouraging the transition away 
from old-growth logging, and protecting important areas from future logging, including roadless areas, the 
Tongass 77 (T77) watersheds, and The Nature Conservancy (TNC)/Audubon Conservation Priority 
Areas. The expectation of the Forest Plan collaborative group was that its recommendations be taken as 
a whole and not adopted partially or in a piecemeal manner. 

Response 043: No aspect of the Forest Plan is being changed, with the exception of the 
administrative change relating to lands that would be suitable were it not for roadless status (see 
previous comment response). The removal (or addition in some cases) of roadless designations 
is not directly related to the Forest Plan. Phasing out large-scale old-growth logging over a 16-
year period and easing standards and guidelines to allow increased access to young-growth 
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timber as a way of encouraging the transition away from old-growth logging is still "in play" under 
all alternatives. Current protections for Tongass 77 watersheds and the TNC/Audubon 
Conservation Priority Areas also remain in place. 

Comment 044: Commenters request that the forest be managed by the Forest Service to meet the 
agency mission and for multiple use and the health of the forest. 

Response 044: This is a Forest Plan issue and is therefore beyond the scope of this EIS. 
Nonetheless, the sustained health of the Forest is of primary concern to Tongass National Forest 
managers. 

Comment 045: Commenters said that control/management of the Tongass National Forest should be 
given back to the State of Alaska. 

Response 045: This comment is beyond the scope of this EIS because this EIS is only analyzing 
prohibition of timber harvest and road construction within designated roadless areas. 

Comment 046: Commenters were concerned that activities in old-growth stands would lead to a loss of 
opportunity to inventory, study and to further understand the aerosols, pheromones, and chemicals that 
occur with the oldest and largest trees of each species and subspecies of tree. 

Response 046: Comment noted.  

Comment 047: Commenters referred to how clearcut old-growth forests do not ever grow back in the 
same way, particularly due to the impacts of a changing climate on how these ecosystems and vegetation 
are able to respond.  

Response 047: This comment is beyond the scope of this EIS because the Alaska Roadless 
Rulemaking EIS is programmatic and does not evaluate the site specific impacts of timber 
harvest. 

The analyses in the FEIS are a generalized review which the Council on Environmental Quality 
recognizes as appropriate for any broad or high-level NEPA review of proposed policies, plans, 
programs, or projects. It is reasonable and efficient to limit detailed site-specific impact analyses 
to when specific proposals are brought before the agency. Locations of potential timber harvest 
and road construction are not known at this time. It is not known if, when, or specifically where 
they would occur. When specific timber harvest or other projects are proposed, site-specific 
NEPA analysis and required pubic involvement would be conducted at that time. No on-the-
ground actions are authorized by the final rule. 

Comment 048: The Forest Service’s proposal for exemption and claim that it will not cause direct harm, 
without explanation, contradicts its own findings from 2001 that logging, development, and roads have 
direct correlations with harm to National Forests. 

Response 048: The USDA does not dispute that timber harvesting and road construction impact 
roadless area values and characteristics. However, the impact analyses in the Rulemaking for 
Alaska Roadless Areas FEIS do not analyze the effects of harvesting timber and constructing 
roads in a specific roadless area or location. Rather the FEIS analyzes the difference in effects 
under the 2001 Roadless Rule, the current Tongass Forest Plan, and the other action 
alternatives. 

The programmatic impacts of logging, development, and roads are discussed throughout the 
FEIS, which presents analysis to document the conclusions. The commenter should be reminded 
that the effects of the alternatives with more acres of exemption are generally presented as 
higher, even though the overall effects are not substantially different because the overall level of 
harvest is expected to be similar. 

Comment 049: Commenters asked whether the Chicken Creek area on the north end of Chichagof 
Island which is presently managed under the Old-Growth Habitat LUD would remain protected under the 
full exemption alternative (Alternative 6). 
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Response 049: Under the current Forest Plan, the Chicken Creek area is allocated to the Old-
Growth Habitat LUD. The area would continue to be managed in accordance with the Old-Growth 
Habitat LUD under all of the alternatives.  

Comment 050: Commenters sought a Forest Plan amendment to include updates to the suitable lands 
designation and timber transition strategies in consideration of the economic viability of the timber 
industry. 

Response 050: Forest Plan amendments are outside of the scope of this analysis. The 
alternatives do include an administrative change regarding timber suitability that would only apply 
to lands that were deemed unsuitable solely due to inventoried roadless area designation in the 
2016 Tongass Forest Plan. 

Comment 051: Commenters are concerned that the project will reduce scenery standards and values on 
NFS and adjacent lands by allowing additional clearcutting, namely through Forest Plan Amendment. 

Response 051: Any future forest plan amendments or revision would undergo forest planning in 
compliance with NFMA and the 2012 Planning Rule and environmental analysis in compliance 
with NEPA, and the final rule does not waive any applicable requirements regarding 
environmental analysis, public involvement, consultation with Alaska tribes, Native Corporations, 
or other agencies, compliance with other laws, regulation, or policy. 

Comment 052: Commenters were concerned that projecting over 25 years is not appropriate because 
Forest Plans should be revised every 10-15 years. 

Response 052: The forests of Southeast Alaska are very long-lived ecosystems. Stands of trees 
do not begin to gain old-growth characteristics until they are 150 to 250 years old. Some 
commenters wanted us to project for 250 years. Projecting for only 25 years would allow only 
relatively short-term effects to be quantitatively addressed. The 100-year projection was used to 
be able to consider the long-term effects of decisions that are made today and that last for well 
over 100 years. The 100-year projection has been used for many resources on the Tongass in 
the NEPA evaluations for all Forest Plan revisions and amendments over the past 25 years, so 
consistency allows comparisons. 

Comment 053: Commenters stated that the Change to Timber Land Suitability acres should be updated 
to remove the Alaska Roadless Areas and LUD II Priority lands and reflect that timber production will not 
occur in these areas. Designated Alaska Roadless Areas and LUD II Priority lands are not suitable for 
timber production, since timber production and road construction are inconsistent with Roadless Area and 
LUD II desired conditions. 

Response 053: For each of alternatives 2 through 5, the Tongass Forest Supervisor would issue 
a ministerial Notice of Administrative Change pursuant to 36 CFR 219.13(c) identifying plan 
changes made in conformance with the selected alternative. 

Chugach National Forest 
Comment 054: Commenters were concerned with the proposed provisions that allow changes to 
designations within the Chugach National Forest. Commenters felt the provisions were too broad and not 
specific enough and could lead to additional logging and associated impacts in the Chugach. 
Commenters sought clarity as to the definition and scope of modifications and classifications for Chugach 
NF proposal, and sought a more thorough discussion of the Chugach in the EIS. Some commenters were 
concerned that the administrative boundary provisions for the Chugach National Forest were not part of 
the State’s petition and not responsive to the purpose and need, and thus felt it should be removed. 

Response 054: Based on public comments, consultation(s), and discussions with cooperating 
agencies, the provisions described in the draft environmental impact study relating to inventoried 
roadless areas on the Chugach and the allowance for administrative boundary modifications and 
corrections have been removed from all alternatives. No aspects of the Final Rule will have an 
effect of the inventoried roadless areas within the Chugach National Forest.  
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Comment 055: Commenters suggest the Forest Service extend the exemption from the Roadless Rule to 
the Chugach National Forest to improve access for hydropower development. 

Response 055: The State’s petition for an exemption from the 2001 Roadless Rule only 
requested it for the Tongass National Forest and not the Chugach National Forest. Therefore, the 
agency did not extend the exemption to the Chugach. However, hydropower development is not 
an activity prohibited by the 2001 Roadless Rule and thus hydropower development could occur 
on the Chugach National Forest. 

Purpose and Need 
Comment 056: The State of Alaska’s petition does not reflect the national importance (described in the 
2001 Roadless Rule) of the Tongass National Forest roadless areas and gives preference to the State of 
Alaska's desires for local timber production. 

Response 056: The FEIS acknowledges the importance of roadless areas for wildlife and fish 
habitat, recreation values, multiple economic sectors, traditional properties and sacred sites for 
local indigenous people, inherent passive use values, and the ecosystem services values they 
provide for all Americans (see Chapter 1). The Alaska Roadless Rule, developed in response to 
the State of Alaska's petition, was designed to provide for the continued conservation of these 
areas while accommodating timber harvest and road construction/reconstruction activities that 
are determined to be needed for forest management, economic development opportunities, and 
the exercise of valid existing rights or other non-discretionary legal authorities.  

Comment 057: Commenters asked how changes to the Roadless Rule would help the agency meet its 
responsibilities for sustaining health, diversity, and productivity of forests to meet the needs of present 
and future generations.  

Response 057: Changes to the Roadless Rule do not have a direct effect on the mission of the 
Forest Service, which is to sustain the health, diversity, and productivity of the nation's forests 
and grasslands to meet the needs of present and future generations. These issues may be 
directly affected by projects that are permitted in the areas affected by changes to the Roadless 
Rule, but these projects are subject to their own NEPA review. 

Comment 058: Commenters question the need for project because the 2001 Roadless Rule already 
provides flexibility and natural resource extraction through exemptions. 

Response 058: The Alaska Roadless Rule, developed in response to the State of Alaska's 
petition, is designed to provide for the continued conservation of roadless areas while 
accommodating timber harvest and road construction/reconstruction activities that are determined 
to be needed for forest management, economic development opportunities, and the exercise of 
valid existing rights or other non-discretionary legal authorities. The Tongass National Forest is 
unique from other national forests in respect to the size of the forest, the large percentage of 
roadless areas that comprise it, the degree of dependency of local communities on the forest, and 
forest-specific statutory considerations. While the 2001 Roadless Rule included some exceptions 
that allow activities that accommodate the biological, social, and economic situation of 
communities in Southeast Alaska, additional exceptions were added to the alternatives 
considered for the Alaska Roadless Rule to improve overall clarity and to respond to specific 
Southeast Alaska needs not anticipated by or provided for in the 2001 Roadless Rule. For 
example, the 2001 Roadless Rule does not allow roads to be built for new leasable mineral 
projects such as geothermal. 

Comment 059: Commenters question the need for the exception that allows for timber harvest to 
improve, restore or maintain fish and wildlife habitat.  

Response 059: The exception to the prohibition on timber harvest that would allow timber 
harvest in Alaska roadless areas to maintain, restore, or improve fish and wildlife habitat is 
included in Alternatives 2-5 of the Rulemaking for Alaska Roadless Areas DEIS. Alternative 1, the 
No-Action Alternative (which would retain the 2001 Roadless Rule on the Tongass National 
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Forest) includes a similar exception that allows timber harvest to improve threatened, 
endangered, proposed, or sensitive species habitat or to maintain or restore the characteristics of 
ecosystem composition and structure (36 CFR 294.13(b)(1)(i), (ii)). The harvest of timber under 
this exception would provide for habitat patches, connectivity, structural diversity, and stream 
conditions determined, through project-specific analyses, to be needed for the improvement of 
fish and wildlife habitat on the forest.  

Comment 060: The purpose and need statement is vague and confusing and lacks meaningful criteria 
for formulation and comparison of alternatives.  

Response 060: The purpose and need statement is a brief statement as to what underlying 
purpose the agency is responding to in the proposed action and alternatives. It is not necessarily 
a means of providing meaningful criteria for formulation and comparison of alternatives. The key 
issues were identified to assist in the formulation and comparison of alternatives. 

Comment 061: The proposed rule gives preference to the State of Alaska's idea of local timber 
production desires and does not support the national need to protect roadless areas within the Tongass 
National Forest. 

Response 061: The Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (84 FR 55523) states the USDA gave 
“substantial weight to the State’s policy preferences,” which is not the same as giving preference 
to the State’s desires on local timber production. The State’s desire to emphasize rural economic 
development opportunities is consistent with the Department’s desires to support rural economic 
development. In addition, the majority of the areas considered for exemption from the 2001 
Roadless Rule would not be available for timber harvest due to Forest Plan direction. 

Comment 062: Commenters are concerned about the rationale used to support and demonstrate need. 

Response 062: As stated in the Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, the Alaska Roadless Rule 
reflects a different policy perspective on the roadless management issue rather than a change in 
the underlying facts and circumstances. This administration believes the states have valuable 
insight in understanding the balance between rural economic development and environmental 
protection, and that overall reduction in federal regulations is good for the American public due to 
reduced burden to the taxpayer and reduced burden to business.  

Comment 063: Commenters stated that exempting 9.2 million acres of inventoried roadless acres 
(Alternative 6) would not resolve controversy with regards to managing roadless areas and does not 
adequately meet the purpose and need. 

Response 063: History highlights that Roadless Rulemaking has been controversial and often 
litigated since promulgation of the 2001 Roadless Rule. Since that time, several states requested 
state-specific rulemaking in order to develop a Roadless Rule that best fits the circumstances of 
the state, its geography, and public interests. With regard to Alaska specifically, the Secretary is 
aware of the ongoing controversy related to the 2001 Roadless Rule and to management of 
roadless areas on the Tongass National Forest in general. Roadless rulemaking is a 
programmatic-level decision with broad authority given to the Secretary, and, after considering 
the ongoing controversy related to roadless areas on the Tongass, he has prioritized economic 
opportunity, federal deregulation, and the expressed positions of statewide-elected officials in 
selecting an alternative he believes best responds to the overall purpose of the project.  

Public Involvement 
Comment 064: Commenters state that the Roadless Rule should reinforce the Tongass Advisory 
Committee (TAC) recommendations in the 2016 Forest Plan by protecting the Tongass 77 watersheds 
and TNC/Audubon Conservation Priority Areas. The TAC can serve as a roadmap for incorporating public 
interest and economic realities into an Alaska Roadless Rule. 

Response 064: The 2016 Tongass Forest Plan is based on the recommendations of the 
Tongass Advisory Committee (TAC). Except for the administrative change to the timber land 
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suitability determinations discussed above, none of the alternatives considered for the Alaska 
Roadless Rule would make any changes to the goals and objectives, land use designations or 
management prescriptions, forest-wide standards and guidelines, projected timber sale quantity, 
projected wood sale quantity, or the young-growth transition strategy of the Tongass Forest Plan. 
This includes all forest plan direction applicable to the T77 Watersheds and TNC/Audubon 
Conservation Priority Areas. Therefore, these areas would continue to receive the protections 
outlined in the 2016 Tongass Forest Plan, which includes no old growth harvest in these areas, 
as recommended by the TAC. 

Comment 065: Commenters were concerned with the adequacy of public involvement efforts, such as, 
length of the public comment period, requests for additional public meetings (including outside Alaska), 
opportunities for oral testimony at public meetings, and scoping being initiated late in the process. 
Commenters felt that decisions of this magnitude should be discussed and decided over a longer period 
of time. Some commenters believe USDA and the Forest Service are in violation of the 1st Amendment 
by not allowing oral testimony. Another commenter felt that public hearings should allow for anonymous 
statements from community members who are not comfortable stating their names for the record. 
Commenters requested community education workshops on the 2001 Roadless Rule.  

Response 065: The Forest Service conducted two cycles of public comment: the first was a 45-
day scoping period from August 30, 2018, to October 15, 2018, in which about 144,000 comment 
letters were received; and the second was a 60-day comment period on the proposed rule and 
DEIS from October 18, 2019, to December 17, 2019, which resulted in about 267,000 comment 
letters. During the scoping period 17 public meetings were held and during the comment period 
21 public meetings were held throughout southeast AK, Anchorage, AK, and Washington, DC. 
The USDA recognizes that many would have desired long scoping and comment periods. The 
length of the scoping and comment periods are standard for both the rulemaking and EIS 
processes. The robust meeting attendance and the 411,000 total comments received indicates 
the timing and length were adequate.  

The USDA values the comments received, and the concerns expressed during the rulemaking 
process. The USDA considered public comments received, the range of alternatives examined in 
the DEIS and FEIS, and input from cooperating agencies and elected officials. Public comments 
were utilized to craft the range of alternatives examined in the DEIS and FEIS. The NEPA and 
rulemaking public comment process are not vote-counting processes. Every comment has value, 
whether expressed by one individual or thousands. The public comment process considers the 
substance of each individual comment rather than the number received. No interest group’s 
views, or comments are given preferential treatment or consideration, and comments are 
considered without regard to their origin, commenter’s affiliation, or number received. The 
information the Forest Service received was also used to inform the Responsible Official for the 
Alaska Roadless Rulemaking effort, the Secretary of Agriculture. 

Comment 066: There was concern that the rulemaking processes contributed to a practice of 
discrimination by minimizing or eliminating the voices of marginalized and low-income communities. 

Response 066: The Alaska Roadless Rulemaking effort provided opportunity for meaningful 
engagement by tribes, other government agencies, stakeholder groups, communities, and the 
general public. The public participation process employed for the Project is described in Chapter 
1 of the EIS in the Public Participation section.  

An analysis was conducted of the Alaska Roadless Rule alternatives and documented in the Civil 
Rights Impact Analysis. The analysis concluded that the final rule is not projected to exclude, 
limit, or otherwise disadvantage any group or class of persons from using or benefiting from 
resources on the Tongass National Forest. In addition, the analysis found the final rule would not 
create any barriers to equal program participation nor access to benefits available to all affected 
populations. 

Additionally please refer to our responses to comment 007. 
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Comment 067: Commenters expressed concern that Native Tribes, organizations, and people are not 
properly supported, represented, heard, or understood when it comes to these kinds of regulatory 
changes and that involvement processes are not effective. 

Response 067: The Forest Service has worked hard to involve Native tribes and the public 
through participation as cooperating agencies, holding 17 public scoping meetings and 21 public 
meetings during the DEIS comment period, and holding numerous government-to-government 
consultation meetings. As a result of the input gathered through these meetings and 
consultations, many changes have been made to the alternatives. However, the Forest Service is 
open to and continually seeks improvement in our Native tribe and public involvement processes. 

Comment 068: Commenters expressed concern that the agency does not heed the will of the public 
majority when it comes to action on public lands and that results in consequences, such as increased 
logging with effects like habitat destruction, patchworks of roads, clear cuts and wide-reaching negative 
impacts.  

Response 068: Please refer to our responses to other comments under Public Involvement. 

Comment 069: Commenters questioned how and whether public opinion would influence decision 
making. In addition, given challenges with attending hearings in-person (distance, access, obligations, 
scheduling), commenters suggested that public opinion counts should be weighted to reflect that those 
unable to attend likely agreed with the majority present. 

Response 069: Information received from the public during public scoping, the public comment 
period for the DEIS, during public meetings and subsistence hearings following publication of the 
DEIS, and at other times during the rulemaking process highlighted the issues important to the 
communities in Southeast Alaska and to the national public and was used to inform the proposed 
alternatives and analysis of potential impacts in the EIS. This information will be used to inform 
the Responsible Official for the Alaska Roadless Rulemaking effort, the Secretary of Agriculture. 

Public comments on the DEIS are summarized and responses to the summarized comments are 
provided in Appendix H of this FEIS. In addition, all public comments are available as part of the 
project record.  

The Forest Service appreciates the participation of those people who were able to attend public 
meetings and the subsistence hearings in person. Other opportunities to provide input are also 
available for those unable to attend meetings in person and all input provided is considered 
equally regardless of whether it is provided in person or written form. The Forest Service does not 
compile counts of public opinion. 

Comment 070: Commenters sought public outreach about Alternative 6 to reduce opposition through 
education by clarifying that concern about environmental effects of large-scale clearcutting is based upon 
inaccurate information and not supported by USDA rules governing timber sales. 

Response 070: Public outreach and involvement activities conducted as part of the Alaska 
Roadless Rulemaking process are summarized in the Public Participation section of Chapter 1 of 
the EIS. The potential impacts of the alternatives are evaluated by resource in the EIS. Public 
comments on the DEIS, including concerns regarding the impacts of timber harvest and 
Alternative 6, are addressed in this appendix. No additional targeted outreach of the type 
described in the comment is proposed or considered necessary as part of this rulemaking 
process.  

Comment 071: Resolutions were received from local governments in support and opposition of 
exempting Roadless Rule protections for the Tongass National Forest. 

Response 071: The Forest Service values the input received, and the concerns expressed, 
during the rulemaking process to date. They have highlighted the issues important to both the 
communities in Southeast Alaska and to the national public, which were used to develop 
alternatives that provided a range of management options. The range of management options 
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analyzed in the EIS range from Alternative 1 representing continued application of the 2001 
Roadless Rule and Alternative 6 representing a full exemption from the 2001 Roadless Rule while 
Alternatives 2 through 5 fall between those two. Effects for those alternatives are described in the 
EIS. 

The information the Forest Service received was also used to inform the Responsible Official for 
the Alaska Roadless Rulemaking effort, the Secretary of Agriculture. 

Comment 072: Comments and resolutions were provided in support of the Southeast Alaska electrical 
intertie and transportation corridor projects to promote regional economic development. 

Response 072: The 2001 Roadless Rule (Alternative 1) does not prohibit the construction or 
maintenance of electrical transmission lines that do not require road construction or 
reconstruction. Temporary or permanent roads are not currently permitted in IRAs, with 
exceptions, though temporary linear construction zones can be authorized. However, Alternatives 
2 through 5 added an exception to most ARA categories that would allow road construction for 
electrical interties and other utility systems.  

The 2001 Roadless Rule also provides exceptions to allow construction, reconstruction, or 
realignment of a Federal Aid Highway in IRAs and road construction or reconstruction pursuant to 
reserved or outstanding rights, or as provided by statute or treaty. This includes the State of 
Alaska’s rights under Section 4407 of Public Law 109-59, as amended. Alternatives 2 through 5 
include additional exceptions for road construction in response to transportation needs identified 
by the cooperating agencies and through public and tribal input.  

Comment 073: Commenters sought disclosure of public opinion about the proposed exemption. 

Response 073: Public comments are summarized and responses to the summarized comments 
are provided in Appendix H of this EIS. In addition, all public comments are available as part of 
the project record. 

Alternatives 
Comment 074: Respondents said that the DEIS should have included an alternative that updates the 
roadless inventory to include all roadless areas that were not included as inventoried roadless areas 
under the 2001 Roadless Rule.  

Response 074: The starting point for the Alaska Roadless Areas was the Inventoried Roadless 
Areas from the 2001 Roadless Rule. Alternatives 2 and 3 both include areas outside of these 
inventoried roadless areas. These areas are identified in the 2003 and 2008 roadless analyses 
conducted as part of forest planning efforts. Further, Alternatives 2 and 3 include small islands 
excluded from all three previous inventories/analyses. 

Comment 075: Commenters suggested modification of some alternatives by including components of 
another alternative (mixing and matching). An example of this would be modifying Alternative 2 by adding 
the proposed regulatory prohibition of old-growth harvest in T77 Watersheds and TNC/Audubon 
Conservation Priority Areas outside of roadless areas (similar to the Forest Plan) that is part of Alternative 
3. 

Response 075: Mixing and matching various components of an alternative is always an option 
for the Responsible Official, as long as the effects are within the range of effects disclosed in the 
EIS. The effects of adding the regulatory prohibition (as opposed to a Forest Plan prohibition) on 
old-growth harvest in T77 Watersheds and TNC/Audubon Conservation Priority Areas outside of 
roadless areas is the same for both Alternatives 2 and 3. The difference between Alternatives 2 
and 3 for this particular issue is that in Alternative 2 the prohibition on old-growth harvest in those 
watersheds is provided for through the Forest Plan, which could be changed through a revision or 
amendment, and in Alternative 3 it would be provided for through regulation, which could only be 
changed through additional rulemaking. 
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Comment 076: Commenters expressed concern that the DEIS did not satisfy the requirements of NEPA. 
There was concern that DEIS does not present a range of reasonable alternatives and that the 
alternatives presented were contradictory with arbitrary differences in roadless acreage and logging. 

Response 076: The alternatives in the EIS were developed in an effort to respond, in different 
ways, to the issues identified during scoping, particularly the key issues discussed in Chapter 1 of 
the EIS.  

Comment 077: The Forest Service does not explain the differences between the administrative boundary 
correction and modification provisions proposed for Alaska and prior similar provisions.  

Response 077: Based on public comments, consultation(s), and discussions with cooperating 
agencies, the provisions described in the DEIS and proposed rule relating to inventoried roadless 
areas on the Chugach and the allowance for administrative boundary modifications and 
corrections have been removed from all alternatives, including the preferred alternative. No 
aspects of the Final Rule will have an effect on the inventoried roadless areas within the Chugach 
National Forest. In addition, the Forest Service official to approve corrections on the Tongass 
National Forest has been changed from the Regional Forester to the Chief of the Forest Service 
in Alternatives 2-5. 

Comment 078: Commenters express concern regarding the existing regulatory language which was 
retained from the 2001 Roadless Rule. 

Response 078: The regulatory language for all action alternatives has been modified in response 
to the comments received on the DEIS and in response to cooperating agency input. 

Comment 079: Commenters expressed preference for Alternative 1 and then provided secondary 
preferences. Individuals listing Alternative 2 as a secondary preference did so because there would not 
be a significant net change in acres protected. Commenters expressed that each national forest belongs 
to all Americans and should be protected by the Roadless Rule. 

Response 079: Comment noted.  

Comment 080: Commenters requested that the Forest Service select an alternative that balances 
environmental protections with economic development. 

Response 080: Each alternative balances environmental protections with economic development 
to varying degrees. 

Comment 081: Commenters expressed opposition to both Alternatives 4 and 5 as they would convert 
inventoried roadless areas into roadless priority areas, reducing protections for these designated areas. 

Response 081: Comment noted. 

Comment 082: Commenters supported providing regulatory protection of areas identified in the 2016 
Forest Plan as T77 watersheds and TNC/Audubon Conservation Priority Areas (high-priority watershed 
areas) that are outside of designated roadless. Specifically, old-growth timber harvest would be 
prohibited, as is proposed as a component of Alternative 3. 

Response 082: The current Forest Plan prohibits old-growth harvest within these areas. 

Comment 083: Commenters request the Forest Service reinstate the Transportation Utility System Land 
Use Designation (TUS LUD) that had been removed in the 2016 Tongass Forest Plan. This would allow 
access for renewable energy projects that would have climate change benefits and benefit the local 
community. 

Response 083: This is outside of the scope of the Alaska Roadless Rule analysis. However, 
Roadless Priority, Community Use Priority, and Timber Priority designations provide exceptions 
or otherwise allow tree cutting and road building for utility systems.  



Appendix H 

Final EIS H-23 Response to Comments 

Comment 084: Commenters sought an alternative that broadly protects fish habitat, continues the phase-
out of industrial scale old-growth clear-cutting, and prioritizes the restoration of degraded watersheds and 
streams. 

Response 084: None of the alternatives would change the ongoing transition away from old-
growth harvest. Protections to fish habitat and watershed restoration projects would continue 
under all alternatives. There is variation between the alternatives in the degree of protection 
afforded T77 Watersheds and TNC/Audubon Conservation Priority Areas, as described in 
Chapter 2. 

Comment 085: Commenters sought protections in addition to what is offered by the existing rule. For 
example, minimizing additional clearcutting and adding lands set aside for specific cultural significance 
(e.g. old-growth trees like red cedar required for canoes, etc.). 

Response 085: A broad range of alternatives was analyzed in the EIS. Please refer to the 
discussion in Chapter 2 about development of alternatives. Most of the alternatives include 
specific roadless designations, which provide for a range of protections and exceptions to 
address a range of issues. The Roadless and Community Priority ARAs provide for access to and 
harvest of trees for cultural purposes while at the same time prohibiting commercial timber 
harvest. The issue of restricting clearcutting vs. other types of silvicultural prescriptions is a 
Forest Plan issue and beyond the scope of this EIS. 

Comment 086: Commenters express support for designating specific areas in the Tongass as managed 
tree farming zones. 

Response 086: This request is outside of the scope of the Alaska Roadless Rule analysis. 

Comment 087: Commenters express support for designating the Tongass as a national monument and 
others supported designation as a National Park to increase protections. 

Response 087: These requests are outside of the scope of the Alaska Roadless Rule analysis 
and beyond the authority of the Secretary of Agriculture. Designating the Tongass National Forest 
as a National Park would take an act of Congress. National monuments may only be established 
through legislation enacted by the U.S. Congress or proclamation of the President. 

Comment 088: Commenters expressed support for expanding the Roadless protections in the State of 
Alaska, so additional lands would be designated as off-limits to development. Commenters also 
specifically requested expanded protections for T77 Watersheds and TNC/Audubon Conservation Areas 
outside of current roadless areas. 

Response 088: Alternative 3 provides new regulatory protections for T77 Watersheds and 
TNC/Audubon Conservation Areas outside of current roadless areas. 

Comment 089: Commenters requested that projects already allowed to be permitted in roadless areas 
should be expressly provided for in any new Alaska Roadless Rule, including the powerline corridor to 
Takatz Lake, Blue Lake, or Glacier Lake licensing or relicensing or additional generational capacity, and 
corridors for road connections. 

Response 089: The rule does not affect existing permits or authorizations for occupancy or use 
of National Forest System Lands. Any proposed modifications or future licensing would have to 
be addressed on a case-by-case basis including public participation and preparation of project 
specific analyses. 

Comment 090: Commenters request protection for specific watersheds or areas that have been identified 
as the most important to their community, notably but not limited to encompass culturally and traditionally 
important sockeye salmon systems. In many areas within these watersheds, the 2001 Roadless Rule are 
the only protections that apply. Further, the Watershed Priority management category applied to 
TNC/Audubon Conservation Priority Areas and Tongass 77 Watersheds does not add any additional 
protections for these areas as these watersheds were not included on the lists of those areas. 
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Response 090: The Forest Service reviewed the specific areas suggested for protection. In 
some cases, no change was made because the areas were already affected by or adjacent to 
existing roads or harvested areas. However, based on comments and input from tribal 
cooperating agencies, Alternatives 2 and 3 were evaluated and changed, where appropriate, to 
minimize effects to high priority sockeye watersheds. See Chapter 1, Changes Between the DEIS 
and FEIS. 

However, watershed protection is well provided for even without the 2001 Roadless Rule. Large 
tracts of undeveloped lands and watershed protections are provided by existing statutory and 
forest plan direction, including lands in designated Wildernesses and National Monuments. In 
addition, the TTRA (Pub. L. 101-626, Title II, Section 201) and the National Defense Authorization 
Act for Fiscal Year 2015 (Pub. L. 113-291, 128 Stat. 3729, Section 3720(f)) designated 
approximately 856,000 acres as LUD II areas, which are managed in a roadless state to retain 
their wildland character. Approximately 3.6 million acres in key watersheds (defined in the Forest 
Plan as Tongass 77 Watersheds and The Nature Conservancy/Audubon Conservation Areas) are 
managed for no old-growth timber harvest, thus minimizing adverse impacts to fisheries. 
Management direction of LUD II areas and key watersheds would remain unaffected with the final 
rule.” 

Comment 091: Commenters sought preservation of key wetland areas in the Tongass, such as the T77 
Watersheds and TNC/Audubon Conservation Priority Areas.  

Response 091: Alternatives 2 and 3 provided additional protections for the T77 Watersheds and 
TNC/Audubon Conservation Priority Areas. T77 Watersheds and TNC/Audubon Conservation 
Priority Areas are protected from old-growth timber harvest under all alternatives. 

Comment 092: Commenters provided input in both support and opposition of each Alternative. 

Response 092: A broad range of alternatives was analyzed in the EIS. Please refer to the 
discussion in Chapter 2 about development of alternatives.  

The Forest Service values the input received, and the concerns expressed, during the rulemaking 
process to date. They have highlighted the issues important to the communities in Southeast 
Alaska and to the national public, which were used to develop alternatives that provided a range 
of management options. The range of management options analyzed in the EIS range from 
Alternative 1, representing continued application of the 2001 Roadless Rule, to Alternative 6, 
representing a full exemption from the 2001 Roadless Rule, while Alternatives 2-5 fall between 
those two. Effects for those alternatives are described in the EIS. 

The information the Forest Service received was also used to inform the Responsible Official for 
the Alaska Roadless Rulemaking effort, the Secretary of Agriculture. 

Comment 093: Commenters expressed opposition to changing the Roadless Rule protections for the 
Tongass and Chugach National Forests. Rationale for maintaining the current rule (Alternative 1) include 
preserving old-growth habitat and avoiding habitat fragmentation. Commenters expressed belief that 
reducing protections would result in an increase in timber harvest and road building that, in turn, would 
result in increased adverse impacts to multiple resources (e.g., habitat, watersheds, subsistence). 
Commenters were generally opposed to exemption because they believed it would result in harm to the 
environment and to tribal dependent resources. Many generally objected to resource extraction by private 
industry. Many supported Alternative 1 over exemption because it was more protective of natural 
resources and still provided economic development. 

Response 093: The conservation of aquatic and terrestrial habitat was identified as a key issue 
for the Alaska Roadless Rule EIS, and the EIS addressed the potential effects of each alternative 
on that key issue. While there would be more acres potentially available for harvest of productive 
old growth with each of the Alaska Roadless Rule action alternatives, there would be no change 
in the projected harvest amount from Alternative 1. Table 3.3-8 has been added to the FEIS and 
displays the estimated percent of original high-volume productive old growth (POG) remaining 
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after 100 years (total and within non-development LUDs). Under all alternatives, this would be 
about 85 percent of total and the percent within non-development LUDs would be about 62. 

All elements of the proposed Alaska Roadless Rule that would apply to the Chugach National 
Forest have been removed. 

Comment 095: Commenters expressed opposition to changes of the Roadless Rule protections for the 
Tongass and Chugach National Forests because they felt this process disregarded local input, 
collaboration, and the public interest. Commenters stated support for local decision-making for forest 
projects, activities, and rules. 

Response 095: Alternative 1 represents continued application of the 2001 Roadless Rule. 
Regarding local input, collaboration, and the public interest, the Forest Service values the 
comments that have been received, and the concerns expressed, during the rulemaking process 
to date. They have highlighted the issues important to both the communities in Southeast Alaska 
and to the national public, which were used to develop alternatives that provided a range of 
management options as displayed in the Final Environmental Impact Statement. 

Comment 096: Commenters expressed support for changes to the Roadless Rule, including the full 
exemption, because they believe the 2001 Roadless Rule (Alternative 1) is too restrictive. Commenters 
believe the Roadless Rule does not provide flexibility for timber and mining industries, forest treatment to 
prevent fires or manage for grazing, and impedes renewable energy and other development.  

Response 096: As stated above, the EIS includes a range of alternatives that were developed in 
response to the key issues identified for the Alaska Roadless Rulemaking project. 

Comment 097: Commenters expressed concern about the phrasing of the proposed action changing 
between publishing the Notice of Intent and the 2019 publication of the Notice of Availability of the DEIS 
for comment. 

Response 097: As part of the Forest Service effort to improve environmental analysis and 
decision making, proposed actions are more iterative. As additional information is gathered and 
analysis occurs, the proposed action is refined. 

Comment 098: Commenters explained that adding the suitable timber lands proposed in the exemption 
would provide the necessary flexibility in selection to allow the Forest Service to offer economic timber 
sales that meet the needs of the timber industry and provides for other development on the Tongass that 
contributes to rural economies. 

Response 098: Each alternative varies in the amount of suitable timber lands available for 
harvest and the exceptions allowing for other development. 

Comment 099: Commenters expressed that the proposed rule will lead to the extraction of natural 
resources, which will bring jobs to the area, reduce demand for select imports, and stimulate the 
economy. Additional roads and rights of way for utilities are necessary for economic development, 
particularly for the 29 of 32 communities in the region that are not connected to the nation’s highway 
system and are typically surrounded by marine waters and undeveloped Forest land. Exemption will 
support local communities that live, work, hunt, and fish in the Tongass. 

Response 099: Potential impacts to the social and economic environment are addressed in the 
Issue 2 section of Chapter 3 of the EIS and in other detailed sections. 

Comment 100: LUD II Priority and Roadless protections should overlap to ensure the greatest restriction 
on road construction. One of the strongest combinations of protecting National Forest System lands from 
degradation is overlapping special area designations. These overlapping designations provide a 
complimentary framework for a high-level of protection from overuse and development of federal lands. 

Response 100: Alaska Roadless Rulemaking has presented the opportunity to resolve long-time 
errors in roadless boundaries, clarify points of confusion, and develop a straightforward approach 
to managing Tongass National Forest roadless areas. The overlap in statutory (and Tongass 
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Forest Plan) management direction for the LUD II land use designation and roadless regulatory 
provisions (under the 2001 Roadless Rule) for the roadless portions of those LUD II areas makes 
it more difficult to determine which direction has primacy over the other for policy makers, land 
managers, and the public. While the statutory direction is similar to roadless area direction, there 
are some differences and this has created confusion for land managers and the public. Under 
Alternatives 2, 4, and 5, LUD II areas would be designated as LUD II Priority ARAs, which would 
be managed in accordance with applicable statutory direction. Specifically, these lands will 
continue to be managed in a roadless state to retain their wildland character as defined in the 
Tongass Timber Reform Act (TTRA; Title II, Section 201) and the National Defense Authorization 
Act for Fiscal Year 2015 (Public Law 113-291, 128 Stat. 3729, Section 3720(f)). Under Alternative 
3, the roadless designation is removed from these LUD II areas, but the statutory direction would 
continue to apply to these areas. 

Rationale 
Comment 101: The rationale for Alternative 6 as the proposed rule is not supported by the facts. The 
DEIS projects minimal beneficial effect on the forest product industry and thus does not support the 
assertion that eliminating the Roadless Rule will support rural economic development. The assertion that 
the Tongass should be managed locally ignores the Forest Service's 2001 conclusion that national 
rulemaking was needed to protect roadless areas. The DEIS recognizes that logging is most likely to be 
economically efficient in areas where there are already roads which is contrary to the assertion that 
opening roadless areas will result in more economic timber sales. 

Response 101: As stated in the Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, the Alaska Roadless Rule 
reflects a different policy perspective on the roadless management issue rather than a change in 
the underlying facts and circumstances. This administration believes the states have valuable 
insight in understanding the balance between rural economic development and environmental 
protection and that overall reduction in federal regulations is good for the American public due to 
reduced burden to the taxpayer and reduced burden to business.  

Comment 102: The NPRM provides no justification to support any additional exceptions. The 2001 
Roadless Rule already provides for access to hydroelectric projects, construction of communication 
infrastructure, construction of transmission lines, access for locatable minerals, development of energy 
projects, and regional transportation projects. Although the 2001 Roadless Rule prohibits building roads 
for leasable minerals, the DEIS states there is no current or anticipated demand for leasable minerals on 
the Tongass. 

Response 102: The proposed rule to exempt the Tongass National Forest from the provisions of 
the 2001 Roadless Rule does not include exceptions. However, many of the exceptions proposed 
in Alternatives 2 through 5 were developed to respond to comments from the public, Alaska 
tribes, and cooperating agencies.  

Comment 103: Commenters perceived impropriety associated with how this proposed Alaska Roadless 
Rule came about between the Governor of the State of Alaska and the President. There was concern that 
the State’s petition to initiate this rulemaking process was filed under false pretenses and did not involve 
any public scoping. Further, they are concerned that this change is motivated by politics and outdated 
timber-specific economics rather than being informed by the best available science.  

Response 103: The APA and USDA’s implementing regulation (7 CFR 1.28) allows any 
interested person to petition the Secretary to change a regulation. There is no prescribed process 
for developing or responding to a petition other than that it must be given prompt consideration 
and the petitioner will be notified promptly of the disposition made of their petition. The Secretary 
has no control over the underlying motivations or data offered in support of a petition. However, 
once a petition is accepted, a rulemaking in response to a petition will be conducted in 
compliance with applicable law and regulations. The USDA has conducted this rulemaking in 
compliance with all applicable law and carefully considered the information provided by all those 
who participated in the various public meetings and comment periods. The Department has 
drawn its own conclusions based on the information provided by all parties and its own analysis.  
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Comment 104: Commenters were concerned that there was inadequate reasoning given for the selection 
of the preferred alternative in the DEIS, and that it was politically influenced, arbitrary and capricious. 
There was concern that selection of Alternative 6 as the preferred polarized the discussion, making 
nuanced conversation difficult. 

Response 104: Development of federal policy is often inherently political. In this case, USDA 
gave substantial weight to the State’s policy preferences, which is within the discretion of the 
Secretary. The Secretary considered a multitude of factors when selecting the preferred 
alternative, including the effects disclosed in the DEIS; input from the public, tribes, and 
cooperating agencies; overall changes in policy preferences by this administration; divergent 
views on roadless policy; as well as political considerations. These are all factors that a 
responsible official can consider when making new policy. The Notice of Proposed Rulemaking 
outlined how the Secretary considered the various aspects related to management of roadless 
areas on the Tongass National Forest. The selection of the full exemption as the proposed rule 
considered the important aspects related to the roadless policy question and the impacts outlined 
in the EIS and was not arbitrary and capricious.  

Comment 105: The proposed rule is unlawful because it fails to provide a rational explanation for 
changing the Forest Service's roadless policy in the Tongass. 

Response 105: The preferred alternative removes a discretionary federal regulation and returns 
the regulatory landscape back to what it was prior to promulgation of the 2001 Rule. Returning 
roadless management on the Tongass National Forest to USDA’s traditional, unit-based, land 
management regime is unquestionably permissible under the relevant statutes. The incoming 
State Petition and USDA’s consideration of present conditions and various alternative rulemaking 
approaches indicates that there are good reasons to consider adjusting the regulatory landscape. 
USDA’s final assessment and rationale concerning roadless management on the Tongass 
National Forest will be discussed in the record of decision.  

Comment 106: The effects disclosed in the DEIS are based on the premise that the proposed rule will fail 
because the proposal will not increase mining, development of leasable mineral, energy projects, 
infrastructure, timber output, and jobs. 

Response 106: The effects analyses are based on the baseline conditions presented in the EIS, 
application of current management practices under the Forest Plan, and the changes that may 
occur in response to the Alaska Roadless Rule alternatives, including exemption. 

Comment 107: Commenters expressed that including the Timber Priority LUD within the ARA boundary 
is confusing and inappropriate. They felt that timber production is incompatible with protecting roadless 
area values.  

Response 107: The Timber Priority ARA allows timber harvest, road construction, and road 
reconstruction to facilitate timber management and provide economic opportunity. It is only 
included in Alternative 4 and would apply to approximately 757,000 acres. While management of 
lands in this ARA management designation would not be subject to any regulatory prohibitions on 
timber harvest or road construction, retaining them in roadless designation is one way to 
acknowledge the roadless values of these lands to ensure appropriate consideration in future, 
site-specific project planning and analysis. 

Roadless Areas and Mapping 
Comment 108: Commenters sought a baseline that includes an accurate accounting of roadless areas 
that still have roadless characteristics, rather than inventoried roadless areas. 

Response 108: We are not exactly sure what is meant by the comment, but the 2003 
Supplemental EIS evaluating roadless areas for Wilderness recommendations included an 
extensive description and accounting of the current conditions including all roadless area 
characteristics of each Tongass roadless area (see Appendix C). 
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Comment 109: Commenters were concerned that prior to the October 2019 DEIS release, the Forest 
Service deleted all young growth age-class data from their public portal, making it impossible for the 
public to consider the high-production of young growth timber. 

Response 109: It is difficult to know which young growth data and which portal the commenter 
was referring to. However, young growth age-class data are part of the Tongass Young Growth 
inventory, which is separate from the Alaska Roadless Rule project. All young growth data and 
information related to that inventory are available to the public now and were available during the 
comment period. 

Comment 110: There was concern that the DEIS did not use the most current roadless inventory. This 
would include roadless areas in the Keex' Kwaan traditional area that were not included in the 1996 
inventory used as the basis for the 2001 Roadless Rule, specifically critical lands in Three-mile Arm, 
Seclusion Harbor, and No Name, Alvin, and Reid Bays. Commenters urged the Forest Service to update 
the 2001 Roadless Rule to apply it to all Tongass Inventoried Roadless Areas, particularly those 
important to Keex' Kwaan. 

Response 110: The inventoried roadless areas subject to Alternatives 2 and 3 include Alaska 
Roadless Areas outside of the 2001 Roadless Rule’s inventoried roadless areas. Some of these 
were identified in the 2003 and 2008 roadless analyses for the Tongass forest planning efforts. 
Further, Alternatives 2 and 3 include small islands previously excluded from any roadless 
inventory or analysis. 

Effects Analysis - Other 
Comment 111: Commenters believed that the DEIS unlawfully postpones analysis of key impacts.  

Response 111: Timber harvests, road building, and other developments are expected to occur 
under all alternatives with little variation. The locations of these activities and associated roads 
may change under the various alternatives, but these locations are not known at this 
programmatic level of analysis and required pubic involvement. When specific timber harvest or 
other projects are proposed, site-specific NEPA analyses would be conducted at that time. No on-
the-ground actions are authorized by the final rule. 

Comment 112: There was concern that deferring analyses of localized effects (community scale 
analyses) to subsequent site-specific proposals would place undue burden on local communities, 
particularly low income and marginalized communities that may lack resources necessary to conduct 
these analyses. 

Response 112: The Forest Service recognizes the challenge this presents; however, the 
locations of timber harvests and associated road building are not known at this time. While the 
locations of other developments like regional energy or transportation projects may be more 
predictable, based on published information, it is not known if or when they will occur. When 
specific timber harvest or other projects are proposed, site-specific NEPA analysis and required 
pubic involvement would be conducted at that time. No on-the-ground actions are authorized by 
the final rule. 

Comment 113: The DEIS does not recognize the environmental effects of potential road construction and 
reconstruction in non-development LUDs that may occur to access the development LUDs within 
roadless. 

Response 113: Road construction and reconstruction needs are estimated in the FEIS, 
independent of which LUD they occur in. In addition, there would be very few instances where 
roads would have to be developed through non-development LUDs to access a development 
LUD that was removed from roadless. Development LUDs were mapped with access to road 
systems or to potential marine terminals. Furthermore, the most isolated development LUDs on 
the Tongass continue to be off-limits to logging even though they may have their roadless 
designations removed, because they are in Phases 2 and 3 of the Tongass Timber Sale Program 
Adaptive Management Strategy, which will continue to be not suitable for timber production. 
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Comment 114: Commenters expressed concern at the perception of a conflict between the Forest 
Service position that the proposed rule will not lead to more logging and the State of Alaska’s petition, 
comments from Alaska’s elected officials, and industry proponents demonstrating that the purpose of the 
proposed rule is to revitalize and expand the failing old-growth logging industry. 

Response 114: The proposed action does not adjust the Projected Timber Sale Quantity (PTSQ) 
identified in the Forest Plan. Current harvest levels are well below the PTSQ and, although it is 
possible that actual harvest levels will increase as a result of opening up roadless areas by 
increasing options for economic sales, it is not anticipated that harvest levels will reach or exceed 
the PTSQ on average. However, analyses in this EIS, as well as in the 2016 Forest Plan EIS, 
assume that harvest levels do reach the PTSQ and remain there over the planning horizon (100 
years). Tongass timber sale levels for the last 3 years have averaged 15 MMBF per year, or 
about 1/3 of the PTSQ. 

Comment 115: Commenters sought analysis of direct and indirect effects to the qualities of the 
Biosphere Reserve, particularly Glacier Bay National Park and Preserve – Admiralty Island. 

Response 115: Existing roadless areas within the Admiralty Island National Monument would 
retain their roadless designation under Alternatives 1 through 5. Under Alternative 6, roadless 
designation would be removed; however, the Monument would still be managed in compliance 
with ANILCA and the Forest Plan. Figure 1-1 was added to the EIS, showing such areas within 
the Tongass. Based on recent trends, it is reasonable to assume that most harvests will occur in 
the southern ranger districts, further away from the Biosphere Reserve. 

Comment 116: Commenters questioned the effects disclosed for inventoried roadless areas with 
Developmental Land Use Designations (Development LUDs), and sought clarification that the alternatives 
identify both prohibitions and permissions for land use such as timber production and road construction. 

Response 116: Development LUDs within inventoried roadless areas are subject to the 
"prohibitions and permissions" identified for the development LUD in the Forest Plan, in addition 
to the restrictions provided by the roadless area designation under the 2001 Roadless Rule (for 
Alternative 1) or the new Alaska Roadless Area designation (for Alternatives 2-5). The former are 
found in the Forest Plan Management Prescriptions for each LUD, as well as the Forest-wide 
Standards and Guidelines, and the latter are shown in Appendix G and Tables 2-2 and 2-3 of this 
FEIS. 

Comment 117: The impact analysis fails to accurately identify differences among the range of 
alternatives and minimizes the impact of even the most extractive alternative. Such an approach grossly 
misrepresents the impact of the preferred alternative and ignores a key requirement under the National 
Environmental Policy Act. The lack of impact analysis sets a dangerous precedent for future proposed 
rulemakings impacting our public lands, parks and forests. 

Response 117: The effects of each alternative have been quantified extensively. Differences 
among the alternatives are limited due to the fact that no changes in the PTSQ are associated 
with the proposed action or any alternatives. For all alternatives, we assumed that the PTSQ was 
fully harvested over the 100-year planning horizon, just as was done for the 2016 Forest Plan 
Amendment EIS. 

Comment 118: Commenters were concerned that the impacts analysis for alternatives was flawed 
because the basis for estimating volume of forest harvested and the assumed definition of “detrimental 
impacts” illustrated a misunderstanding of the local resources and ecosystems. For example, a 
geographic information system analysis conducted by a member of the Kake community found that over 6 
million acres of key ecologically important areas would be impacted from the proposed change, which is 
quite different from what the Forest Service produced in the DEIS. 

Response 118: The impact analyses in the EIS assume that timber harvest levels would remain 
the same for all alternatives, with similar or only slightly different miles of road construction and 
reconstruction also anticipated. The Record of Decision for the 2016 Forest Plan estimated that a 
total of approximately 24,000 old-growth acres would be harvested Forest-wide after 25 years, 
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with a total of 42,500 old-growth acres harvested after 100 years. These estimates represent an 
approximate upper ceiling of the number of roadless acres that could be potentially harvested 
under any of the alternatives. It is unclear why the commenter believes that this projected level of 
harvest would affect 6 million acres. 

Comment 119: Comments sought additional discussion in the DEIS of logging industry impacts which 
can include poor culvert construction and maintenance, poor trash management, excess forest debris, 
and clear-cuts being left impassable for 30-50 years.  

Response 119: Specific issues related to best management practices are Forest Plan-related 
issues and are beyond the scope of this EIS. This EIS does not authorize logging or set annual 
limits on logging or establish specific silvicultural or logging practices or prescriptions. 

Comment 120: The DEIS is insufficient and misleading because it underreports or fails to disclose the 
many, potentially significant, environmental impacts of removing the Roadless Rule protections from the 
Tongass. This misrepresentation makes it impossible for the public and decision-makers to assess the 
exemption’s adverse effects on the economy and ecosystems. 

Response 120: This action is programmatic and therefore, does not include specific locations of 
natural resource extraction. When projects are proposed, site-specific NEPA analysis will be 
conducted. Potential impacts are described throughout Chapter 3, including economic and 
ecosystem effects. Quantification of impacts is more extensive in the FEIS. 

Comment 121: The Forest Service’s proposal for exemption and claim that it will not cause direct harm, 
without explanation, contradicts its own findings from 2001 that logging, development, and roads have 
direct correlations with harm to National Forests. The DEIS seems to disregard information in its impact 
analysis about impacts of clear-cutting old growth forests. This leads to DEIS conclusions that are in 
disagreement with the FEIS generated in 2000 when the Roadless Rule was created which clearly 
documented the negative cumulative impacts the Tongass would be subject to. 

Response 121: The effects of timber harvest are not disregarded in the effects analysis of this 
EIS. However, the question of how much logging is to take place and what type of prescription 
should be used is a Forest Plan issue and was decided in 2016 with a major Forest Plan 
Amendment, which developed a young-growth transition strategy to move the industry away from 
old-growth clearcutting, and old-growth harvest in general. That strategy is currently being 
implemented. The average timber volume sold per year over the last 3 years has been 15 MMBF 
including only 4 MMBF of old growth. It should also be noted that in 2000, the allowable timber 
sale quantity (ASQ) and the level of old-growth clearcutting on the Tongass were substantially 
higher than the current level (by a factor of more than 10) and substantially higher than the PTSQ 
of the current Forest Plan. 

Comment 122: The Roadless Rule has been in effect on the Tongass for 20 years and removing it would 
cause adverse and irreparable harm. 

Response 122: The EIS addresses the effects of removing or modifying the Roadless Rule for 
the Tongass in detail. It should be noted that, although the rule was implemented beginning in 
2001, the Tongass was exempt from the Rule between 2003 and 2011, so the Rule has actually 
only been in effect on the Tongass for about 11 years.  

Comment 123: Commenters expressed concern with effects analysis, saying that the definition of “old 
growth” is oversimplified and that by discussing effects in terms of acres of old- or second growth lost 
does not account for total roadless acreage impacted. 

Response 123: Impact evaluations in the EIS cover far more than acreage impacted. For 
example, habitat impacts evaluations that are associated with harvest and roads do not only 
address the footprint of the direct impacts, but also address the fragmentation of adjacent 
habitats and the associated landscape connectivity. Detailed analyses of fragmentation and 
connectivity, however, cannot be conducted until site-specific proposals are evaluated. As 
another example, the evaluation of impacts on outfitters and guides considers areas proximal to 
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harvest and roads. Finally, the scenery analysis evaluates entire viewsheds, using the harvest 
acres as measures of the degree of disturbance. 

Comment 124: Commenters sought effects analysis, with more detail about the location and 
consideration of long-term secondary impacts, of natural resource extraction, including clear-cutting or 
development activities. Commenters further sought analysis showing the amount of forest fragmentation 
expected; documenting the amount of contiguous productive old-growth and contiguous large tree old-
growth currently remaining; and disclosing effects on maintaining viable, well distributed populations of 
yellow cedar. Commenters sought studies to determine harvest data, especially old-growth harvest data, 
for yellow cedar, detailed mapping of climate envelope maps for yellow cedar for the next 400 years, and 
analysis of range shifts.  

Response 124: This action is programmatic and therefore does not include specific locations of 
natural resource extraction. When projects are proposed, site-specific NEPA analysis will be 
conducted. Forest fragmentation is analyzed in a general way through evaluating the number of 
intact watersheds, but detailed analysis is not possible without site-specific project information. 
The amounts of POG, high-volume POG, and large-tree POG remaining now and after 100 years 
are presented for each alternative in Tables 3.3-7, 3.3-8, and 3.3-9 for NFS lands and in Tables 
3.3-10, 3.3-11, and 3.3-12 for all lands including non-NFS lands. Evaluating effects on yellow 
cedar is done on a site-specific and at the Forest Plan level and is beyond the scope of this EIS, 
which does not change the PTSQ. 

Comment 125: Commenters sought information about adaptive risk management, including monitoring 
and mitigation, for all action alternatives.  

Response 125: Monitoring occurs at the Forest-level. The Tongass National Forest implements 
its plan monitoring program in accordance with 36 CFR 219.19. This process is a quality control 
tool for implementation of the Tongass Forest Plan, which will continue regardless of the Alaska 
Roadless Rule. It provides the public, the Forest Service, and other involved resource agencies 
with information on the progress and results of Forest Plan implementation. As such, monitoring, 
along with the evaluation of that monitoring, comprise an essential feedback mechanism within an 
adaptive management framework to keep the Forest Plan dynamic and responsive to changing 
conditions.  

Comment 126: Commenters said that using the same LUD categories for the action alternatives that are 
found in the Forest Plan would allow for better integration of the rule direction and plan components.  

Response 126: The analysis and data used in the EIS considered all underlying Forest Plan LUD 
designations, standards and guidelines and other Forest Plan Direction. Assigning different 
roadless categories based on underlying LUD would have unnecessarily complicated the 
analysis.. 

Comment 127: Commenters expressed concern that greater human access through additional road 
construction would lead to increased potential for invasion by pests such as hemlock woolly adelgid, 
emerald ash borer, and Douglas-fir beetle and other exotic invasive species and pathogens. 

Response 127: We agree that more road construction in more isolated areas will create corridors 
for expansion of invasive species and other pests into more remote areas. This is disclosed in the 
FEIS (see Sensitive and Invasive Plants section). 

Comment 128: The only portion of the DEIS that discloses impacts in development LUDs within roadless 
areas is the outfitter/guide uses section which demonstrates the Forest Service could have provided more 
detailed analysis for every other resource. 

Response 128: For the most part, there is no reason to break down the impacts by development 
LUDs vs. non-development LUDs. The vast majority of the timber harvest and road construction 
will be conducted in development LUDs. Road development for state transportation corridors or 
energy projects may occur anywhere, but would be infrequent. Table 2-12 presents the acres of 
development LUDs protected by roadless areas for each alternative. 
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Economic and Social Environment 
Comment 129: Commenters sought effects analysis disclosing how the proposed rule will directly and 
indirectly impact ecosystem services in the region including economic cost and benefits related to impacts 
on ecosystem services. There was concern that exemption from the rule could lead to removal of trees 
and damage to ecosystems which can negatively impact ecosystem services. 

Response 129: Ecosystem services are discussed in the EIS in the Key Issue 1 section of 
Chapter 3. As discussed in this section, under the 2016 Forest Plan, timber management 
activities are governed by a number of laws, regulations and Forest Plan direction designed to 
protect or mitigate adverse impacts to natural resources that provide ecosystem services. The 
effects of the alternatives on these types of services are assessed in the sections of this FEIS 
that address fisheries, wildlife and subsistence use, and timber and vegetation, among others. 
Monetary values are not assigned to these services, but this does not lessen their importance in 
the decision-making process. Additional discussion related to ecosystem services has been 
added to the separate Regulatory Impact Assessment prepared in support of this Project.  

Comment 130: Commenters expressed concern that exempting the Tongass from the Roadless Rule 
could lead to disturbance, development, or logging resulting in the damage or loss of ecosystem services 
in sensitive or pristine ecosystems including oxygen production, filtration of air, water and soil, as well as 
loss of fisheries and game populations. 

Response 130: See response to the comment above. 

Comment 131: Commenters expressed concern about the cost-benefit analysis using changes in 
suitable old-growth and young-growth acres as an indicator for potential displacement of recreationists 
interested in primitive recreation experiences. There was concern about the methodology used to 
measure adverse visitor impacts. Commenters also sought consideration of scenic values in the cost-
benefit analysis. 

Commenters sought a full cost-benefit economic analysis that uses best available science to assess 
socioeconomic impacts of each alternative as well as analysis of the socioeconomic value and impact on 
fisheries, ecotourism, special use permits, recreation, game populations, and subsistence resources. 

Response 131: The EIS does not include a cost-benefit analysis. The cost-benefit analysis 
referred to in the comment is part of the separate Regulatory Impact Assessment and Cost-
Benefit Assessment (Regulatory Impact Assessment) prepared for the Project (USDA Forest 
Service 2020). This comment and other concerns about that analysis are discussed in the 
preamble to the final rule and many comments are addressed in the final version of the 
Regulatory Impact Assessment. 

Comment 132: The recreation-related assessment provided in the separate Regulatory Impact 
Assessment and Cost-Benefit Assessment prepared for the Project (USDA Forest Service 2020) 
understates potential impacts to the visitor industry because it considers only changes in suitable timber 
acres and does not address indirect effects to adjacent areas. Timber harvest and road building activities 
have the potential to affect much larger areas than the area that is logged. 

Concern was expressed that the Forest Service did not analyze the corresponding effects on rural 
communities from the displacement of outfitters, guides, and tour operators.  

Response 132: These comments pertain to the analysis in the separate Regulatory Impact 
Assessment prepared for the project, not the DEIS. These comments and related concerns are 
discussed in the preamble to the final rule and many comments are addressed in the final version 
of the Regulatory Impact Assessment. 

Comment 133: Commenters seek to keep any profits from timber harvesting in the local economy.  

Response 133: The sawmills currently operating in Southeast Alaska are all locally owned, as 
are the logging firms that operate in the region. Timber harvested and processed locally supports 
local jobs in logging and sawmills, as well as local employment in transportation and other 
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services, which include: water transportation, independent trucking, stevedoring, scaling, and 
export marking and sort yard employment for export volume; and water transportation, scaling, 
and independent trucking for locally sawn volume. 

Comment 134: There was concern that any economic benefit from exempting the Tongass National 
Forest from the Roadless Rule would not last long and would benefit only a small group of individuals and 
minority of industries while the long-term impacts would be substantial and negatively impact a larger 
group of individuals and a majority of industries. 

Response 134: Potential impacts to natural resource-based industries, including forest products, 
recreation and tourism, salmon harvesting and processing, and mining and mineral development, 
are assessed in the EIS. None of the alternatives are expected to result in substantial, negative 
impacts to natural resource-based industries in the short or long term based on the existing 
Forest Plan. Similarly, no substantial, long-term, negative impacts have been identified to groups 
of individuals.  

Comment 135: Commenters requested that any profits made from logging should be paid back to 
taxpayers to relieve the federal deficit. 

Response 135: The distribution of revenues received from timber sales on the NFS lands is 
outside the scope of this analysis. However, the analysis in support of the final rule included the 
Regulatory Flexibility Analysis which includes discussion of returns to the U.S. Treasury from 
revenue producing Forest Service activities such as timber sales in the section Information 
Relevant to Small Governments. 

Comment 136: Commenters were concerned with the adequacy of economic analysis and whether the 
analysis incorporated the best available science. Further, there was concern that issues about economic 
analysis were brought forward during scoping but not adequately addressed in the DEIS.  

Response 136: As noted in above responses, potential impacts to natural resource-based 
industries, including forest products, recreation and tourism, salmon harvesting and processing, 
and mining and mineral development, are assessed in the EIS.  

With respect to comments provided during scoping, the Forest Service values the comments that 
have been received, and the concerns expressed, during the rulemaking process to date. They 
have highlighted the issues important to both the communities in Southeast Alaska and to the 
national public, which were used to develop alternatives that provided a range of management 
options as displayed in the FEIS. The information the Forest Service received was also used to 
inform the Responsible Official for the Alaska Roadless Rulemaking effort, the Secretary of 
Agriculture. 

Many of the specific concerns identified by this commenter related to the economic analysis 
presented in the separate Regulatory Impact Assessment prepared in support of this Project. 
These concerns are addressed in the preamble to the final rule and many comments are 
addressed in the final version of that document. Other specific comments raised by the 
commenter that also relate to the analysis in the DEIS are addressed in this comment response 
appendix. 

Comment 137: Commenters asked that the EIS affected environment section include historical numbers 
(used in the Regulatory Impact Assessment) of timber harvest and road density during/through/after the 
temporary exemption period. 

Response 137: The EIS includes detailed information on the Forest Products sector in the Key 
Issue 2 section of Chapter 3. This includes information on past harvest and timber production. 
The cost-benefit analysis provided in the separate Regulatory Impact Assessment prepared for 
the Project (USDA Forest Service 2020) has been updated. Information related to that analysis 
and supporting materials are included in the updated Regulatory Impact Assessment document 
and/or planning record for the Alaska Roadless Rulemaking project.  
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Comment 138: Commenters sought cost data for road building and maintenance (per mile) in the areas 
considered for exemption from the rule.  

Response 138: Estimated cost data per mile for road maintenance is incorporated into the 
updated Regulatory Impact Assessment prepared for the project. Potential effects to NFS and 
non-system roads on the Tongass are discussed in the Transportation, Energy, Communications, 
and Infrastructure section of the EIS. This discussion has been updated for the FEIS and includes 
projections of road miles by alternative. 

Comment 139: Commenters sought comparison of respective socioeconomic contributions of timber sale 
purchasers and the visitor industry. They requested that analysis of effect include more current 
information and changes in assumptions to better consider the regional scale of the visitor industry.  

Response 139: The DEIS summarized employment and income by industry using data from 
2017, the most current available at the time of preparation. This discussion has been updated in 
the FEIS to incorporate information from 2018, which has become available since the DEIS was 
prepared. Both the wood products and recreation and tourism industries are discussed in detail in 
the DEIS and FEIS documents.  

Comment 140: Commenters expressed concern that exempting the Tongass from the Roadless Rule 
would cause economic harm to Southeast Alaska residents by threatening tourism, commercial fishing, 
sport fishing, and subsistence economies. They requested that these impacts be accounted for in the 
rulemaking process and countered with mitigation efforts. Commenters also noted that economic 
concerns extend to Washington State where the commercial fishing and cruise industries are directly 
affected by what occurs in Alaska. 

Response 140: Impacts to the recreation and tourism and commercial fishing sectors are 
discussed under Key Issue 2 in the EIS. Impacts to subsistence are assessed in the Subsistence 
section. The analysis presented in the EIS focuses on the regional economy, but the Forest 
Service recognizes that impacts to resource-based industries in Southeast Alaska have potential 
economic implications for other regions, including Washington State, as noted in the comment. 
This includes the forest products sector as well as the commercial fishing and visitor industries.  

Comment 141: Commenters were concerned that the action alternatives would not have an economic 
impact in terms of regional jobs/employment and would only benefit timber sale purchasers.  

Response 141: As discussed in the EIS, timber program output levels are expected to remain 
constant and involve a similar number of acres under all alternatives, varying only by the location 
of timber harvest. The proportion of cutting activity occurring within versus outside of roadless 
areas would vary by alternative, but overall regional economic impacts (jobs and employment) 
are assumed to remain constant across all alternatives. The action alternatives would allow the 
Forest Service greater flexibility in the selection of future timber sale areas, as well as the 
potential for more flexibility in sale design, depending on the project areas selected. This 
improved flexibility could, in turn, potentially improve the Forest Service’s ability to offer economic 
sales that meet the needs of industry. In addition, the Forest Service believes that the action 
alternatives would provide for other types of development that would contribute to rural 
economies. 

Comment 142: Commenters were concerned that opening more areas to logging would lead to an 
increase in timber sales that are not economically viable.  

Commenters questioned the need for changing the Roadless Rule considering examples of recent timber 
offerings that failed to sell and others that sold at a loss.  

Commenters expressed concern that changes to the Roadless Rule to allow logging access would not 
improve outcomes for a dying timber industry. Commenters indicated that any large-scale timber industry 
locally would be unsustainable, even if properly managed. There was concern about the industry’s failure 
to modernize and innovate and most areas in the Tongass not being profitable for logging. 



Appendix H 

Final EIS H-35 Response to Comments 

Commenters said that small-scale logging practices would be more beneficial to local economies, that 
switching focus to special and value-added forest products would allow the forest to be more self-
sustaining and would not require any new roads. Therefore, exempting the Tongass from the Roadless 
Rule is not necessary to revitalize a sustainable local timber-based economy. 

Response 142: As discussed in the DEIS, the Record of Decision for the 2016 Forest Plan 
estimated that a total of approximately 24,000 old-growth acres would be harvested Forest-wide 
after 25 years, with a total of 42,500 old-growth acres harvested after 100 years. These estimates 
represent an approximate number of roadless acres that could be potentially harvested under any 
of the alternatives. The conversion of previously identified unsuitable lands to suitable old-growth 
lands that would be available for harvest is expected to improve the Forest Service’s ability to 
offer economic sales. None of the alternatives are expected to affect the total number of old-
growth acres harvested. This is discussed further in Chapter 3 of the EIS in the section that 
addresses Key Issue 2. Under current legislation, all timber sales need to appraise positive.  

The transition to young growth guided by the 2016 Forest Plan would be unchanged by the 
Alaska Roadless Rule alternatives, with transition to a young growth-based timber program 
anticipated in 10 to 15 years. Old-growth volume offered is projected to decrease until it reaches 
5 MMBF per year (expected to occur about Year 16), at which point it is to be stabilized, with an 
average volume of 5 MMBF per year offered to support small operators and specialty products 
such as wood for musical instruments. 

Comment 143: Commenters expressed that fishing and tourism industries should be supported over 
logging because those industries are sustainable and more important to the area economy. Commenters 
note that the existing Roadless Rule protects the environmental quality on which these industries rely. 

Response 143: The DEIS provides an overview of the regional economy in the Key Issue 2 
section of Chapter 3. This information has been updated for the FEIS in cases where new annual 
data has become available since the DEIS was prepared. This discussion shows the relative 
importance of the various natural resource-based industries in southeast Alaska. In addition, the 
2016 Forest Plan supports and provides protections for the fishing and tourism industries. 
Potential impacts to the commercial fishing and recreation tourism industries are discussed in the 
Key Issue 2 section of Chapter 3. 

Comment 144: Commenters said that tourism and outdoor recreation are major driving economic forces 
for the Alaskan economy and worth more than the timber industry (four times as many jobs in the state as 
oil & gas, mining & logging combined). Commenters are concerned that changes to the rule will impact 
recreation and tourism because currently, visitors travel to Alaska for pristine wilderness, clean air, water, 
wildlife habitat, scenic values and primitive and semi-primitive recreation opportunities. There is concern 
that these impacts will be experienced on 165,000 acres directly and thousands of acres indirectly plus 
more acres pending changes to the Forest Plan that would occur following a rule change. 

Response 144: The DEIS provides an overview of the regional economy in the Key Issue 2 
section of Chapter 3. This information has been updated for the FEIS in cases where new annual 
data has become available since the DEIS was prepared. This discussion shows the relative 
importance of the various natural resource-based industries in Southeast Alaska. Potential 
impacts to natural resource-based industries, including recreation and tourism, are assessed in 
the EIS.  

As discussed in the DEIS, the Record of Decision for the 2016 Forest Plan estimated that a total 
of approximately 24,000 old-growth acres would be harvested Forest-wide after 25 years, with a 
total of 42,500 old-growth acres harvested after 100 years. These estimates represent an 
approximate upper ceiling of the number of roadless acres that could be potentially harvested 
under any of the alternatives. Removal of roadless protections under the action alternatives would 
revert areas of previously identified unsuitable lands to suitable old-growth lands that would be 
available for harvest. Increases in suitable old-growth acres would range from 20,000 acres 
(Alternative 2) to 168,000 acres (Alternatives 5 and 6). Projected increases in suitable old-growth 
acres could potentially improve the Forest Service’s ability to offer economic sales but are not 
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expected to affect the total number of old-growth acres harvested, with a maximum of 42,500 
acres expected to be harvested over 100 years. This is discussed further in the EIS in the Key 
Issue 2 section of Chapter 3. 

Comment 145: Commenters were concerned that jobs provided by the tourism industry are insufficient to 
support local communities and, therefore, not a reason to consider keeping the Roadless Rule in place.  

Response 145: None of the alternatives are expected to result in substantial impacts to the 
recreation and tourism industry. This is discussed further in the EIS in the Key Issue 2 section of 
Chapter 3. 

Comment 146: Commenters said that the ecotourism industry is not carbon neutral and that should be 
considered when weighing it against activities that may occur following a change to the Roadless Rule.  

Response 146: This proposed action does not change the PTSQ for the Tongass. Therefore, no 
significant change in timber harvest is expected, although the distribution of harvest may be 
different under each alternative. There could be some additional mineral extraction and/or 
renewable energy projects under some alternatives, especially Alternatives 4, 5, and 6, but 
increases are expected to be minor. As noted above, none of the alternatives are expected to 
result in substantial impacts to the recreation and tourism industry.  

Comment 147: The tourism industry is projected to increase to over 2.4 million visitors to the area. The 
Forest Service is not ready for this increase, and no plan is in place to prepare for this increase. Large 
group sites and trails are underdeveloped, and the Forest Service must focus on preparing for an 
increase in tourism, rather than support logging. 

Response 147: Management of the Tongass National Forest is, in part, dependent on 
investments and funding decisions made by Congress. The Forest Service remains committed to 
allocating staff and financial resources to planning and implementing projects that are important 
to the communities of Southeast Alaska, and to the American public. If needed, later proposals 
for changes in the recreation program would be addressed in appropriate analysis. 

Comment 148: Commenters said that the local economy needs logging and fishing industries to grow 
and that a rule change would have a positive impact on growing those industries which would improve 
local economies. Even a small number of new jobs would have a large impact on these small, isolated 
communities. Similarly, taxes from the timber industry can help local schools improve, and local wood 
manufacturing jobs could be created for products potentially. 

Response 148: As discussed in the EIS, timber program output levels are expected to remain 
constant and involve a similar number of acres under all alternatives, varying only by the location 
of timber harvest. The proportion of cutting activity occurring within versus outside of roadless 
areas would vary by alternative, but overall regional economic impacts are assumed to remain 
constant. As a result, all alternatives are assumed to support a similar level of timber-related 
economic activity and a similar range of direct jobs and income. None of the alternatives are 
expected to affect the commercial fishing industry. 

Comment 149: Commenters sought agency support for rural economic development through supporting 
local fishing and tourism industries, investing in recreational infrastructure, and streamlining permitting 
processes for community projects. 

Response 149: As noted above, management of the Tongass National Forest is, in part, 
dependent on investments and funding decisions made by Congress. The Forest Service remains 
committed to allocating staff and financial resources to planning and implementing projects that 
are important to the communities of Southeast Alaska, and to the American public. Streamlining 
or adjusting existing permitting processes is outside the scope of this rulemaking effort. However, 
the Forest Service believes that the action alternatives would provide for other types of 
development that would contribute to rural economies. 
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Comment 150: There was concern that timber in the Tongass is primarily exported overseas to European 
and Asian countries. This helps other countries’ economies while negatively impacting the Alaskan 
economy. 

Response 150: Old-growth timber harvested on the Tongass is not primarily exported. The 
Region 10 Limited Export Shipment Policy is discussed in the EIS (see the R10 Limited Export 
Shipment Policy subsection included in Chapter 3 as part of the Key Issue 2 discussion). 
Reviewed on an annual basis, the Limited Export Policy is intended to boost appraised timber 
values and provide economic sale opportunities by providing additional processing options for 
purchasers. The share of harvest exported over time is shown in Figure 3.2-6 in the EIS. In 2018, 
46 percent (9.2 MMBF) of the total harvested (20.0 MMBF) was exported. As with local 
processing, timber harvested for export supports local jobs, including logging jobs and jobs in 
transportation and other services. 

Comment 151: The NPRM states the proposed rule is a deregulatory action and would create an 
incremental reduction in the cost of conducting compliance reviews, thus reducing expenditure of 
taxpayer dollars. Neither the DEIS nor the NPRM attempt to quantify this potential reduction and reviews 
for projects in roadless areas do not impose a significant burden, as demonstrated by the 50 projects 
approved in roadless areas on the Tongass. In addition, the incremental saving for reviewing projects 
would be far outweighed by the additional expense taxpayers would incur from expanding the Tongass 
timber project into roadless areas. 

Commenters expressed concern that the Forest Service had not adequately evaluated the costs of this 
proposed rule, stating that the proposed rule has a total cost greater than zero, making it a "new 
regulatory action," not a "deregulatory action" under Executive Order 13771. 

Response 151: Agency costs under the rule and the requirements of Executive Order 13771 are 
considered and discussed in the separate Regulatory Impact Assessment prepared for the 
Project (see the Agency Costs including Control of Regulatory Costs subsection in that 
document). This subsection provides detail on costs to the agency of environmental analysis, sale 
preparation, sale administration, and engineering support of treatment projects and timber sales 
on the Tongass. In addition, language has been added to the Regulatory Impact Assessment 
qualitatively addressing the incremental reduction in cost associated with conducting compliance 
reviews, alongside other costs to the agency. An “EO 13771 deregulatory action” is an action that 
has been finalized and has total costs less than zero. As presented in the Regulatory Impact 
Assessment, the upper bound estimate of net benefits for the final rule are positive. 

Comment 152: Commenters disagreed with the cumulative effects discussion about timber program 
decline over the past century, saying instead, that the timber industry has been sustainably operating and 
that the average market prices of Tongass timber have been rising. 

Response 152: There is no question that the timber industry in Southeast Alaska has declined 
over the past 30 years and is continuing to decline, by almost any measure. Timber industry 
employment in Southeast Alaska peaked at the end of the 1980s, before decreasing sharply in 
the 1990s. Much of this job loss was associated with closure of the large pulp mills in Sitka (1993) 
and Ketchikan (1997). Timber employment has continued to decline since the 1990s, falling from 
a high of 561 jobs in 2003 to 193 jobs in 2018 (Table 3.2-2; Figure 3.2-4). Similarly, timber 
harvest in Southeast Alaska has declined from 191 MMBF in 2002 to 96 MMBF in 2018 (Table 
3.2-3). Likewise, sawmill production for surveyed mills declined from 87 MMBF in 2000 to 15 
MMBF in 2018. 

Comment 153: Commenters were concerned that the DEIS did not quantify the reduction in expenses 
from exempting the Tongass from the Roadless Rule. 

Response 153: Agency costs under the rule are considered and discussed in the final version of 
the separate Regulatory Impact Assessment prepared for this project (see the Agency Costs 
including Control of Regulatory Costs subsection in that document).  
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Comment 154: Commenters sought analysis showing potential financial returns from future projects 
involving opening roadless areas and actual return from timber including a full inventory of economically 
viable old growth timber. 

Response 154: This DEIS provides a programmatic assessment of the potential impacts that 
may result from the alternatives considered for a proposed Alaska Roadless Rule. This 
assessment and the proposed alternatives are programmatic, meaning that they establish direction 
and allowable activities for broad land areas, rather than schedule specific activities in specific 
locations. None of the alternatives authorize any site-specific projects or other ground-disturbing 
activities and, therefore, it is not possible to estimate potential financial returns from future 
projects. The projected distributions of old-growth and young-growth harvest under the proposed 
alternatives have, however, been updated in the FEIS. These proposed distributions are 
projections based on the best available information at this time and provide a general indication of 
where future harvest could be expected to occur. Future timber sales will undergo site-specific 
environmental analysis when they are proposed to comply with NEPA, with economic and 
financial analyses conducted at that time, as appropriate. 

Comment 155. Commenters disagreed with the assertion that the proposed rule would not increase 
agency costs because it would not increase timber harvest levels and sought a more comprehensive 
estimate of anticipated agency costs and losses from below-cost timber sales. The Regulatory Impact 
Assessment and DEIS violate NEPA by failing to account for significant costs to taxpayers as a result of-
below cost Tongass timber sales. 

Response 155: Below cost timber sales is an issue that was eliminated from detailed 
consideration in the DEIS. This is discussed further in Chapter 1 of the EIS. Agency costs under 
the rule are considered and discussed in the final version of the separate Regulatory Impact 
Assessment prepared for this project (see the Agency Costs including Control of Regulatory 
Costs subsection in that document). This section provides detail on costs to the agency of 
environmental analysis, sale preparation, sale administration, and engineering support of 
treatment projects and timber sales on the Tongass National Forest. 

Comment 156: Commenters wrote that timber sale projections used in the 2016 Forest Plan exceed the 
industry needs and that timber available for harvest with the Roadless Rule in place satisfies the current 
market demand. Commenters referred to recent research showing that merchantable volumes for sites 
open to timber harvests surpass past and future old-growth sale volumes. 

Response 156: As discussed in the EIS (see, for example, the Key Issue 2 section of Chapter 3), 
under the current Forest Plan, there are an estimated 227,000 acres of suitable old growth 
available for harvest, almost 10 times the area expected to be harvested over the next 25 years. 
None of the alternatives are expected to affect the total number of old-growth acres harvested, 
but the conversion of previously identified unsuitable lands to suitable old-growth lands that would 
be available for harvest may improve the Forest Service’s ability to offer economic sales.  

Comment 157: Commenters expressed a concern that exempting the Tongass from the Roadless Rule 
may lead to more federal funds spent on timber subsidies and that losses incurred for administration of 
the timber program illustrate making more lands available to the program would not be prudent. Further, 
that high production costs and distance to market would make this timber unprofitable. Commenters 
wrote that reforming timber sale administration on the Forest prior to development of a rule would better 
align the agency's management priorities and responsibilities with the needs of the local and indigenous 
communities. 

Response 157: Below cost timber sales is an issue that was eliminated from detailed 
consideration in the DEIS. This is discussed further in Chapter 1 of the EIS. Under current 
legislation, all timber sales need to appraise positive and this would be the case under all the 
alternatives evaluated in the EIS. Reform of timber sale administration is outside the scope of this 
rulemaking effort. 
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Cultural Resources 
Comment 158: Commenters expressed concern about the removal of trees and harm to the old-growth 
ecosystems that provide mental, spiritual, and physical well-being to people. Removal of old-growth trees 
and secondary development would result in degradation of the environment and loss of the wilderness 
that will not recover quickly, leading to spiritual and cultural loss for many generations. The negative 
mental, spiritual, and physical impacts resulting from loss of the old-growth forests would be magnified for 
those who witness it directly. 

Response 158: This EIS does not establish the amount of old growth to be harvested. The PTSQ 
for the Tongass is established by the Forest Plan and this EIS does not change the PTSQ. 
Therefore, it is not expected to affect the amount of timber harvest, but it may affect where timber 
is harvested. In addition, this Roadless EIS is programmatic and individual timber sale projects 
are subject to their own NEPA evaluation and public involvement. 

Comment 159: Commenters were concerned about negative impacts to the quality of the total 
environment and subsequent negative impacts to human health and well-being because the quality of the 
total environment (soil, air, water, and food) is intrinsically connected to human health and survival. 

Response 159: Potential impacts to the physical and social and economic environment are 
assessed in the EIS.  

Comment 160: Because changes to Roadless Rule protections may lead to natural resource extraction 
and developmental activities, commenters expressed concern that cultural traditions would be affected, 
could stop and would not be taught to future generations. 

Response 160: As discussed in the EIS, natural resource extraction and development activities 
are not expected to vary substantially among the action alternatives. Potential impacts to natural 
resources are evaluated in detail in the EIS, with limited differences identified by alternative. 
Therefore, potential effects to cultural traditions are also not expected to vary by alternative. In 
addition, this Roadless EIS is programmatic and individual development projects are subject to 
their own NEPA evaluation and public involvement.  

Comment 161: Commenters expressed concern that the historical and cultural context of local 
communities being tied to specific geographies is not appreciated or understood by outside parties like 
the Federal Government. Damage to communities as a result of exempting the Tongass from the 
Roadless Rule has not been adequately or critically explored in this context. There are key archeological 
and ancient tribal lands, unsettled traditional lands, sacred sites, and the cultural significance of specific 
practices such as being the caretakers of the land which cannot simply be relocated geographically. 

Response 161: Issues related to local community concerns were extensively considered in the 
development of the alternatives for the Alaska Roadless Rule EIS and in the evaluation of effects, 
as shown by the following measures: 

• Alternative 3 established Community Priority ARAs, based on community input, around 
seven Southeast Alaska communities.  

• Appendix E, Communities, provided individual community profiles and analyzed impacts 
to communities, followed by the development of individual community assessments for all 
Southeast Alaska communities. Additional analyses were added to Appendix E. 

• Appendix F provided the traditional territories map developed by Goldschmidt and Haas’ 
federal government landmark report titled Possessory Rights of the Natives of 
Southeastern Alaska (1946). Overall effects were summarized in the EIS.  

• The Forest Service conducted 17 public meetings to hear local concerns during the 
scoping period, including meetings in communities throughout Southeast Alaska – 
Angoon, Craig, Gustavus, Hoonah, Kake, Ketchikan, Petersburg, Point Baker, Sitka, 
Tenakee Springs, Thorne Bay, Wrangell, Yakutat, and two meetings in Juneau.  
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• During the 60-day comment period, the Forest Service conducted 21 public meetings 
including Southeast Alaska communities – Angoon, Craig, Gustavus, Haines, Hoonah, 
Hydaburg, Juneau, Kake, Kasaan, Ketchikan, Pelican, Petersburg, Point Baker, Sitka, 
Skagway, Tenakee Springs, Thorne Bay, Wrangell, and Yakutat. 

Comment 162: Commenters expressed concerns that the EIS violates NHPA because cultural and 
historic resources exist within the project area and cultural surveys have not been conducted in 
coordination with Alaska Native Tribes. 

Response 162: See Chapter 1, Issues Eliminated from Detailed Analysis. The Forest Service 
consulted with the State of Alaska Department of Natural Resources, Division of Parks and 
Outdoor Recreation, and the Office of History and Archaeology, resulting in a letter (10/08/2018) 
from the State Historic Preservation Officer concurring with the Forest Service’s determination 
that changes in management direction for designated roadless areas on the Tongass does not 
meet the definition of an undertaking, as defined in 36 CFR 800.16(y). Although road construction 
and/or timber harvest could potentially increase within some designated roadless areas, impacts 
under the NHPA would be based on site-specific proposals, which are currently unknown, and 
would be addressed in subsequent project environmental analyses.  

Environmental Justice 
Comment 163: Commenters said that environmental justice concerns for the proposed rule should be 
considered as effects on culture, not solely based on race designations. 

Response 163: The Environmental Justice assessment in the EIS was prepared in accordance 
with Executive Order 12898 and considers impacts to all populations. 

Comment 164: There was concern that compliance with Executive Order 12898, Federal Actions to 
Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations, was insufficiently 
analyzed because Organized Village of Kake tribal citizens rely on the surrounding intact habitat provided 
by inventoried roadless areas for our food security, cultural practices and traditional way of life. Therefore, 
tribal communities would be disproportionately impacted by proposed regulatory changes which would be 
a potential violation of regulations concerning environmental justice. 

Response 164: The Environmental Justice section in the DEIS notes that the potential effects of 
the alternatives on the economic and social environment of Southeast Alaska include those 
associated with changes in the timber industry and recreation and tourism. The section also notes 
that there could also be potential effects upon subsistence use and heritage resources that have 
particular significance for Alaska Native populations. The effects of the alternatives on 
communities are discussed by community in Appendix E, with changes in roadless management 
and acres estimated for each community use area. Impacts to subsistence are discussed in the 
Subsistence section of the EIS. 

Comment 165: Commenters were concerned that the impacts of climate change that would result from 
increased development authorized by a full exemption from the 2001 Roadless Rule stand to 
disproportionately affect minority communities, especially rural Alaska Natives communities in Southeast 
Alaska. 

Response 165: Potential impacts with respect to climate and carbon are discussed in the 
Climate and Carbon section of the EIS. As discussed in this section, there would be only 
negligible differences among the alternatives because timber program output levels are expected 
to remain constant and involve a similar number of acres under all alternatives, varying only by 
the location of timber harvest. As a result, the alternatives would not differ in regard to their 
contributions to GHG emissions, changes in forest carbon stocks, carbon sequestration, or global 
climate change. Therefore, none of the alternatives are expected to result in climate change-
related impacts that could disproportionately affect minority or low-income populations. 

Comment 166: Commenters said that the Tongass National Forest is critical to Native Alaskans and the 
general southeastern Alaskan communities for various subsistence activities such fishing for salmon, 
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hunting for moose, and foraging for wild foods. Low-income families require subsistence to keep a stable 
food supply. 

Response 166: The effects of the alternatives on communities are discussed by community in 
Appendix E, with changes in roadless management and acres estimated for each community use 
area. Impacts to subsistence are discussed in the Subsistence section. 

Recreation and Tourism 
Comment 167: Commenters sought site-specific information showing whether guided visitors are now 
using areas classified as "Roaded Natural" or other more developed settings and further effects analysis 
to describe the impacts of displacement and congestion on outfitter/guides. 

The outfitter/guide analysis is inadequate because it does not disclose the locations where future logging 
is likely to occur. Rather, the analysis simply shows the number of suitable acres added in large 
geographic areas. 

Response 167: The outfitter/guide analysis provided in the Recreation and Tourism section of 
the DEIS provides a detailed look at the potential impacts of the alternatives on outfitter/guide use 
using data provided by outfitter/guides as part of their permit requirements. The analysis identifies 
areas where the potential for conflict exists based on existing patterns of use and changes in the 
suitable land base and provides a qualitative assessment of potential impacts by location and 
alternative.  

As explained in the DEIS and discussed elsewhere in this comment response document, this EIS 
provides a programmatic assessment of the potential impacts that may result from the 
alternatives considered for a proposed Alaska Roadless Rule. This assessment and the proposed 
alternatives are programmatic, meaning that they establish direction and allowable activities for 
broad land areas, rather than schedule specific activities in specific locations. When specific timber 
harvest or other projects are proposed, site-specific NEPA analysis and required pubic 
involvement would be conducted at that time. No on-the-ground actions are authorized by the 
final rule.  

The potential spatial distribution of old-growth and young-growth harvest across the Tongass 
under the proposed alternatives has, however, been updated in the FEIS. These proposed 
distributions are projections based on the best available information at this time and provide a 
general indication of where future harvest could be expected to occur based on the relative 
distribution of suitable acres. Estimates were developed by outfitter/guide use area and the 
outfitter/guide impact analysis has been updated in the FEIS to include this information. 

While the Forest Service cannot predict where future timber sales will occur, several map sets 
provided in the EIS show where timber exists that could be harvested (this is suitable timber). 
Forest-wide maps showing areas with suitable timber are in Maps 7-12 and suitable timber by 
alternative for each community are in Appendix D. In addition, areas in development LUDs 
without roadless designations are shown for the six alternatives in Figures 3.10-5 to 3.10-10, 
which also highlight the 15 outfitter/guide use areas that are assessed in detail in the EIS. More 
detailed maps showing suitable old-growth and young-growth acres available for harvest for each 
alternative and outfitter/guide use area are provided as Maps 13 to 18 (on thumb drive or 
website). 

Comment 168: Commenters provided opposing views about the impacts of logging on the tourism 
industry, some saying it does impact the industry and others saying it does not.  

Response 168: The EIS evaluates the potential impacts of the alternatives on recreation and 
tourism in the Recreation and Tourism section. Impacts to the recreation and tourism industry are 
discussed under Issue 2. 
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Comment 169: The outfitter/guide analysis is inadequate because it only assesses the impacts of acres 
considered suitable under the current Forest Plan and not all IRA acres that are in development LUDs 
and could be designated suitable for timber under future Forest Plan amendments 

Response 169: As discussed elsewhere in this comment response volume, with the exception of 
the administrative change to timber suitability discussed in the EIS, no other changes to the 
Tongass Forest Plan are included in the rule. This is reflected in the analyses presented 
throughout the document, including the outfitter/guide analysis. Any future forest plan 
amendments or revision would undergo forest planning in compliance with NFMA and the 2012 
Planning Rule and environmental analysis in compliance with NEPA, and the final rule does not 
waive any applicable requirements regarding environmental analysis, public involvement, 
consultation with Alaska tribes, Native Corporations, or other agencies, compliance with other 
laws, regulation, or policy. 

Transportation and Roads 
Comment 170: Commenters were concerned with road access. Some expressed concern about the 
unmet need for access under the current rule, as well as seeking to get and retain public access to newly 
constructed roads built for timber sales and other projects. Commenters said that removing Roadless 
Rule protections would allow more roads to be built which would decrease traffic congestion and allow 
locals better access to hunting grounds. Others expressed concern that increased access would lead to 
resource degradation. Commenters were concerned that increased development of roads would lead to 
increased commercialization in the area. 

Response 170: Access Travel Management plans are completed at the island, district, or project 
levels to allow for more localized analysis of road densities in relation to resource concerns and 
which roads are needed to access areas for resource management (or those that are not needed 
which can be closed). In addition, road closures are prioritized based on financial constraints in 
addition to resource concerns. While there may be some new road access under all alternatives 
in the long run, nearly all new roads constructed under the alternatives would be closed following 
harvest, based on current practices 

Comment 171: Commenters opposed language in the exceptions under Alternatives 2 through 5 that 
would require the Responsible Official to decide whether a road is needed. Commenters consider this an 
unnecessary requirement that impedes development because the decision is made without any criteria 
and development projects are sufficiently regulated by meeting requirements for complex federal, state 
and local permitting, and complying with the Forest Plan and other requirements.  

Response 171: The Forest Service retains the authority to review individual project needs for 
road(s). The language for the exceptions under each alternative were modified between draft and 
final in part due to the concerns expressed in this comment.  

Comment 172: Commenters expressed concern that the DEIS understates the impacts because it does 
not recognize that shifting timber production from roaded areas to roadless areas would result in more 
road building, causing greater environmental impact. 

Response 172: The FEIS provides estimates of the mileage of new roads, roads over 
decommissioned road beds, and reconstructed roads that would be developed under each 
alternative. Estimates of the increase in new road building have been added to the EIS, showing 
an increase ranging up to about 50 miles over 100 years (Table 3.3-21) and estimated road 
densities were added (Table 3.3-15). 

Comment 173: Road building is not cost-effective and is a waste of taxpayer money, while damaging the 
fragile and unique forest. 

Response 173: Estimates of the increase in road building within roadless areas have been 
added to the EIS, showing a range of about 50 miles over 100 years (Table 3.3-21) between the 
alternatives.  
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Comment 174: Commenters expressed support for building additional roads. 

Response 174: Comment noted. 

Comment 175: Commenters said that additional access roads are not needed for timber harvests 
because the existing roads are sufficient. 

Response 175: Existing roads are often sufficient for harvest of young growth because of past 
road construction (although these roads often need to be reconstructed), and in some cases they 
may be sufficient for harvesting old-growth units along existing roads. But existing roads are not 
sufficient for harvesting old-growth units that are not adjacent to existing roads (unless close 
enough to an existing road to be economically yarded by helicopter). 

Comment 176: Commenters expressed concern that the DEIS did not accurately describe the current 
limitations on the construction, operation, and maintenance of roads and utilities connecting the 
communities of Southeast Alaska. 

Response 176: Limitations to regional transportation and energy system projects under the 2001 
Roadless Rule were added to the FEIS.  

General Analysis and Editorial 
Comment 177: Commenters sought a comparative summary format in Chapter 1 for Water Quantity and 
Quality, Air Quality, General Vegetation, General Wildlife Species/Habitat, and General Aquatics. The 
general discussion for impacts to Wetlands in Chapter I, Purpose and Need for the Action (p. 1-9), was 
suggested as an example of a comparative summary among the alternatives. 

Response 177: In response to this comment, the comparative summary in the Water Quantity 
and Quality, Air Quality, General Vegetation, General Wildlife Species/Habitat, and General 
Aquatics sections of Chapter 1 have been expanded. 

Comment 178: Commenters were concerned that maps did not provide an accurate picture of existing 
protections that cover much of the Tongass. As an example, maps did not clearly identify the various 
protective land use designations for the Tongass, such as areas designated as Wilderness, LUD II, and 
National Monument lands. 

Response 178: The requested map was added to Chapter 1. 

Comment 179: Commenters sought clarification on the process for subsequent NEPA analyses for future 
ground-disturbing activities and how future site-specific NEPA analyses relate to this EIS as well as the 
2016 Forest Plan Final EIS. Commenters sought a graphic display, such as a flow chart, to better explain 
the process and the relationship to other NEPA documents. 

Response 179: When a future project is proposed, either by Forest Service or another party, the 
Forest Service will evaluate the need for the project and determine its consistency with the Forest 
Plan and other laws and regulations. Based on the anticipated scale of effects, the Forest would 
conduct NEPA analysis, which is often an Environmental Assessment or Environmental Impact 
Statement. For each of these, the Forest Service is required to offer opportunities for public 
involvement. Future projects would have to be consistent with both the Forest Plan and the 
Alaska Roadless Rule.  

Comment 180: Commenters sought a summary of the effects for each of the various impacts from the 
2016 Forest Plan Amendment Final EIS to reduce the need for the reader to search for the summary 
findings in the 2016 Forest Plan Amendment Final EIS. 

Response 180: In response to this comment and others, this EIS has been updated to better 
incorporate the analysis directly.  

Comment 181: The exemption does not set a maximum limit on logging, which increases risk of 
significant environmental damage. The Projected Timber Sale Quantity is insufficient to determine 
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maximum limits to logging because it only determines maximum harvest by a suitable yield limit, which 
could increase with exemption by increasing the total amount of suitable forestland. 

Response 181: The Tongass Forest Plan will continue to guide timber harvest, and the PTSQ 
and Forest Service market demand estimates will continue to inform the harvest levels under the 
Plan. The TTRA directs the Forest Service to seek to meet timber demand on both the longer-
term planning cycle and an annual basis, subject to appropriations, other applicable law, and the 
requirements of the National Forest Management Act and consistent with providing for the 
multiple use and sustained yield of all renewable forest resources. Through peer-reviewed 
methods, best available information, and observed current industry conditions, estimates of 
timber harvest are developed on an annual basis. These projections guide timber harvest and do 
not provide an upper limit or a lower limit. The TTRA envisions not an inflexible harvest level, but 
a balancing of the market, the law, and other uses, including preservation. TTRA’s demand 
projection requirements operate not as a mandate, but rather as an instruction to assure 
consideration of timber demand together with other goals in managing the Forest.  

Comment 182: Commenters were concerned that the DEIS improperly relied on the 2016 Tongass 
Forest Plan Amendment EIS as an excuse for not disclosing environmental effects. For example, in the 
issues dismissed section the Forest Service dismisses soils, yet Alternative 6 opens the amount of land in 
"high hazard" soils to commercial logging by 38 percent but the DEIS denies that further analysis is 
needed. 

Response 182: As stated in the EIS, issues that are not significant or that have been covered by 
prior environmental review were eliminated from detailed analysis. Many of the issues dismissed 
are anticipated to have similar resource effects for each of the various alternatives as those 
effects disclosed in the 2016 Forest Plan Amendment EIS. This is because implementation of 
Forest Plan standards and guidelines would be the same for all alternatives and none of the 
alternatives predict a PTSQ greater than the amount disclosed in the 2016 Forest Plan 
Amendment EIS.  

Comment 183: Comments suggested "remoteness” as defined in the EIS should be replaced with 
desired Recreation Opportunity Spectrum (ROS) descriptions and that the EIS should describe that, 
"Primitive, semi-primitive non-motorized, and semi-primitive motorized Recreation Opportunity Spectrum 
class settings have a natural or natural-appearing environment. These ROS settings are not suitable for 
timber production." 

Response 183: Remoteness was retained as an Alaska Roadless area characteristic. Total 
suitable acres are presented in the EIS as a relative measure of timber opportunity by ROS 
setting to differentiate between alternatives. 

Energy and Utilities 
Comment 184: Commenters sought inclusion of effects analysis for the renewable energy sector; how 
would the proposed rule change the facilitation of renewable energy development including hydropower, 
geothermal, and wind. 

Response 184: Renewable Energy projects are addressed in Chapter 3, Transportation, Energy, 
Communications, and Infrastructure. Roadless Priority, Community Use Priority, and Timber 
Priority land management designations provide exceptions or otherwise allow community utility 
systems.  

Comment 185: Commenters were concerned with the lack of mention of the federal power site 
classification and Southeast Intertie, its authorization in the Public Law, and its support from the 
Southeastern Alaskan communities. Only Alternative 6 permits or recognizes the legal standing of the US 
federal power site classification on select hydropower resources. Commenters asked that the 
contradiction between Public Law 106-511, Title VI, and the Roadless Rule be addressed. 
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Response 185: The FEIS, Appendix G, provides revised proposed rule language for each 
alternative, which includes exemptions to the prohibition of timber harvest and road construction 
when conducted pursuant to reserved or outstanding rights or as provided for by statute or treaty.  

Comment 186: Commenters were concerned about long-term financial impacts from lack of access for 
maintaining transmission lines. Rights of way must be maintained and continually brushed and structures 
must be inspected on an annual basis. 

Response 186: In the final proposed rule language, exceptions to the prohibition of road building 
have been added to Roadless Priority and Community Priority ARA designations for community 
utility systems. The positive effects of maintenance access have been added to the FEIS. 

Minerals 
Comment 187: Commenters sought effects analysis for mining projects that may occur following a rule 
change.  

Response 187: See Chapter 3, Minerals. There would be minimal effects on locatable mining 
projects, as those are allowable under the 1872 Mining Law and the 2001 Roadless Rule 
recognizes that statutory right. While roads for access to valid mining claims are not currently 
prohibited in roadless areas, each of the ARA action alternatives would add reference to this law 
as an example of a road authorization pursuant to reserved or outstanding rights, or as provided 
for by statute or treaty (see Table 2-2 and Appendix G). This may be a benefit by reducing 
regulatory uncertainty in mining and other projects. Any future proposed mining projects would 
undergo appropriate site-specific analysis. 

Comment 188: Commenters said that changing the Roadless Rule for mineral access is unnecessary as 
the Mining Act of 1872 ensures access to minerals, transportation, and energy development needs in the 
Tongass National Forest. 

Response 188: While roads are not currently prohibited in roadless areas, each of the ARA 
action alternatives would add reference to this law as an example of a road authorization 
pursuant to reserved or outstanding rights, or as provided for by statute or treaty (see Table 2-2 
and Appendix G). Other commenters have expressed that this would be a benefit by reducing 
regulatory uncertainty in mining and other projects. 

Comment 189: Commenters said that the 2001 Roadless Rule inhibits access to new leases for 
minerals, including geothermal resources, and that it inhibits mining and other mining related activities 
that are protected by U.S. mining laws. Discovering economic mineralization requires exploration to 
determine size and grade, which is not feasible without roads. The Roadless Rule also inhibits mining 
because it does not allow cutting and removal of trees associated with mining exploration and 
development. Exploration requires an ever-increasing level of investigation to add certainty to 
resource/reserve information to support financing in public markets 

Response 189: Leasable minerals are discussed under the Minerals section in Chapter 3 of the 
EIS. The commenter is correct that the Roadless Rule restricts roaded access to new 
authorizations for leasable minerals. Roads for geothermal projects providing community power 
could be constructed under exceptions provided for community utility systems in Alaska Roadless 
Rule Roadless Priority (Alternatives 2 through 5) and Community Priority (Alternative 3) 
designations. Roads could also be developed in Timber Priority (Alternative 4) areas. The 
Roadless Rule does not prohibit access to locatable minerals. See responses to other Minerals 
comments. 

Comment 190: Natural resource extraction like mining is environmentally safe and has a small, 
temporary footprint. Regulations by permits require that mines including the roads, infrastructure and 
surface impacts are reclaimed upon the end of mine life. 

Response 190: Comment noted. 
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Wildlife and Biological Diversity 
Comment 191: Commenters sought keeping the Roadless Rule in place because exemption could lead 
to disturbances in sensitive habitat that would negatively impact both plant and animal communities and 
cause decreased biodiversity in the Tongass. 

Response 191: As noted previously, fragmentation can be caused by timber harvest, road 
building, and powerline and facility development. Under any of the action alternatives, there could 
be some change in the distribution of timber harvest, roads, and other facilities relative to 
Alternative 1. Alternatives 4, 5, and 6 would increase roads and timber harvest farther into 
currently roadless areas than under Alternatives 1, 2, or 3, resulting in a greater degree of 
fragmentation. However, regardless of the selected alternative, the overall protection due to the 
degree of protections provided by the underlying Forest Plan LUDs and Forest Plan standards 
and guidelines would not change. 

Comment 192: Commenters sought keeping the Roadless Rule intact to protect the old-growth habitats 
which provides sensitive habitat for over 30 endemic species. 

Response 192: The Forest Plan included a review of the most recent information available during 
the current Forest Plan process due to the fact that endemic species tied to island archipelagos 
are more sensitive to human activities. The Forest Plan standards and guidelines for endemic 
mammals direct the Forest to “maintain habitat to support viable populations and improve 
knowledge of habitat relationships of rare or endemic terrestrial mammals that may represent 
unique populations with restricted ranges. Because this decision does not authorize site-specific 
harvest, additional endemic species could be addressed in detail considering site-specific 
landscape characteristics and species of greatest conservation need at the project level. 
However, it is agreed that Alternative 1 would provide the highest degree of protection for 
endemic species, although differences among the alternatives are slight because the PTSQ 
remains the same. 

Comment 193: Commenters were concerned that activities would accelerate mass extinction. Changes 
to Roadless Rule protections could lead to natural resource extraction and developmental activities, 
reducing the acreage of suitable undisturbed habitat for sensitive species. This loss of habitat would 
reduce population sizes of sensitive species and increase their risk of extinction. 

Response 193: Energy, transportation, or other projects that may become permissible in new 
areas could affect various wildlife species and their habitat through direct disturbance or through 
removal or modification of habitats. These effects would be evaluated at the project level. The 
Forest-wide standards and guidelines would minimize overall impacts to wildlife and their habitats 
during project construction and operation. 

Comment 194: Commenters were concerned that exempting the Tongass National Forest will lead to 
activities that would harm the survival of the Prince of Wales flying squirrel, both a keystone and indicator 
species that is endemic to the area.  

Response 194: Potential impacts to the Prince of Wales (POW) flying squirrel is addressed in the 
Wildlife section. Under all alternatives, old-growth timber harvest implemented under the Forest 
Plan could reduce the quality and quantity of flying squirrel nesting, foraging, and denning habitat. 

However, the Old-growth Habitat Conservation Strategy would continue to maintain suitable old-
growth habitat and provide landscape connectivity for flying squirrels. In addition, the Legacy 
Forest Structure and other standards and guidelines that retain POG forest in harvested areas 
(e.g., beach and estuary fringe, RMAs, and Scenic Integrity Objectives) would also ensure the 
maintenance of a functional and interconnected old-growth ecosystem on the Tongass.  

Comment 195: Commenters were concerned that the proposed rule would violate the Endangered 
Species Act (ESA) for various ESA listed species such as the marbled murrelet, short tailed albatross, 
humpback whale, and Eskimo curlew. Commenters asked that the EIS identify all the listed species that 
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may be present and affected in the action areas and questioned findings showing minimal consequences 
on the survival of the species as well as the lack of a biological assessment. 

Response 195: The Forest Service requested lists of threatened and endangered species from 
both NOAA and FWS and considered these species in the analysis. These T&E species are 
identified in the wildlife and fish sections of the EIS and included in the project record (FEIS 3-91 
to 92 and 3-133 to 134). The analysis presented in the FEIS and project record clarifies the 
findings related to anticipated effects to threatened or endangered species and clarifies that due 
to the determination of ‘no effect’ for threatened and endangered species that consultation is not 
necessary.   

Comment 196: The DEIS does not discuss the impact of environmental issues that it claims to address 
and instead references the 2016 Tongass Forest Plan Amendment EIS. The DEIS must be changed to 
discuss significant environmental impacts rather than simply incorporating them by reference. The 
majority of this DEIS relies on the biological assessments (BA) conducted by the National Marine 
Fisheries Service (NOAA) for the 2016 Forest Plan. However, the new Forest Service plan is 
fundamentally different to that introduced in 2016. The new plan aims to open areas for logging that will 
no longer be protected by the Roadless rule. 

Response 196: The Alaska Roadless Rule EIS extensively addresses the effects of the 
proposed action and the alternatives on the environmental issues. It does reference the 2016 
Forest Plan Amendment EIS, where appropriate. However, the FEIS for the Alaska Roadless 
Rule, more extensively quantifies the effects of the alternatives by conducting new analyses of 
effects and presenting many new tables documenting baseline conditions and effects. 

Effects to listed wildlife and fish were considered in the 2016 Forest Plan Amendment FEIS, 
which included preparing a biological assessment and informal consultation and NMFS 
concurrence with effects determination that the selected Forest Plan’s management regime would 
not adversely affect listed species or critical habitat. That consultation established the baseline of 
effects to be considered in subsequent consultations. The biological analysis for the Alaska 
Roadless Rule Final EIS also includes a separate analysis for threatened and endangered 
species, however developing a biological assessment for NOAA-NMFS/FWS or engaging in 
informal consultation with NOAA-NMFS/FWS was not necessary since it was determined that  a 
decision regarding an action alternative on the roadless rule would have no effect to listed 
species or designated critical habitat and the FEIS itself is the functional equivalent of a biological 
assessment. In addition, when future projects that could be implemented are defined, they would 
still be required to adhere to Forest Plan requirements and would be subject to ESA consultation, 
as well as NEPA review, when site-specific information is available. 

See the response to Comment 274 concerning changes to suitable acreage.  

Comment 197: Commenters sought consideration of the science of the impacts of island ecology as key 
regions for sustaining the evolutionary processes related to diversification. 

Response 197: The Old-Growth Conservation Strategy addressed the importance of the islands 
that make up the Archipelago and further broke out the Tongass into biogeographic providences 
(see Biodiversity Section. Further the Forest Plan protects all small islands of 1,000 acres or less. 
The percentages of original POG, high-volume POG, and large-tree POG would result under all 
of the other actions alternatives as well (Tables 3.3-10, 3.3-11, and 3.3-12); however, harvest 
associated with all action alternatives would contribute slightly to the cumulative reduction in POG 
and associated increase in fragmentation and loss of connectivity, which has the potential to 
reduce biological diversity.  

Comment 198: Commenters sought information on plans to restore or maintain the diversity of 
ecosystems and habitat types within the planning area including large-tree old growth and old-growth 
cedar stands.  

Response 198: From a biological diversity standpoint, high-volume POG and large tree POG are 
thought to have the highest importance for diversity. High-volume POG is defined as the grouping 
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of the three tree size and density classes that represent the highest volume strata—SD5S, SD5N, 
and SD67 types. Large-tree POG is defined as the SD67 class, representing the most productive 
of the POG types, and typically containing the highest density of large trees. 

There are approximately 5 million acres of POG forest on the Tongass. Of this, approximately 42 
percent is high-volume POG (SD5S, 5N, and 67 types) with approximately 11 percent classified 
as Large-tree POG (SD67 type). See Tables 3.3-3 and 3.4-4, 3.4-8 and 3.4-9 which shows the 
distribution of existing POG forest by biogeographic province and POG type and amount 
remaining. Transition to predominantly young-growth harvest over time would enhance biological 
diversity and the functioning of the Old-growth Habitat Conservation Strategy over the long-term. 

Comment 199: There was concern about the adequacy of effects analysis for Old-growth Habitat. 
Commenters referred to the ‘Old-growth Habitat Conservation Strategy’ as outdated and were concerned 
that the DEIS does not consider the impact of high grading, habitat connectivity, climate change, and road 
effects. Determining the impact of exemption on old-growth trees requires mapping the quantity, age, and 
species of old-growth trees in the Tongass, taking inventory of champion trees, and preserving the 
genetics of old-growth trees. The DEIS also needs to consider and document the aerosols, pheromones, 
and chemicals that the oldest and largest trees of each species and subspecies of tree in the Tongass 
produce. 

Response 199: The Conservation Strategy was implemented in 1997 as an overall conservation 
framework for wildlife. It provides for the diversity of plant and animal communities as required by 
NFMA. Redesigning the very large Old-Growth Habitat reserves, one component of the 
Conservation Strategy, is outside the scope of this EIS. Under all of the alternatives, long-term 
protection of POG would continue to occur under the Old-growth Habitat Conservation Strategy.  

In addition, the substantially less old-growth harvest relative to the analysis for the 1997 Forest 
Plan (under which the Old-growth Habitat Conservation Strategy was developed) would enhance 
biological diversity and the functioning of the Old-growth Habitat Conservation Strategy over the 
long-term. No changes to these Forest Plan features are proposed under any of the alternatives. 

Comment 200: Commenters sought disclosure of deficiencies of the Old-growth Habitat Conservation 
Strategy for conserving goshawks. 

Response 200: The history of the development of the Old-growth Habitat Conservation Plan is 
discussed in the EIS along with the viability assessments that were conducted prior to 
implementation. All action alternatives retain a very high rating in terms of the likelihood of 
maintaining viable, well-distributed populations after 100 years. The Queen Charlotte goshawk is 
a wide-ranging species that seems to prefer mature and old-growth forest habitats for nesting and 
foraging. Impacts to goshawks are assessed in terms of the reduction in total and high-volume 
POG, which provides potential high-quality nesting and foraging habitat. This species would be 
affected under all alternatives; effects would generally be similar among the alternatives but 
slightly higher for Alternatives 4, 5, and 6 because of longer and more road developments and 
associated fragmentation expected under these alternatives relative to Alternatives 1, 2, and 3.  

The transition to young growth guided by the 2016 Forest Plan, unchanged by the Alaska 
Roadless Rule alternatives, is likely to benefit goshawks by reducing the amount of POG harvest 
that would occur over the planning horizon, thereby maintaining more old-growth forest that 
provides potential foraging, nesting, and post-fledging habitat. Individual projects would be 
required to conduct goshawk surveys and implement the goshawk standards and guidelines 
which would minimize impacts to this species at the project level. The Old-growth Habitat 
Conservation Strategy predicted highly likely viability for the goshawk under a much more 
intensive harvest regime than has been conducted over the past two decades and that will be 
conducted over the long-term future. Thus, the Old-growth Habitat Conservation Strategy was 
developed to maintain viable populations for a worst-case scenario that will never occur. 

Comment 201: There was concern that the temporal scales used in the DEIS rationale for maintaining 
viable, well-distributed wildlife populations are not correct for projecting the loss of old-growth habitat and 
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its impact on species. The analyses refer to 100-year projections, yet it takes at least 250 years for 
Tongass forest lands to reflect characteristics of old-growth forest structure. The population viability 
analyses should include a time horizon of at least 250 years. 

Response 201: The history of the development of the Old-growth Habitat Conservation Plan is 
discussed in the EIS along with the viability assessments that were conducted prior to the 1997, 
2008, and 2016 Forest Plan revisions and amendments. All action alternatives in this EIS retain a 
very high rating in terms of the likelihood of maintaining viable, well-distributed populations after 
100 years. The vast majority of productive old growth stands on the Tongass are older than 250 
years and, with the transition to young growth, harvest of these old-growth stands in the distant 
future is expected to be very minimal (i.e., 5 MMBF or less per year). The Old-growth Habitat 
Conservation Strategy was developed under the assumption that logging of old growth would be 
conducted at a much more intensive pace and that a much higher proportion of the Tongass 
would be under intensive management after 100 years than is currently planned (including the 
inventoried roadless areas). In other words, the future footprint representing managed stands will 
be much smaller after 100 years than was anticipated, so viability concerns are reduced 
compared to what was expected in 1997 and 2008, and comparable to what was expected in 
2016.  

Comment 202: Commenters sought analysis of the effects of roads on air, light, sound, endangered 
species, wildlife, wildlife habitat, wildlife habitat connectivity and movement corridors within the project 
area as well as on and between nearby National Park Service (NPS)-managed lands. Commenters 
requested the analysis include impact to night skies, natural sounds, air quality, and landscape 
composition on NPS lands, as well as fish and the natural flow and character of waterways such as the 
Skagway River. 

Response 202: New road construction and road density would be similar under all alternatives 
because roads on the Tongass are largely developed in support of timber harvesting, and the 
PTSQ under the 2016 Forest Plan does not vary among the alternatives. Estimates of existing 
road conditions in 2016 included about 5,000 miles of existing roads on NFS lands (from the 2016 
Forest Plan FEIS, see Table 3.3-21.4-6 of this EIS). The projection over the next hundred years 
was modeled to include an additional 1,000 miles of new roads of new roads after 100 years. This 
would be an increase of nearly about 20 percent over existing conditions in 2016. In addition to 
new roads, roads would be constructed over decommissioned roadbeds or reconstructed. The 
number of new road miles estimated beyond the current forest plan (Alternative 1) would range 
from 0 to 49 miles total for the action alternatives (see Transportation section). It is important to 
recognize that this is a programmatic action and that potential effects will be addressed under 
separate project-specific NEPA analyses. However, most timber harvest and associated road 
building are expected to occur on the southern ranger districts, furthest from NPS lands and the 
Skagway River. 

Comment 203: Commenters sought effects analysis for Alexander Archipelago wolves, that provides 
site-specific baseline information on impacts to wolf populations, survival and viability. Commenters were 
concerned with the effects analysis for wolf due to reduced deer habitat capability, road density, 
development, habitat fragmentation, den disturbance, and impacts to reproductive success. Commenters 
sought analysis of effects associated with how opening previously inaccessible acres to roadbuilding 
would increase wolf harvest from legal and illegal hunting and trapping. 

Response 203: Although this EIS does not analyze site specific areas, the alternatives would be 
similar in terms of overall harvest levels. However, Alternatives 4, 5, and 6 may result in the larger 
adverse effects on these species because of greater road lengths, penetration into remote 
roadless areas, and habitat fragmentation that they would produce relative to Alternatives 1, 2, 
and 3. Any Alaska Roadless Rule decision would not result in on-the-ground effects. 

Comment 204: Commenters sought cumulative effects analysis for bears and bear habitat associated 
with future logging or roadbuilding that could occur if areas were exempted from the Roadless Rule.  
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Response 204: The EIS discusses potential impacts to bears from timber harvest, roads and 
other human developments and that these activities increase the opportunity for human-induced 
mortality of bears through legal hunting, defense of life or property kills, and illegal killing. Roads 
can affect water quality and productivity of salmon streams. It should be noted that black bear 
harvest risk has not been linked to a particular road density level. Cumulative effects to wildlife, 
including bears, is provided in the Wildlife section of the EIS. 

Comment 205: Commenters were concerned with analysis of the impacts on endemic terrestrial 
mammals (examples included ermine, flying squirrel, Pacific marten, and wolves) and the findings of a 
moderate to high probability of maintaining viable, well distributed wildlife populations for all species 
identified for the DEIS. Commenters questioned whether scientific rationale was used or scientific 
analyses beyond referral to the Habitat Conservation Strategy in the 2016 Tongass Plan. There was 
concern that many of the species, including endemic mammals and Management Indicator Species such 
as the American marten, illustrate declines on the Tongass since large-scale, industrial logging began in 
the 1950s.  

Response 205: The analysis in the EIS relied on existing information and the landscape 
protection efforts outlined in the Conservation Strategy. The Tongass Old-Growth Conservation 
Strategy was designed through a collaborative effort by a broad range of scientists, Alaska 
Department of Fish and Game, and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, and the strategy underwent 
intensive peer review prior to it being established as part of the 1997 plan revision process. The 
Tongass Conservation Strategy was developed to maintain a functional and interconnected old-
growth forest ecosystem on the Tongass by retaining intact, largely undisturbed habitat. Outside 
of reserves, components of the old-growth ecosystem are maintained by standards and 
guidelines to protect important areas and provide old-growth forest habitat connectivity. A series 
of expert risk assessment panels prepared viability risk assessments based on this framework. 
Using the panels’ assessments, the Forest Service determined that there was a moderate to very 
high probability of maintaining sufficient habitat to maintain viable populations of wildlife species 
on the Tongass under the 1997 Plan. It is worth noting that the Conservation Strategy was 
developed prior to the Roadless Rule. In addition, the Forest Service believes those probability 
estimates are very conservative because the panels of experts assumed timber harvest at 267 
MMBF annually for 100 consecutive years, with no change in applicable Standards and 
Guidelines.  

Comment 206: Commenters sought effects analysis for marbled murrelet. 

Response 206: Marbled murrelets are addressed in the EIS. Because they nest in structurally 
complex old-growth forest stands, timber harvesting and road construction within POG forest 
stands (especially high-volume POG) can remove nest trees or disturb nesting birds. Indirectly, 
timber harvest and road building increase fragmentation, reducing the effectiveness of interior 
forest habitat and creating habitat edges, which may result in increased rates of nest predation by 
avian predators. Under all alternatives, marbled murrelet nesting habitat would be protected by 
the Old-growth Conservation Strategy. Legacy Forest Structure standards and guidelines are 
intended to maintain old-growth structure in areas that are already highly fragmented, as well as 
areas that will experience increased harvest levels over the life of the Forest Plan. Large trees 
may provide nesting habitat for marbled murrelets. Differences in effects among the alternatives 
would be very slight because of the lack of differences in harvest volumes. Potential impacts to 
marbled murrelet will also be addressed at the project level. 

Comment 207: Commenters sought effects analysis for road construction or other activities that would 
pose environmental risks to marine wildlife and marine habitat. 

Response 207: Effects to marine wildlife and fish, including listed species, were considered in 
this EIS for the Alaska Roadless Rule alternatives. In addition, the 2016 Forest Plan Amendment 
FEIS addressed these species and it included informal consultation and NMFS concurrence with 
effects determinations on listed marine-associated species. Implementation of any projects under 
the Alaska Roadless Rule alternatives would follow the Forest Plan standards and guidelines and 
Biological Assessments prepared for the Forest Plan, and their determinations, represent the 
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baseline condition (no action). While there would be more acres potentially available for harvest 
with each of the Alaska Roadless Rule action alternatives, there would be no change in the 
projected harvest amount, and these changes are not expected to affect the BAs conclusions for 
any of the listed species. Future projects that could be implemented would still be required to 
adhere to Forest Plan direction and would be subject to ESA consultation when site-specific 
information are available, as well as NEPA review. 

Comment 208: Commenters requested that the best available information be used in analyzing effects 
for Prince of Wales ermine.  

Response 208: Endemic mammals in general were addressed in the EIS and are expected to 
maintain a moderate to high likelihood of maintaining viable, well distributed populations where 
present. New information on the POW ermine may be incorporated at the project-level; however, 
this decision would not authorize site-specific harvest, and additional endemic species could be 
addressed in detail considering site-specific landscape characteristics and species of greatest 
conservation need at the project level. The 2016 Forest Plan standards and guidelines for 
endemic mammals direct the Forest to “maintain habitat to support viable populations and 
improve knowledge of habitat relationships of rare or endemic terrestrial mammals that may 
represent unique populations with restricted ranges.  

Comment 209: Commenters sought cumulative effects analysis to determine if exemption threatens 
viability of the Queen Charlotte goshawk including location specific information showing where 
inventoried roadless areas provide habitat features for Queen Charlotte goshawk nest sites and foraging 
habitat, especially on Prince of Wales Island.  

Response 209: The locations of timber harvest and associated activities may change under the 
various alternatives, but these are not known at this programmatic level of evaluation. When 
specific timber harvest or other projects are proposed, site-specific NEPA analysis would be 
conducted at that time. For these reasons, the Roadless Rule (all alternatives considered) would 
not result in affects above what was analyzed for the 2016 Forest Plan Amendment FEIS. It 
should be recognized that under the current Forest Plan, far more goshawk habitat will be 
preserved than was anticipated by the Old-Growth Conservation Strategy, because of the 
substantially lower old-growth harvest rate and the full transition to young-growth management. 

Comment 210: There was concern that the specific wooded areas which represent prime timber-
harvesting land are also the same areas which represent prime habitats for deer, bear, wolves, and 
salmon. This conflict means that changing the Roadless Rule will directly impact the most crucial habitats 
for many species and the cumulative effects will be dramatic on both ecosystems and communities which 
rely on those ecosystems and species. 

Response 210: The 2016 Forest Plan Amendment specifically and extensively addressed this 
issue by adopting a strategy for transitioning away from a timber industry based primarily on old-
growth harvesting to a young-growth based timber industry. That strategy is currently being 
implemented. The average timber volume sold per year over the last 3 years has been 15 MMBF 
including only 4 MMBF of old growth. This is a dramatic decrease from harvest levels of just 10 or 
20 years ago. As noted in Tables 3.3-7 and 3.3-8 of the EIS, after 100 years under any of the 
alternatives, assuming the current Forest Plan is still being implemented, 91 percent of the 
original old growth that was present in 1954 and 85 percent of the original high-volume old growth 
that was present in 1954 will remain. These percentages are within 1 percent of the current 
percentages (existing condition). 

Comment 211: Commenters sought separate effects analysis for two species of marten present on the 
Tongass National Forest due to one having an extremely limited range. American marten and Pacific 
marten are both found on the Tongass National Forest. 

Response 211: Pacific marten is addressed under endemics and although the Forest Service 
understands the limited range of Pacific marten, the overall affects analyzed in the EIS for 
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American marten would apply, as well as the specific standards and guidelines since both 
species use the same habitat and prey base. Impacts would be analyzed at the project-level. 

Comment 212: Commenters identified Sitka black-tailed deer as the most important land mammal 
species for traditional and customary use by indigenous peoples of Prince of Wales Island. Commenters 
were concerned that deer populations have already decreased due to environmental pressures such as 
timber harvest and development and because they expect changes to the Roadless Rule would lead to 
natural resource extraction and developmental activities, there was concern about adverse impacts and 
cumulative effects on deer habitat. Other respondents anticipated improved deer population numbers for 
hunters as outlined in the Quality Deer Management Association methods. 

Commenters sought effects and cumulative effects analysis for Sitka black-tailed deer and deer winter 
range including an evaluation of the size of deer populations in roadless areas, annual harvest of deer for 
subsistence, and the percent of deer using roadless areas versus those using previously harvested areas 
in the winter months.  

Commenters are concerned that removing roadless protections would negate the larger Tongass 
conservation strategy and that analysis is needed to either a) prove otherwise; b) conclude that the 
conservation strategy without roadless is adequate; or c) result in a change in program direction to fully 
ensure that there is a viable and robust population of Sitka black-tailed deer across the landscape that 
can survive winters with heavy snow.  

Area-specific requests were also made for inclusion within the analysis, which includes Duffield 
Peninsula.  

Concerns that old-growth timber harvest at higher elevations will create bottlenecks restricting movement 
of deer were expressed. Concerns that restrictions on altitudinal migration and movement will lead to 
starvation and death, negatively impacting total deer populations were expressed.  

Additionally, concerns were expressed about young-growth forests growing thicker and reducing sunlight 
to the understory. The reduced light source prevents vegetative growth in the understory that provides 
important food sources for deer.  

Commenters sought assessment of the stability of deer populations as a function of deer habitat and 
commented that the removal of lower elevation productive old-growth forest habitats is a key factor in 
determining the effects of an action on the species.  

Commenters sought analysis regarding the potential effects of the removal of essential deer habitat in 
areas where unfragmented habitat still exists. Commenters said that deer depend on old-growth forest 
habitat for foraging and refuge from severe weather. Commenters were concerned that deer populations 
have already decreased due to environmental pressures such as timber harvest and development.  

Commenters discussed effects of clear-cuts on deer habitat. There was concern about losses to deer 
populations due to their avoidance of clear-cut areas and there was discussion about those clear-cut 
areas serving as a continued food source because they serve as moose habitat instead of deer habitat.  

Response 212: Impacts to deer and their habitat are discussed in detail in the 2016 Forest Plan 
Amendment FEIS and summarized in the Wildlife section of this EIS. Based on habitat capability 
modeling, 89 percent of the original deer habitat capability on NFS lands of the Tongass is 
currently supported and 78 percent of the original habitat capability on all lands (NFS and non-
NFS) is still present. Cumulative effects analyses show that modeled deer habitat capability 
would maintain 78 percent of the original level in 25 years and at 100 years for all lands. WAAs 
with the greatest impacts under the alternatives are located in GMU 2 (Prince of Wales and 
surrounding islands) where concentrated past timber harvest has occurred. Harvest associated 
with all alternatives would contribute to the cumulative reduction in POG and associated increase 
in fragmentation and loss of connectivity, which has the potential to reduce biological diversity. 
Potential impacts to deer would be analyzed at the project level for all future projects. Improved 
deer population numbers are possible with mild winters (which may be more frequent). Improved 
numbers may also occur in local areas where closed-canopy young growth is harvested and 
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productive forage is produced for 15-25 years; it can also occur in older young-growth areas 
where stands move out of the closed-canopy stage, but this requires many years. However, on 
average across the Tongass, improved deer population numbers are not expected. 

An ANILCA Section 810 evaluation and finding is required for any action to withdraw, reserve, 
lease, or otherwise permit the use, occupancy, or disposition of public lands in Alaska. The initial 
evaluation assesses the expected effect of the proposed action on subsistence uses and needs 
and concludes with a finding that the proposed action would or would not have a significant 
possibility of a significant restriction on subsistence use. If the evaluation results in the finding of a 
significant possibility of a significant restriction of subsistence uses, a subsistence hearing would 
be held. This evaluation and hearing would allow for site specific information to be used in the 
analysis such as what subsistence resources occur in the project area and may be affected, what 
levels of use occur in the project area by subsistence and non-subsistence users, and for 
subsistence users of the project area to tell managers what impacts the project may have on 
them. Subsistence uses would be given preference over non-subsistence uses if any restrictions 
are determined necessary. The 2016 Forest Plan determined an overall possible risk while 
project-level subsistence evaluations better identify specific impacts to abundance and 
distribution, access to resources, and competition with non-rural users. 

Comment 213: When road systems are connected to communities, commenters sought road density 
limits (no greater than 0.7 mile of open roads per square mile of forest) to reduce impacts associated with 
overharvest of important game and furbearing species in the area. 

Response 213: Road densities were analyzed at varying scales including WAAs, 6th Field sub-
watersheds, elevations below 1,200 feet, and estimated average road density on the Tongass NF 
over 100 years. Although slightly more road miles may be developed under the action 
alternatives, the average road densities on NFS lands and the percent of WAAs with road density 
less than 0.7 miles per square mile are expected to be similar to that predicted under the Forest 
Plan (See Table 2-12).  

Comment 214: There was an expectation that changes to Roadless Rule protections would lead to 
natural resource extraction and developmental activities that would negatively impact the viability of apex 
predators, including bears, which are important for regulating populations of herbivores such as moose, 
elk, caribou and provide economic, social, and cultural benefits.  

Response 214: While there would be more acres potentially available for harvest of productive 
old growth with each of the Alaska Roadless Rule action alternatives, there would be no change 
in the projected harvest amount from Alternative 1. Some other natural resource development 
projects (e.g. hydropower, transmission lines, and mining) and certain transportation projects, are 
already allowable in roadless areas. As such, The Forest Service does not anticipate a great 
increase in natural resource extraction and developmental activities under any of the alternatives 
that would affect the viability of apex predators. 

Comment 215: Commenters were concerned that the wildlife viability assessments conducted for the 
Forest Plan to determine viability risk for 30 endemic species had flaws with the calculations, which 
resulted in substantially underestimated viability risks for wildlife. 

Response 215: The analysis for the 2016 Forest Plan Amendment included a review of the most 
recent information available during the current Forest Plan process due to the fact that endemic 
species ties to island archipelagos are more sensitive to human activities. The  Forest Plan 
standards and guidelines for endemic mammals direct the Forest to “maintain habitat to support 
viable populations and improve knowledge of habitat relationships of rare or endemic terrestrial 
mammals that may represent unique populations with restricted ranges. Because this decision 
does not authorize timber harvest, additional endemic species could be addressed in detail 
considering site-specific landscape characteristics and species of greatest conservation need at 
the project level.  
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Comment 216: Commenters said that the Roadless Rule protects habitat for the Prince of Wales spruce 
grouse and the northern goshawk, which are environmentally and culturally important. There is concern 
that roadbuilding and development activities may decrease nesting and foraging habitat and increase 
mortality rates. 

Response 216: The 2016 Forest Plan does include standards and guidelines for endemics and 
goshawk. The Roadless Rule EIS discusses the potential impacts to both of these species; 
however, species and their habitat would remain protected regardless of the alternative chosen. 
Despite the potential for localized effects, the transition to young growth guided by the 2016 
Forest Plan, unchanged by the Alaska Roadless Rule alternatives, is likely to benefit both spruce 
grouse and goshawks by reducing the amount of POG harvest that would occur over the planning 
horizon, thereby maintaining more old-growth forest that provides potential foraging, nesting, and 
post-fledging habitat. 

Comment 217: There was concern that natural resource extraction and development, that could occur 
throughout the Forest should there be an exemption to the rule, would fragment habitat and destroy 
landscape connectivity. 

Response 217: Energy, transportation, or other projects that may become permissible in new 
areas could affect various wildlife species and their habitat through direct disturbance or through 
removal or modification of habitats. These effects would be evaluated at the project level. The 
Forest-wide standards and guidelines would minimize overall impacts to wildlife and their habitats 
during project construction and operation. 

Comment 218: Commenters sought additional analysis on causes and impact of decreased biodiversity 
associated with the clear-cutting and timber industry activities that changing the Roadless Rule would 
allow, taking a wholistic view of the ecosystem and understanding the full cycle of ecosystem wellbeing 
and biodiversity as an invaluable resource. Commenters sought analysis of effects to the rainforest 
ecosystem that includes specifics such as: impact of habitat fragmentation, capturing the true life cycle of 
ecosystem succession and the length of time required to re-establish climax communities. 

Response 218: The issues raised are Forest Plan issues and are beyond the scope of this 
programmatic EIS. However, this EIS does include extensive analysis and projections of effects 
based on modeled future disturbances. The projects that produce these disturbances are all 
subject to future NEPA review. 

Comment 219: Commenters sought effects analysis considering habitat contiguity to provide refuge for 
wildlife impacted by climate change. Habitat connectivity facilitates wildlife adaptation by allowing wildlife 
to adjust their home ranges and movement patterns. 

Response 219: The Forest Plan Old-growth Habitat Conservation Strategy was designed to 
maintain a resilient old-growth forest ecosystem in the face of this uncertainty. The potential for 
contributions to climate change from continued old-growth timber harvest on the Tongass, which 
could indirectly affect wildlife species is addressed in the Biodiversity, Wildlife, and Climate and 
Carbon sections of the EIS. It is clear that climate change may also contribute to cumulative 
effects. Warmer temperatures and increased precipitation are anticipated to result in changes to 
vegetation and thus, the suitability of wildlife habitat, among other impacts (Haufler et al. 2010, 
Shanley et al. 2015; see the Climate and Carbon section). Although many species may benefit 
(e.g., greater overwinter survival of deer, and thus a greater prey base for wolves, resulting from 
warmer winter temperatures during normal years), habitat changes resulting from a longer 
growing season, wind, fires, insect infestations, and disease would have variable effects on 
others. The greatest concerns for wildlife populations in relation to climate change, however, are 
the weather extremes that can be expected to occur periodically (Haufler et al. 2010). 

Comment 220: Commenters sought additional effects analysis considering the cumulative impacts of 
deforestation and climate change and changing the Roadless Rule on the existing and future declines for 
deer population and the required minimum deer population capabilities of existing ecosystems.  
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Response 220: Climate change is considered in Chapter 3, Climate and Carbon. It should be 
noted that deforestation involves removal of all trees on forested land to convert it to other land 
uses. Since the mid-1950s, changes in land use have been minor in the Tongass. Development 
pressure for land use conversion in Southeast Alaska has been slight. This is true for the non-
NFS lands as well. Also see responses to Climate and Air comments and the comment above. 

Comment 221: Commenters said that the Roadless Rule was enacted, in part, to improve wildlife 
conditions, therefore a change to the Roadless Rule would negatively impact the strides made in 
conservation regionally. 

Response 221: This may be true in other national forests, which have been extensively roaded, 
harvested, and developed, but changing the Roadless Rule on the Tongass would not have a 
direct effect on regional wildlife conservation and the potential for significant indirect effects is 
very slight. The Tongass National Forest developed a protective Forest Plan in 1997, prior to the 
2001 Roadless Rule. This Plan allocated the majority of the Forest to non-development LUDs, 
which severely restrict timber harvest and road development. These reserves along with 
standards and guidelines implemented within the development LUDs, such as beach and estuary 
fringe buffers and riparian buffers, comprise the Old-growth Habitat Conservation Strategy. In 
2008, the geographical extent of the reserves in this strategy was effectively expanded by the 
Timber Sale Program Adaptive Management Strategy, which restricted all future harvest to Phase 
1 and eliminated all harvest in Phases 2 and 3 (which are mostly roadless areas), unless harvest 
levels reach an established threshold (which they have not come close to). In 2016, the Young-
growth Transition Strategy was adopted, which established a much lower harvest rate for old-
growth, while transitioning to predominantly a young-growth timber industry. Since 2016, old-
growth timber sales have been well below the 2016 reduced level. Therefore, the Tongass has 
moved strongly in the direction of wildlife conservation, with or without the Roadless Rule, which 
has only applied to the Tongass for about half of the time it has existed (the Tongass was exempt 
from 2003 to 2011). 

Comment 222: Commenters were concerned that removing Roadless Rule protections could lead to 
increases in human-wildlife conflict, threatening the well-being of humans and wildlife. 

Response 222: Human-wildlife encounters can occur throughout much of the Forest. In some 
instances, that may pose a risk. In many cases, that is a desirable experience for residents and 
tourist. We believe the opportunity for human-wildlife encounters is similar between alternatives. 

Comment 223: Roadless Rule protections could lead to natural resource extraction and developmental 
activities that resulting in displacement of wildlife and have detrimental effects on functional behaviors 
such as breeding and movement, that are essential for functional, healthy wildlife populations. 

Response 223: Energy, transportation, or other projects that may become permissible in new 
areas could affect various wildlife species and their habitat through direct disturbance or through 
removal or modification of habitats. These effects would be evaluated at the project level. The 
Forest-wide standards and guidelines would minimize overall impacts to wildlife and their habitats 
during project construction and operation. 

Comment 224: Commenters stated that wildlife use roads and may be affected by road development. 

Response 224: Forest Plan requirements would still apply regardless of the alternative selected; 
however, there would still only be a slight potential increase in roads and essentially no change in 
harvest amount, so effects to wildlife and their habitat would be nearly identical to current plan 
conditions over the Tongass. The Transportation Forest-wide standards and guidelines that 
require travel access road objectives to be developed for all roads and would not be affected by 
any Alaska Roadless Rule alternative. 

Comment 225: Commenters said that Roadless Rule protections helped maintain salmon populations 
which helps preserve the food source for bears, sustaining their population numbers.  
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Response 225: Current information on commercial salmon harvest has been added to the FEIS 
(see Figures 3.3-3 and 3.3-4). The effects of timber harvest, resource extraction and related 
actions at the forest-planning level are summarized in the included text. Effects of these actions 
on fish resources and their habitat are address in the 2016 Forest Plan Amendment EIS, which 
has been cited as the source for type and magnitude of effects. That document sufficiently 
addresses the issues raised in the comment relative to important fish resources at the planning 
level. Relative changes between alternatives that could affect fish resources and habitat are 
presented. Additional detail on differences between the alternatives concerning potential changes 
in quantity of roads (including road densities by sub-watershed) and timber harvest have been 
added, including changes to fish resources from those presented in the 2016 Forest Plan 
Amendment EIS. It is important to recognize that this is a programmatic action and that potential 
site-specific effects will be addressed under separate project-specific NEPA analyses, as this 
assessment will not authorize any site-specific actions. 

Alternative 6 would be less protective to fish resources within T77 watersheds and TNC/Audubon 
Conservation Priority Areas than Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 because it does not restrict timber 
harvest and road building in these areas, removing all regulatory roadless designations. Forest 
Plan requirements would still apply, including the prohibition on old-growth harvests within these 
areas. However, there would still only be a slight potential increase in roads and essentially no 
change in harvest amount, so effects to fish and their habitat would be nearly identical to current 
plan conditions over the Tongass. 

Comment 226: Changes to Roadless Rule protections could lead to natural resource extraction and 
developmental activities resulting in activities that negatively impact rare and endangered species. 

Response 226: Energy, transportation, or other projects that may become permissible in new 
areas could affect various wildlife species and their habitat through direct disturbance or through 
removal or modification of habitats. These effects would be evaluated at the project level. The 
Forest-wide standards and guidelines would minimize overall impacts to wildlife and their habitats 
during project construction and operation. 

Comment 227: Commenters sought disclosure of how the agency would restore or maintain the diversity 
of ecosystems and habitat types within the area affected by the proposed changes to the Roadless Rule 
and that large-tree old growth be considered a distinct habitat type. Commenters described large-tree old 
growth and old-growth cedar stands as being at risk of being eliminated on northern Prince of Wales 
Island and other bio-geographic areas on the Tongass. There was concern that reductions in these forest 
communities would lead to a reduction in Sitka black-tailed deer populations and Alexander Archipelago 
wolf populations on Prince of Wales.  

Response 227: From a biological diversity standpoint, high-volume POG and large tree POG are 
thought to have the highest importance for diversity. High-volume POG is defined as the grouping 
of the three tree size and density classes that represent the highest volume strata—SD5S, SD5N, 
and SD67 types. Large-tree POG is defined as the SD67 class, representing the most productive 
of the POG types, and typically containing the highest density of large trees. 
 
There are approximately 5 million acres of POG forest on the Tongass. Of this, approximately 42 
percent is high-volume POG (SD5S, 5N, and 67 types) with approximately 11 percent classified 
as Large-tree POG (SD67 type). See Tables 3.3-3 and 3.4-4, 3.4-8 and 3.4-9 which shows the 
distribution of existing POG forest by biogeographic province and POG type and amount 
remaining. Transition to predominantly young-growth harvest over time would enhance biological 
diversity and the functioning of the Old-growth Habitat Conservation Strategy over the long-term. 

Comment 228: The DEIS relies on outdated and inadequate monitoring data for goshawks and other 
wildlife in order to support its conclusions. The agency has not presented the limited wildlife survey data 
conducted in connection with timber sales or explain how these monitoring data have helped inform the 
DEIS. 
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Response 228: The information used in the development of the Forest Plan is sufficient for the 
analysis of this EIS. As none of the alternatives authorize any site-specific projects or other 
ground-disturbing activities, the most current site-specific data will be used during project-level 
reviews. 

Comment 229: The DEIS fails to rationally assess impacts to migratory birds. 

Response 229: Migratory birds are assessed in the Wildlife section. Impacts and measures to 
avoid/minimize impacts would be addressed at the project level.  

Comment 230: The Forest Service must reinitiate ESA consultation before adopting the proposed rule. 
The Service cannot forgo additional consultation because the prediction that logging will not increase if 
roadless areas are opened to new development is unsubstantiated.  

Response 230: None of the alternatives authorize any site-specific projects or other ground-
disturbing activities. Specific projects that include timber harvest, road construction, and/or road 
reconstruction must undergo site-specific environmental analysis when they are proposed to 
comply with NEPA. None of the alternatives considered in this FEIS waive any applicable 
requirements regarding site-specific environmental analysis, public involvement, or consultation 
with the Services, or compliance with other applicable laws. 

Watershed and Fish 
Comment 231: Commenters disagreed with DEIS findings and expressed concern about effects analysis 
for fish and the region's commercial, sport, subsistence and ursine fisheries. Commenters requested the 
use of more current baseline data, including consideration of climate change, in this analysis. 
Commenters sought analysis for anadromous fish streams, salmon (including coho and pink) habitat and 
survival. In analyzing effects for fish, commenters sought use of data that incudes current harvest data or 
information about project area salmon populations. 

Response 231: Current information on commercial salmon harvest has been added to the EIS 
(see Figures 3.3-3 and 3.3-4). The effects of timber harvest, resource extraction and related 
actions at the forest-planning level are summarized in the included text. Effects of these actions 
on fish resources and their habitat are address in the 2016 Forest Plan Amendment EIS, which 
has been cited as the source for type and magnitude of effects. That document sufficiently 
addresses the issues raised in the comment relative to important fish resources at the planning 
level. Relative changes between alternatives that could affect fish resources and habitat are 
presented. Additional detail on differences between the alternatives concerning potential changes 
in quantity of roads (including road densities by sub-watershed) and timber harvest have been 
added, including changes to fish resources from those presented in the 2016 Forest Plan 
Amendment EIS. It is important to recognize that this is a programmatic action and that potential 
site-specific effects will be addressed under separate project-specific NEPA analyses, as this 
assessment will not authorize any site-specific actions.  

Comment 232: Because there was concern that changes to Roadless Rule protections would lead to 
natural resource extraction and developmental activities, commenters sought consideration of effects to 
fish, Dungeness crabs, wetlands and watershed ecosystems including soil erosion and sedimentation, 
edge effects on windthrow or blowdown, mass erosion and channel erosion resulting from hydrologic 
changes caused by logging, the effects of roads altering hydrology and erosion processes, and alteration 
of groundwater temperature by logging. Commenters sought analysis of cumulative effects to salmon 
streams and salmonid habitat associated with future road system expansion. Commenters questioned the 
effectiveness of mitigations discussed in the DEIS.  

Response 232: See response to above comment under Watershed and Fish. Additionally, Forest 
Plan level effects are addressed in the 2016 Forest Plan Amendment EIS which addresses the 
effects on the issues noted in the comment including resource extraction and nearshore marine 
habitat. Actions that may affect marine environment such as beach fringe harvest and log transfer 
facilities would be similar among all alternatives and effects are addressed in the 2016 Forest 
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Plan Amendment EIS. This document addresses only how the Alaska Roadless Rule alternatives 
would change those effects at the planning level. Fishery and habitat-related issues not 
presented in more detail would not vary substantially among alternatives and would be the similar 
to those discussed for the existing management actions in the 2016 Forest Plan Amendment EIS. 

Comment 233: There was concern that changes to Roadless Rule protections would lead to natural 
resource extraction and developmental activities that would accelerate acidification of water bodies; 
reducing the survival of calcifying species such as oysters, clams, corals, urchins, and certain 
phytoplankton which are food sources for humans and other wildlife. The loss of these species could 
have substantial consequences on the ecosystem structure, food systems, and subsequently negatively 
impact the economy. 

Response 233: See responses to two comments above under Watershed and Fish. The 
proposed action and the alternatives do not expand levels of timber harvest and current/future 
timber harvest levels are low relative to historic levels. The acidification of water bodies is not a 
current issue nor is it expected to result from future actions. In particular, effects on marine 
species are expected to be very minor. Specific timber sale projects, mineral projects, energy 
projects, and other road project proposals are all subject to individual NEPA analysis and 
mitigation of effects. 

Comment 234: The DEIS fails to substantively and accurately address fisheries and watershed effects, 
such as windthrow/blowdown, mass erosion, channel erosion, roads, erosion processes, alteration of 
groundwater temperature, post-logging fluvial erosion, gullying and channel expansion, and 
sedimentation. The assumption in the DEIS that road building and logging can occur in currently roadless 
watersheds with no risk to aquatic habitat and fisheries is not supported by available scientific literature. 
Commenters were concerned that impacts of the rule change on aquatic ecosystems (both freshwater 
and saltwater) are not adequately analyzed in the DEIS. 

Response 234: See other responses to the two previous comments. The general types of effect 
from timber harvest and related actions (e.g. road building) identified in the above comment are 
summarized in this EIS document with further reference to the 2016 Forest Plan Amendment EIS, 
which provides details of the type and potential magnitude of these effects. When specific timber 
harvest or other projects are proposed, site-specific NEPA analysis and required pubic 
involvement would be conducted at that time. No on-the-ground actions are authorized by the 
final rule. 

Comment 235: Concern was expressed that the DEIS fails to adequately assess the current status of 
fish and fish habitat on the Tongass, discuss how the current status relates to historic abundance, and to 
analyze how the proposed action will affect fisheries, fish habitat, and the important waters that support 
these resources. Underlying the DEIS and made explicit by various statements of Forest Service officials 
at public meetings, is the misguided belief that expanding logging and logging roads into roadless areas 
will have no effect on fish and fish habitat. 

Response 235: The EIS summarizes the main factors of logging-related actions that affect 
fisheries resources, especially as they relate to roads. More analysis was supplied in the FEIS 
assessing effect of each specific alternative on number of roads and road density in Tongass 
watersheds which indicate nearly identical conditions among all alternative to Alternative 1. 
Additionally, more details on the current fisheries and fish habitat, related water quality and 
quantity, and the effect of currently approved actions on these resources are provided in the 2016 
Forest Plan Amendment EIS, which is referenced as suppling this information. As discussed in 
the DEIS, the current Forest Plan direction include measures to reduce potential impacts to fish 
and their habitat that will remain in place under all of the Roadless Rule alternatives. Also as 
noted in the EIS, none of the alternatives substantially change the number of road miles, harvest 
acres, type of harvest, harvest of old growth, or harvest in  T77 Watersheds and TNC/Audubon 
Conservation Priority Areas  and, as a result, potential effects to important fish and fish resources 
would be similar across all alternatives. As noted elsewhere in the comment response document, 
it is important to recognize that this is a programmatic action and that potential site-specific 
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effects will be addressed under separate project-specific NEPA analyses, as this assessment will 
not authorize any site-specific actions. 

Comment 236: There was concern expressed that the analysis assumed that logging can occur in 
roadless areas without harm to fish resources. 

Response 236: As noted in the analysis, future timber on the Tongass would be managed under 
the current Forest Plan, which includes specified BMPs for harvest, vegetative buffers, and other 
measures designed to reduce potential impacts to fish. These measures would be implemented 
in newly opened roadless areas in the same way as they are in areas where harvest is presently 
allowed. Under these conditions, it was concluded that logging and road building can be done 
without substantial adverse effects to fish habitat and fish resources. The assessment in the 2016 
Forest Plan evaluation included consideration of building new roads and harvesting old growth 
timber, both of which could be part of the any Alaska Roadless Rule alternative. Site-specific 
concerns would be evaluated in a separate process prior to any on the ground disturbing actions. 

Comment 237: Concern was expressed that the proposed plans have not designated what protections 
would occur in T77 Watersheds and TNC/Audubon Conservation Priority Areas relative to new road 
building. Also, that the proposed plan will result in significant entry into roadless areas to access adjacent 
timber that is not part of these protected watersheds. 

Response 237: No old-growth harvest would occur in the T77 watersheds or TNC/Audubon 
Areas under any alternative due to Forest Plan requirements. Within ARAs, roads would be 
prohibited unless they meet the exceptions, varying by ARA designation, provided in the rule (see 
appendix G and Table 2-2 in the EIS. A limited increase in young-growth harvest could occur in 
these areas. However, nearly all young growth is found where roads are already present, which 
greatly limits the need for new road construction in these watersheds. Site-specific future actions 
will be evaluated when specific actions are proposed.  

Comment 238: Commenters expressed concern that the DEIS analysis, which concluded that logging 
and road building in roadless areas would not have substantial adverse effects to soil, water quality, water 
quantity, and riparian conditions due to the implementation of current Forest Plan BMPs and other 
requirements is not valid. Concerns were related to the effects from logging and road building on high 
hazard soils, stream buffer effects on windthrow, effects of roads on hydrology and erosion, related 
effects to sediment in stream channels and stream channel stability, and upslope clearing effects to 
stream temperature. 

Response 238: These issues were fully addressed in 2016 Forest Plan Amendment EIS, 
primarily in the Water section. Many of these parameters are presented in the updated Fish 
analysis in the FEIS. The literature reviewed in the 2016 Forest Plan EIS assessment that 
addressed these potential effects emphasized Tongass monitoring results, which are most 
relevant to addressing these issues as they include measured effects of implementation of 
current BMPs. While there is some level of risk with increased roads and logging, effects to fish 
and fish habitat that may occur under the current Forest Plan were not considered to be 
substantial in the evaluation in the 2016 Forest Plan EIS. The estimated amount and type of 
harvest and roads would be similar to the current Forest Plan under all of the proposed Roadless 
Rule alternatives with similar effects to water quantity and quality and harvest and road-related 
parameters. Estimated miles of road construction and reconstruction have been added to the 
FEIS for each alternative. These estimates consider road miles over the next 100 years of Project 
implementation.  

Comment 239: Commenters noted that the DEIS did not include most recent status of Pink and Coho 
salmon numbers especially recent decreases in abundance. 

Response 239: Current information on commercial salmon harvest has been added to the EIS 
(see Figures 3.3-3 and 3.3-4). The reasons for recent declines have not been fully developed but 
recent changes are more likely due to adverse ocean conditions that have been reducing ocean 
salmon survival (Heinl et al. 2017) and non-harvest related drought conditions that have also 
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adversely affected both Pink and Coho salmon in streams than the result of recent harvest 
practices. 

Comment 240: Commenters noted that declines of pink salmon appear worse in the northern inside 
areas of Southeast Alaska and on Prince of Wales Island. There is concern that timber harvest in these 
areas is a major contributing factor.  

Response 240: Timber harvest has occurred for decades in many of these areas and was much 
more intensive prior to 1990 in the most productive areas (riparian and flood plain areas). These 
areas have received more protections over the last three decades and rates of timber harvest 
have been greatly reduced. Recent changes in Pink salmon numbers are more likely due to 
ocean effects and non-harvest related drought conditions that affect spawning and rearing fish in 
freshwater than the result of recent harvest practices.  

Comment 241: Commenters noted that low harvest number of coho salmon in 2018 and 2019 may be 
related to timber harvest practices including a lack of buffers on small streams and culvert blockages of 
fish passages. 

Response 241: While small streams were not well buffered in the past and culverts were not 
always properly installed, these practices have changed. For over three decades, all fish bearing 
streams have been buffered and many others that are not fish bearing have also had buffers 
included during timber harvest. Additionally, all newly installed culverts are required to meet fish 
passage criteria. While some past culverts still block some fish areas, less than 0.5 percent of all 
anadromous stream length on the Tongass has some blockage. In addition, anadromous fish 
were found above culverts with passage issues in more than half of these streams. The reasons 
for recent declines in Coho salmon have not been fully developed but recent changes are more 
likely due to adverse ocean conditions that have been reducing ocean salmon survival (Heinl et 
al. 2017) and non-harvest related drought conditions that have also adversely affected both Pink 
and Coho salmon in streams than the result of recent harvest practices. 

Comment 242: Commenters expressed concern that fish populations and stocks are already declining 
due to existing regional logging and mining activities, which would be exacerbated by a change in the 
Roadless Rule. For example, deforestation results in decreased stream shading and increased water 
temperatures. A specific example of already declining fish populations are the Dog salmon. 

Response 242: Although commercial salmon harvest numbers have been trending downward for 
the past 5 years or so, there are many factors at play, and there is no evidence that existing 
regional logging and mining activities are the cause. The highest total salmon catch in history for 
Southeast Alaska took place only 7 years ago, in 2013 (Figure 3.3-4 of the EIS). Timber harvest 
levels have been declining on the Tongass for many years; during the last 3 years only an 
average of 15 MMBF of timber have been sold, including only 4 MMBF of old growth. Establishing 
timber harvest levels, authorizing timber sales, and permitting mining activities are all covered by 
separate NEPA review that is independent of the Roadless Rule EIS.  

Comment 243: Commenters said that fish populations are already low in many fisheries and asked if fish 
populations completely disappear due to changes in the Roadless Rule, who would be responsible for 
replenishing fish stocks.  

Response 243: Please see the response to the previous comment. Implementing the Alaska 
Roadless Rule would not directly affect fish populations. The Tongass Forest Plan includes an 
extensive array of standards and guidelines that protect fish habitat and specific development 
projects would be subject to separate NEPA reviews. The disappearance of fish populations on 
the Tongass as a result of Tongass forest management is not a realistic scenario.  

Comment 244: Because the region is prone to windthrow, commenters sought buffer zones to be half a 
mile wide to adequately protect streams from the heat exposure and sedimentation that is detrimental to 
fish populations. Current policies only require a 100-foot stream buffer, which logging companies often 
ignore and harvest timber to the water’s edge. Changing the Roadless Rule would expose more miles of 
important fish habitat to these destructive practices. 
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Response 244: The current Forest Plan requires a minimum of a 100-foot stream buffer on fish 
streams. Most streams are given buffers wider than that following a set of prescriptions outlined in 
the Forest Plan, including the requirement of assurance of windfirmness. Logging activities are 
inspected and logging companies are required to comply with the established buffers on NFS 
lands. The buffers on non-NFS lands are not as restrictive.  

Comment 245: Concern was expressed that roadless areas supply unique areas for protection of fish 
and fish habitat and this was not properly assessed in the analysis in the DEIS. Areas with limited roads 
often have healthier fish resources.  

Response 245: The 2016 Forest Service Plan BMPs are intended to help protect fish habitat and 
would be implemented in newly opened roadless areas in the same way as they are in areas 
where harvest is presently allowed. The alternatives evaluated in this EIS consider similar levels 
of harvest and road building, with relatively small variations in miles of road construction and 
reconstruction anticipated over the next 100 years. As noted in the DEIS, with this in mind, 
moving where harvest and roads would occur is not expected to result in substantial changes at 
the planning level. When specific timber harvest or other projects are proposed, site-specific 
NEPA analysis and required pubic involvement would be conducted at that time, including 
evaluation of changes in the amount of road miles and road density. No on-the-ground actions 
are authorized by the final rule. 

Comment 246: Concern was expressed that pending DEISs on Prince of Wales Island that propose 
increased timber harvest, road building, and stream crossings have delayed final analysis until the 
Roadless Rule proposal is finalized. The concern is that these projects would greatly expand harvest into 
areas currently not accessible due to current Roadless Rule prohibitions and that if this rule is 
implemented these plans would then be finalized with these expansions included, which would damage 
fish and fish habitat.  

Response 246: No site-specific projects or ground-disturbing activities are authorized in the final 
rule and the amount of old-growth timber harvest is not expected to vary by alternative, with 
effects to fishery resources expected to be similar to those evaluated in the 2016 Forest Plan 
Amendment EIS in all cases. Any projects that include timber harvest or road construction will 
undergo environmental analysis in compliance with NEPA, including those currently proposed or 
in process. 

Comment 247: Commenters expressed that the protected T77 Watersheds and TNC/Audubon 
Conservation Priority Areas watersheds are a small portion of the major fish producing watersheds on the 
Tongass and protections for these areas alone will not protect overall fish production in the Tongass and 
will also result in the concentration of fisheries in some areas and lack of fisheries in other areas.  

Response 247: The T77 Watersheds and TNC/Audubon Conservation Priority Areas  were 
determined to be priority areas by special interest groups and environmental organizations 
including Trout Unlimited. While the Forest Service does supply extra protections for these areas, 
the Tongass National Forest has a variety of projections from LUDs that exclude most types of 
development, including timber harvest, to major BMPs that will be implemented in areas where 
harvest is permitted and will adequately protect fisheries resources including commercially 
harvestable stocks of salmon. When specific timber harvest or other projects are proposed, site-
specific NEPA analysis and required pubic involvement would be conducted at that time. No on-
the-ground actions are authorized by the final rule. The standard BMPs and site-specific actions 
that will be determined during a separate process will be designed to protect fish resources of 
concern.  

Comment 248: Past analysis of roadless areas concluded that logging related practices have the risk of 
affecting fish habitat and fish populations. Current analysis cannot now be justified in saying that allowing 
harvest and related actions in these areas can now occur without adverse effects to fish. Also, the current 
analysis relies on the 2016 Forest Plan analysis that concluded actions could be taken and result in 
minimal harm to fish resources. This analysis cannot be used to justify the conclusion of no adverse 
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effects to changes in the Roadless Rule. Some adverse effects would be expected with even the best 
planned or implemented actions.  

Response 248: The current analysis is not substantially different than the 2016 Forest Plan 
analysis. The amount and type of areas that would be disturbed by harvest and roads would be 
similar to those considered in the 2016 Forest Plan EIS under all alternatives. The relative 
changes are discussed in the DEIS for this Project and noted in more detail in the FEIS. While 
there are low, long-term risks to fish habitat from the relatively low amount of proposed harvest 
and associated construction and reconstruction of roads, the 2016 Forest Plan analysis indicated 
that with riparian protections in place there would be no substantial adverse effects to fish. 
Because changes in the main parameters that would be affected by implementation of the 
changes in the Roadless rule under all alternatives (e.g. acres of harvest, new and rebuilt road 
miles, likely number and type of stream crossings), the conclusions at this planning level are 
similar to that of the Forest Planning level analysis of 2016. 

Comment 249: Commenters expressed that many existing barrier culverts in the Tongass have not been 
repaired and continue to block suitable fish habitat. Construction of more roads in currently roadless 
areas will add more barriers and add to the backlog of culverts that are not repaired reducing further 
available habitat. There was concern about the Forest's road maintenance backlog. 

Response 249: Many culverts that were constructed in the initial logging years were not 
adequate for fish passage. Current requirements are that all new culverts meet fish passage 
requirements. While some existing culverts have not been repaired and some new culverts may 
have passage issues, the relative effect to Tongass anadromous stream habitat is very low. As 
estimated in 2016 Forest Plan culverts have partly blocked about 0.5 percent of total Tongass 
anadromous habitat. However, most of the stream habitat indicated to have limited access to 
anadromous fish have fish upstream of these culverts. As a result, no substantial loss of 
anadromous fish habitat is expected to occur from new culvert installation under any of the 
proposed alternatives. 

Comment 250: Commenters sought more full consideration of the effects of climate change in both the 
ocean and freshwater on salmon stocks. Commenters also noted that Roadless Areas may supply better 
fish habitat than other Tongass Forest areas after climate change effects occur. 

Response 250: There are many potential effects of climate change that would affect logged and 
unlogged areas and streams and estuaries. Some may be positive in some areas and negative in 
others. The range of these effects are discussed in detail in the EIS. While roadless areas may 
have some benefit, it cannot be reasonably estimated that overall differences in effects to fish 
resources would occur with or without the changes in roadless areas considered in the proposed 
alternatives.  

Comment 251: Because changes to Roadless Rule protections may lead to natural resource extraction 
and developmental activities, commenters expressed concern about soil erosion and hydrology. This 
included concerns about effects such as landslides, river channelization, flow patterns, streamflow, 
snowmelt, wetlands, changing water chemistry, and flooding. Commenters were concerned that leaving 
unlogged riparian forests is insufficient to mitigate for the effects of upland logging on streams. 

Response 251: See responses above under Watershed and Fish. The proposed action and the 
alternatives do not expand levels of timber harvest and current/future timber harvest levels are 
low relative to historic levels. Specific timber sale project, mineral project, energy project, and 
other road project proposals are all subject to individual NEPA analysis and mitigation of effects. 

Climate and Air 
Comment 252: Commenters expressed concern that exempting the Tongass National Forest from the 
Roadless Rule may lead to the removal of trees which would impact air quality. Removing protections can 
lead to indirect effects that may increase air toxic emissions, further reducing air quality. Negative impacts 
to air quality from the removal of trees and secondary effects would exacerbate or worsen pre-existing 
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conditions and disease risk. An increase in disease risk could lead to increases in health care costs, 
creating a reinforcing feedback loop where limitations to health care access further worsen health 
outcomes. 

Response 252: The Roadless Rule would not directly lead to the removal of trees. Under all 
alternatives, the PTSQ for the Tongass, remains the same. Therefore, it would affect where trees 
are harvested, but would have little effect on how many trees are harvested. None of the action 
alternatives propose specific actions that would alter air quality. Impacts to air quality would be 
based on site-specific proposals. No increase in disease risk or health care costs are expected as 
a direct result of any of the alternatives. 

Comment 253: There was concern that exempting the Tongass National Forest from the Roadless Rule 
protections would lead to climate change and the subsequent long-term economic impacts of climate 
change would significantly outweigh any short-term economic benefits from natural resource extraction 
and development. Investing in the development of sustainable and innovative resource management can 
mitigate climate change effects, while providing jobs for Alaskans. 

Response 253: Refer to the analysis presented in the Climate and Carbon section and to the 
response to the previous comment. Implementation of any of the alternatives would be similar to 
how the Forest is managed today and would not convert additional forest land to non-forest uses. 
The largest source of GHG emissions in the forestry sector globally and within the United States 
is deforestation, defined as the removal of all trees on forested land to convert it other land uses. 
This EIS does not authorize more or less timber harvest. The PTSQ for the Tongass is 
established by the Forest Plan. This action does not change the PTSQ. Therefore, it is not 
expected to affect the amount of timber harvest, but it will affect where timber is harvested. In 
addition, the amount of timber harvest expected over the next 100 years is low by historical 
standards. 

Comment 254: There was concern that developmental activities exacerbate climate change effects and 
will lead to communities being displaced. 

Response 254: See previous two responses. The level of development on the Tongass is 
controlled by the Forest Plan and development projects require their own NEPA analysis prior to 
implementation. 

Comment 255: Commenters were concerned that global loss of forests to deforestation and wildfires 
have made large intact forests increasingly rare. Exempting the Tongass National Forest can result in 
further loss in intact ecosystems that have global importance for sustaining life. 

Response 255: As noted in previous responses (see the previous three responses), the PTSQ 
for the Tongass is established by the Forest Plan. This action does not change the PTSQ. 
Therefore, it is not expected to affect the amount of timber harvest, but it will affect where timber 
is harvested. In addition, the amount of timber harvest expected over the next 100 years is low by 
historical standards.  

Comment 256: There was concern that exempting the Tongass National Forest from the Roadless Rule 
protections would lead to natural extraction and developmental activities that would exacerbate uncertain 
and extreme weather events that can have catastrophic consequences such as increases in the 
incidence of flooding, fires, drought, landslides, as well as intensified hurricanes. Increased incidence and 
severity of natural disasters can have profound economic and public safety consequences by putting 
human health, infrastructure, and natural resources at risk.  

Response 256: As noted in previous responses (see the previous four responses), the PTSQ for 
the Tongass is established by the Forest Plan. This action does not change the PTSQ. Therefore, 
it is not expected to affect the amount of timber harvest, but it will affect where timber is 
harvested. In addition, the amount of timber harvest expected over the next 100 years is low by 
historical standards. Differences among the alternatives may result in some changes in mineral 
extraction or energy production, but these differences are expected to be minor. 
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Comment 257: There was concern that exempting the Tongass National Forest from the Roadless Rule 
protections could lead to lead to developmental activities that increase the release of greenhouse gas 
emissions. Atmospheric concentrations of greenhouse gases (water vapor, nitrous oxide, carbon dioxide, 
methane, and chlorofluorocarbons) have changed with increases of emissions from human activities such 
as deforestation, burning of fossil fuels, production of energy, land use changes, landfill waste 
decomposition, as well as industrial and agricultural practices. Increases in these natural occurring 
greenhouse gases reinforce the trapping of heat from the Sun on Earth. Increases in temperature can 
create reinforcing feedback loops that can further increase greenhouse gases in the atmosphere, 
examples include increased water vaporization, demand for heating and cooling, as well as increased 
releases of methane and carbon dioxide from thawing ice stores and permafrost. 

Response 257: Please see the previous four responses. 

Comment 258: Commenters said that by keeping the Roadless Rule protections in place, a considerable 
amount of carbon sequestration can occur that will contribute to climate change mitigation, while 
maintaining critical habitat. There was concern that exemption from the rule would lead to logging, in 
which case, the Forest would release considerable carbon reserves in addition to the loss of the carbon 
sequestration capabilities, contributing to the acceleration of climate change. Because old-growth trees 
sequester more carbon than new growth, the carbon sequestration capabilities cannot be recovered 
following logging on a time scale sufficient for the mitigation demand. Removal of trees and secondary 
development activities (logging, road construction, resource extraction) that damage the old-growth 
ecosystem will impact the capacity of other flora to sequester carbon. Climatic changes disrupt normal 
environmental parameters such as environmental fluid dynamics, ambient air temperature, water 
temperature, rainfall, and water acidity, which can have detrimental impacts on ecosystem services and 
natural resource availability. 

Response 258: Please see the previous responses under Climate and Air. As noted, this action 
does not change the PTSQ for the Tongass. Therefore, no significant change in timber harvest is 
expected, although the distribution of harvest may be different under each alternative. 

Comment 259: Commenters were concerned about the impact of the carbon footprint from shipping 
timber overseas, asking that it be properly accounted for as an additional impact on climate change. 

Response 259: Please see the previous responses under Climate and Air. As noted, this action 
does not change the PTSQ for the Tongass, nor does it affect the level of exported timber. 
Therefore, no significant change in timber harvest or export is expected, although the distribution 
of harvest on the landscape may vary by alternative.  

Comment 260: Commenters said that exempting Tongass National Forest from the Roadless Rule 
protections will lead to natural extraction and developmental activities that would accelerate climate 
change effects negatively impacting human health and survival. 

Response 260: Please see previous responses under Climate and Air. As noted, this action does 
not change the PTSQ for the Tongass. Therefore, no significant change in timber harvest is 
expected, although the distribution of harvest may be different under each alternative. There 
could be some additional mineral extraction and/or renewable energy projects under some 
alternatives, especially Alternatives 4, 5, and 6, but increases are expected to be minor. 

Comment 261: Commenters sought effects analysis disclosing how the proposed rule change will directly 
and indirectly impact carbon stores and sequestration, as well as the resulting environmental and 
economic effects from climate change associated with the rule change. Commenters sought analysis of 
either the potential value of carbon storage on the Tongass or the socioeconomic costs of carbon 
emissions and associated climate effects.  

Commenters were concerned that there was a lack of analysis associated with increased road 
construction, logging, and mining with the comprehensive cumulative impacts that would occur in both the 
near and far term in the face of a changing climate. For example, deforestation leads to increased heat 
energy to the land surface due to lack of canopy which impacts both water temperatures and snowmelt, 
both of which will be amplified due to climate change. 
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Response 261: Please see previous responses under Climate and Air. As noted, this action does 
not change the PTSQ for the Tongass. Therefore, average timber harvest is not expected to 
exceed the PTSQ level, although the distribution of harvest may be different under each 
alternative. Therefore, the proposed rule change will not significantly affect carbon stores and 
sequestration, nor will it result in environmental and economic effects from climate change. 

Comment 262: Commenters disagreed that logging in the Tongass National Forest could lead to 
reductions of greenhouse gases. 

Response 262: The EIS does not state that logging would lead to reductions of greenhouse 
gases. Rather, the EIS states the following. "The effects of implementing the Forest Plan under 
the nationwide Roadless Rule (i.e., the No Action Alternative) and the action alternatives on GHG 
emissions and climate change would likely be small though there is considerable uncertainty 
regarding these effects. For instance, there is uncertainty regarding long-term carbon release 
particularly because of the importance of how the wood is used (durable or nondurable products), 
the regrowth of young forests, and market dynamics related to substitution. Considering the 
alternatives in a global atmospheric carbon dioxide context, treatment levels would have a small 
contribution to GHG emissions and therefore would have a negligible effect on climate change." 

Comment 263: The DEIS inadequately analyzes and unlawfully discounts the proposed rule's potential 
climate impacts. The DEIS unlawfully discards in silence the Forest Service's earlier conclusions that 
logging on the Tongass can cause significant greenhouse gas emissions. 

Response 263: The EIS does not state that logging would not increase greenhouse gases. As 
stated in other responses above, this EIS does not affect the PTSQ. The Forest Plan is the 
process that identifies the level of harvest; this process only identifies the land base where 
harvest can take place. As noted above, the EIS states: “Considering the alternatives in a global 
atmospheric carbon dioxide context, treatment levels would have a small contribution to GHG 
emissions and therefore would have a negligible effect on climate change. There would be only 
negligible differences among the alternatives because the harvest levels and the mix of old 
growth and young growth to be harvested are expected to be very similar, and thus unaffected by 
implementation of the Alaska Roadless Rule. As a result, the alternatives would not differ in 
regard to their contributions to GHG emissions, changes in forest carbon stocks, carbon 
sequestration, or global climate change. Given the level of uncertainty in parameters related to 
the net contribution of GHGs, an attempt to quantify the evaluation would not provide a clearer 
understanding of potential effects.” 

Comment 264: The Forest Service violated NEPA and NFMA requirements to use high quality, accurate, 
scientific information by failing to recognize the global importance of the Tongass for carbon storage; use 
of an inappropriate analysis scale to understate the value of the Tongass; and analyze that old growth 
forests in roadless areas store substantially more carbon than saw logs and young growth. 

Response 264: Please see previous responses under Climate and Air. As noted, this action does 
not change the PTSQ for the Tongass. Therefore, average timber harvest is not expected to 
exceed the PTSQ level, although the distribution of harvest may be different under each 
alternative. This comment is relevant to a Forest Plan analysis where the PTSQ is under 
evaluation, which is not the case with this action. 

Comment 265: The DEIS failed to disclose the economic value of roadless areas of the Tongass on the 
carbon markets and the social cost of carbon emissions resulting from logging. 

Response 265: Please see previous responses under Climate and Air. As noted, this action does 
not change the PTSQ for the Tongass. Therefore, average timber harvest is not expected to 
exceed the PTSQ level, although the distribution of harvest may be different under each 
alternative. This comment is relevant to a Forest Plan analysis where the PTSQ is under 
evaluation, which is not the case with this action. 
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Comment 266: When the Forest Plan was originally developed it was based on the best available 
information; however, new information is available regarding the impacts of climate change on the area 
that should be incorporated into the Forest Plan.  

Response 266: The climate change and carbon analysis presented in this EIS was based on 
extensive new information since the 2016 Forest Plan Amendment FEIS. The references cited in 
the Climate and Carbon section that were not available in 2016 include: Birdsey et al. (2019), 
Domke (2018), EPA (2019), Hayward et al. (2017), IPCC (2018), Markon et al. (2018), Sealaska 
(2018), and Smith et al. (2019). 

Comment 267: The Forest Service failed to disclose and analyze the cumulative effects of expected 
climate change, road development, and logging on watersheds considered “safe havens”, refugia, or core 
areas for conservation of salmonid and other sensitive fish species. The analysis also fails adequately 
detail these areas importance to vulnerability and resilience on freshwater habitats and the fish 
populations’ dependent upon them. 

Response 267: The vast majority of Tongass watersheds considered “safe havens”, refugia, or 
core areas for conservation of salmonid and other sensitive fish species are within Wilderness, 
National Monument, LUD II and other non-development LUDs, which do not permit logging or 
road development (with minor exceptions), and within T77 watersheds and TNC/Audubon 
Conservation Areas and Conservation Core Areas, which do not permit old-growth logging and 
associated road development. Furthermore, the Forest Plan prohibits old-growth logging in 
Phases 2 and 3 of the Timber Sale Program Adaptive Management Strategy, which includes a 
large portion of the Tongass National Forest development LUDs. The actions proposed in this 
analysis do not significantly affect timber harvest levels, which will remain at or below the PTSQ 
established by the Forest Plan. 

Comment 268: Roadless Rule changes affect the opportunity, or lack, for renewable energy 
development (ex. Southeast Alaska Intertie) which has climate change impacts. 

Response 268: The differences among the alternatives in terms of renewable energy 
development are expected to be minor to insignificant. 

Timber and Logging 
Comment 269: Commenters sought expanded regulations to ensure that timber industries are restricted 
from logging in any old-growth and rainforest habitats. 

Response 269: This EIS does not authorize nor prohibit the harvest of old-growth timber. The 
PTSQ for the Tongass is established by the analysis for the Forest Plan. This EIS does not 
change the PTSQ nor does it change the composition of the PTSQ (i.e., the portion that is made 
up of old growth or young growth). Therefore, it is not expected to significantly affect the amount 
of timber harvest, nor the portion that is old growth or young growth, but it may affect where 
timber is harvested. 

Comment 270: Commenters sought more site-specific analyses.as they believe the assumption used in 
the DEIS for even distribution of logging is arbitrary and the EIS needs to make a reasonable projection of 
likely areas of logging. The Forest Service should provide this analysis based on VCUs. 

Response 270: In response to this comment and internal concerns, a model was developed to 
allocate the old-growth harvest acres in a more realistic pattern based on current assumptions. 
This model incorporated three factors: 1) it dropped the lowest volume areas; 2) it dropped the 
poorest economic VCUs based on old-growth timber values from 2007; and 3) it assumed that 
the vast majority of the harvest would take place in the southern part of the Tongass south of 
Frederick Sound where the majority of the infrastructure and the most economic timber are 
located. In addition, a model for predicting road mileage was developed and many additional 
project-specific analyses were conducted. 
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Comment 271: Commenters said that virgin old growth forests may have future research potential and 
resources that could lead to new medicines and medical treatments. 

Response 271: Under all alternatives the percent of productive old growth (POG) remaining on 
the Tongass after 100 years will be 91 percent of the original POG (in 1954) (see Table 3.3-7). 
Similarly, see Table 3.3-8 and 3.3-9 for the percent of the original high-volume POG and the 
original large-tree POG. 

Comment 272: The assumption that the Roadless Rule will not result in additional logging is arbitrary and 
capricious because the PTSQ is not a limitation on harvest as described in the DEIS and increased 
harvest is reasonably foreseeable. The exemption does not set a maximum limit on logging, which 
increases risk of significant environmental damage. The PTSQ is insufficient to determine maximum limits 
to logging because it only determines maximum harvest by a suitable yield limit, which could increase 
with exemption by increasing the total amount of suitable forestland. 

Response 272: This EIS does not affect the limits on acres or volume to be harvested. The 
sustained yield limit (SYL), the PTSQ, and the projected wood sale quantity are established by 
Forest Plan analyses and these were established for the Tongass based on the 2016 Forest Plan 
Amendment EIS. No changes would occur in any of these components as a result of this EIS.  

Although the PTSQ is not a cap, it is the projected amount of timber to be sold that meets 
applicable utilization standards and is consistent with all plan components and the fiscal capability 
of the planning unit. Therefore, it is unlikely to be exceeded for any length of time, otherwise it 
would become inconsistent with other plan components and/or not be sustainable in terms of the 
fiscal capability of the Tongass. As a result, the Forest Plan would need to be amended or 
revised.  

The PTSQ for the Tongass is far below the SYL for the Tongass. It was established at a level that 
was far below the capability of the 2016 suitable timber base, which is the SYL. Therefore, if the 
suitable timber base should increase as a result of the Alaska Roadless Rule EIS, it is highly 
unlikely that there would be pressure to increase the PTSQ (which was already far below the 
SYL).  

Current harvest levels are well below the PTSQ and, although it is possible that actual harvest 
levels will increase as a result of opening up roadless areas by increasing options for economic 
sales, it is not anticipated that harvest levels will reach or exceed the PTSQ on average. 
However, analyses in this EIS, as well as in the 2016 Forest Plan EIS, assume that harvest levels 
do reach the PTSQ and remain there over the planning horizon (100 years) – a very conservative 
assumption based on current conditions. Also see response to following comment. 

Comment 273: Commenters were concerned that the assumption that harvest levels would be equal 
across the action alternatives was flawed. The Forest Service fails to provide any support for its claim that 
the proposed rule will not increase logging in the Tongass. 

Response 273: Effects throughout the EIS were analyzed assuming harvest at the PTSQ level 
for 100 years. Current levels of timber sales on the Tongass are far below the PTSQ level. Total 
volumes sold were 30.9 MMBF in 2017, 9.3 MMBF in 2018 and 5.6 MMBF in 2019 (from the 
PTSAR Report), while the current PTSQ is 46 MMBF. Thus, the average has been 15 MMBF or 
1/3 of the PTSQ for the first 3 years of implementation of the 2016 Forest Plan. On average about 
11 MMBF has been young growth and only 4 MMBF has been old growth. The largest problem 
with recent sales has been economics. It is likely that sales would increase above current levels 
with selection of one of the action alternatives, because of a greater number of options for putting 
together economic sales. However, it is not anticipated that harvest levels would reach or exceed 
the PTSQ on average. It should also be noted that the PTSQ would remain the same for all 
alternatives. Also, see the response to the previous comment, which explains why the PTSQ 
would not be exceeded for any length of time. 

Comment 274: The assumption that changing the Roadless Rule will not lead to changing the forest plan 
and, subsequently, subject more than 165,000 additional acres to logging is flawed. 
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Response 274: Increasing the number of suitable acres does not mean that harvest levels need 
to increase. This may have been true 20 years ago or so, but it is no longer true. If this were true, 
then the current PTSQ would be much higher because the current sustained yield limit (SYL) is 
248 MMBF. Although the PTSQ will increase in future decades as young-growth stands become 
mature enough to harvest, it never exceeds half of the SYL. Therefore, it is not reasonable to 
assume that, just because the suitable timber base increases the harvest level will increase as 
well. The Forest Service is committed to the young-growth transition strategy developed for the 
2016 Forest Plan Amendment. 

Comment 275: Commenters expressed concern and sought effects analysis that considered the potential 
increased quantity of roads and acreage impacted to harvest the same amount of timber from young-
growth, at 65 years of age, instead of waiting until the timber was at its maximum growth potential of 90–
100. Commenters also sought information about reforestation plans for projects that may occur following 
an exemption to the rule. 

Response 275: The issues raised in this concern are Forest Plan issues and are beyond the 
scope of this EIS. 

Comment 276: Commenters provided input about logging practices in Alaska and logging in roadless 
areas. Some said that logging either enhances, or does not harm, watershed ecosystems and others 
expressed support for a second growth timber management strategy and still others were concerned with 
the sustainability of current harvest practices. There was concern that logging in roadless areas would 
impact a greater area and cost more than areas with roads and that logging old-growth also requires 
building more roads than logging young-growth. There was support for logging and forest treatment 
practices that are sustainable and protective of ecosystems and communities. 

Response 276: The proposed action does not adjust the PTSQ identified in the Forest Plan. 
Current harvest levels are well below the PTSQ and, although it is possible that actual harvest 
levels will increase as a result of opening up roadless areas by increasing options for economic 
sales, it is not anticipated that harvest levels will reach or exceed the PTSQ on average. 
However, analyses in this EIS, as well as in the 2016 Forest Plan EIS, assume that harvest levels 
do reach the PTSQ and remain there over the planning horizon (100 years). 

Comment 277: Commenters sought a discussion in the EIS considering young-growth as a sustainable 
supply when compared to old-growth and a productivity comparison of young- and old-growth. 

Response 277: This is a Forest Plan issue and is beyond the scope of this EIS. 

Comment 278: Commenters were concerned about the cost and necessity of logging old-growth and 
intact forests when compared to the costs for other timber resources available for harvest that are more 
sustainable and cost efficient. 

Response 278: This is a Forest Plan issue and is beyond the scope of this EIS. 

Roadless and Wilderness 
Comment 279: Commenters sought consideration for changing the roadless areas to Wilderness. 

Response 279: A full evaluation of all roadless areas on the Tongass for Wilderness 
recommendations was conducted by the Forest Service in 2003. A range of alternatives with a 
range of recommendations was developed, but the no action alternative was selected. This was 
documented in: USDA Forest Service. 2003. Tongass Land Management Plan Revision. 
Roadless Area Evaluation for Wilderness Recommendations. Final SEIS. USDA Forest Service 
Alaska Region, R10-MB-481. 

Comment 280: Commenters sought effects analysis for changes in roadless status of Tongass National 
Forest lands adjacent to National Park Service-managed wilderness and how they may affect wilderness 
qualities, viewshed, and visitor experience within the Glacier Bay National Park Wilderness. 
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Response 280: This concern is addressed in the FEIS under Key Issue 1 - Roadless Area 
Conservation. 

Comment 281: Commenters expressed concern that the Forest Plan does not protect roadless area 
values in Development LUDs and that removing roadless area protections provided by the "not suitable 
for timber production" plan component would lead to degradation of unroaded area values. 

Response 281: It is true that removal of roadless designations for development LUDs may result 
in timber harvest and road construction when the roadless designation is removed. Timber 
harvest is not expected to increase significantly overall, but the more roadless designations that 
are removed, the more roadless area degradation is likely. 

Comment 282: Commenters were concerned that removing the Roadless Rule in Alaska could lead to 
the precedent of removing Roadless Rule protections in other areas which could lead to a precedent of 
excessive logging and road construction in forests across the United States. 

Response 282: Currently only the State of Utah has a petition for a state-specific Roadless rule 
and the Secretary of Agriculture has yet to accept their petition. The State of Utah’s petition does 
not ask for a full exemption, rather it petitions for greater flexibility to respond to climate change, 
drought, disease, historic suppression of natural wildfires, insect infestations, and other 
challenges facing the state. If the Utah petition is accepted or other states petitions the Secretary 
for a state-specific Roadless rule, each rulemaking effort would consider the petition based on the 
merits of the request in context of issues, resource conditions, and economic conditions of each 
individual state.  

Out of Scope 
Comment 283: Comment letters included introductory narrative and other information that was reviewed 
and noted with no further response required.  

Response 283: Examples of comments for which no further response will be provided are those 
unrelated to the decision being made, already decided by law, policy or regulation, beyond the 
scope of the proposal, conjectural in nature or not supported by scientific evidence, general in 
nature or position statements. 

Comment 284: Commenters expressed general opposition for logging in the Tongass and Chugach 
National Forests.  

Response 284: This comment is beyond the scope of this EIS because this EIS is only analyzing 
prohibition of timber harvest and road construction within designated roadless areas. 

Comment 285: An assessment of Alaska's potential energy production contribution on NFS lands should 
be considered in the Roadless Rule issues under analysis since the rule does not adequately address 
other forms of renewable energy outside of hydropower and wind. 

Response 285: An assessment of Alaska's potential energy production contribution on NFS 
lands is outside of the scope of this analysis. 
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