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Abstract

Following receipt of a petition from the State of Alaska, submitted pursuant to the Administrative
Procedure Act, the Secretary of Agriculture directed the Forest Service to begin working to develop an
Alaska-specific roadless rule in June 2018.The proposed state-specific roadless rule would discontinue
the existing regulation’s prohibitions and instead rely upon existing statutory and management plan
direction for managing roadless area characteristics on the Tongass National Forest.

This Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) responds to the Secretary’s direction by analyzing six
alternatives including the No Action Alternative. Three key issues are identified: 1) conservation of roadless
area characteristics; 2) support local and regional socioeconomic well-being including community stability,
Alaska Native culture, rural subsistence activities, and economic opportunity across multiple economic
sectors; and 3) conservation of terrestrial habitat, aquatic habitat, and biological diversity. The six
alternatives provide a range of options for addressing these key issues. Five Alaska Roadless Area
management categories were developed that prohibit timber harvest, road construction, and road
reconstruction with a range of exceptions, and are applied differentially across four of the alternatives.
Other than expanding the suitable timber land base, none of the action alternatives propose to change the
Tongass Land and Resource Management Plan, including the projected harvest level. Direct, indirect, and
cumulative effects of the alternatives are compared and disclosed in Chapters 2 and 3.

The U.S. Department of Agriculture has identified Alternative 6 as the preferred alternative. The Forest
Service is seeking public input on the DEIS and the preferred alternative. Comments should be provided
prior to the close of the comment period and should clearly articulate the reviewer’'s concerns and
contentions. Comments received in response to this solicitation, including names and addresses of those
who comment, will be part of the public record for this proposed action.
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Executive Summary

Executive Summary

The Forest Service has prepared an environmental impact statement (EIS) in compliance with the
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and other relevant federal laws and regulations. This Draft EIS
(DEIS) discloses the potential environmental consequences that might result from the proposed actions
and alternatives.

Background

Inventoried Roadless Areas

Inventoried Roadless Areas (IRAs) on the Tongass National Forest (Tongass) include 9.2 million acres
(55 percent of the Tongass) across 110 IRAs. When these designated roadless areas are combined with
Wilderness and National Monument areas, the Tongass is currently more than 90 percent undeveloped
and unavailable for timber harvest and road building. Developed areas cover about 1.3 million acres, or
about 8 percent, of the Tongass. Southeast Alaska residents (approximately 73,000) are, for the most
part, surrounded by largely undeveloped land.

Several portions of the Tongass constitute contiguous IRAs exceeding 1 million acres, and thus represent
large, unfragmented wildlife habitats and opportunities for solitude. Many of the Tongass IRAs represent
wildlife habitats, ecosystems, and visual characteristics, such as coastal islands facing the open Pacffic,
extensive beaches on inland saltwater, old-growth temperate rain forests, ice fields, and glaciers that
exist nowhere else in the National Forest System (NFS). Many of these areas are remote and difficult to
access for primitive recreation and contain other important resources, such as timber, minerals,
renewable energy opportunities, and salmon-producing streams. While IRAs provide a large portion of the
land base in Southeast Alaska, National Parks, National Monuments, and designated Wildernesses also
contribute to the undeveloped nature of the region.

The Roadless Area Conservation Rule (2001 Roadless Rule) was originally codified at Title 36 of the
Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 294 (36 CFR 294), Subpart B (66 Federal Register [FR] 3244) in
January 2001. The 2001 Roadless Rule applies nationwide (except Idaho and Colorado where state-
specific rules have superseded the 2001 Rule and were completed in 2008 and 2012, respectively). The
2001 Rule remains applicable to 44.7 million acres of National Forests (approximately 24 percent of total
NFS lands) and prohibits road construction/reconstruction and timber harvest, sale, or removal, with
limited exceptions.

Since its promulgation, the 2001 Roadless Rule has been the subject of litigation. In 2001, the State of
Alaska filed a complaint, challenging the U.S. Department of Agriculture’s (USDA) promulgation of the
2001 Roadless Rule and its application in Alaska. The USDA and the State of Alaska reached a
settlement in 2003, and the USDA subsequently issued a rule temporarily exempting the Tongass from
the 2001 Roadless Rule. In 2011, a federal court (District of Alaska) set aside the Tongass’s exemption
and reinstated the 2001 Roadless Rule onthe Tongass with special instructions. The Alaska District
Court’s ruling was initially reversed by a three-judge panel of the Ninth Circuit, but the District Court’s
ruling was ultimately upheld in a 6-5 en banc ruling of the Ninth Circuit in 2015. Consequently, the 2001
Roadless Rule remains in effect in Alaska and the Forest Service continues to apply the 2001 Roadless
Rule within the Tongass and Chugach National Forests.

State of Alaska Petition

In January 2018, the State of Alaska submitted a petition requesting that the Secretary of Agriculture
exempt the Tongass from the 2001 Roadless Rule (see Appendix A). In June 2018, the USDA Secretary
directed the Forest Service to begin working with the State to consider an Alaska state-specific roadless
rule. In August 2018, the Forest Service granted cooperating agency status to the State of Alaska. The
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Forest Service and the State of Alaska believe that the proposed action represents a unique opportunity
to collaboratively resolve and provide certainty to the roadless issue in the State of Alaska. The Forest
Service published a Notice of Intent (NOI) to prepare an EIS and initiated a public rulemaking process to
address the management of IRAs on the Tongass on August 30, 2018 (83 FR 44252). As stated in that
NOI, the USDA desires a durable and long-lasting regulation for the conservation and management of
roadless areas on the Tongass. The proposed state-specific roadless rule would discontinue the existing
regulation’s prohibitions and instead rely upon existing statutory and management plan direction to
manage roadless area characteristics on the Tongass.

Tongass Land and Resource Management Plan

The 16.7-million-acre Tongass was the first forest to complete a Land and Resource Management Plan
(Forest Plan) under the National Forest Management Act (NFMA) in 1979. That Forest Plan was
amended in 1986 and 1991 and revised in 1997. A final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement
(SEIS) was completed in 2003, which further evaluated roadless areas for their wilderness potential. The
Forest Plan was amended in 2008 in response to a Ninth Circuit Court ruling and a 5-Year Plan Review
completed in 2005. The Forest Plan was subsequently amended in 2016 to address the Secretary of
Agriculture’s direction to transition to a young growth-based timber program in 10 to 15 years. The 2016
Forest Plan anticipated production of an average of 46 million board feet (MMBF) per year while
transitioning to predominantly young growth harvest after about 16 years. Additional objectives of the
2016 Forest Plan Final EIS (FEIS) include facilitation of the development of renewable energy projects
and responding to findings of the 5-Year Review of the 2008 Forest Plan.

All discretionary Forest Service activities authorized on the Tongass must be consistent with the Forest
Plan as well as existing laws and regulations. The proposed Alaska Roadless Rule would supersede
direction in the Tongass Forest Plan. In addition, as with other roadless rulemakings, the Alaska roadless
rulemaking process does not require an amendment or revision of any forest plan.

Purpose and Need

In response to the State of Alaska’s petition for rulemaking, the Forest Service and State of Alaska agree
the controversy surrounding the management of Tongass roadless areas may be resolved through state-
specific rulemaking. A long-term, durable approach to roadless area management is desired that
accommodates the unique biological, social, and economic situation found in and around the Tongass.
The Tongass is unique from other national forests with respect to size, percentage of IRAs, amount of
NFS lands and subsequent dependency of 32 communities on federal lands, and unique Alaska and
Tongass-specific statutory considerations (e.g., Alaska National Interest Lands Conservation Act
[ANILCA]), Tongass Timber Reform Act [TTRA]).

The USDA and Forest Service believe the 2001 Roadless Rule prohibitions on timber harvest and road
construction/reconstruction can be adjusted for the Tongass in a manner that meaningfully addresses
local economic and development concerns and roadless area conservation needs.

Key Issues

The following three key issues were identified for the Alaska state-specific roadless rulemaking effort and
will be carried forward throughout the analysis.

Key Issue 1 — Roadless area conservation

The Tongass includes large undeveloped areas, with several portions of the Forest consisting of
contiguous roadless areas that exceed one million acres and represent large blocks of unfragmented
wildlife habitats, undeveloped or natural areas, and opportunities for primitive recreation and/or solitude.
This large scale of roadless area, including wildernesses and national monuments, does not exist
anywhere else in the NFS outside of Alaska. The Tongass is the largest national forest in the United
States, and the majority of the Tongass is in a natural condition, unlike most other national forests. It
represents one of the largest, relatively intact temperate rainforests in the world.
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Roadless areas are important because of their wildlife and fish habitat, recreation values, importance to
multiple economic sectors, traditional properties and sacred sites for local indigenous people, inherent
passive use values, and ecosystem services values they provide. Passive use values represent the value
that individuals assign to a resource independent of their use of that resource and typically include
existence, option, and bequest values. These values represent the value that individuals obtain from
knowing that expansive roadless areas exist, knowing that they are available to visit in the future should
they choose to do so, and knowing that they are available for future generations to inherit. Ecosystem
services represent the services provided to society by healthy ecosystems. These services and benefits
include what some consider to be long-term life support benefits to society as a whole. Examples of
ecosystem services include watershed services, soil stabilization and erosion control, improved air
quality, climate regulation, carbon sequestration, and biological diversity.

Key Issue 2 — Support local and regional socioeconomic
well-being, Alaska Native culture, rural subsistence activities,
and economic opportunity across multiple economic sectors

The Tongass comprises approximately 80 percent of Southeast Alaska and therefore plays a critical role
in supporting local and regional economies, promoting economic diversification, and also enhancing rural
community well-being. The visitor industry, seafood industry, and resource extraction industries contribute
to local jobs and income alongside public sector employment in federal, state, and local government.
While the visitor and seafood industries are the largest private-sector employers across Southeast
Alaska, resource extraction remains important in some rural communities where job opportunities are
limited and unemployment rates are often high.

The Forest Service manages land for the multiple-use and sustained yield of all renewable resources.
There is, however, disagreement among the public regarding the best management of federal lands for
economic development purposes and the overall economic vitality of Tongass communities. Many believe
the visitor industry and seafood industries have become the mainstay of Southeast Alaska’s economy
and, therefore, should have prominence in Forest Service land management decision-making. Others
note that resource extraction, including forest products and the minerals industry, continue to provide jobs
and income sources in Southeast Alaskan communities. Furthermore, Southeast Alaska residents,
communities, and Alaska Native individuals and tribes rely extensively on the Tongass for subsistence
uses, recreational hunting and fishing, and outdoor pursuits, and these activities yield economic value as
well.

Key Issue 3 — Conserve terrestrial habitat, aquatic habitat,
and biological diversity

The Tongass includes large, undeveloped, and natural land areas that represent expansive unfragmented
blocks of wildlife habitat. This scale and size of contiguous habitat is not available elsewhere in the NFS
outside of Alaska. Although wildlife species on the Tongass are associated with more than one habitat
type, many inhabit old-growth forests or prey on species that inhabit old-growth forests. The Old-growth
Habitat Conservation Strategy was developed to maintain the integrity of the old-growth forest ecosystem,
and thereby conserve biological diversity across the Forest by retaining intact, largely undisturbed habitat.
In addition, because of its predominantly undeveloped nature, a number of wide-ranging species find
optimal habitat in the more remote areas of the Forest.

Fish and the aquatic resources on the Tongass support subsistence, commercial, and sport fisheries, as
well as traditional and cultural values. The Tongass includes high-value, intact watersheds that were
designated to be managed for intact ecological values and aquatic habitat productivity, and many
commenters believe these areas should be protected so that they can continue to provide the clean water
and fish habitats that are essential to the ecological and economic health of the Southeast Alaska
communities and residents who rely on them.
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Features Common to Multiple Alternatives
2016 Tongass Land and Resource Management

Except for the timber land suitability determinations described below, none of the alternatives would make
any changes to the Forest Plan including the following:

¢ Goals and Objectives;

o Land Use Designations or ManagementPrescriptions;

o Forest-wide Standards and Guidelines;

e Plan Components developed under the 2012 Planning Rule; and/or

o Projected Timber Sale Quantity (PTSQ), Projected Wood Sale Quantity (PWSQ), and the Young-
growth Transition.

None of the alternatives authorize any site-specific projects or other ground-disturbing activities. Specific
projects thatinclude 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 DEIS waive any applicable requirements regarding site-specific environmental analysis,
public involvement, consultation with Alaska Native tribes, Alaska Native corporations, and other
agencies, or compliance with other applicable laws.

Activities that are not otherwise prohibited are permissible in roadless areas under all alternatives,
including the no-action alternative (2001 Roadless Rule), if not restricted by other law, regulations, and/or
policies.

Timber Suitability

Alternatives 2, 3, 4, 5, and 6 would result in an administrative change to the timber land suitability
determinations made in the 2016 Forest Plan. Specifically, lands identified as suitable for timber
production that were deemed unsuitable solely due to roadless designation in the Plan would be
designated as suitable for timber production. This administrative change would apply to lands removed
from the roadless inventory and to lands identified as “Community Priority” or “Timber Priority” in
Alternatives 3 and 4, respectively. This change to the Tongass suitability determinations does not
preclude future suitability determinations as part of Forest Plan amendment or revision processes.

2001 Inventoried Roadless Area Mapping Updates

Administrative corrections are made to IRA boundaries based on ownership changes and mapping
corrections. Corrections to IRAs that apply to all alternatives entail:

¢ Removing about 136,000 acres from the roadless inventory that were either misidentified in 2001,
(i.e., designated Wilderness identified as IRA), had ownership changes since 2001 due to land
adjustments, or resulted from corrections due to mapping alignment errors.

¢ Adding about 3,000 acres to roadless areas due to changes in ownership or boundary alignment
errors.

Proposed Alaska Roadless Boundary Correction and
Modification Provisions

Alternatives 2, 3, 4, and 5 include administrative correction and modification provisions for inclusion in the
proposed Alaska Roadless Rule to provide for future boundary and classification changes. Administrative
corrections would be limited to adjustments that remedy clerical errors, typographical errors, mapping
errors, improvements in mapping technology, conformance to statutory changes, or incorporation of
changes due to land adjustments. This provision would apply to both the Tongass National Forest as well
as the Chugach National Forest. The Regional Forester may issue administrative corrections after a 30-
day public notice and opportunity to comment period.
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Modifications would be changes to Alaska Roadless Area (ARA) boundaries and classifications not
considered to be an administrative correction. The Regional Forester would provide at least a 45-day
public notice and opportunity to comment period for all modifications.

This same provision is included in Alternative 6, but only for the Chugach National Forest.

Alaska Roadless Area Land Management Categories

Alternatives 2, 3, 4, and 5 provide for a variety of management approaches within roadless areas through ARA
land management categories which include Land Use Designation (LUD) Il Priority, Watershed Priority,
Roadless Priority, Community Priority, and Timber Priority. The management categories prohibit timber
harvest, road construction, and road reconstruction with a range of exceptions that are applied differentially
across the altematives. A brief description of each management category follows.

LUD Il Priority (Alternatives 2, 4, and 5)

To eliminate overlapping direction, LUD Il Priority ARAs would be managed exclusively in accordance
with statutory direction. These lands will be managed in a roadless state to retain their wildland character
as defined in the Tongass Timber Reform Act (TTRA,; Title Il, Section 201) and the National Defense
Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2015 (Public Law 113-291, 128 Stat. 3729, Section 3720(f)).

Approximately 870,000 acres of the Tongass are congressionally designated as LUD I (826,000 acres
currently designated as IRA under the 2001 Roadless Rule and 44,000 acres currently not designated as
IRA). Alternatives 2 and 4 propose to designate all of the congressionally designated LUD Il acres as
LUD Il Priority ARA. Alternative 5 proposes to apply the LUD Il Priority ARA only to LUD Il areas that are
currently designated as IRA.

Notably, Alternative 3 proposes to remove all LUD Il areas from roadless designation rather than
designating LUD Il lands into an ARA. LUD Il areas under Alternative 3 would continue to be managed as
directed by their congressional designations.

Watershed Priority (Alternatives 2 and 3)

The Watershed Priority ARA is more protective than the 2001 Roadless Rule as it offers fewer exceptions for
timber harvest, road construction/reconstruction. It also provides for activities specific to aquatic habitat
improvement. Approximately 3,214,000 acres in Alternative 2 would be managed under this ARA. The
Watershed Priority ARA is applied to areas identified in the 2016 Forest Plan as Tongass 77 (T77)
Watersheds and The Nature Conservancy (TNC)/Audubon Conservation Priority Areas.

Additionally, for Alternative 3, commercial old-growth timber harvest would be prohibited on NFS lands in T77
and TNC/Audubon Conservation Areas including those that extend beyond ARA boundaries.

Roadless Priority (Alternatives 2, 3, 4, and 5)

The Roadless Priority ARA is similar to the 2001 Roadless Rule butis less restrictive and addresses
Alaska-specific concerns. Specifically, it provides for infrastructure development to connect and support
local communities, and road construction/reconstruction for access to renewable energy and leasable
minerals. The leasable minerals exception provides for geothermal, oil, gas, and/or coal development. In
addition, the Roadless Priority ARA includes specific exceptions that, while they are allowed under the
2001 Roadless Rule, are included to improve overall clarity.

Community Priority (Alternative 3)

The Community Priority ARA allows for small-scale timber harvest and associated road
construction/reconstruction. In addition, it allows for infrastructure development to connect and support
local communities and traditional Alaska Native cultural uses. In all cases, activities within Community
Priority ARAs would have to be consistent with the underlying Forest Plan LUD requirements. This is to
say that even if a timber harvest, road building, or other activity would be permissible under the Alaska
Roadless Rule, it may not be allowable because of Forest Plan requirements specific to the LUD that
applies to the area. This ARA applies to approximately 241,000 acres and is only proposed in Alternative
3 adjacent to five communities: Sitka, Wrangell, Juneau, Ketchikan, and Yakutat. However, based on
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cooperating agency input, the Community Priority ARA should have also been applied around the
communities of Hydaburg and Kake and will be accommodated in the FEIS

This ARA was developed to address specific desires of some communities to retain roadless
designations while allowing for small timber operators in the community, infrastructure development to
support the communities, and provide for traditional Alaska Native cultural uses. The Forest Service is
seeking public input on this ARA, specifically with respect to whether this designation should be applied to
other communities/areas. The Forest Service could consider applying the Community Priority ARA either
adjacent to communities or within community areas as requested by non-profit community associations
organized under State of Alaska law (Alaska Statute 10.20.005), municipal governments, or tribal
governments.

Timber Priority (Alternative 4)

The Timber Priority ARA allows timber harvest, road construction, and road reconstruction to facilitate
timber management and provide economic opportunity. This ARA applies to approximately 856,000 acres
and is only considered in Alternative 4.

Table ES-1
Alaska Roadless Areas (ARA) by Alternative and Management Category
Alternative
1 2 3 4 5 6
ARA Management Roaded Logical Partial All Dev. Full
Categories No Action Roadless Extension Dev. LUDs' LUDs Exemption
LUD Il Priority N/A N N N N/A
Watershed Priority N/A y N N/A
Roadless Priority N/A v v v v N/A
Community Priority N/A \/ N/A
Timber Priority N/A v N/A

N/A = not applicable
" Includes Timber Production and Modified Landscape LUDs, but not Scenic Viewshed.

T77 Watersheds and TNC/Audubon Conservation Priority Areas —
Additional Regulatory Protections (Alternative 3)

Watershed protection is a key element of roadless management. Watersheds are highly valued sources
of municipal drinking water, support fisheries and wildlife habitat, and can act as keystones for economic
activities. In Alternative 3, 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 areas
would be afforded added protection through the Alaska Roadless Rule regulation. Specifically, old-growth
timber harvest would be prohibited. A prohibition on old-growth harvesting currently exists through the
Forest Plan. But Alternative 3 examines establishing regulatory continuity between these roadless and
watershed management systems given how extensively they overlap (the listed watersheds comprise
over half of the Tongass’ roadless areas, and approximately 90 percent of the watershed areas are within
roadless area boundaries). Thus, the old-growth harvest prohibition would be extended beyond the
designated roadless area boundaries in order to maintain the balance and integrity of the watershed
protection system. As with all roadless rule provisions, the new prohibition would supersede the current
and future forest plans, with the plan continuing to provide management directionin other regards. In this
manner, Alternative 3 affords high-priority watershed areas greater regulatory protection than under the
2001 Roadless Rule. Young-growth timber harvest outside of ARAs within these high-priority watershed
areas is not prohibited. This would apply to about 377,000 acres outside of roadless areas. Table ES-1
displays the ARAs by alternative and ARA.
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Alternative 1 (No Action)

Alternative 1 is the no action alternative as required by NEPA and reflects a continuation of current land
management pursuant to the 2001 Roadless Rule (see Map 1 in map packet or on thumb drive). This
alternative continues general prohibitions on tree harvest (and sale), road construction, and road
reconstruction within IRAs with limited exceptions (Table 2-2).

Under Alternative 1, roadless areas consist of 110 IRAs identified in the 2001 Roadless Rule. These IRAs
were originally mapped in 1996 for the Tongass Forest Plan Revision and the provisions of the 2001
Roadless Rule (as provided for by the Court’s reinstatement Order) would apply to those IRAs
(summarized below). As a result of ownership changes and boundary alignment corrections these IRAs
currently encompass 9.2 million acres' of NFS land. Provisions of the 2001 Roadless Rule remain intact
across the 110 IRAs, encompassing approximately 55 percent of the Tongass.

Under Alternative 1, IRA boundary modifications would continue to require rulemaking except for minor
administrative corrections.

Alternative 2

Alternative 2 provides limited additional timber harvest opportunity while maximizing roadless area
designations. It removes approximately 113,000 acres from roadless designation that have been
substantially altered as identified by known prior road construction or timber harvest including both
development and non-development LUDs. These areas are generally known as “roaded roadless” areas
but include additional areas considered to be substantially altered. Alternative 2 also maximizes the
geographic scope of roadless area designation by adding 133,000 acres as ARAs.

The 133,000 acres of added roadless areas include portions of congressionally-designated LUD Il areas
not included as IRAs under the 2001 Roadless Rule, currently unroaded small islands, and unroaded
areas greater than 5,000 acres as identified by prior forest planning efforts. Adding additional roadless
designations to unroaded islands provides for long-term, continued recreational and outfitter and guide
opportunities on these islands.

After removals and additions, Alternative 2 consists of 9.22 million inventoried roadless acres or about
20,000 more roadless acres than under Alternative 1. The 9.22 million acres are designated to three ARA
land management categories including LUD Il Priority, Watershed Priority, and Roadless Priority (see
Map 2 in map packet or on thumb drive).

Alternative 2 applies the most protective ARA, Watershed Priority, to 3.25 million acres, primarily
identified as T77 Watersheds and TNC/Audubon Conservation Priority Areas. The Watershed Priority
ARA is considered most protective because it includes fewer exceptions than the 2001 Roadless Rule,
while still allowing activities needed for fisheries protection, maintenance, or improvement.

Alternative 2 converts a net of 18,000 old-growth acres and 10,000 young-growth acres, previously
identified as unsuitable timber lands, to suitable timber lands.

Alternative 3

Alternative 3 provides moderate additional timber harvest opportunities. Alternative 3 maintains roadless
designations for T77 Watersheds and TNC/Audubon Conservation Priority Areas inside roadless areas
and also prohibits old-growth harvestin these areas outside of roadless areas (similar to the Forest Plan).
Additional timber harvest opportunity is provided by removing substantially-altered roadless areas
(including roaded roadless, similar to Alternative 2) and extending the bounds of these areas to logical
end points of existing road and timber harvest systems (about 212,000 acres), generally defined as the
nearest watershed boundary (i.e., ridgeline of 14th-field hydrologic unit) from an existing road system.
Removing these areas from the roadless inventory represents the logical extensions of substantially
altered acres from existing infrastructure and likely encompasses the more economically feasible

' The original acreage of inventoried roadless areas on the Tongass was approximately 9.34 million acres. As a result of ownership
changes and boundary alignment corrections, including shoreline mappingadjustments, the current acreageis 9.2 million acres.
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locations for future timber harvest with the least impact to roadless characteristics. Additional timber
harvest opportunity is provided by the designation of Community Priority? ARA: Yakutat, Juneau, Sitka,
Ketchikan, and Wrangell.®> However, based on cooperating agency input, the Community Priority should
have also been applied around the communities of Hydaburg and Kake. Application of the Community
Priority to Hydaburg and Kake will occur in the FEIS, contingent on additional public comments during the
DEIS comment period.

Alternative 3 removes approximately 1.2 million acres from roadless designation including both
development and non-development LUD acres. Alternative 3 adds 105,000 acres to ARAs as Roadless
Priority including unroaded small islands and unroaded areas greater than 5,000 acres as identified by
prior forest planning efforts. Adding additional roadless designations to unroaded islands provides for
long-term, continued recreational and ouffitter and guide opportunities on these islands.

Alternative 3 applies the most protective ARA, Watershed Priority, to 3.21 million acres primarily identified
as T77 Watersheds and TNC/Audubon Conservation Priority Areas. The Watershed Priority ARA is
considered most protective because it includes fewer exceptions than the 2001 Roadless Rule, while still
allowing activities needed for fisheries protection, maintenance, or improvement. Additionally, for
Alternative 3, commercial old-growth timber harvest would be prohibited on NFS lands in T77 and
TNC/Audubon Conservation Areas including those that extend beyond ARA boundaries. The remaining
roadless areas include 4.65 million acres in Roadless Priority and 0.24 million acres in Community Priority
(see Map 3in map packet or on thumb drive).

Alternative 3 proposes a net decrease of 1.1 million roadless acres, as compared to the no action
alternative, and includes both development and non-development LUDs. Roadless area designation
would be removed from the 826,000 congressionally-designated LUD Il acres that are currently within an
IRA. The removal of roadless designation from congressionally-designated LUD Il acres represents the
majority of the decrease in designated roadless acres proposed under Alternative 3. Removing roadless
designation from LUD Il acres affirms original congressional intent that LUD Il areas be managed “in a
roadless state to retain their wildland character’ (USDA Forest Service 2016a).

Alternative 3 would convert a net of 76,000 old-growth acres and 14,000 young-growth acres, previously
identified as unsuitable timber lands, to suitable timber lands.

Alternative 4

Alternative 4 provides significant additional timber harvest opportunity while maintaining roadless
designations for Scenic Viewsheds and T77/TNC-Audubon Conservation Priority Areas that are in
roadless areas. Approximately 375,000 acres are removed from roadless designation, including
substantially-altered areas and logical extensions of substantially-altered acres (similar to Alternatives 2
and 3), along with selected additional locations for economic timber sales. These acres are also
converted from unsuitable to suitable timber lands, resulting in significant additional timber harvest
opportunity. Protection is maintained for Scenic Viewsheds, and most T77 Watersheds and
TNC/Audubon Conservation Priority Areas by designating them as Roadless Priority ARAs.

Additionally, Alternative 4 adds 32,000 acres as LUD Il Priority ARA. These added roadless acres are
LUD Il areas that were not designated as IRA under the 2001 Roadless Rule. No additional lands would
be added to ARAs.

The net result of removals and additions under Alternative 4 is 8.86 million roadless acres, which are
designated into three categories of ARAs: LUD Il Priority, Roadless Priority, and Timber Priority (see Map
4 in map packet or on thumb drive). This alternative was developed to provide for a high level of timber
management opportunities thus, timber managementis permitted in the Timber Priority ARA, which
consists of the Timber Production and Modified Landscape LUDs, as identified in the Forest Plan.

% Timber harvestin Community Priority ARAs would be limited to micro sales, salvage sales, and small commercial sales less than
one MMBF in size.

® The Forest Service is seeking public input on this management category, specifically with respect to whether this designation should
be applied to other communities/areas.
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Alternative 4 proposes a net decrease of 343,000 roadless acres as compared to the no action
alternative. However, the total net decrease is substantially higher when also including Timber Priority
ARA acres, yielding a combined decrease of 1.09 million total acres.

Alternative 4 converts a net of 158,000 old-growth acres and 15,000 young-growth acres previously
identified as unsuitable timber lands to suitable timber lands.

Alternative 5

Alternative 5 provides maximum additional timber harvest opportunity by removing all Timber
Development, Modified Landscape, and Scenic Viewshed LUDs identified by the Forest Plan from
roadless designation, including T77 Watersheds and TNC/Audubon Conservation Priority Areas within
aforementioned development LUDs. Areas with mineral potential, as identified by the Forest Plan’s
minerals overlay, are also removed from roadless designation (see Map 5 in map packet or on thumb
drive).

In total, 2.30 million acres would be removed from roadless area designation including mineral overlay acres
and the majority of development LUDs including conservation-designated acres. The remaining 6.91 million
roadless acres are designated to two ARAs: LUD Il Priority and Roadless Priority (see Map 5 in map packet or
on thumb drive). Alternative 5 also converts a net 165,000 old-growth acres and 17,000 young-growth acres
previously identified as unsuitable timber lands to suitable timber lands.

Alternative 6 (Preferred Alternative)

Alternative 6 is the preferred alternative and provides maximum additional timber harvest opportunity as
the full exemption alternative, which was requested by the State of Alaska’s petition (Appendix A). It
removes all 9.2 million inventoried roadless acres on the Tongass from roadless designation. Acres
removed from roadless designation would continue to be managed by the Forest Plan (see Map 6 in map
packet or on thumb drive).

Alternative 6 would exempt the Tongass from the 2001 Roadless Rule with the following provision

(@) 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.

Alternative 6 converts a net total of 165,000 old-growth acres and 20,000 young-growth acres previously
identified as unsuitable timber lands to suitable timber lands to suitable timber lands and includes an
administrative correctionand modification provision for the Chugach National Forestonly. Table 2-8
summarizes the key elements of Alternative 6.

Preferred Alternative

The U.S. Department of Agriculture has identified Alternative 6 as the preferred alternative. The Forest
Service is seeking public input on the DEIS and the preferred alternative.

Comparison of the Alternatives

This section briefly compares the environmental consequences of the six alternatives with respect to the
significant issues described in Chapter 1. This comparison is based on the effects analyses presented in
Chapter 3. For reference, Table ES-2 summarizes the acres by ARA, the acres removed or added from
roadless, and the total old-growth acres that are suitable for timber production under Alternative 1 and the
five action alternatives. Figure ES-1 displays the ARAs by alternative and management category.
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Table ES-2
Roadless Areas by Alternative and Management Category
Alternative
1 2 3 4 5 6
Roadless Category Roaded Logical Partial All Dev. Full
(acres) No Action Roadless Extension Dev. LUDs' LUDs Exemption
Total Roadless Area 9,200,000 9,220,000 8,103,000 8,857,000 6,905,000 0
ARA Management Categories
LUD Il Priority N/A 856,000 0 856,000 828,000 0
Watershed Priority N/A 3,250,000 3,208,000 0 0 0
Roadless Priority N/A 5,114,000 4,653,000 7,252,000 6,078,000 0
Community Priority N/A 0 241,000 0 0 0
Timber Priority N/A 0 0 749,000 0 0
Change in Roadless Area Acres
Roadless Area Removed 0 113,000 1,202,000 375,000 2,298,000 9,200,000
Roadless Area Added 0 133,000 105,000 32,000 3,000 0
Net Change 0 20,000 -1,098,000 -343,000 -2,295,000 -9,200,000
Old-Growth Acres Suitable for Harvest
Total Acres 230,000 247,000 305,000 388,000 395,000 395,000
Net Change 0 18,000 76,000 158,000 165,000 165,000
T77 & TNC/ Audubon Conservation Priority Areas Outside of Roadless given Long-term Regulatory
Protection
Total Acres 0 0 377,000 0 0 0

N/A = not applicable
" Includes Timber Production and Modified Landscape LUDs, but not Scenic Viewshed.

Figure ES-1
Roadless Areas by Alternative and Management Category
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Key Issue 1 — Roadless area conservation

Roadless area protection is defined in terms of both the acres designated as roadless and the degree of
protection provided by each alternative. In terms of acres designated, Alternatives 1 and 2 provide the
highest degree of regulatory protection with 9.2 million acres or more designated as roadless and
Alternative 6 provides the lowest with zero acres of designated roadless given regulatory prohibitions.
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Alternative 5 removes all regulatory roadless designations within development LUDs* and has the second
lowest number of acres designated roadless with 6.9 million acres.

Alternatives 3 and 4 are intermediate in terms of the acres designated as roadless. However, the roadless
designations provided in development LUDs by Alternative 4 is lower than for Alternative 3 because all
Timber Priority ARA lands under Alternative 4 are in development LUDs and Alternative 3 would
designate T77 Watersheds and TNC/Audubon Conservation Priority Areas as Watershed Priority ARAs.
In addition, the removal of roadless designation from LUD Il acres accounts for a large share of the
reduction in designated roadless area acres under Alternative 3. These acres would retain their
congressional protections and be managed to preserve roadless area characteristics (Table 2-10).
Therefore, protection of roadless characteristics is much greater under Alternative 3 compared with
Alternative 4.

The roadless rule language under Alternative 1 would be unchanged from the 2001 Roadless Rule (as
reinstated by the District Court). The rule language would be modified under Alternatives 2, 3, 4, and 5;
under Alternative 6, the 2001 Roadless Rule would fully exempt the Tongass. The Roadless Priority and
LUD Il Priority management categories would be very slightly more permissive in terms of road
construction, salvage timber harvest, and mineral development, and would be slightly more permissive in
terms of energy and transportation project development. The Watershed Priority ARA would be slightly
less permissive relative to all of the development types and the Community Priority and Timber Priority
categories under Alternatives 3° and 4, respectively, would be substantially more permissive of
development types, especially timber harvest and road construction.

As aresult, Alternatives 1, 2, and 3 would provide the greatest protection of roadless characteristics.
Alternative 1 would protect the most acres and existing management direction would provide the highest
degree of protection, with the existing general prohibitions remaining in place for all areas. Alternative 2
would offer similar levels of protection, with a small net gain in total designated roadless acres. The
roaded roadless and other substantially altered areas that would be removed under Alternative 2 have
limited roadless characteristics, and increased regulatory protection would be added for the Watershed
Priority ARA. Alternative 3 would offer the next most protection of roadless area characteristics. Roaded
roadless and other substantially altered areas along with logical extension areas would be removed under
Alternative 3 (as well as LUD Il areas), and most ARAs would be managed as Roadless Priority or
Watershed Priority ARAs. Additionally, T77 Watersheds and TNC/Audubon areas outside of roadless
would be given regulatory protection from old-growth harvest. About 3 percent of ARAs under Alternative
3 would be designated as Community Priority, which allows limited timber harvest opportunity.
Alternatives 4 through 6 would provide the least amount of roadless designations, with Alternative 6
removing all acres from regulatory roadless designation.

Key Issue 2 — Support local and regional socioeconomic
well-being, Alaska Native culture, rural subsistence activities,
and economic opportunity across multiple economic sectors.
Support for Southeast Alaska resource-based industries and local/regional socioeconomic well-being is
compared among the alternatives by industry/category in the following subsections.

Forest Products Industry

The 2016 Forest Plan established an average annual PTSQ of 46 MMBF prior to the young-growth
transition. The old-growth contribution to the PTSQ s expected to start out high and decrease over time
as more young growth becomes economic to harvest. During the first decade, an average of about 12
MMBF of young growth and 34 MMBF of old growth was expected to be sold annually. From Year 11

* Note that, with the exception of the Timber Priority management category, roadless designation on development LUDs provides the
highest degree of protection, because these are areas that are mostly likely to be developed if they were not designated roadless.
Most non-development LUDs have Forest Plan restrictions which limit their potential for development.

® Timber harvestin Community Priority ARAs would be limited to micro sales, salvage sales, and small commercial sales less than
one MMBF in size.
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through Year 15 an average of about 28 MMBF of young growth and 18 MMBF of old growth were
expected to be sold annually. Old-growth volume offered was projected to decrease until it reaches 5
MMBF per year (expected to occur about Year 16), at which pointit is to be stabilized at 5 MMBF per year
to support small operators and specialty products such as wood for musical instruments. Young growth
sales are expected to continue to increase at a rapid rate after Year 16 and are expected to reach an
upper limit of 98 MMBF about Year 18. If less than the average annual PTSQ figure of 46 MMBF is sold
in the early years of a decade, the Forest Plan allows the difference to be added to the sale quantity for
the remainder of the decade. During the initial two years of implementing the 2016 Forest Plan, the total
volumes sold were 30.7 MMBEF (fiscal year 2017) and 9.0 MMBF (fiscal year 2018).

None of the action alternatives would resultin changes to the PTSQ and the timber objectives of the
Forest Plan would continue to require transitioning to primarily young-growth harvest. Therefore, harvest
levels are not expected to vary significantly among the alternatives. However, the alternatives do vary in
terms of the amount and location of acres suitable for timber production. Greater acreage of suitable land
would provide greater flexibility in the selection of future timber sale areas, as well as the potential for
more flexibility in sale design, depending on the planning areas selected. This improved flexibility could, in
turn, improve the Forest Service’s ability to offer economic sales that meet the needs of industry. This
greater flexibility could be beneficial during the first two decades of the 2016 Forest Plan (the transition
period), when most old-growth harvest would take place.

Under Alternative 1, about 230,000 acres of old growth and 334,000 acres of young growth are currently
suitable for timber production. The young-growth suitable acres would increase slightly (3 through 6
percent) under the action alternatives. For old growth, however, the suitable acreage increase would
range from 7 percent for Alternative 2 to 72 percent for Alternatives 5 and 6. For Alternatives 3 and 4 the
increase would be 33 percent and 69 percent, respectively. Suitable old-growth acres would be added in
three broad categories or areas: roaded roadless and other substantially altered areas (Alternatives 2
through 6); logical extension areas and areas adjacent to roads (Alternatives 3 to 6); and areas more
distant from roads (Alternatives 4 through 6). In addition, suitable old-growth acres would be added in
Community Priority ARAs, which are associated with five communities (Alternative 3).° The substantially
altered areas removed, the areas immediately adjacent (logical extensions), and the Community Priority
ARAs are assumed to be more economical to harvest due to their proximity to existing infrastructure. The
additional acres added under Alternatives 4 through 6 are farther from existing infrastructure and thus
less likely to be economic to harvest.

Recreation and Tourism

Changes in land management have the potential to affect oulffitter/guide operations which provide
commercial recreation opportunities on the Forest. Impacts to existing outfitter/guide use are likely to be
greatest where changes in roadless designations allow developmentin areas that are used for
outfitter/guide activities dependent on high scenic integrity and undisturbed landscapes. Changes in
roadless area designations could also affect outfitter/guide use in other adjacent or nearby areas as
outfitter/guides displaced from one location seek other places to take clients. Some use areas are
presently at capacity, which could exacerbate potential displacement effects. Changes in roadless area
management could affect the Forest's ability to meet ouffitter/guide demand, especially for operators
seeking more remote areas.

The outfitter/guide analysis prepared for this DEIS used changes in suitable old-growth acres in
conjunction with information on existing ouffitter/guide use to focus on potentially affected areas. The
resulting analysis identified 15 oulffitter/guide use areas where potential conflicts between existing
outfitter/guide use and future management activities could occur. In most of these areas, existing
outfitter/guide use occurs near areas where development has occurred in the past, either near or along
shorelines and/or Forest road systems. Similarly, in most cases, timber harvest that could already occur
in these areas (under Alternative 1) have the potential to conflict with existing ouffitter/guide use.

Viewed in terms of increases in acres suitable for harvest, impacts under Alternatives 2 and 3 would be
nonexistent to very minimalin all areas, with increases in designated roadless acres and reductions in

® Timber harvestin Community Priority ARAs would be limited to micro sales, salvage sales, and small commercial sales less than
one MMBF in size.
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suitable acres occurring in some areas under these alternatives. In most of these areas, by expanding the
acres available for harvest, Alternatives 4, 5, and 6 could add to these potential impacts by increasing the
geographic extent of the acres affected. These potential impacts caused by an increase in geographic
extent due to possible increase in road miles needed.

Salmon Harvesting and Processing

None of the alternatives are expected to have a significant change to the commercial fishing or fish-
processing industries. Riparian Management standards and guidelines established in the 2016 Forest
Plan would remain in place under all of the alternatives. While there would be some variation in the level
of protection, these variations are not expected to affect the fishing industry. The future of the fishing
industry in Southeast Alaska is more likely to depend upon occurrences outside of the Tongass National
Forest such as hatchery production, offshore harvest levels, and changes in ocean conditions.

Mining and Mineral Development

Locatable minerals development is possible within designated roadless areas under all alternatives. The
General Mining Act of 1872 authorizes and governs prospecting and mining for economic minerals on
federal public lands, including designated roadless areas. Changes in roadless management are,
therefore, not expected to affect existing or future locatable mineral exploration or mining activities on the
Forest.

Under the 2001 Roadless Rule roadbuilding is prohibited for any new leasable mineral projects, including
geothermal projects, within IRAs. Changes in management under Alternatives 2 to 6 would allow road
development to differing degrees. Within Roadless and Timber Priority ARAs, roads would be permissible
for leasable projects. The Tongass has no recent or current leasable mineral activity and the anticipated
demand for leasable minerals is expected to remain low. As a result, changes in designated roadless
management are expected to have limited impacts on mineral development.

Infrastructure Development

With some exceptions, federal and state road development is 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 designation 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 roadless, would be more
permissive with respect to regional road systems.

Tree Harvest for Alaska Native Cultural Purposes

Alternative 1 does not provide specific exceptions for timber cutting associated with Alaska Native cultural
uses. However, Alternatives 2, 3, 4, and 5 do support Alaska Native culture through explicit rule language
that allows increased access to cutting, customary trade, and removal of trees for the purposes of Alaska
Native customary and traditional uses. This increased access is provided in the Roadless, Watershed,
and Community Priority ARAs. Alternative 2 would rank the highest for providing access among the action
alternatives containing roadless lands, followed by Alternatives 3, 4, and 5, in that order. Alternative 6
would rank the highest overall, because it would have no restrictions related to roadless designations; but
it would provide no protections for designated roadless characteristics, which are important for Alaska
Native cultural purposes. Alternative 1 would rank the lowest in terms of providing direct support for
Alaska Native tree harvest for cultural purposes.

Rural Subsistence Activities

The action alternatives are expected to have minimal effects on rural subsistence activities. Timber
harvest levels are expected to remain the same for all alternatives, with similar or only slightly different
miles of road construction/reconstruction also anticipated. 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
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high-clearance vehicles. They may, however, be available for access by other methods and could, as a
result, have the potential to affect existing subsistence patterns. Although overall road miles would be
similar, based onthe relative distribution of acres suitable for harvest, road miles are expected to be
slightly higher for Alternatives 4, 5, and 6. The effects on particular groups of subsistence users or
resources are difficult to predict at the programmatic level, but the slight difference in road miles is
expected to result in little to no difference to rural subsistence activities between alternatives.

Community Effects

Effects on communities are not expected to be affected in a major way under the action alternatives
relative to Alternative 1. The largest effect is expected to be under Alternatives 4, 5, and 6 because these
alternatives would resultin larger increases in suitable timber within many community areas, especially in
those that are more remote (see Appendix E). Of particular concern in this regard are those communities
with economies that are dominated by the visitor industry (see Table E-2 in Appendix E). Based on an
evaluation of employment and business licenses by community, along with the amount of suitable timber
within community areas, the following observations can be made:

o Alternatives 1 and 2 are expected to generally resultin no effect on communities. However, because
of the nature of this EIS, the effects on any community cannot be identified until specific projects are
proposed.

o Alternative 3 is expected to have very minimal effects, both adverse and beneficial. Community
Priority ARAs in this alternative may be beneficial to communities by adding more flexibility and
control by the communities of adjacent designated roadless areas.

e Alternatives 4, 5, and 6 (especially Alternatives 5 and 6) are expected to resultin an increased
potential for effects on communities, especially in those communities where the visitor industry sector
is the mostimportant. This is primarily because of potential effects on the natural environment within
the community areas, which in turn may affect visitor use. The smaller and less diversified
communities may have a greater risk of effects. Because of the nature of this EIS, the effects on any
community cannot be identified until specific projects are proposed, but it is expected that they would
range from no effect to a minimal effect for these alternatives.

Key Issue 3 — Conserve terrestrial habitat, aquatic habitat,
and biological diversity

Old-Growth Habitat

Relative to old-growth habitat conservation, all of the alternatives would have old-growth harvest levels
similar to the level authorized by the 2016 Forest Plan. There may be slightly more high-volume and
large-tree productive old growth (POG) harvested under the action alternatives than was predicted for the
Forest Plan because of the increased options for creating economic timber sales. However, this is
speculative and depends on harvest levels reaching predicted decadal levels, as well as on being able to
economically access these stands. In addition, the proportion of high-volume and large-tree POG in the
added suitable acres under the action alternatives is lower than the proportion in the Alternative 1 suitable
acres.

The transition to young-growth management would continue to slow the long-term decrease in deer
habitat capability due to the reduction in POG harvest, under all of the alternatives. Because long-term
POG harvest and road densities are not expected to differ significantly among alternatives, effects on old-
growth—dependent wildlife species are expected to be almost identical to those predicted under the 2016
Forest Plan FEIS.

Young Growth in Special Habitats

Young growth suitable for timber harvest occurs in a number of special habitats under the Forest Plan,
including Riparian Management Areas, Beach and Estuary Fringe, and the Old-growth Habitat LUD. Young
growth on specific portions of these areas may be harvested under required silvicultural prescriptions
following specific guidelines. The suitable acres of young growth on these special habitats would increase
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slightly under the action alternatives, but only slightly because the majority of existing young-growth stands
are not in designated roadless areas. Therefore, little to no difference among the alternatives is expected.

Road Density

Although slightly more road miles may be developed under the action alternatives, the average road
densities on NFS lands and the percent of Wildlife Analysis Areas with road density less than 0.7 miles
per square mile are expected to be similar to that predicted under the Forest Plan. Although it is
impossible to precisely predict future road miles under the alternatives, it is likely that Alternatives 1 and 2
would be virtually the same, Alternative 3 may have slightly more road miles, and Alternatives 4, 5, and 6
would have the most road miles because they add more remote suitable timber acres, which may require
the development of new road systems. This assumes that more distant areas would be harvested under
Alternatives 4, 5, and 6. Harvest in these areas is generally considered less likely to be economic due to
the need to build more roads.

Fish Habitat

Overall effects to fish habitat are expected to be negligible under all alternatives, because of the strong
protections to fish habitats provided by Forest Plan LUDs, Forest-wide standards and guidelines including
the riparian management strategy, and the lack of old-growth harvest or associated road construction
allowed inthe T77 watersheds and TNC /Audubon Conservation Priority Areas. Alternative 3 provides
additional long-term regulatory protection for T77 watersheds and TNC/Audubon Conservation Priority
Areas by prohibiting old-growth harvest by regulation. Localized effects on fish habitat may occur, but these
are expected to be minimal overall.

Species-Specific Effects

The transition to young-growth management would continue to slow the long-term decrease in deer
habitat capability due to the reduction in POG harvest, under all of the alternatives. Because long-term
POG harvest and road densities are expected to be similar to those under the Forest Plan, effects on old-
growth dependent wildlife species are expected to be almost identical to those predicted by the 2016
Forest Plan FEIS.
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Purpose of and Need for Action 1

Purpose of and Need for
Action

The Forest Service has prepared this draft environmental impact statement (DEIS) in compliance with the
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and other relevant federal laws and regulations. This DEIS
discloses the potential environmental consequences that may result from the alternatives considered for
the proposed Alaska Roadless Rule.

Additional documentation that describes the DEIS development, the analyses of the effects of the
alternatives considered on forest resources, public involvement, and other relevant documents may be
found within the record located at the Forest Service’s Alaska Region Office, in the Juneau Federal
Building at 709 W. 9th Street, Juneau, Alaska.

Background

The Roadless Area Conservation Rule (2001 Roadless Rule) was promulgated in January 2001 at Title
36 of the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 294 (36 CFR 294), Subpart B (66 Federal Register
[FR] 3244). Currently, about 9.2 million acres (55 percent) of the Tongass National Forest (hereafter
Tongass or Forest) are designated as “inventoried roadless areas” (IRAs).” Maps of IRAs, for the
Tongass, are available online here.® IRAs contain generally undeveloped areas that are typically 5,000
acres or greater in size. The 2001 Roadless Rule applies nationwide (except Idaho and Colorado), and
currently provides management direction for IRAs on 44.7 million acres of National Forests
(approximately 24 percent of total National Forest System [NFS] lands) by prohibiting road construction
and reconstruction and timber cutting, sale, or removal in those IRAs, with certain exceptions.

Since its promulgation, the 2001 Roadless Rule has been the subject of litigation. In 2001, the State of
Alaska filed a complaint, challenging the U.S. Department of Agriculture’s (USDA) promulgation of the
2001 Roadless Rule and its application in Alaska. The USDA and the State of Alaska reached a
settlement in 2003, and the USDA subsequently issued a rule temporarily exempting the Tongass from
the 2001 Roadless Rule. In 2011, a federal court (District of Alaska) set aside the Tongass’s exemption
and reinstated the 2001 Roadless Rule onthe Tongass (with special instructions). The Alaska District
Court’s ruling was initially reversed by a three-judge panel of the Ninth Circuit, but the District Court’s
ruling was ultimately upheld in a 6—5 en banc ruling of the Ninth Circuit in 2015. Consequently, the 2001
Roadless Rule remains in effect in Alaska and the Forest Service continues to apply the 2001 Roadless
Rule to the Tongass and Chugach National Forests.

In January 2018, the State of Alaska submitted a petition (Appendix A) requesting that the Secretary of
Agriculture consider exempting the Tongass from the 2001 Roadless Rule, pursuant to the Administrative
Procedure Act and the USDA’s petition procedures in 7 CFR 1.28. In June 2018, the Secretary of
Agriculture directed the Forest Service to begin working to develop an Alaska state-specific roadless rule.
In August 2018, the Forest Service granted cooperating agency status to the State of Alaska. The Forest
Service and the State of Alaska believe that the proposed action represents a unique opportunity to
collaboratively resolve and provide certainty to the roadless issue in the State of Alaska. The Forest
Service published a Notice of Intent (NOI) to prepare an environmental impact statement (EIS) and
initiate a public rulemaking process to address the management of IRAs on the Tongass on August 30,
2018 (83 FR 44252). As stated in that NOI, the USDA desires a durable and long-lasting regulation for
the management of roadless areas in Alaska on the Tongass. The proposed state-specific roadless rule

" The original acreage of IRAs on the Tongass was approximately 9.34 million acres. As a result of ownership changes and boundary
alignment corrections, including shoreline mapping adjustments, the current acreage is 9.2 million acres.

8 https://www.fs.usda.gov/detail/roadless/2001 roadlessrule/maps/statemaps/? cid=fsm8 037699
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would discontinue the existing regulation’s prohibitions and instead rely upon existing statutory and
management plan direction for managing roadless area characteristics on the Tongass.

The proposed rule would not authorize any ground-disturbing activities, but rather it would discontinue the
existing regulation’s prohibitions and instead rely upon existing statutory and management plan direction.
Before authorizing a land-use activity in roadless areas, the Forest Service must complete a site-specific
environmental analysis, pursuant to the NEPA and its implementing regulations. When a specific project
or activity is proposed on NFS land, the Forest Service conducts site-specific analyses of the effects
associated with that project or activity and makes a decision whether or not to authorize implementation
of that project or activity.

Analysis Area

The 16.7-million-acre Tongass comprises approximately 7 percent of Alaska and 80 percent of percent of
Southeast Alaska — Alaska’s southeastern panhandle extending from the Dixon Entrance in the south to
Yakutat Bay in the north, and bordered on the east by Canada and on the west by the Gulf of Alaska. The
Tongass extends approximately 500 miles north to south, and approximately 120 miles east to west atits
widest point. Figure 1-1 is a vicinity map of the Forest.

The Tongass includes a narrow mainland strip of steep, rugged mountains, and icefields and more than
1,000 offshore islands known as the Alexander Archipelago. Together, the islands and mainland have
nearly 11,000 miles of meandering shoreline, with numerous bays and coves. A system of seaways
separates the many islands and provides a protected waterway called the Inside Passage. Federal
government public lands comprise approximately 95 percent of Southeast Alaska, with about 80 percent
in the Tongass and the majority of the remaining lands in Glacier Bay National Park and Preserve. The
remaining land is held by the State government, Alaska Native corporations, and other private
ownerships. Most of the area of the Tongass is undeveloped. Approximately 73,000 people inhabit
Southeast Alaska, primarily in 32 communities plus 2 seasonal communities located on islands or
mainland coastal areas. Eight of the communities have populations greater than 1,000 persons. Most of
these communities are surrounded by, or adjacent to, NFS land. Three communities are connected to
other parts of the mainland by road: Haines and Skagway in the north and Hyder in the south.
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Figure 1-1

Tongass National Forest Vicinity Map
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Purpose and Need

In response to the State of Alaska’s petition for rulemaking, the Forest Service and State of Alaska agree
the controversy surrounding the management of Tongass roadless areas may be resolved through state-
specific rulemaking. A long-term, durable approach to roadless area management is desired that
accommodates the unique biological, social, and economic situation found in and around the Tongass.
The Tongass is unique from other national forests with respect to size, percentage of IRAs, amount of
NFS lands and subsequent dependency of 32 communities on federal lands, and unique Alaska and
Tongass-specific statutory considerations (e.g., Alaska National Interest Lands Conservation Act
[ANILCA]), Tongass Timber Reform Act [TTRA]).

The USDA and Forest Service believe the 2001 Roadless Rule prohibitions on timber harvest and road
construction/reconstruction can be adjusted for the Tongass in a manner that meaningfully addresses
local economic and development concerns and roadless area conservation needs.

Proposed Action

The USDA desires a durable and long-lasting regulation for the management of roadless areas in Alaska
on the Tongass. The State-specific roadless rule would discontinue the existing regulation’s prohibitions
and instead rely upon existing statutory and management plan direction to manage roadless area
characteristics on the Tongass.

Decision Framework

This DEIS will inform the USDA Secretary or Undersecretary of Agriculture, in deciding whether to
promulgate an Alaska state-specific rule as proposed, one of the other alternatives, or a combination of
the alternatives as analyzed by the DEIS. Promulgation of a rule involves establishing regulations, which
would be issued under 36 CFR Part 294, Subpart E. Appendix G Drafted Roadless Rule Regulatory
Language by Alternative contains draft regulatory language for each alternative.

Public Participation

The Forest Service published an NOI to prepare an EIS for the Alaska Roadless Rule in the FR (83 FR
44252) on August 30, 2018. The NOl initiated a 45-day scoping period which ended on October 15, 2018.
During this time period, the Forest Service conducted 17 public meetings including meetings in
Anchorage, Alaska; Washington, DC; and 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. During the public comment scoping period following the
Aug. 30, 2018 publication of the NOI which ended Oct. 15, 2018, just over 144,000 entries were logged.

Tribal and Native Corporation Participation

On July 30, 2018, the Forest Service sent letters to 32 federally-recognized tribes and 27 Alaska Native
corporations, within Southeast and Southcentral Alaska, initiating government-to-government and
government-to-corporation consultation on the Alaska Roadless Rule.

Cooperating Agencies
The following are cooperating agencies for the Alaska Rulemaking process:

¢ Angoon Community Association;

e Central Council Tlingit and Haida Indian Tribes of Alaska;
e Hoonah Indian Association;

e Hydaburg Community Association;

e Organized Village of Kake;

e Organized Village of Kasaan; and
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e State of Alaska.

On July 30, 2018, the Forest Service invited 19 Southeast Alaska federally-recognized tribes to
participate as cooperating agencies during the rulemaking process. Six tribes agreed to become
cooperating agencies and entered into a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU). The tribes were invited
to be cooperating agencies due to their specialized knowledge and expertise of land management,
subsistence, natural resources, and potential impacts to specific communities within Alaska.

The State of Alaska requested cooperating agency status for the Alaska rulemaking process on June 19,
2018 and entered into an MOU on August 2, 2018. The State of Alaska is the petitioner for the rulemaking
process and has special knowledge and expertise relative to natural resources, economic growth and
development, resource planning, transportation, and other matters which may be affected by Forest
Service management.

The State of Alaska’s input as a cooperating agency was informed by the Alaska Roadless Rule Citizens
Advisory Committee (the Committee). In September 2018, Governor Walker issued Administrative Order
299 to establish the Committee, which was charged with providing recommendations to assist the State in
fulfilling its role as a cooperating agency. 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. A Forest Service representative served in an ex officio capacity to provide technical expertise
forthe Committee’s deliberations. 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 Alaskato consider and was provided as part of their Cooperating Agency
comments to the Forest Service.

Key Issues

The regulations implementing NEPA (40 CFR 1501.2) require federal agencies to develop and evaluate
alternatives to recommended courses of action in any proposal that involves unresolved conflict
concerning alternative uses of available resources. Public involvement was used to identify points of
disagreement about the proposed Alaska Roadless Rule, and to identify key issues to use as a basis for
developing and evaluating alternatives. The following three key issues were identified for the Alaska
state-specific roadless rulemaking effort and will be carried forward throughout the analysis.

Key Issue 1 — Conserve roadless area characteristics

The Tongass includes large undeveloped areas, with several portions of the Forest consisting of
contiguous roadless areas that exceed 1 million acres and represent large blocks of unfragmented wildlife
habitats, undeveloped or natural areas, and opportunities for primitive recreation and/or solitude. This
large scale of roadless areas, including wildernesses and national monuments, does not exist anywhere
else in the NFS outside of Alaska. The Tongass is the largest national forest in the United States and the
majority of the Tongass is in a natural condition, unlike most other national forests. It represents one of
the largest, relatively intact temperate rainforests in the world.

Roadless areas are important because of their wildlife and fish habitat, recreation values, importance to
multiple economic sectors, inherent passive use values, traditional properties and sacred sites for local
indigenous people, and ecosystem services values they provide. Passive use values represent the value
that individuals assign to a resource independent of their use of that resource and typically include
existence, option, and bequest values. These values represent the value that individuals obtain from
knowing that expansive roadless areas exist, knowing that they are available to visitin the future should
they choose to do so, and knowing that they are available for future generations to inherit.

Ecosystem services represent the services provided to society by healthy ecosystems. These services
and benefits include what some consider to be long-term life support benefits to society as a whole.
Examples of ecosystem services include watershed services, soil stabilization and erosion control,
improved air quality, climate regulation, carbon sequestration, and biological diversity.

The following units of measure are used to evaluate how each alternative responds to this key issue:
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¢ Qualitative degree of impacts to roadless area characteristics;

e Total acres of designated roadless areas by alternative and by Alaska Roadless Area (ARA);
e Acres of designated roadless area removed and added; and

e Acres of designated roadless area in development LUDs.

Key Issue 2 — Support local and regional socioeconomic
well-being, Alaska Native culture, rural subsistence activities,
and economic opportunity across multiple economic sectors

The Tongass comprises approximately 80 percent of Southeast Alaska and therefore plays a critical role
in supporting local and regional economy, promoting economic diversification, and also enhancing rural
community well-being. The visitor industry, seafood industry, and resource extraction industries contribute
to local jobs and income alongside public sector employment spanning federal, state, and local
government. While the visitor and seafood industries are the largest private-sector employers across
Southeast Alaska, resource extraction remains important in some rural communities where jobs are
limited and unemployment is oftentimes high.

The Forest Service manages land for the multiple-use and sustained yield of all renewable resources.
There is fragmentation and disagreement among the public regarding the best management of federal
lands for economic development purposes and to support the overall economic vitality of Tongass
communities. Many believe the visitor industry and seafood industries have become the mainstay of
Southeast Alaska’s economy and therefore should have prominence in Forest Service land management
decision-making. Others note that resource extraction, including forest products and the minerals
industry, continue to provide jobs and income sources in remote and isolated Southeast communities.
Furthermore, Southeast Alaska residents, communities, and Alaska Native individuals and tribes provide
consistent reminders of Tongass value for subsistence uses, recreational hunting and fishing, and
independent travelers and outdoor enthusiasts — and that these activities yield economic value as well.

The following units of measure are used to evaluate how each alternative responds to this key issue:

¢ Qualitative degree of effect to forest products industry;

e Qualitative degree of effect to visitor industry;

¢ Qualitative degree of effect to fisheries industry;

¢ Qualitative degree of effectto locatable and leasable minerals development potential;
o Qualitative degree of effect to energy project development potential;

¢ Qualitative degree of effect to major transportation projects;

o Acres of forest land suitable for timber production (old growth and young growth);

e Acres of increase in suitable old growth by substantially altered areas, logical extensions of roaded
areas, and areas more distant from roads;

o Acres of increase in high-volume suitable old growth by substantially altered areas, logical extensions
of roaded areas, and areas more distant from roads;

e Qualitative degree of support for Alaska Native culture due to improved access to tree harvest for
cultural purposes;

e Qualitative degree of support for subsistence activities; and

¢ Qualitative degree of effects to communities — overall level of potential change for communities.
Key Issue 3 — Conserve terrestrial habitat, aquatic habitat,
and biological diversity

The Tongass includes large, undeveloped, and natural land areas that represent expansive unfragmented
blocks of wildlife habitat. This scale and size of contiguous habitat is not available elsewhere in the NFS
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outside of Alaska. Although wildlife species on the Tongass are associated with more than one habitat
type, many inhabit old-growth forests or prey on species that inhabit old-growth forests. The Old-growth
Habitat Conservation Strategy was developed to maintain the integrity of the old-growth forest ecosystem,
and thereby conserve biological diversity across the Forest by retaining intact, largely undisturbed habitat.
In addition, because of its predominantly undeveloped nature, a number of wide-ranging species find
optimal habitat in the more remote areas of the Forest.

Fish and the aquatic resources on the Tongass support subsistence, commercial, and sport fisheries, as
well as traditional and cultural values. The Tongass includes high-value, intact watersheds that were
designated to be managed for intact ecological values and aquatic habitat productivity, and many
commenters believe these areas should be protected so that they can continue to provide the clean water
and fish habitats that are essential to the ecological and economic health of the Southeast Alaska
communities and residents who rely on them.

The following units of measure are used to evaluate how each alternative responds to this key issue:

e Percent of existing and original productive old growth (POG) harvested over the long term;
e Percent of original high-volume POG harvested over the long term;

o Percent of original large-tree POG harvested over the long term;

e Acres of young-growth harvest in sensitive areas;

o Average road density over the long term;

o Percent of Wildlife Analysis Areas (WAAs) with road density <0.7 miles/square mile; and

e Qualitative ratings of species-specific effects.

Issues Eliminated from Detailed Analysis

NEPA regulations require the agency to identify and eliminate from detailed study those issues that are
not significant or that have been covered by prior environmental review, to narrow the scope of the
analysis. Reasons for eliminating issues from detailed study include when the issues are related to the
following:

e General opinions or position statements not specific to the proposed action;
e |tems addressed by other laws, regulations, orpolicies;

e ltems not relevant to the potential effects of the proposed action, or otherwise outside the scope of
this analysis; and/or

e ltems that have no or negligible effects.

Although changes in management direction could influence the nature of future projects, the timing,
location, and details of future projects are currently unknown. This proposal does not make site-specific
decisions or authorize any ground-disturbing activities. Therefore, site-specific impacts of projects are not
considered in this DEIS and only broad environmental issues commensurate with program-level,
landscape-scale decision making are considered. Impacts of future projects would need to be assessed
on a project by project basis as they are proposed.

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 Final EIS (FEIS). This is because
implementation of Forest Plan standards and guidelines would be the same for all alternatives and none
of the alternatives predict a projected timber sale quantity (PTSQ) greater than the amount disclosed in
the 2016 Forest Plan FEIS (46 million board feet [MMBF] per year). Although road construction and/or
timber harvest could potentially increase within some designated roadless areas, these effects would be
evaluated at the project-level.

Eliminated issues are not addressed beyond the rationale provided below:
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Geology and Geologic Features

None of the roadless area management alternatives propose alteration of geologic processes or features.
Impacts to geology or geologic features would be based on site-specific proposals, which are currently
unknown, and would be addressed in subsequent project environmental analyses. From a broad
standpoint, the impacts to geology and geologic features from the proposed alternatives would be the
same as disclosed in the 2016 Forest Plan FEIS. While this is also true for karst and cave resources,
effects to these resources are discussed in the body of Chapter 3 due to their sensitivity to harvest and
development.

Soil Characteristics and Composition

None of the roadless area management alternatives propose alterations to soil characteristics or
composition. Impacts to soil characteristics and composition would be based on site-specific proposals,
which are currently unknown, and would be addressed in subsequent project environmental analyses.
From a broad standpoint, the impacts to soil characteristics and composition from the proposed
alternatives would be the same as disclosed in the 2016 Forest Plan FEIS due to similar harvest levels
and Forest Plan standards and guidelines.

A preliminary review of effects to soils was conducted, looking at the acres of suitable land on soils with a
mass movement index (MMI) of 3. The Forest Plan removes very high hazard class MMI 4 from suitability
because of the risk of irreversible damage to the resource. MMI 3 soils are considered high hazard, but
less so than MMI 4 soils and can be harvested on. As expected, acres of suitable MMI 3 soils increase
with each of the Alaska Roadless Rule alternatives, ranging from an increase of 6 percent for Alternative
2, 20 percent for Alternative 3, and 36 to 38 percent for Alternatives 4 through 6. However, because none
of the alternatives predict an increase in the PTSQ, this does not correlate to an increase in harvest on
MMI 3 soils. As with other soil characteristics, site-specific conditions would be evaluated at the project-
scale. Similarly, harvest and road building on steep slopes, and associated risk of landslides, would be
based on site-specific proposals. From a broad standpoint, the associated risk of harvest and road
building on high risk soils and steep slopes from the proposed alternatives would be the same as
disclosed in the 2016 Forest Plan FEIS due to Forest Plan standards and guidelines.

Water Quantity and Quality

None of the roadless area management alternatives propose specific actions that would alter water
quantity or quality. Impacts to water quantity or quality would be based on site-specific proposals, which
are currently unknown, and would be addressed in subsequent project environmental analyses. From a
broad standpoint, the impacts to water quantity or quality from the proposed alternatives would be the
same as disclosed in the 2016 Forest Plan FEIS due to Forest Plan standards and guidelines and would
utilize the application of best management practices (BMPs) which are consistent with the Alaska Forest
Resources Practices, Act Clean Water Act, Magnuson—-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management
Act, and Alaska’s Department of Environmental Conservation Water Quality Standards.

Air Quality

None of the roadless area management alternatives propose specific actions that would alter air quality.
Impacts to air quality would be based on site-specific proposals, which are currently unknown, and would
be addressed in subsequent project environmental analyses. From a broad standpoint, the impacts to air
quantity from the proposed alternatives would be the same as disclosed in the 2016 Forest Plan FEIS
due to Forest Plan standards and guidelines.

General Vegetation

None of the roadless area management alternatives propose specific actions that would alter general
vegetation. Impacts to general vegetation would be based on site-specific proposals, which are currently
unknown, and would be addressed in subsequent project environmental analyses. From a broad
standpoint, the impacts to general vegetation from the proposed alternatives would be the same as
disclosed in the 2016 Forest Plan FEIS due to Forest Plan standards and guidelines.
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General Wildlife Species/Habitat

None of the roadless area management alternatives propose specific actions that would alter general
wildlife habitat. Impacts to general wildlife habitats would be based on site-specific proposals, which are
currently unknown, and would be addressed in subsequent project environmental analyses. From a broad
standpoint, the impacts to general wildlife habitat from the proposed alternatives would be the same as
disclosed in the 2016 Forest Plan FEIS due to Forest Plan standards and guidelines.

General Aquatics Species/Habitat

None of the roadless area management alternatives propose specific actions that would alter general
aquatic species. Impacts to general aquatic species would be based on site-specific proposals, which are
currently unknown, and would be addressed in subsequent project environmental analyses. From a broad
programmatic standpoint, the impacts to general aquatic species and habitat from the proposed
alternatives would be the same as disclosed in the 2016 Forest Plan FEIS due to Forest Plan standards
and guidelines.

Essential Fish Habitat

The Magnuson—Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act mandates that agencies initiate
consultation with the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) for any activities that could affect
essential fish habitat (EFH). This consultation is completed for site-specific projects with ground-disturbing
activity. The application of Forest-wide standards and guidelines and BMPs developed to meet soil
protection, water quality standards, and fish habitat protection will help protect EFH on the Tongass and
adjacent estuarine and marine waters. Adoption of any of the alternatives would not specifically resultin
any actions that could affect EFH, and any action that would be taken falowing adoption of an Alaska
Roadless Rule that could affect EFH would undergo such consultation.

Invasive Aquatic Species

Executive Order 13112 addresses the prevention of the introduction of invasive species and provides for
their control and minimization of the economic, ecological, and human health impacts the invasive
species causes. None of the roadless area management alternatives propose specific actions that would
introduce invasive aquatic species. Impacts of invasive aquatic species would be based on site-specific
proposals, which are currently unknown, and would be addressed in subsequent project environmental
analyses.

Wetlands

Executive Order 11990 requires protection of wetlands by mandating federal agencies to avoid, if
possible and practicable, adverse impacts to wetlands. None of the roadless area management
alternatives propose specific actions that would have adverse impacts to wetlands. Identification,
assessment, and protection of wetlands would be based on site-specific proposals, which are currently
unknown, and would be addressed in subsequent project environmental analyses. From a broad
standpoint, the protection of wetlands from the proposed alternatives would be the same as disclosed in
the 2016 Forest Plan FEIS due to Forest Plan standards and guidelines.

A preliminary review of effects to wetlands was conducted. This analysis concluded that the amount of
timber harvest on wetlands is expected to vary slightly among alternatives; about 5 percent for old growth
and 8 percent for young growth based on the assumption that timber harvest would be distributed evenly
across suitable acres across the Forest. Miles of road under all alternatives would be minimized, as
individual projects would avoid wetlands to the extent feasible, as required in the Forest-wide standards
and guidelines. It is expected that new road miles would vary only slightly among alternatives but would
be lowest with Alternatives 1 and 2 and highest with Alternatives 4, 5, and 6. Alternative 3 would be
intermediate in terms of road miles built on wetlands.
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Floodplains

Executive Order 11988 requires federal agencies to avoid, to the extent possible, the long- and short-temm
adverse impacts associated with the occupancy and modification of floodplains and to avoid direct and
indirect support of floodplain development wherever there is a practicable alternative. None of the
roadless area management alternatives propose specific actions that would have short- or long-term
adverse impacts to floodplains. Identification and assessment of short- and long-term effects would be
based on site-specific proposals, which are currently unknown, and would be addressed in subsequent
project environmental analyses. From a broad programmatic standpoint, short- and long-term effects to
floodplains from the proposed alternatives would be the same as disclosed in the 2016 Forest Plan FEIS
due to Forest Plan standards and guidelines.

National Historic Preservation Act

In carrying out the responsibilities under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA),
the Forest Service consulted with the State of Alaska Department of Natural Resources, Division of Parks
and Outdoor Recreation, 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 would not result in 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.

Specific Location Impacts

Comments were received requesting detailed analysis of specific timber sales, road densities, and
impacts to commercial special use permit areas. None of the roadless area management alternatives
propose site-specific projects or actions. Specific location impacts would be based on site-specific
proposals, which are currently unknown, and would be addressed in subsequent project environmental
analyses.

Changes in Timber Markets

Commenters stated that timber demand has decreased in the United States, causing Alaska timber to be
shipped to overseas markets; as a result, the timber industry is no longer a driving economic force in
Alaska. Pacific Northwest Research Station published new planning-cycle demand projections (Daniels et
al. 2016) that identified three future scenarios representing alternative futures for Southeast Alaska's
forest products industry — the transition to young-growth timber harvest, growing wood energy markets,
and rebound in domestic housing market. The 2016 Forest Plan FEIS’s use of a projected timber demand
of an annual average of 46 MMBF of Tongass timber as the PTSQ was reasonable, conservative, and
based on an evaluation of the best available information. The Forest Service has considered the current
market situation and determined that no change to the PTSQ are needed at this time for purposes of this
rulemaking.

Tongass Timber Reform Act

The TTRA (Section 101) directs the Forest Service to seek to provide a supply of timber from the
Tongass that meets annual market demand and the market demand for each planning cycle to the extent
consistent with providing for the multiple-use and sustained-yield of all renewable resources, and other
applicable requirements. The current Forest Plan provides sufficient timber to meet projected demand for
timber from the Tongass as described in the 2016 Forest Plan FEIS and Record of Decision (ROD; USDA
Forest Service 2016b, ¢) and by a series of annual applications of the Morse methodology. The Morse
methodology is implemented, on an annual basis, to estimate current timber supply needed to meet

market demand — as required by the TTRA’s “seek to meet market demand” provision. This would
continue under all alternatives.
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Below-cost Timber Sales

Financial analyses for the Forest Plan were presented in the 2016 Forest Plan FEIS (pp. 3-516 to 3-519)
based on modeling that involved first maximizing young-growth harvest under a non-declining even flow
and then adding old-growth volume to reach the annual average harvest of 46 MMBF and maximizing the
net present value. Modeling results for the Forest Plan indicated positive discounted net revenues over
the 15-, 25-, and 100-year periods. The analyses suggested that individual timber sales offered during the
first 25 years of the planning period would likely need to include a mix of old growth and young growth to
appraise positive, and to cover both logging and stumpage costs while providing a normal profit and risk.
Under the Consolidated Appropriations Act, 2018 (H.R. 1625 section 410), timber sales that do not
appraise positive using the current Region 10 RV (Residual Value) appraisal cannot be offered. All the
action alternatives would increase availability of suitable old growth and young growth for harvest.
Greater acreage of suitable land would provide greater flexibility in the selection of future timber sale
areas, as well as the potential for more flexibility in sale design, depending on the planning areas selected
which are currently unknown. This improved flexibility could, in turn, improve the Forest Service’s ability to
offer economic sales that meet industry needs. This greater flexibility could be beneficial during the first
two decades of the 2016 Forest Plan (the transition period), which is the period of greater old-growth
timber harvest. Potential revenue from future projects would be considered in project-specific analysis.

Changes to the 1872 Mining Law

Comments received suggested that reforming or changing the 1872 Mining Law, as amended, would
address potential future environmental impacts. While the Mining Law is fundamentally a law for acquiring
property rights, rather than an environmental law, presumably the comments were directed at eliminating
the ability to establish property rights and increasing agency discretion to prevent mining. This is
dismissed from consideration because making or amending law is an explicit function of Congress and
not within the authority of the Secretary of Agriculture.

Irreversible or Irretrievable Commitment of Resources

Anirreversible or irretrievable commitment of resources will not be made by the rulemaking. None of the
roadless area management alternatives propose specific actions that would cause irreversible or
irretrievable commitments of resources. Although road construction and/or timber harvest could
potentially increase within some designated roadless areas, commitment of resources would be based on
site-specific proposals, which are currently unknown, and would be addressed in subsequent project
environmental analyses.

Incorporation by Reference

To focus on the issues and streamline the EIS, the following documents are incorporated by reference:
e The Tongass Land and Resource Management Plan, as amended (USDA Forest Service 2016a),
and accompanying EIS and ROD (USDA Forest Service 2016b and 2016c¢);

e The Tongass Land and Resource Management Plan, as amended (USDA Forest Service 2008a),
and accompanying EIS and ROD (USDA Forest Service 2008b);

e The 2003 Roadless Area Evaluation for Wilderness Final Supplemental Environmental Impact
Statement (USDA Forest Service 2003a) and accompanying ROD (USDA Forest Service 2003b);

e The Tongass Land and Resource Management Plan Revision (USDA Forest Service 1997a), as
amended, and accompanying FEIS and ROD (USDA Forest Service 1997b);

o Forest Service Roadless Area Conservation Final EIS (USDA Forest Service 2000); and
e The record for this DEIS.
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Scope and Applicability
Scope of the DEIS

The scope of this DEIS consists of the range of actions, alternatives, and impacts that are considered
relevant to the proposed action. The proposed rule is geographically limited to proposed ARAs and
existing IRAs established in the 2001 Roadless Rule, or the “analysis area” within the Tongass (see
Chapter 3 for a further discussion of the analysis area). The proposed rule is focused on the exemptions
of the prohibitions for timber harvest and road construction/reconstruction within designated roadless
areas on the Tongass. The proposed rule would not suspend, revoke, or modify land-use permits,
contracts, or other legal instruments issued before the effective date of the proposed rule. Rulemaking
establishes regulations with which future actions would have to comply, and does not make site-specific
decisions or authorize any ground-disturbing activities.

This analysis is a generalized review which the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) recognizes as
any broad or high-level NEPA review of proposed policies, plans, programs, or projects.

While environmental impacts should be disclosed as soon as information is reasonably available and at
the earliest practicable stage, itis not reasonable or efficient to develop numerous timber harvest or other
project-level scenarios, nor is the public served by developing worst-case, best-case, or other
hypothetical activity scenarios. It is reasonable and efficient to limit detailed site-specific impact analyses
to when specific proposals are brought before the agency.

The relationship between regulations, land and resource management plans (forest plan), and national
forest projects is of particular importance to roadless rulemaking. Hierarchically, the proposed Alaska
Roadless Rule is two steps removed from any Tongass project-specific decision. A regulation is
hierarchically above a forest plan, which must comply with all applicable regulations. A forest plan
provides broad guidance for future project activities within a specific national forest.

Roadless rules are narrowly focused prohibitions and exceptions established by the Secretary concerning
whether and how timber harvest and road construction/ reconstruction may be allowed within specifically
designated roadless areas. The alternatives evaluated in this DEIS focus on the particular prohibitions
and exceptions. General guidance considering other discretionary aspects of management of the
Tongass is better addressed through forest planning. Forest Plans are periodically revised and provide
greater flexibility to adapt as the Forest Service gains greater understanding and/or circumstances
change on the ground.

Applicability

With one exception, the lands subject to this rulemaking are NFS lands on the Tongass. Therefore, the
detailed descriptions and analyses of the affected environment and impacts on resources will be limited to
the Tongass.

The one exception is that a single administrative provision concerning boundary corrections and
modifications would be made applicable to IRAs designated by the 2001 Roadless Rule on the Chugach
National Forest to align practices with other states that have state-specific roadless rules (Idaho and
Colorado). This provision is administrative in nature and does not have any environmental effects.
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Alternatives Including the
Proposed Action

This chapter describes the six alternatives considered in detail in this DEIS. It also describes the
alternatives not analyzed in detail. It concludes by comparing the six alternatives.

The terms central to understanding the alternatives described in this chapter are defined below. These
terms and others used in the analysis are also defined in the glossary.

Alaska Roadless Areas (ARA) = Areas identified in the set of ARA maps which the
Alaska Roadless Rule applies to. These represent new roadless designations and are
tied to new roadless rule language.

ARA Categories = Areas identified with varying degrees of exceptions and prohibitions,
designed based on land management priority.

Exceptions = Activities that would be allowed in different categories of ARAs.

Prohibitions = Activities that would not be allowed in different categories of ARAs.

Features Common to Multiple Alternatives
2016 Tongass Land and Resource Management

Except for the timber land suitability determinations described below, none of the alternatives would make
any changes to the Forest Plan including the following:

o Goals and Objectives;

o Land Use Designations or ManagementPrescriptions;

e Forest-wide Standards and Guidelines;

¢ Plan Components developed under the 2012 Planning Rule; and/or

e Projected Timber Sale Quantity (PTSQ), Projected Wood Sale Quantity (PWSQ), and the Young-
growth Transition.

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 DEIS waive any applicable requirements regarding site-specific environmental analysis,
public involvement, consultation with Alaska Native tribes, Alaska Native corporations, and other
agencies, or compliance with other applicable laws.

Activities that are not otherwise prohibited are permissible in roadless areas under all alternatives,
including the no-action alternative (2001 Roadless Rule), if not restricted by other law, regulations, and/or
policies.
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Timber Suitability

Alternatives 2, 3, 4, 5, and 6 would result in an administrative change to the timber land suitability
determinations made in the 2016 Forest Plan. Specifically, lands identified as suitable for timber
production that were deemed unsuitable solely due to roadless designation in the Plan would be
designated as suitable for timber production. This administrative change would apply to lands removed
from the roadless inventory and to lands identified as “Community Priority” or “Timber Priority” in
Alternatives 3 and 4, respectively. This change to the Tongass suitability determinations does not
preclude future suitability determinations as part of Forest Plan amendment or revision processes.

Project-Specific Activities

None of the alternatives authorize site-specific projects or ground-disturbing activities. Projects that
include timber harvest, road construction, and/or road reconstruction would undergo environmental
analysis when they are proposed to comply with the NEPA. None of the alternatives considered in this
DEIS waive any applicable requirements regarding environmental analysis, public involvement,
consultation with tribes and other agencies, or compliance with other applicable laws.

Ongoing Projects

None of the alternatives would revoke, suspend, or modify any project or activity in which a decision was
made prior to the effective date of any final Alaska Roadless Final Rule.

Existing Land Use Authorizations

All of the alternatives allow for the continuation of existing land use authorizations for activities in roadless
areas. “Authorizations” refer to land uses allowed under a special use authorization, contract, or similar
legal instrument. “Existing authorizations” are those that are issued before the effective date of the final
rule.

2001 Inventoried Roadless Area Mapping Updates

Administrative corrections are made to inventoried roadless area (IRA) boundaries based on ownership
changes and mapping corrections. Corrections that apply to alternatives 2, 3, 4, and 5 entail:

¢ Removing about 136,000 acres from the roadless inventory that were either misidentified in 2001
(i.e., designated Wilderness identified as IRA), had ownership changes since 2001 due to land
adjustments, or resulted from corrections due to mapping alignment errors.

e Adding about 3,000 acres to roadless areas due to changes in ownership or boundary alignment
errors.

Proposed Definitions

Alternatives 2, 3, 4, and 5 would include definitions for clarity. The following are select definitions of terms
that the agency would like specific comments on:

o Alaska Native -- Federally recognized tribes or individuals that are enrolled or eligible to enroll as a
member of a federally recognized fribe.

o 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.

e Commercial Old Growth Timber Harvest -- Trees, portions of trees, and other forest products
originating from an 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).
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e Public utility system -- A system that provides a community or communities with services for public
use or consumption such as municipal water, wastewater treatment, natural gas, telephone, and/or

electricity.

e 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 aroad.

o 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.

Water -- Roadless areas provide a variety of water resources including public
drinking water sources, fish and aquatic resources, and hatchery aquatic resources.

Diversity -- Roadless areas support a diversity of plantand animal communities
including stands of old-growth forests.

Habitat -- Roadless areas are expansive areas where high-quality intact habitat
exists and ecosystems function with all their native species and components.
Roadless areas serve as habitat for threatened, endangered, proposed, candidate,
and sensitive species and for those species dependent on large, undisturbed areas
of land.

Remoteness -- Roadless areas provide economic opportunity due to rich primitive,
semi-primitive motorized, and semi-primitive non-motorized classes of dispersed
recreation.

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.

Scenery - Roadless areas have natural-appearing landscapes with high-scenic
qualities that people value.

Cultural — Roadless areas are rich in 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.

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.

o Timber harvest -- The cutting, removal, and sale of trees.

o Vital Foresttransportation system linkages -- Necessary additions to the permanent road network.

Proposed Alaska Roadless Boundary Correction and
Modification Provisions

Alternatives 2, 3, 4, and 5 include administrative correction and modification provisions for inclusion in the
proposed Alaska Roadless Rule to provide for future boundary and classification changes. Administrative
corrections would be limited to adjustments that remedy clerical errors, typographical errors, mapping
errors, improvements in mapping technology, conformance to statutory changes, or incorporation of
changes due to land adjustments. This provision would apply to both the Tongass National Forest as well
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as the Chugach National Forest. The Regional Forester may issue administrative corrections after a 30-
day public notice and opportunity to comment period.

Modifications would be changes to Alaska Roadless Area (ARA) boundaries and classifications not
considered to be an administrative correction. The Regional Forester would provide at least a 45-day
public notice and opportunity to comment period for all modifications.

This same provision is included in Alternative 6, but only for the Chugach National Forest.

Alaska Roadless Area Land Management Categories

Alternatives 2, 3, 4, and 5 provide for a variety of management approaches within roadless areas through ARA
land management categories which include Land Use Designation (LUD) Il Priority, Watershed Priority,
Roadless Priority, Community Priority, and Timber Priority. The management categories prohibit timber
harvest, road construction, and road reconstruction with a range of exceptions that are applied differentially
across the altematives. A brief description of each management category follows.

LUD Il Priority (Alternatives 2, 4, and 5)

To eliminate overlapping direction, LUD Il Priority ARAs would be managed exclusively in accordance
with statutory direction. These lands will be managed in a roadless state to retain their wildland character
as defined in the Tongass Timber Reform Act (TTRA,; Title Il, Section 201) and the National Defense
Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2015 (Public Law 113-291, 128 Stat. 3729, Section 3720(f)).

Approximately 870,000 acres of the Tongass are congressionally designated as LUD I (826,000 acres
currently designated as IRA under the 2001 Roadless Rule and 44,000 acres currently not designated as
IRA). Alternatives 2 and 4 propose to designate all of the congressionally designated LUD Il acres as
LUD Il Priority ARA. Alternative 5 proposes to apply the LUD Il Priority ARA only to LUD Il areas that are
currently designated as IRA.

Notably, Alternative 3 proposes to remove all LUD Il areas from roadless designation rather than
designating LUD Il lands into an ARA. LUD Il areas under Alternative 3 would continue to be managed as
directed by their congressional designations.

Watershed Priority (Alternatives 2 and 3)

The Watershed Priority ARA is more protective than the 2001 Roadless Rule as it offers fewer exceptions for
timber harvest, road construction/reconstruction. It also provides for activities specific to aquatic habitat
improvement. Approximately 3,214,000 acres in Alternative 2 would be managed under this ARA. The
Watershed Priority ARA is applied to areas identified in the 2016 Forest Plan as Tongass 77 (T77)
Watersheds and The Nature Conservancy (TNC)/Audubon Conservation Priority Areas.

Additionally, for Alternative 3, commercial old-growth timber harvest would be prohibited on NFS lands in T77
and TNC/Audubon Conservation Areas including those that extend beyond ARA boundaries.

Roadless Priority (Alternatives 2, 3. 4, and 5)

The Roadless Priority ARA is similar to the 2001 Roadless Rule butis less restrictive and addresses
Alaska-specific concerns. Specifically, it provides for infrastructure development to connect and support
local communities, and road construction/reconstruction for access to renewable energy and leasable
minerals. The leasable minerals exception provides for geothermal, oil, gas, and/or coal development. In
addition, the Roadless Priority ARA includes specific exceptions that, while they are allowed under the
2001 Roadless Rule, are included to improve overall clarity.

Community Priority (Alternative 3)

The Community Priority ARA allows for small-scale timber harvest and associated road
construction/reconstruction. In addition, it allows for infrastructure development to connect and support
local communities and traditional Alaska Native cultural uses. In all cases, activities within Community
Priority ARAs would have to be consistent with the underlying Forest Plan LUD requirements. This is to
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say that even if a timber harvest, road building, or other activity would be permissible under the Alaska
Roadless Rule, it may not be allowable because of Forest Plan requirements specific to the LUD that
applies to the area. This ARA applies to approximately 241,000 acres and is only proposed in Alternative
3 adjacent to five communities: Sitka, Wrangell, Juneau, Ketchikan, and Y akutat. However, based on
cooperating agency input, the Community Priority ARA should have also been applied around the
communities of Hydaburg and Kake and will be accommodated in the FEIS

This ARA was developed to address specific desires of some communities to retain roadless
designations while allowing for small timber operators in the community, infrastructure development to
support the communities, and provide for traditional Alaska Native cultural uses. The Forest Service is
seeking public input on this ARA, specifically with respect to whether this designation should be applied to
other communities/areas. The Forest Service could consider applying the Community Priority ARA either
adjacent to communities or within community areas as requested by non-profit community associations
organized under State of Alaska law (Alaska Statute 10.20.005), municipal governments, or tribal
governments.

Timber Priority (Alternative 4)

The Timber Priority ARA allows timber harvest, road construction, and road reconstruction to facilitate
timber management and provide economic opportunity. This ARA applies to approximately 856,000 acres
and is only considered in Alternative 4.

T77 Watersheds and TNC/Audubon Conservation Priority Areas —
Additional Regulatory Protections (Alternative 3)

Watershed protection is a key element of roadless management. Watersheds are highly valued sources
of municipal drinking water, support fisheries and wildlife habitat, and can act as keystones for economic
activities. In Alternative 3, 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 areas
would be afforded added protection through the Alaska Roadless Rule regulation. Specifically, old-growth
timber harvest would be prohibited. A prohibition on old-growth harvesting currently exists through the
Forest Plan. But Alternative 3 examines establishing regulatory continuity between these roadless and
watershed management systems given how extensively they overlap (the listed watersheds comprise
over half of the Tongass’ roadless areas, and approximately 90 percent of the watershed areas are within
roadless area boundaries). Thus, the old-growth harvest prohibition would be extended beyond the
designated roadless area boundaries in order to maintain the balance and integrity of the watershed
protection system. As with all roadless rule provisions, the new prohibition would supersede the current
and future forest plans, with the plan continuing to provide management directionin other regards. In this
manner, Alternative 3 affords high-priority watershed areas greater regulatory protection than under the
2001 Roadless Rule. Young-growth timber harvest outside of ARAs within these high-priority watershed
areas is not prohibited. This would apply to about 377,000 acres outside of roadless areas.
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Table 2-1

Roadless Rule Language Associated with the Five Alaska Roadless Area Management Categories

ARA

LUD II
Priority

Watershed
Priority

Timber harvest within Alaska Roadless Areas would be
prohibited except where the Responsible Official determines:

Timber harvest may occurin Alaska Roadless Areas designated as LUD Il
Priority if the Responsible Official determines thattimberharvestis
consistent with the legislated managementrestrictions established in
Section 201 of the Tongass Timber Reform Act ortimber harvest is
conducted pursuant to reserved or outstanding rights, or as provided for by
statute ortreaty.

(1) Timber harvest is conducted pursuantto reserved oroutstanding rights,
or as provided for by statute ortreaty;

(2) 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;

(3) Timber harvest is needed forone of the following purposes and will
maintain orimprove one or more of the roadless area characteristics:

(i) To maintain, restore orimprove fish and wildlife habitat; or

(i) To maintain or restore the characteristics of ecosystem composition and
structure;

(4) Timber harvest is incidental to trail orrecreation development that does
not degrade water quality, fish habitat, fish production, fish passage, aquatic
biodiversity, or soil productivity; or

(5) Timber harvest is needed to protect public healthand 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.

Road construction and reconstruction within Alaska Roadless
Areas would be prohibited except where the Responsible Official
determines:

Aroad may be constructed orreconstructed in an Alaska Roadless Area
designated as LUD Il Priority if the Responsible Official determines that the road
construction orreconstruction is consistent with the legislated management
restrictions established in Section 201 of the Tongass Timber Reform Act ora
road is needed pursuant to reserved or outstanding rights, oras provided for by
statute ortreaty.

(1) Aroad is needed pursuantto reserved oroutstanding rights, oras provided for
by statute ortreaty. To the maximum extent permissible under such authorities,
roads authorized pursuant to this prevision will be limited to situations where no
otherfeasible routes exist orit can be demonstrated that routing through the ARA
areais environmentally preferable and site-specific measures are designedto
minimize effects on water quality, fish habitat, fish production, fish passage,
aquatic biodiversity, or soil productivity;

(2) The Secretary of Agriculture determines that a Federal Aid Highway project,
authorized pursuantto Title 23 of the United States Code, is in the publicinterest
or is consistent with the purposes for which the land was reserved oracquired
and no otherreasonable alternative exists;

(3) Aroad is needed to conduct a response action underthe Comprehensive
Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA)orto
conduct a natural resource restoration action under CERCLA, Section 311 of the
Clean Water Act, orthe Oil Pollution Act;

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

(6) Aroad 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.
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Table 2-1 (Continued)
Roadless Rule Language Associated with the Five Alaska Roadless Area Management Categories

(1) Timber harvest is conducted pursuantto reserved or outstanding rights,
or as provided for by statute ortreaty;

(2) Timber harvest is needed for mineral exploration and mine development,
subject to existing laws and regulations;

(3) Timber harvest is need forthe cutting, customary trade, and removal of
trees forthe purposes of Alaska Native customary and traditional uses;

(4) Timber harvestis needed forone of the following purposes and will
maintain orimprove one ormore of the roadless area characteristics:

(i) To maintain, restore, orimprove fish and wildlife habitat; or

(i) To maintain or restore the characteristics of ecosystem composition and
structure, and processes;

(5) Timber harvest is needed for personal oradministrative use, as provided
forin 36 CFR part223;

Alternative Including the Proposed Action 2

(1) Aroad is needed pursuantto reserved oroutstandingrights, oras provided for
by statute ortreaty;

(2) The road is needed forthe construction, expansion, or maintenance of
essential public facilities such as airports, marine access points, and
communication equipment;

(3) Aroad is needed to provide access to Alaska Native cultural site(s) if
requested by an affected federally-recognized tribe(s);

(4) Aroad is needed forone of the following reasons and no other feasible routes
exist or it can be demonstrated that routing throughthe ARA is the least
environmentally damaging practicable alternative:

(i) a Federal Aid Highway project, authorized pursuant to Title 23 of the United
States Code, that the Secretary of Agriculture determines is in the public interest
or is consistent with the purposes for which the land was reserved oracquired; or
(i) transportation needs identified by the State of Alaska’s Southeast Alaska
Transportation Plan that are needed forthe connection of communities and
development of the regional transportation system;

(5) Aroad is needed to conduct a response action underthe Comprehensive
Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA)orto
conduct a natural resource restoration action under CERCLA, Section 311 of the

Roadless Clean Water Act, orthe Qil Pollution Act;
Priority (6) Timber harvest is needed within a designed experimental forest for (6) Aroad is needed within a designated experimental forest forresearch or

research oradministration; administration, or to provide administrative access to a designated experimental
forest;

(7) Timber harvest is needed forthe construction, expansion, utilization, or (7) Road realignment is needed to preventirreparable resource damage that

maintenance of a public utility system, such as municipal waterand arises from the design, location, use, or deterioration of a road and cannotbe

wastewater systems, biomass heating and energy systems, and mitigated by road maintenance. Roadrealignment may occur under this

hydroelectric and otherrenewable energy projects andrelated paragraph only if deemed essential for authorized public or private access, natural

infrastructure, including transmission lines; resource management, or public healthand safety;

(8) Timber harvest is needed for public health and safety, includingremoval (8) A road is needed to protect public health and safety in cases of an imminent

of hazard trees; or threat of flood, fire, or other catastrophic event that, without intervention, would
cause the loss of life or property;

(9) Timber harvest is incidental to the implementation of a management (9) Aroad is needed forthe construction, expansion, or maintenance of a public

activity not otherwise prohibited by this subpart, including the construction, utility system, such as municipal waterand wastewater systems, biomass heating

expansion, or maintenance of authorized fishways, fish hatcheries, or and energy systems, and hydroelectric and other renewable energy projects and

aquaculture facilities. related infrastructure, including transmission lines;
(10) Aroad is needed in conjunction with the construction, expansion, or
maintenance of an authorized fishway, fish hatchery, oraquaculture facility; or
(11) 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 oraccident potential on that road.
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Table 2-1 (Continued)
Roadless Rule Language Associated with the Five Alaska Roadless Area Management Categories

Community
Priority

Timber
Priority

(1) Timber harvest is conducted pursuantto reserved oroutstandingrights,
or as provided for by statute ortreaty;

(2) The cutting, customary trade, and removal of trees is for the purpose of
Alaska Native customary and traditional uses;

(3) Timber harvest is undertaken as a micro sale, salvage sale, orsmall
commercial sale less than one million board feet of timber;

(4) Timber harvestis needed forone of the following purposes and will
maintain orimprove one or more of the roadless area characteristics:

(i) To maintain, restore orimprove fish and wildlife habitat; or

(i) To maintain or restore the characteristics of ecosystem composition
and structure;

(5) Timber harvestis needed to protect public healthand 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;

(6) Timber harvestis needed for personal or administrative use, as provided
forin 36 CFR part223;

(7) Timber harvest is needed for the construction, expansion, utilization, or
maintenance of a public utility system, such as municipal waterand
wastewater systems, biomass heating and energy systems, and
hydroelectric and otherrenewable energy projects andrelated
infrastructure, including transmission lines; or

(8) Timber harvestis incidental to the implementation of a management
activity not otherwise prohibited by this subpart, includingtrail or recreation
development; and the construction,expansion, or maintenance of
authorized fishways, fish hatcheries, oraquaculture facilities.

Timber may be cut, sold, orremoved in lands designated Timber Priority
Alaska Roadless Areas.

(1) Aroad is needed pursuantto reserved oroutstandingrights, oras provided for
by statute ortreaty, and no otherfeasible routes exist orit can be demonstrated
that routing through the ARA area is environmentally preferable and site-specific
measures can be designed to minimize effects on water quality, fish habitat, fish
production, fish passage, aquatic biodiversity, or soil productivity;

(2) Aroad is needed to provide access to Alaska Native cultural site(s) if
requested by an affected federally-recognized tribe(s);

(3) Aroad is needed for micro sales, salvage sales, and small commercial sales
less than one million board feet of timber;

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

(5) Aroad is needed to conduct a response actionunderthe Comprehensive
Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA)orto
conduct a natural resource restoration action under CERCLA, Section 311 of the
Clean Water Act, orthe Oil Pollution Act;

(6) Aroad 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;

(7) The road is needed forthe construction, expansion, or maintenance of public
facilities such as airports, marine access points, and communication equipment;

(8) 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 oraccident potential on that road;

(9) The Secretary of Agriculture determines that a Federal Aid Highway project,
authorized pursuantto Title 23 of the United States Code, is in the publicinterest
or is consistent with the purposes for which the land was reserved oracquired
and no otherreasonable alternative exists;

(10) Aroad is needed forthe construction, expansion, or maintenance of a public
utility system, such as municipal water and wastewater systems, biomass heating
and energy systems, and hydroelectric and otherrenewable energy projects and
related infrastructure, including transmission lines;

(11) Aroad is needed in conjunction with the construction, expansion, or
maintenance of an authorized fishway, fish hatchery, oraquaculture facility; or
Permanent or temporary roads may be constructed, reconstructed, or maintained
within Timber Priority Alaska Roadless Areas.
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Alternatives Considered in Detail

Based on information obtained during scoping, Cooperating Agency input, and consultation with Alaska
Native tribes, the Forest Service developed six alternatives for detailed analysis, including the no action
and proposed action alternatives. These alternatives respond to the three key issues identified in Chapter
1. Large-scale color maps showing roadless areas by IRA or ARA (Map 1 to 6) are included on the thumb
drive version of the DEIS, in the map packet that accompanies the DEIS paper copy, and on this project’s
website: https://www.fs.usda.gov/project/?project=54511. In addition, electronic versions of these maps,
also showing the lands that would be suitable for timber production (Maps 7 to 12), are included onthe
thumb drive and website.

Alternative 1 — No Action

Alternative 1 is the no action alternative as required by NEPA and reflects a continuation of current land
management pursuant to the 2001 Roadless Rule (see Map 1 in map packet or on thumb drive). This
alternative continues general prohibitions on tree harvest (and sale), road construction, and road
reconstruction within IRAs with limited exceptions (Table 2-2).

Under Alternative 1, roadless areas consist of 110 IRAs identified in the 2001 Roadless Rule. These IRAs
were originally mapped in 1996 for the Tongass Forest Plan Revision and the provisions of the 2001
Roadless Rule (as provided for by the Court’s reinstatement Order) would apply to those IRAs
(summarized below). As a result of ownership changes and boundary alignment corrections these IRAs
currently encompass 9.2 million acres® of NFS land. Provisions of the 2001 Roadless Rule remain intact
across the 110 IRAs, encompassing approximately 55 percent of the Tongass.

Under Alternative 1, IRA boundary modifications would continue to require rulemaking except for minor
administrative corrections.

Table 2-3 summarizes the key elements of Alternative 1.

® The original acreage of inventoried roadless areas on the Tongass was approximately 9.34 million acres. As a result of ownership
changes and boundary alignment corrections, including shoreline mappingadjustments, the current acreageis 9.2 million acres.
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Table 2-2

Roadless Rule Language Associated with the 2001 Roadless Rule (Alternative 1)

Timber cutting, sale, or removal is prohibited in IRAs except where
the Responsible Official determines:

Road construction and reconstruction is prohibited in IRAs except where

the Responsible Official determines:

2001
Roadless
Rule

(1) The cutting, sale, orremoval of generally small diametertimberis needed for
one of the following purposes and will maintain orimprove one or more of the

roadless area characteristics as defined in § 294.11 of the 2001 Roadless Rule.

(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 occurunder
natural disturbance regimes of the current climatic period;

(2) The cutting, sale, orremoval of timber is incidental to the implementationof a
management activity not otherwise prohibited by the 2001 Roadless Rule;

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

(4) Roadless characteristics have been substantially altered in a portion of an IRA
due to the construction of a classified road and subsequenttimberharvest.
Both the road construction and subsequent timber harvest must have occurred
afterthe area was designated an IRA and priorto January 12, 2001. Timber

may be cut, sold, orremoved only in the substantially altered portion of the IRA.

(1)

@)

4)

()

(6)

(7)

Aroad is needed to protect public health and safety in cases of animminent threat
of flood, fire, or other catastrophic event that, without intervention, would cause the
loss of life or property;

Aroad is needed to conduct a response action underthe Comprehensive
Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) orto conduct
a natural resource restoration action under CERCLA, Section 311 of the Clean
Water Act, orthe Oil Pollution Act;

Aroad is needed pursuantto reserved oroutstandingrights, oras provided for by
statute ortreaty;

Road realignmentis needed to preventirreparable 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 healthand safety;

Road reconstruction is needed to implement a road safety improvement projecton
a classified road determined to be hazardous onthe basis of accidentexperience
or accident potential on that road;

The Secretary of Agriculture determines that a Federal Aid Highway project,
authorized pursuantto Title 23 of the United States Code, is in the publicinterest or
is consistent with the purposes for which the land was reserved oracquired and no
otherreasonable and prudent alternative exists; or

Aroad is needed in conjunction with the continuation, extension, orrenewal of a
mineral lease on lands that are underlease by the Secretary of the Interior as of
January 12, 2001, orfora new lease issued immediately upon expiration of an
existing lease. Such road construction orreconstruction must be conducted in a
mannerthat minimizes effects on surface resources, prevents unnecessary or
unreasonable surfacedisturbance,and complies with all applicable lease
requirements, land and resource management plan direction, regulations, and laws.
Roads constructed orreconstructed pursuant to this paragraph must be obliterated
when no longerneeded forthe purposes of the lease orupon termination or
expiration of the lease, whicheveris sooner.
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Table 2-3
Key Element Summary for Alternative 1
Roadless Areas

. Includes inventoried roadless areas identified in the 2001 Roadless Rule, currentlyabout 9.2 million acres.
Prohibition on Tree Cutting’

* Tree cutting is excepted for generally small-diameter timber that will maintain orimprove oneormore
roadless area characteristics, improve sensitive species habitat, or maintain or restore characteristics of
ecosystem composition and structure.

* Tree cutting excepted ifincidental to the implementation of a management activity not otherwise prohibited.
* Tree cutting excepted ifneeded and appropriate for personal or ad ministrative use.
* Tree cutting excepted ifroadless characteristics have been substantially altered in aportion of an IRA due to
the construction of a classified road and subsequenttimber harvest was conducted prior to January 2001.
Prohibition on Road Construction and Reconstruction’
* Road construction/reconstruction exceptedifneeded to protect public health and safety, to conduct
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) response action,

pursuantto reserved or outstanding rights, to preventirreparable resource damage, to implementa road
safety improvement project.

* Roadisneeded pursuantto reserved or outstanding rights, or as provided for by statute or treaty;

* Road construction/reconstruction is excepted ifneeded for a Federal Aid Highway projectthat meets certain
criteriaand is approved by the Secretary of Agriculture.

. Road construction/reconstruction is excepted ifneeded in conjunction with the continuation, extension, or

renewal of a mineral lease on lands thatare underlease by the Secretary of the Interior as of January 12,
2001, orfor a new lease issued immediately upon expiration of an existing lease.

Tongass Land and Resource Management Plan
* No changesto Goals and Objectives, Land Use Designations, or Management Prescriptions, Forest-wide

Standards and Guidelines, Plan Components developed under the 2012 Planning Rule, PTSQ, PWSQ, and
the Young-growth Transition.

* No changeto Lands Suitable for Timber Production.
' See detailed descriptions of prohibitions/exceptions in 2001 Roadless Rule.

Alternative 2

Alternative 2 provides limited additional timber harvest opportunity while maximizing roadless area
designations. It removes approximately 113,000 acres from roadless designation that have been
substantially altered as identified by known prior road construction or timber harvest including both
development and non-development LUDs. These areas are generally known as “roaded roadless” areas
but include additional areas considered to be substantially altered. Alternative 2 also maximizes the
geographic scope of roadless area designation by adding 133,000 acres as ARAs.

The 133,000 acres of added roadless areas include portions of congressionally-designated LUD Il areas
not included as IRAs under the 2001 Roadless Rule, currently unroaded small islands, and unroaded
areas greater than 5,000 acres as identified by prior forest planning efforts. Adding additional roadless
designations to unroaded islands provides for long-term, continued recreational and outfitter and guide
opportunities on these islands.

After removals and additions, Alternative 2 consists of 9.22 million inventoried roadless acres or about
20,000 more roadless acres than under Alternative 1. The 9.22 million acres are designated to three ARA
land management categories including LUD Il Priority, Watershed Priority, and Roadless Priority (see
Map 2 in map packet or on thumb drive).

Alternative 2 applies the most protective ARA, Watershed Priority, to 3.25 million acres, primarily
identified as T77 Watersheds and TNC/Audubon Conservation Priority Areas. The Watershed Priority
ARA is considered most protective because it includes fewer exceptions than the 2001 Roadless Rule,
while still allowing activities needed for fisheries protection, maintenance, or improvement.
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Alternative 2 converts a net of 18,000 old-growth acres and 10,000 young-growth acres, previously
identified as unsuitable timber lands, to suitable timber lands.

Table 2-4 summarizes the key elements of Alternative 2.

Table 2-4
Key Element Summary for Alternative 2
Roadless Areas

. Establishes 9.22 million acres of ARAs, including 5.11 million acres in Roadless Priority, 3.25 million acres in
Watershed Priority, and 0.86 million acres in LUD Il Priority categories.
Prohibition on Timber Harvest'
* Underthe Roadless Priority ARAtimber harvestexceptions are written slightlybroader than under the 2001
Roadless Ruleto better address Alaska’s unique economic developmentneeds.

* Underthe Watershed Priority ARA, timber harvestexceptions are slightly narrower than under the 2001
Roadless Rule and are designedto address aquatic and terrestrial habitatneeds thatare unique to Alaska’s
rural economic conditions and subsistence activities.

* Underthe LUD Il Priority ARA, timber harvestexceptions are slightlybroader than under the 2001 Roadless
Rule and are designedto align the Alaska Roadless Rule with congressional intent.

Prohibition on Road Construction and Reconstruction1
* Underthe Roadless Priority ARAroad construction/reconstruction exceptions are slightly broader than under
the 2001 Roadless Rule.

* Underthe Watershed Priority ARAroad construction/reconstruction exceptions are slightly narrower than
under the 2001 Roadless Rule.

* Underthe LUD II Priority ARA road construction/reconstruction exceptions are slightly broader than under the
2001 Roadless Rule.
Tongass Land and Resource Management Plan
* No changesto Goals and Objectives, Land Use Designationsor Management Prescriptions, Forest-wide and

Guidelines, Plan Components developed under the 2012 Planning Rule, PTSQ, PWSQ, and the Young-
growth Transition.

* Changeto Timber Land Suitability: A net of 18,000 old-growth acres and 10,000 young-growth acres
previously identified as unsuitable timber lands would become suitable timber lands.
' See detailed descriptions of prohibitions/exceptions in Table 2-1.

Alternative 3

Alternative 3 provides moderate additional timber harvest opportunities. Alternative 3 maintains roadless
designations for T77 Watersheds and TNC/Audubon Conservation Priority Areas inside roadless areas
and also prohibits old-growth harvest in these areas outside of roadless areas (similar to the Forest Plan).
Additional timber harvest opportunity is provided by removing substantially-altered roadless areas
(including roaded roadless, similar to Alternative 2) and extending the bounds of these areas to logical
end points of existing road and timber harvest systems (about 212,000 acres), generally defined as the
nearest watershed boundary (i.e., ridgeline of 14th-field hydrologic unit) from an existing road system.
Removing these areas from the roadless inventory represents the logical extensions of substantially
altered acres from existing infrastructure and likely encompasses the more economically feasible
locations for future timber harvest with the least impact to roadless characteristics. Additional timber
harvest opportunity is provided by the designation of Community Priority’© ARA: Yakutat, Juneau, Sitka,
Ketchikan, and Wrangell. " However, based on cooperating agency input, the Community Priority should
have also been applied around the communities of Hydaburg and Kake. Application of the Community

" Timber harvestin Community Priority ARAs would be limited to micro sales, salvage sales, and small commercial sales less than
one MMBF in size.

" The Forest Service is seeking public input onthis management category, specifically with respect to whether this designation should
be applied to other communities/areas.
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Priority to Hydaburg and Kake will occur in the FEIS, contingent on additional public comments during the
DEIS comment period.

Alternative 3 removes approximately 1.2 million acres from roadless designation including both
development and non-development LUD acres. Alternative 3 adds 105,000 acres to ARAs as Roadless
Priority including unroaded small islands and unroaded areas greater than 5,000 acres as identified by
prior forest planning efforts. Adding additional roadless designations to unroaded islands provides for
long-term, continued recreational and ouffitter and guide opportunities on these islands.

Alternative 3 applies the most protective ARA, Watershed Priority, to 3.21 million acres primarily identified
as T77 Watersheds and TNC/Audubon Conservation Priority Areas. The Watershed Priority ARA is
considered most protective because it includes fewer exceptions than the 2001 Roadless Rule, while still
allowing activities needed for fisheries protection, maintenance, or improvement. Additionally, for
Alternative 3, commercial old-growth timber harvest would be prohibited on NFS lands in T77 and
TNC/Audubon Conservation Areas including those that extend beyond ARA boundaries. The remaining
roadless areas include 4.65 million acres in Roadless Priority and 0.24 million acres in Community Priority
(see Map 3 in map packet or on thumb drive).

Alternative 3 proposes a net decrease of 1.1 million roadless acres, as compared to the no action
alternative, and includes both development and non-development LUDs. Roadless area designation
would be removed from the 826,000 congressionally-designated LUD Il acres that are currently within an
IRA. The removal of roadless designation from congressionally-designated LUD Il acres represents the
majority of the decrease in designated roadless acres proposed under Alternative 3. Removing roadless
designation from LUD Il acres affirms original congressional intent that LUD Il areas be managed “in a
roadless state to retain their wildland character’ (USDA Forest Service 2016a).

Alternative 3 would convert a net of 76,000 old-growth acres and 14,000 young-growth acres, previously
identified as unsuitable timber lands, to suitable timber lands.

Table 2-5 summarizes the key elements of Alternative 3.

Table 2-5
Key Element Summary for Alternative 3

Roadless Areas

. Establishes 8.1 million acres of ARAs, including 4.65 million acres in Roadless Priority, 3.21 million acres in

Watershed Priority and 0.24 million acres in Community Priority.
Prohibition on Timber Harvest'

®* Underthe Roadless Priority ARAtimber harvest exceptions are written slightlybroader than under the 2001
Roadless Rule to better address Alaska’s unique economic developmentneeds.

* Underthe Watershed Priority ARA, timber harvestexceptions are slightly narrower than under the 2001
Roadless Rule and are designed to address aquatic and terrestrial habitatneeds thatare unique to Alaska’s
rural economic conditions and subsistence activities.

* Underthe Community Priority ARA, timber harvestexceptions are broaderthan underthe 2001 Roadless
Rule and allow for small-scale timber harvest.

* Commercial old-growth timber harvestwould be prohibited on T77/TNC-Audubon Conservation Priority Areas
that largely coincide with ARA, but extend beyond ARA boundaries. This includes all T77/TNC-/Audubon
Conservation Priority Areas, both inside and outside of designated roadless areas.

Prohibition on Road Construction and Reconstruction’

* Underthe Roadless Priority ARA, road construction/reconstructionexainsare slightly broader than under the
2001 Roadless Rule.

* Underthe Watershed Priority ARA, road construction/reconstruction exceptions are slightly narrower than
underthe 2001 Roadless Rule.

* Underthe Community Priority ARA, road construction/reconstruction exceptions are broader than under the
2001 Roadless Rule.
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Table 2-5 (continued)
Key Element Summary for Alternative 3

Tongass Land and Resource Management Plan

* No changesto Goals and Objectives, Land Use Designationsor Management Prescriptions, Forest-wide and
Guidelines, Plan Components developed underthe 2012 Planning Rule, PTSQ, PWSQ, and the Young-
growth Transition.

* Changeto Timber Land Suitability: A net of 76,000 old-growth acres and 14,000 young-growth acres,
previously identified as unsuitable timber lands, would become suitable timber lands.

' See detailed descriptions of prohibitions/exceptions in Table 2-1.

Alternative 4

Alternative 4 provides significant additional timber harvest opportunity while maintaining roadless
designations for Scenic Viewsheds and T77/TNC-Audubon Conservation Priority Areas that are in
roadless areas. Approximately 375,000 acres are removed from roadless designation, including
substantially-altered areas and logical extensions of substantially-altered acres (similar to Alternatives 2
and 3), along with selected additional locations for economic timber sales. These acres are also
converted from unsuitable to suitable timber lands, resulting in significant additional timber harvest
opportunity. Protection is maintained for Scenic Viewsheds, and most T77 Watersheds and
TNC/Audubon Conservation Priority Areas by designating them as Roadless Priority ARAs.

Additionally, Alternative 4 adds 32,000 acres as LUD Il Priority ARA. These added roadless acres are
LUD Il areas that were not designated as IRA under the 2001 Roadless Rule. No additional lands would
be added to ARAs.

The net result of removals and additions under Alternative 4 is 8.86 million roadless acres, which are
designated into three categories of ARAs: LUD Il Priority, Roadless Priority, and Timber Priority (see Map
4 in map packet or on thumb drive). This alternative was developed to provide for a high level of timber
management opportunities thus, timber managementis permitted in the Timber Priority ARA, which
consists of the Timber Production and Modified Landscape LUDs, as identified in the Forest Plan.

Alternative 4 proposes a net decrease of 343,000 roadless acres as compared to the no action
alternative. However, the total net decrease is substantially higher when also including Timber Priority
ARA acres, yielding a combined decrease of 1.09 million total acres.

Alternative 4 converts a net of 158,000 old-growth acres and 15,000 young-growth acres previously
identified as unsuitable timber lands to suitable timber lands.

Table 2-6 summarizes the key elements of Alternative 4.
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Table 2-6
Key Element Summary for Alternative 4
Roadless Areas

* Convertsinventoried roadlessareas to 8.86 million acres of ARAs, including 7.25 million acres in Roadless
Priority, 0.75 million acres in Timber Priority, and 0.86 million acres in LUD Il Priority categories.
Prohibition on Timber Harvest'
* Underthe Roadless Priority ARAtimber harvestexceptions are written slightlybroader than under the 2001
Roadless Rule to better address Alaska’s unique economic developmentneeds.
®* Underthe Timber Priority ARA there are no timber harvestprohibitions.

®* Underthe LUD Il Priority ARA, timber harvestexceptions are slightlybroaderthan under the 2001 Roadless
Rule and are designedto align the Alaska Roadless Rule with congressional intent.

Prohibition on Road Construction and Reconstruction
* Underthe Roadless Priority ARAroad construction/reconstructionexceptions are slightly broader than under
the 2001 Roadless Rule.
* Underthe Timber Priority ARA there are no road construction/reconstruction prohibitions.
* Underthe LUD Il Priority ARA road construction/reconstruction exceptions are slightly broader than under the
2001 Roadless Rule.
Tongass Land and Resource Management Plan

* No changesto Goals and Objectives, Land Use Designationsor Management Prescriptions, Forest-wide and
Guidelines, Plan Components developed under the 2012 Planning Rule, PTSQ, PWSQ, and the Young-
growth Transition.

* Changeto Timber Land Suitability: A net of 158,000 old-growth acres (mostlyin Timber Priority ARAs) and
15,000 young-growth acres previously identified as unsuitable timber lands would become suitable timber
lands.

' See detailed descriptions of prohibitions/exceptions in Table 2-1.

Alternative 5

Alternative 5 provides maximum additional timber harvest opportunity by removing all Timber
Development, Modified Landscape, and Scenic Viewshed LUDs identified by the Forest Plan from
roadless designation, including T77 Watersheds and TNC/Audubon Conservation Priority Areas within
aforementioned development LUDs. Areas with mineral potential, as identified by the Forest Plan’s
minerals overlay, are also removed from roadless designation (see Map 5 in map packet or on thumb
drive).

In total, 2.30 million acres would be removed from roadless area designation including mineral overlay acres
and the majority of development LUDs including conservation-designated acres. The remaining 6.91 million
roadless acres are designated to two ARAs: LUD Il Priority and Roadless Priority (see Map 5 in map packet or
on thumb drive). Alternative 5 also converts a net 165,000 old-growth acres and 17,000 young-growth acres
previously identified as unsuitable timber lands to suitable timber lands.

Table 2-7 summarizes the key elements of Alternative 5.
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Table 2-7
Key Element Summary for Alternative 5
Roadless Areas

* Convertsinventoried roadlessareas to 6.91 million acres of ARAs, including 6.08 million acres in Roadless
Priority and 0.83 million acres in LUD Il Priority categories.

Prohibition on Tree Cutting’
* Underthe Roadless Priority ARAtimber harvestexceptions are written slightlybroader than under the 2001
Roadless Ruleto better address Alaska’s unique economic developmentneeds.

®* Underthe LUD Il Priority ARA timber harvestexceptions are slightly broader than under the 2001 Roadless
Rule.

Prohibition on Road Construction and Reconstruction’
* Underthe Roadless Priority ARAroad construction/reconstructionexceptions are slightly broader than under
the 2001 Roadless Rule.
* Underthe LUD Il Priority ARA, timber harvestexceptions are slightlybroaderthan under the 2001 Roadless
Rule and are designedto align the Alaska Roadless Rule with congressional intent.
Tongass Land and Resource Management Plan
* No changesto Goals and Objectives, Land Use Designationsor Management Prescriptions, Forest-wide and

Guidelines, Plan Components developed under the 2012 Planning Rule, PTSQ, PWSQ, and the Young-
growth Transition.

* Changeto Timber Land Suitability: A net of 165,000 old-growth acres and 17,000 young-growth acres
previously identified as unsuitable timber lands would become suitable timber lands.

' See detailed descriptions of prohibitions/exceptions in Table 2-1.

Alternative 6 (Preferred Alternative)

Alternative 6 is the preferred alternative and provides maximum additional timber harvest opportunity as
the full exemption alternative, which was requested by the State of Alaska’s petition (Appendix A). It
removes all 9.2 million inventoried roadless acres on the Tongass from roadless designation. Acres

removed from roadless designation would continue to be managed by the Forest Plan (see Map 6 in map
packet or on thumb drive).

Alternative 6 would exempt the Tongass from the 2001 Roadless Rule with the following provision

(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.

Alternative 6 converts a net total of 165,000 old-growth acres and 20,000 young-growth acres previously
identified as unsuitable timber lands to suitable timber lands to suitable timber lands and includes an
administrative correction and modification provision for the Chugach National Forestonly. Table 2-8
summarizes the key elements of Alternative 6.
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Table 2-8
Key Element Summary for Alternative 6
Roadless Areas

* Removes all 9.2 million acres ofinventoried roadless acres on the Tongassfromroadless designation.
Prohibition on Timber Harvest'

* Roadless Rule prohibitions on timber harvestactivities would nolonger be applicable.
Prohibition on Road Construction and Reconstruction’

* Roadless Rule prohibitions on road construction/reconstruction prohibitionswould no longer be applicable.
Tongass Land and Resource Management Plan

* No changesto Goals and Objectives, Land Use Designationsor Management Prescriptions, Forest-wide and

Guidelines, Plan Components developed under the 2012 Planning Rule, PTSQ, PWSQ, and the Young-
growth Transition.
* Changeto Timber Land Suitability: A net of 165,000 old-growth acres and 20,000 young-growth acres
previously identified as unsuitable timber lands would become suitable timber lands.
' See detailed descriptions of prohibitions/exceptions in Table 2-1.

Preferred Alternative

The U.S. Department of Agriculture has identified Alternative 6 as the preferred alternative. The Forest
Service is seeking public input on the DEIS and preferred alternative.

Alternatives Considered but Eliminated from
Detailed Analysis

Sometimes alternatives are suggested or proposed that on examination do not adequately respond to the
purpose of and need for the action, are technically or economically cost prohibitive, are notripe for
consideration, are remote or speculative, are substantially similar in design to an existing alternative,
would have substantially similar effects as an existing alternative, or the authority does not exist to
approve such actions (Forest Service Handbook 1909.15, Section 14.4). In such cases, these alternatives
are usually eliminated from detailed analysis. Alternatives that were considered and eliminated from
detailed analysis are described below, along with the rationale for their elimination.

¢ Giving management of the Tongass to the State of Alaska. This alternative was eliminated from
detailed study because it does not respond to the purpose and need, which is to consider options for
a state-specific roadless rule that will better incorporate the economic interest concerns and statutory
requirements while conserving roadless area characteristics.

¢ Co-management of the Tongass with tribal partners. This alternative was eliminated from detailed
study because it does not comport with existing legal authorities.

o Congressional changes to 2001 Roadless Rule in Alaska. This alternative was eliminated because it
is outside the authority of the USDA. Legislative proposals to address the 2001 Roadless Rule in
Alaska have periodically occurred in the past and have not been enacted. In addition, nothing in any
alternative would prevent future congressional changes to the 2001 Roadless Rule or an Alaska
state-specific rule.

e Use of the 2003 or 2008 roadless inventories as ARAs. This alternative was eliminated based on
review of those inventories and the determination that those inventories contain many unmanageable
polygons. Unroaded areas greater than 5,000 acres from those inventories were incorporated into
Alternatives 2 and 3.

Comparison of the Alternatives

This section briefly compares the environmental consequences of the six alternatives with respect to the
key issues described in Chapter 1. This comparison is based on the effects analyses presented in
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Chapter 3. For reference, Table 2-9 summarizes the acres by ARAs, the acres removed or added from
roadless designation, and the total old-growth acres that are suitable for timber production under
Alternative 1 and the five action alternatives. Table 2-11, at the end of this section, summarizes the
environmental consequences for each alternative in a comparative format. Nine categories are used for
the Qualitative ratings in Table 2-11 as follows (from most adverse to most beneficial):

e Substantial Adverse Effect e Very Minimal Beneficial Effect
e Moderate Adverse Effect ¢ Minimal Beneficial Effect

¢ Minimal Adverse Effect o Moderate Beneficial Effect

e Very Minimal Adverse Effect e Substantial Beneficial Effect

e Neutral/No Effect

Table 2-9
Roadless Areas by Alternative and Management Category
Alternative
1 2 3 4 5 6
Roadless Category Roaded Logical Partial All Dev. Full
(acres) No Action Roadless Extension Dev. LUDs' LUDs Exemption
Total Roadless Area 9,200,000 9,220,000 8,103,000 8,857,000 6,905,000 0
ARA Management Categories
LUD Il Priority N/A 856,000 0 856,000 828,000 0
Watershed Priority N/A 3,250,000 3,208,000 0 0 0
Roadless Priority N/A 5,114,000 4,653,000 7,252,000 6,078,000 0
Community Priority N/A 0 241,000 0 0 0
Timber Priority N/A 0 0 749,000 0 0
Change in Roadless Area Acres
Roadless Area Removed 0 113,000 1,202,000 375,000 2,298,000 9,200,000
Roadless Area Added 0 133,000 105,000 32,000 3,000 0
Net Change 0 20,000 -1,098,000 -343,000 -2,295,000 -9,200,000
Old-Growth Acres Suitable for Harvest
Total Acres 230,000 247,000 305,000 388,000 395,000 395,000
Net Change 0 18,000 76,000 158,000 165,000 165,000
T77 & TNC/ Audubon Conservation Priority Areas Outside of Roadless given Long-term Regulatory
Protection
Total Acres 0 0 377,000 0 0 0

N/A = not applicable
" Includes Timber Production and Modified Landscape LUDs, but not Scenic Viewshed.

Key Issue 1 — Roadless area conservation

Roadless area protection is defined in terms of both the acres designated as roadless and the degree of
protection provided by each alternative. In terms of acres designated, Alternatives 1 and 2 provide the
highest degree of regulatory protection with 9.2 million acres or more designated as roadless and
Alternative 6 provides the lowest with zero acres of designated roadless given regulatory prohibitions.
Alternative 5 removes all regulatory roadless designations within development LUDs'? and has the
second lowest number of acres designated roadless with 6.9 million acres.

Alternatives 3 and 4 are intermediate in terms of the acres designated as roadless. However, the roadless
designations provided in development LUDs by Alternative 4 is lower than for Alternative 3 because all
Timber Priority ARA lands under Alternative 4 are in development LUDs and Alternative 3 would

2 Note that, with the exception ofthe Timber Priority management category, roadless designation on development LUDs provides the
highest degree of protection, because these are areas that are mostly likely to be developed if they were not designated roadless.
Most non-development LUDs have Forest Plan restrictions which limit their potential for development.
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designate T77 Watersheds and TNC/Audubon Conservation Priority Areas as Watershed Priority ARAs.
In addition, the removal of roadless designation from LUD Il acres accounts for a large share of the
reduction in designated roadless area acres under Alternative 3. These acres would retain their
congressional protections and be managed to preserve roadless area characteristics (Table 2-10).
Therefore, protection of roadless characteristics is much greater under Alternative 3 compared with
Alternative 4.

The roadless rule language under Alternative 1 would be unchanged from the 2001 Roadless Rule (as
reinstated by the District Court). The rule language would be modified under Alternatives 2, 3, 4, and 5;
under Alternative 6, the 2001 Roadless Rule would fully exempt the Tongass. The Roadless Priority and
LUD Il Priority management categories would be very slightly more permissive in terms of road
construction, salvage timber harvest, and mineral development, and would be slightly more permissive in
terms of energy and transportation project development. The Watershed Priority ARA would be slightly
less permissive relative to all of the development types and the Community Priority and Timber Priority
categories under Alternatives 3™ and 4, respectively, would be substantially more permissive of
development types, especially timber harvest and road construction.

As aresult, Alternatives 1, 2, and 3 would provide the greatest protection of roadless characteristics.
Alternative 1 would protect the most acres and existing management direction would provide the highest
degree of protection, with the existing general prohibitions remaining in place for all areas. Alternative 2
would offer similar levels of protection, with a small net gain in total designated roadless acres. The
roaded roadless and other substantially altered areas that would be removed under Alternative 2 have
limited roadless characteristics, and increased regulatory protection would be added for the Watershed
Priority ARA. Alternative 3 would offer the next most protection of roadless area characteristics. Roaded
roadless and other substantially altered areas along with logical extension areas would be removed under
Alternative 3 (as well as LUD Il areas), and most ARAs would be managed as Roadless Priority or
Watershed Priority ARAs. Additionally, T77 Watersheds and TNC/Audubon areas outside of roadless
would be given regulatory protection from old-growth harvest. About 3 percent of ARAs under Alternative
3 would be designated as Community Priority, which allows limited timber harvest opportunity.
Alternatives 4 through 6 would provide the least amount of roadless designations, with Alternative 6
removing all acres from regulatory roadless designation.

® Timber harvestin Community Priority ARAs would be limited to micro sales, salvage sales, and small commercial sales less than
one MMBF in size.
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Table 2-10
Roadless Area Characteristics
2001 Roadless Rule Characteristics, Modified for Alaska

Biological Values

* Diversity of plantand animal communities and protection of old-growth forests

* Habitat — Roadless areas are expansive areas where high-quality intact habitat exists and ecosystems
function with all their native species and components. Roadless areas serve as habitat for threatened,
endangered, proposed, candidate, and sensitive species and for those species dependenton large,
undisturbed areas of land.

Physical Values

* Environment-high-quality or undisturbed soil, water, and air.

* Water — Roadless areas provide a variety of water resources including public drinking water sources, fish and
aquatic resources, and hatchery aquatic resources.

Social Values

* Remoteness — Roadless areas provide economicopportunity due to rich primitive, semi-primitive motorized,
and semi-primitive non-motorized classes ofdispersed recreation.

* Landscape—referencelandscapes ofrelatively undisturbed areas thatserve as a barometer to measure the
effects of developmenton other parts ofthe landscape.

* Scenery— natural-appearinglandscapes with high-scenicqualities that people value.

*  Cultural —richin traditional cultural properties and sacred sites.

* Locally-unique characteristics —geographic areas with additional locally-unique characteristics specific to
Alaska including: 1) important sources of subsistence resource; 2) rich habitat that supports multiple species
of fish for personal, subsistence, sport, recreation, and commercial harvest; and 3) supports diverse
economic opportunity thatis especially important for rural community well-being.

Source: USDA Forest Service 2000, modified to reflect the unique characteristics of Alaska.

Key Issue 2 — Support local and regional socioeconomic
well-being, Alaska Native culture, rural subsistence activities,
and economic opportunity across multiple economic sectors

Support for Southeast Alaska resource-based industries and local/regional socioeconomic well-being is
compared among the alternatives by industry/category in the following subsections.

Forest Products Industry

The 2016 Forest Plan established an average annual PTSQ of 46 MMBF prior to the young-growth
transition. The old-growth contribution to the PTSQis expected to start out high and decrease over time
as more young growth becomes economic to harvest. During the first decade, an average of about 12
MMBF of young growth and 34 MMBF of old growth was expected to be sold annually. From Year 11
through Year 15 an average of about 28 MMBF of young growth and 18 MMBF of old growth were
expected to be sold annually. Old-growth volume offered was projected to decrease until it reaches 5
MMBF per year (expected to occur about Year 16), at which pointit is to be stabilized at 5 MMBF per year
to support small operators and specialty products such as wood for musical instruments. Young growth
sales are expected to continue to increase at a rapid rate after Year 16 and are expected to reach an
upper limit of 98 MMBF about Year 18. If less than the average annual PTSQ figure of 46 MMBEF is sold
in the early years of a decade, the Forest Plan allows the difference to be added to the sale quantity for
the remainder of the decade. During the initial two years of implementing the 2016 Forest Plan, the total
volumes sold were 30.7 MMBEF (fiscal year 2017) and 9.0 MMBF (fiscal year 2018).

None of the action alternatives would result in changes to the PTSQ and the timber objectives of the
Forest Plan would continue to require transitioning to primarily young-growth harvest. Therefore, harvest
levels are not expected to vary significantly among the alternatives. However, the alternatives do vary in
terms of the amount and location of acres suitable for timber production. Greater acreage of suitable land
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would provide greater flexibility in the selection of future timber sale areas, as well as the potential for
more flexibility in sale design, depending on the planning areas selected. This improved flexibility could, in
turn, improve the Forest Service’s ability to offer economic sales that meet the needs of industry. This
greater flexibility could be beneficial during the first two decades of the 2016 Forest Plan (the transition
period), when most old-growth harvest would take place.

Under Alternative 1, about 230,000 acres of old growth and 334,000 acres of young growth are currently
suitable for timber production. The young-growth suitable acres would increase slightly (3 through 6
percent) under the action alternatives. For old growth, however, the suitable acreage increase would
range from 7 percent for Alternative 2 to 72 percent for Alternatives 5 and 6. For Alternatives 3 and 4 the
increase would be 33 percent and 69 percent, respectively. Suitable old-growth acres would be added in
three broad categories or areas: roaded roadless and other substantially altered areas (Alternatives 2
through 6); logical extension areas and areas adjacent to roads (Alternatives 3 to 6); and areas more
distant from roads (Alternatives 4 through 6). In addition, suitable old-growth acres would be added in
Community Priority ARAs, which are associated with five communities (Alternative 3)." The substantially
altered areas removed, the areas immediately adjacent (logical extensions), and the Community Priority
ARAs are assumed to be more economical to harvest due to their proximity to existing infrastructure. The
additional acres added under Alternatives 4 through 6 are farther from existing infrastructure and thus
less likely to be economic to harvest.

Recreation and Tourism

Changes in land management have the potential to affect ouffitter/guide operations which provide
commercial recreation opportunities on the Forest. Impacts to existing outfitter/guide use are likely to be
greatest where changes in roadless designations allow development in areas that are used for
outfitter/guide activities dependent on high scenic integrity and undisturbed landscapes. Changes in
roadless area designations could also affect outfitter/guide use in other adjacent or nearby areas as
outfitter/guides displaced from one location seek other places to take clients. Some use areas are
presently at capacity, which could exacerbate potential displacement effects. Changes in roadless area
management could affect the Forest's ability to meet ouffitter/guide demand, especially for operators
seeking more remote areas.

The outfitter/guide analysis prepared for this DEIS used changes in suitable old-growth acres in
conjunction with information on existing outfitter/guide use to focus on potentially affected areas. The
resulting analysis identified 15 oulffitter/guide use areas where potential conflicts between existing
outfitter/guide use and future management activities could occur. In most of these areas, existing
outfitter/guide use occurs near areas where development has occurred in the past, either near or along
shorelines and/or Forest road systems. Similarly, in most cases, timber harvest that could already occur
in these areas (under Alternative 1) have the potential to conflict with existing ouffitter/guide use.

Viewed in terms of increases in acres suitable for harvest, impacts under Alternatives 2 and 3 would be
nonexistent to very minimalin all areas, with increases in designated roadless acres and reductions in
suitable acres occurring in some areas under these alternatives. In most of these areas, by expanding the
acres available for harvest, Alternatives 4, 5, and 6 could add to these potential impacts by increasing the
geographic extent of the acres affected. These potential impacts caused by an increase in geographic
extent due to possible increase in road miles needed.

Salmon Harvesting and Processing

None of the alternatives are expected to have a significant change to the commercial fishing or fish-
processing industries. Riparian Management standards and guidelines established in the 2016 Forest
Plan would remain in place under all of the alternatives. While there would be some variation in the level
of protection, these variations are not expected to affect the fishing industry. The future of the fishing

" Timber harvestin Community Priority ARAs would be limited to micro sales, salvage sales, and small commercial sales less than
one MMBF in size.
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industry in Southeast Alaska is more likely to depend upon occurrences outside of the Tongass National
Forest such as hatchery production, offshore harvest levels, and changes in ocean conditions.

Mining and Mineral Development

Locatable minerals development is possible within designated roadless areas under all alternatives. The
General Mining Act of 1872 authorizes and governs prospecting and mining for economic minerals on
federal public lands, including designated roadless areas. Changes in roadless management are,
therefore, not expected to affect existing or future locatable mineral exploration or mining activities on the
Forest.

Under the 2001 Roadless Rule roadbuilding is prohibited for any new leasable mineral projects, including
geothermal projects, within IRAs. Changes in management under Alternatives 2 to 6 would allow road
development to differing degrees. Within Roadless and Timber Priority ARAs, roads would be permissible
forleasable projects. The Tongass has no recent or current leasable mineral activity and the anticipated
demand for leasable minerals is expected to remain low. As a result, changes in designated roadless
management are expected to have limited impacts on mineral development.

Infrastructure Development

With some exceptions, federal and state road development is 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 designation 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 roadless, would be more
permissive with respect to regional road systems.

Tree Harvest for Alaska Native Cultural Purposes

Alternative 1 does not provide specific exceptions for timber cutting associated with Alaska Native cultural
uses. However, Alternatives 2, 3, 4, and 5 do support Alaska Native culture through explicit rule language
that allows increased access to cutting, customary trade, and removal of trees for the purposes of Alaska
Native customary and traditional uses. This increased access is provided in the Roadless, Watershed,
and Community Priority ARAs. Alternative 2 would rank the highest for providing access among the action
alternatives containing roadless lands, followed by Alternatives 3, 4, and 5, in that order. Alternative 6
would rank the highest overall, because it would have no restrictions related to roadless designations; but
it would provide no protections for designated roadless characteristics, which are important for Alaska
Native cultural purposes. Alternative 1 would rank the lowest in terms of providing direct support for
Alaska Native tree harvest for cultural purposes.

Rural Subsistence Activities

The action alternatives are expected to have minimal effects on rural subsistence activities. Timber
harvest levels are expected to remain the same for all alternatives, with similar or only slightly different
miles of road construction/reconstruction also anticipated. 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 may, however, be available for access by other methods and could, as a
result, have the potential to affect existing subsistence patterns. Although overall road miles would be
similar, based onthe relative distribution of acres suitable for harvest, road miles are expected to be
slightly higher for Alternatives 4, 5, and 6. The effects on particular groups of subsistence users or
resources are difficult to predict at the programmatic level, but the slight difference in road miles is
expected to result in little to no difference to rural subsistence activities between alternatives.
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Community Effects

Effects on communities are not expected to be affected in a major way under the action alternatives
relative to Alternative 1. The largest effect is expected to be under Alternatives 4, 5, and 6 because these
alternatives would resultin larger increases in suitable timber within many community areas, especially in
those that are more remote (see Appendix E). Of particular concern in this regard are those communities
with economies that are dominated by the visitor industry (see Table E-2 in Appendix E). Based on an
evaluation of employment and business licenses by community, along with the amount of suitable timber
within community areas, the following observations can be made:

e Alternatives 1 and 2 are expected to generally resultin no effect on communities. However, because
of the nature of this EIS, the effects on any community cannot be identified until specific projects are
proposed.

e Alternative 3 is expected to have very minimal effects, both adverse and beneficial. Community
Priority ARAs in this alternative may be beneficial to communities by adding more flexibility and
control by the communities of adjacent designated roadless areas.

o Alternatives 4, 5, and 6 (especially Alternatives 5 and 6) are expected to resultin an increased
potential for effects on communities, especially in those communities where the visitor industry sector
is the mostimportant. This is primarily because of potential effects on the natural environment within
the community areas, which in turn may affect visitor use. The smaller and less diversified
communities may have a greater risk of effects. Because of the nature of this EIS, the effects on any
community cannot be identified until specific projects are proposed, but itis expected that they would
range from no effect to a minimal effect for these alternatives.

Key Issue 3 — Conserve terrestrial habitat, aquatic habitat,
and biological diversity

Old-Growth Habitat

Relative to old-growth habitat conservation, all of the alternatives would have old-growth harvest levels
similar to the level authorized by the 2016 Forest Plan. There may be slightly more high-volume and
large-tree POG harvested under the action alternatives than was predicted for the Forest Plan because of
the increased options for creating economic timber sales. However, this is speculative and depends on
harvest levels reaching predicted decadal levels, as well as on being able to economically access these
stands. In addition, the proportion of high-volume and large-tree POG in the added suitable acres under
the action alternatives is lower than the proportion in the Alternative 1 suitable acres.

The transition to young-growth management would continue to slow the long-term decrease in deer
habitat capability due to the reduction in POG harvest, under all of the alternatives. Because long-term
POG harvest and road densities are not expected to differ significantly among alternatives, effects on old-
growth—dependent wildlife species are expected to be almost identical to those predicted under the 2016
Forest Plan FEIS.

Young Growth in Special Habitats

Young growth suitable for timber harvest occurs in a number of special habitats under the Forest Plan,
including Riparian Management Areas, Beach and Estuary Fringe, and the Old-growth Habitat LUD. Young
growth on specific portions of these areas may be harvested under required silvicultural prescriptions
following specific guidelines. The suitable acres of young growth on these special habitats would increase
slightly under the action alternatives, but only slightly because the majority of existing young-growth stands
are not in designated roadless areas. Therefore, little to no difference among the alternatives is expected.
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Road Density

Although slightly more road miles may be developed under the action alternatives, the average road
densities on NFS lands and the percent of Wildlife Analysis Areas with road density less than 0.7 miles
per square mile are expected to be similar to that predicted under the Forest Plan. Although it is
impossible to precisely predict future road miles under the alternatives, it is likely that Alternatives 1 and 2
would be virtually the same, Alternative 3 may have slightly more road miles, and Alternatives 4, 5, and 6
would have the most road miles because they add more remote suitable timber acres, which may require
the development of new road systems. This assumes that more distant areas would be harvested under
Alternatives 4, 5, and 6. Harvest in these areas is generally considered less likely to be economic due to
the need to build more roads.

Fish Habitat

Overall effects to fish habitat are expected to be negligible under all alternatives, because of the strong
protections to fish habitats provided by Forest Plan LUDs, Forest-wide standards and guidelines including
the riparian management strategy, and the lack of old-growth harvest or associated road construction
allowed inthe T77 watersheds and TNC /Audubon Conservation Priority Areas. Alternative 3 provides
additional long-term regulatory protection for T77 watersheds and TNC/Audubon Conservation Priority
Areas by prohibiting old-growth harvest by regulation. Localized effects on fish habitat may occur, but these
are expected to be minimal overall.

Species-Specific Effects

The transition to young-growth management would continue to slow the long-term decrease in deer
habitat capability due to the reduction in POG harvest, under all of the alternatives. Because long-term
POG harvest and road densities are expected to be similar to those under the Forest Plan, effects on old-
growth—dependent wildlife species are expected to be almost identical to those predicted by the 2016
Forest Plan FEIS.

Alternatives Including the 2-24 Draft EIS
Proposed Action



Alternatives Including the Proposed Action 2

Table 2-11
Comparison of Alternatives
Alternative
1 2 3 4 5 6
Unit of Roaded Logical Partial Full Full
Resource/Category Measure No Action Roadless Extension Dev LUDs Dev LUDs Exemption
Key Issue 1 — Roadless Area Conservation
Overall Protection of Roadless Qualitative' Neutral/No Neutral/No Effect  Very Minimal ~ Minimal Adverse Moderate Moderate
Characteristics on the Tongass Effect Adverse Effect Effect Adverse Effect Adverse Effect
Total Roadless Area Acres 9,200,000 9,220,000 8,103,000 8,857,000 6,905,000 0
Roadless Priority Acres N/A 5,114,000 4,653,000 7,252,000 6,078,000 0
LUD Il Priority Acres N/A 856,0002 0 856,0002 828,0002 0
Watershed Priority Acres N/A 3,250,000 3,208,000 0 0 0
Community Priority Acres N/A 0 241,000 0 0 0
Timber Priority Acres N/A 0 0 749,000 0 0
Roadless Area Removed Acres 0 113,000 1,202,000 375,000 2,298,000 9,200,000
Roadless Area Added Acres 0 133,000 105,000 32,000 3,000 0
Roadless Area in Development Acres 2,168,000 2,134,000 1,935,000 1,875,000* 21,000° 0

LUDs®

Key Issue 2 Support local and regional socioeconomic well-being, Alaska Native culture, rural subsistence activities, and economic opportunity across

multiple economic sectors

Forest Products Industry Qualitative Neutral/No Very Minimal Minimal Minimal Minimal Minimal
Effect Beneficial Effect Beneficial Effect Beneficial Effect Beneficial Effect Beneficial Effect
Recreation/Tourism (Visitor) Industry Qualitative Neutral/No Neutral/No Effect  Very Minimal ~ Minimal Adverse Minimal Adverse Minimal Adverse
Effect Adverse Effect Effect Effect Effect
Fisheries Industry Qualitative Neutral/No Neutral/No Effect Neutral/No Neutral/No Neutral/No Neutral/No Effect
Effect Change Effect Effect
Minerals Development Potential
Locatable Qualitative Neutral/No Neutral/No Effect Neutral/No Effect Neutral/No Neutral/No Neutral/No Effect
Effect Effect Effect
Leasable Qualitative Neutral/No Very Minimal Very Minimal Moderate Moderate Moderate
Effect Beneficial Effect Beneficial Effect Beneficial Effect Beneficial Effect Beneficial Effect
Renewable Energy Project Qualitative Neutral/No Minimal Minimal Minimal Minimal Minimal
DevelopmentPotential Effect Beneficial Effect Beneficial Effect Beneficial Effect Beneficial Effect Beneficial Effect
Potential for Development of State Qualitative Neutral/No Minimal Minimal Moderate Moderate Moderate
Roads and Other Transportation Effect Beneficial Effect Beneficial Effect Beneficial Effect Beneficial Effect Beneficial Effect
Projects
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Table 2-11  (continued)
Comparison of Alternatives
Alternative
1 2 3 4 5 6
Unit of Roaded Logical Partial Full Full
Resource/Category Measure No Action Roadless Extension Dev LUDs Dev LUDs Exemption
Land Suitable for Timber Production
Old Growth Acres 230,000 247,000 305,000 388,000 395,000 395,000
Young Growth Acres 334,000 344,000 348,000 349,000 351,000 354,000
Increase in Suitable Old Growth
In Roaded Areas Acres 0 18,000 18,000 18,000 18,000 18,000
In Logical Extensionsof Roaded Acres 0 0 50,000 50,000 50,000 50,000
Areas
In Community Priority Areas Acres 0 0 8,000 0 0 0
In Areas More Distantfrom Roads Acres 0 0 0 91,000 98,000 98,000
TOTAL Acres 0 18,000 76,000 158,000 165,000 165,000
Increase in High-Volume Suitable Old Growth
In Roaded Areas Acres 0 6,000 6,000 6,000 6,000 6,000
In Logical Extensionsof Roaded Acres 0 0 20,000 20,000 20,000 20,000
Areas
In Community Priority Areas Acres 0 0 2,000 0 0 0
In Areas More Distantfrom Roads Acres 0 0 0 30,000 33,000 33,000
TOTAL Acres 0 6,000 28,000 55,000 59,000 59,000
Supportfor Alaska Native Culture Qualitative Neutral/No Minimal Minimal Minimal Minimal Minimal Beneficial
due to improved access to tree Effect Beneficial Effect Beneficial Effect Beneficial Effect Beneficial Effect
harvestfor cultural purposes Effect
Supportfor Subsistence Activities Qualitative Minimal Minimal Adverse Minimal Adverse Minimal Adverse Minimal Minimal Adverse
Adverse and and Beneficial and Beneficial and Beneficial Adverse and and Beneficial
Bengeficial Effects Effects Effects Beneficial Effects
Effects Effects
Community Effects - overall level of  Qualitative Neutral/No Neutral/No Very Minimal Minimal Adverse Minimal Adverse Minimal Adverse
potential change for communities Effect Effect Adverse and and Beneficial and Beneficial and Beneficial
Beneficial Effects Effects Effects Effects
Key Issue 3 — Protection of terrestrial and aquatic wildlife habitat and ecosystem diversity
Percent of existing productive old Percent® 1 Similar to Alt.1 Similar to Alt.1 Similar to Alt.1 Similar to Alt.1 Similar to Alt.1
growth harvested after 100 years
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Table 2-11  (continued)
Comparison of Alternatives
Alternative
1 2 3 4 5 6
Unit of Roaded Logical Partial Full Full
Resource/Category Measure No Action Roadless Extension Dev LUDs Dev LUDs Exemption

Percent of original productive old Percent 91 Similar to Alt.1 Similar to Alt.1 Similar to Alt.1  Similar to Alt.1 Similar to Alt.1
growth remaining after 100 years

(92% in 2015)

Percent of original high volume Percent 83 Similar to Alt.1 Similar to Alt.1 Similar to Alt.1 Similar to Alt.1 Similar to Alt.1
productive old growth remaining

after 100 years (83% in 2015)

Percent of original large-tree Percent 81 Similar to Alt.1 Similar to Alt.1 Similar to Alt.1  Similar to Alt.1 Similar to Alt.1
productive old growth remaining

after 100 years (82% in 2015)

YG Harvest in Beach and Estuary Acres 3,546 Similar to Alt.1 Similar to Alt.1 Similar to Alt.1  Similar to Alt. 1 Very Minimal
Fringe after 100 years (all Increase
prescriptions)

YG Harvest in Riparian Management Acres 882 Similar to Alt.1 Similar to Alt.1 Similar to Alt.1 Very Minimal Very Minimal
Areas after 100 years (all Increase Increase
prescriptions)

YG Harvest in Old Growth Habitat Acres 1,796 Similar to Alt.1 Similar to Alt.1 Similar to Alt.1  Similar to Alt. 1 Minimal Increase
LUD after 100 years (all

prescriptions)

Average road densityon NFSlands  Miles/Sq. 0.23 Similar to Alt.1 Similar to Alt.1 Very Minimal Very Minimal Very Minimal
after 100 years (0.20 mile/square Mile Increase Increase Increase
mile in 2016)

Average road density on All lands Miles/Sq. 0.45 Similar to Alt.1 Similar to Alt.1 Very Minimal Very Minimal Very Minimal
within Tongass boundary after 100 Mile Increase Increase Increase
years (0.33 mile/sg.mi.in 2016)

Percent of WAAs with road density Percent 83 Similar to Alt.1 Similar to Alt.1 Similar to Alt.1  Similar to Alt.1 Similar to Alt.1
on NFS lands <0.7 mile/sq. mile

after 100 years (85% in 2016)

Percent of WAAs with road density Percent 72 Similar to Alt.1 Similar to Alt.1 Similar to Alt.1  Similar to Alt.1 Similar to Alt.1
on All lands <0.7 mile/sq. mile after

100 years (79% in 2016)

Total area/potentially suitable old- Acres 0/0 0/0 377,000/49,000 0/0 0/0 0/0
growth areain T77 & TNC/Audubon

Conservation Priority Areas outside of

roadless givenlong-term protection
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Table 2-11  (continued)
Comparison of Alternatives

Alternative
1 2 3 4 5 6
Unit of Roaded Logical Partial Full Full
Resource/Category Measure No Action Roadless Extension Dev LUDs Dev LUDs Exemption
Species-Specific Effects
Goshawks —Likelihood of Rating® Very High Very High Very High Very High Very High Very High

maintaining viable, well-distributed

populations after 100 years

Marten — Likelihood of maintaining Rating Very High Very High Very High Very High Very High Very High
viable, well-distributed populations

after 100 years

Wolf~ Likelihood of maintaining Rating Very High Very High Very High Very High Very High Very High
viable, well-distributed populations

after 100 years

Brown Bear — Likelihood of Rating Very High Very High Very High Very High Very High Very High
maintaining viable, well-distributed
populations after 100 years

Endemic Mammals — Likelihood of Rating Moderate to Moderateto = Moderate to High Moderate to High  Moderate to Moderate to High
maintaining viable, well-distributed High High High

populations for all endemics after

100 years

Deer habitatcapability on NFS Percent 88 Similar to Alt.1 Similar to Alt.1 Similar to Alt.1  Similar to Alt.1 Similar to Alt.1

Lands after 100 years in Terms of
Percent of Original (1954) Habitat
Capability (89% currently)

Notes:

" Nine categories are used forthe Qualitative ratings. See the beginning of the Comparison of Altematives section fora complete listing.

% Totalacresin LUD Il Priority for Alternatives 2 and 4 is actually 870,000. The acres listed for LUD |l Priority are based on the 2001 Roadless Rule GIS layer, which used a slightly
different shoreline and did notincludelarge lakes.

® Note that, with the exception of the Timber Priority ARA, roadless designation on development LUDs provides the highest degree of protection, because these are areas thatare
mostly likely to be developed if they were not designated roadless. Most non-development LUDs have Forest Plan restrictions which limit their potential for development. Development
LUDs include Timber Management, Modified Landscape, Scenic Viewshed, and Experimental Forest LUDs.

4Note the 1,875,000 acres of designatedroadless under Alternative 4 includes 749,000 acres of Timber Priority. If Timber Priority is excluded becauseit does not provide protection
from timberharvest, the designatedroadless area in development LUDs is 1,125,000 acres.
®These roadless development LUD acres in Altemative 5 are all in Experimental Forest.

®UnderKey Issue 3, the action alternatives are compared with acres, miles/sq. mile, or percent, fromthe 2016 Forest Plan FEIS. “Similarto Altemative 1” means “same as Alt.1 with
some very slight variation”. It is essentially the same as no difference or very slight difference.

UnderKey Issue 3, the Rating is also from the 2016 Forest Plan FEIS and it relates to the “likelihood of maintaining viable, well-distributed populations after 100 years” for a species or
species group. Similar ratings are also given forthe action alternatives.
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Environment and Effects

Introduction

This chapter combines the affected environment and environmental consequences discussions required
by the NEPA implementing regulations (40 CFR 1500-1508). The discussions are combined so that the
environmental consequences (effects) of the alternatives on forest resources and the background
information needed to understand these consequences are discussed together for each resource.

Each resource is first described by its current condition, uses, supply, and demand, or expected use,
along with an explanation of how each resource is measured and evaluated. The descriptions are limited
to providing the background information necessary for understanding how the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (DEIS) alternatives may affect the resource. Methodology and scientific accuracy is discussed
for mostresources.

Existing conditions reflect the extensive changes brought about by long-term human occupancy and use
of the forest and represent the present-day condition resulting from past and present actions. Effects
include the short- and long-term effects that would result from each of the alternatives considered in this
DEIS. Cumulative effects may result when the direct (in this case there are no direct effects) and indirect
effects associated with the alternatives are added to the effects associated with other past, present, or
reasonably foreseeable actions. Cumulative effects analyses are presented in the effects sections for
each resource. Analysis of long-term cumulative effects extends at least 25 years into the future and to
100 years in many cases. A list of past, present, and reasonably foreseeable projects considered, is
provided in Appendix B, Cumulative Effects.

Many of the relationships established and discussed in the 1997 Tongass Land and Resource
Management Plan (Forest Plan) Revision Final EIS (FEIS), the 2003 Supplemental EIS (SEIS), the 2008
Forest Plan Amendment EIS, and the 2016 Forest Plan FEIS are still valid and, therefore, are
incorporated by reference in this DEIS. However, this DEIS updates some of this information to better
reflect current conditions and focuses on the potential effects most relevant to the potential changes that
could occur from this proposed action and the alternatives.

An effort was made to obtain and use the best available information to evaluate and compare the effects
of alternatives. NEPA implementing regulations (40 CFR 1502.22) state that when “there is incomplete or
unavailable information, the agency shall always make clear that such information is lacking.” This was
done where appropriate. The regulation requirement goes on to say that if the incomplete information “is
essential to a reasoned choice among alternatives” then considerations, such as the cost of obtaining it,
apply. This DEIS, in conjunction with the analyses presented in the 2016 and 2008 Forest Plan
Amendments and the 1997 Forest Plan Revision FEIS, along with their planning records, will provide the
USDA Secretary or Undersecretary of Agriculture with the “essential” information needed to make a
reasoned choice among alternatives.

Analyzing Effects

Following each resource description is a discussion of the potential effects (environmental consequences)
to the resource associated with implementation of each alternative. All significant or potentially significant
effects, including direct, indirect, and cumulative effects, are disclosed. Effects are quantified, where
possible, although qualitative discussions are also included. Mitigation measures are also described, if
relevant.
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Environmental consequences are the effects of implementing an alternative on the physical, biological,
social, and economic environment. Direct environmental effects are defined as those occurring at the
same time and place as the initial cause or action. Indirect effects are those that occur later in time or are
spatially removed from the activity but could be significant in the foreseeable future.

Potential adverse environmental effects that cannot be avoided are discussed. Unavoidable adverse
effects are those resulting from managing the land for one resource, while recognizing impacts on the use
or condition of other resources. Some adverse effects can be reduced or mitigated by limiting the extent
or duration of effects.

Short-term uses, and their effects, are those that occur annually or within about 10 years. Long-term
productivity refers to the capability of the land and resources to continue producing goods and services
for 50 years and beyond. Long-term and cumulative effects may be projected out 100 years or more, as
needed, to fully analyze the potential consequences for specific resources.

For estimating the effects of alternatives at the programmatic level, the assumption is made that the kinds
of resource management activities allowed under the 2016 Forest Plan will in fact occur under each
alternative. The actual location, design, and extent of such activities are, however, not known at this time
because that is a project-by-project decision. In many cases, the discussions refer to the potential for
effects to occur, realizing that in many cases these are only estimates. For example, harvests are
assumed to occur at the level authorized by the 2016 Forest Plan, even though this level of harvest may
or may not occur.

The effects analysis is useful in comparing and evaluating alternatives but should not be applied per se to
any specific location within the Forest. Thus, the effects presented here are comparative in nature.
Specific effects that can be meaningfully measured and evaluated generally occur at the project and
activity stage.

Cumulative Effects

Cumulative effects result from the incremental effects of actions, 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. For this analysis, the area considered for cumulative effects varies
according to the resource being assessed. Cumulative effects are discussed in detail for each resource in
this chapter. Appendix B describes the projects considered for cumulative effects analysis.

For most aquatic or watershed-related resources, the area within the proclaimed Forest boundary
(approximately 17.9 million acres, including 1.2 million acres of non-National Forest System [NFS] lands)
was used and analyses were generally conducted at the watershed scale (sixth-level hydrologic unit).

For wildlife and other terrestrial resources, all of Southeast Alaska from Yakutat Bay southeast to the
southeastern end of Alaska (approximately 21.6 million acres, including 4.8 million acres of non-NFS
lands) is sometimes used for the analysis, although some analyses will be based on the area within the
Forest boundary, depending on the availability and quality of available information. Often, Wildlife
Analysis Areas (WAAs) will be used to summarize information. In addition, biogeographic provinces will
be used to summarize cumulative effects information for wildlife and other terrestrial resources.

For social, economic, recreation, and related human uses, all of Southeast Alaska and adjacent areas will
be given consideration for cumulative effects, especially regarding economic, market, and other factors.

Geographic Information System Database and Quantification for this EIS

The Forest Service has developed an extensive computerized geographic information system (GIS)
database that is continually improved and updated and is used for programmatic and project-level
analyses. However, the use of newer computer mapping and measurement techniques that are more
accurate than earlier methods, and the use of updated data, affects the numbers. In general, the
differences between previous documents and the baseline numbers used in this DEIS are small, and do
not affect the analysis relationships among these documents.
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The ongoing management of the Tongass National Forest and updating of data can affect comparability
of baseline numbers. Examples include changes in land ownership, changes in resource conditions
resulting from timber harvest and road construction, updating of resource data based on field surveys or
other analyses, and forest plan amendments.

It should be noted that in some cases acreages are measured that depend on overlaying of multiple data
coverages. The acreage measurements for individual categories may need adjustment to account for the
fact that coverages are not registered precisely due to scale and data quality attributes. (e.g., along
property boundaries, saltwater shorelines, lake edges). Very slight misalignment of the coverages can
result in polygon slivers between the coverages, which can produce acreage differences initially. These
differences can amount to tens or hundreds of acres or more, especially because of the large area (17
million acres) under analysis. However, on a percentage basis, these necessary adjustments are
insignificant.

The figures presented are generally rounded to the nearest whole acre, whole mile, or whole percent.
Sometimes they are rounded to tens, hundreds, or thousands, but when numbers are givento the nearest
acre or tenth of a mile, it does not necessarily mean that they are accurate to that level. No attempt has
been made to adjust rounded numbers to force their sums to equal the expected totals. Therefore, the
sum of rounded individual numbers will often be one digit higher or lower than the expected sum. The
sums that are presented are the sums of the unrounded numbers.

2016 Forest Plan Amendment

The 2016 Forest Plan amendment responded to a July 2013 Memorandum (1044-009) that directed the
Forest Service to transition to a young-growth—based timber management program on the Tongass
National Forest within 10 to 15 years, with the goal that at the end of this period the vast majority of
timber sold by the Tongass will be young growth. The Secretary’s memorandum indicated that this
transition to young growth should be implemented in a manner that would preserve a viable timber
industry that provides jobs and opportunities for Southeast Alaska residents

Based on the Pacific Northwest Research Station demand projections for 2015 to 2030 (Daniels et al.
2016), the Record of Decision (ROD) for the 2016 Forest Plan FEIS established an annual PTSQ of 46
MMBF prior to the young-growth transition. Under the alternative selected in the ROD, harvest volume
would consist of old-growth and young-growth harvest, with old growth decreasing as a share of total
volume (46 MMBF) over time as more young growth becomes economic to harvest. Young-growth
volume as a share of the total would continue to increase until it reaches 41 MMBF per year (full
transition). Under the Forest Plan, the Forest Service expected to sell an average of about 12 MMBF of
young growth and 34 MMBF of old growth per year during thefirst 10 years to reach the estimated
quantity of timber expected to be sold during the first decade, 460 MMBF. From Year 11 through Year 15,
the Forest Service expected to sell an average of 28 MMBF of young growth and about 18 MMBF of old
growth per year. The Forest Plan was expected to reach a full transition of 41 MMBF of young growth
around Year 16. Young-growth sales were expected to continue to increase at a rapid rate after Year 16
and reach an upper limit of 93 MMBF around Year 18 (Figure 3-1). Following the transition, old-growth
timber would continue to be offered at an average rate of 5 MMBF per year to support small operators and
specialty products such as wood for musical instruments (USDA Forest Service 2016¢).
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Figure 3-1
Estimated Maximum Harvest under the 2016 Forest Plan Amendment
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Land Use Designation Groupings

For many resources, the effects and the differences in effects among the alternatives are best identified
through the LUD) allocations. While each LUD has a different management prescription, many are similar
in the kinds of effects they would potentially create. Based on this and to simplify the identification of
effects, the LUDs have been grouped into four categories: Wilderness, Natural Setting, Moderate
Development, and Intensive Development. For some analyses, the LUDs are grouped into two
categories: Wilderness and Natural Setting LUDs make up the non-development LUDs and Moderate and
Intensive development LUDs make up the development LUD category. Therefore, acreages in this EIS
generally reflect the underlying LUD acreages. Table 3-1 displays these LUD groupings.
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Table 3-1
Land Use Designation Groupings Used to Discuss Effects
LUD Group Land Use Designation
Non-development LUDs?
Wilderness LUD Group Wilderness

Wilderness National Monument
Nonwilderness National Monument
Natural Setting LUDs LUD I
Remote Recreation
Semi-Remote Recreation
Old-Growth Habitat
Municipal Watershed
Research Natural Area’
Special Interest Area’
Wild River!
Scenic River
Recreational River
Development LUDs
Moderate Development Experimental Forest®
Scenic Viewshed
Modified Landscape
Intensive Development Timber Production
Overlay LUD?
Minerals

Notes:

" These three LUDs function as overlay LUDs (see footnote 2) when they occur within Wildemess,
Wilderness National Monument, orLUD Il areas.

2The Minerals LUD is an overlay LUD. Areas allocated to this LUD are managed according to the
underlying LUD until such time that mineral development is approved, if at all. Generally, acreages
in this EIS do notinclude the Minerals, but ratherthe underlying LUD.

® Sometimes Experimental Forest, which is a minor LUD in terms of acreage, is included with Non-
development LUDs.

Land Divisions

The land area of the Tongass National Forest has been divided in different ways to describe the different
resources and how they are affected by the alternatives. These divisions vary by resource because the
relationship of each resource to geographic conditions and zones also varies. Several of these divisions
are described briefly here.

Watershed

The 6th-level hydrologic unit code polygons were used for some watershed/fisheries effects. These come
from the national Watershed Boundary Dataset.

Geographic Provinces

These are seven large land areas that are distinguished by differences in ecological processes. They are
defined by a combination of climatic and geographic features. Geographic provinces are used in the
evaluation of Research Natural Areas and Wild and Scenic Rivers. See the Research Natural Areas
section of the 1997 Forest Plan Revision FEIS for a description of each province.

Biogeographic Provinces

Biogeographic provinces are areas within which certain kinds of plants and animals tend to occur
together. They are defined by a combination of similarity in species, patterns of distribution of species,
and natural characteristics or barriers. Twenty-one biogeographic provinces occur on the Tongass. They
are used in the Biological Diversity and Wildlife sections.
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Wildlife Analysis Areas

WAAs are land divisions used by the Alaska Department of Fish and Game. Approximately 190 WAAs
apply to the Tongass National Forest; they average slightly less than 90,000 acres in size. In general,
WAA boundaries correspond with Value Comparison Unit (VCU) boundaries, and they typically include
three to eight VCUs (averaging just under five). They are used in the Subsistence and Wildlife sections.

Game Management Unit

Geographical areas defined by the Alaska Department of Fish and Game (ADF&G) to manage wildlife
populations. Legal hunting and trapping regulations govern each unit.

Organization of Chapter 3

The remainder of Chapter 3 is divided into two parts, key issues and other importantissues. Key Issues
addresses the three key issues covered in Chapters 1 and 2 and Other Important Issues covers the other
ten issues addressed in detail in this EIS.
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Key Issues

Key Issue 1 — Roadless Area Conservation

Affected Environment

Roadless Area Characteristics

In the 2001 Roadless Rule, IRAs were drawn from undeveloped areas typically exceeding 5,000 acres
that meet the minimum criteria for wilderness consideration under the Wilderness Act and were
inventoried during the Forest Service’s Roadless Area Review and Evaluation (RARE) Il process and
subsequent updates and forest planning analyses. The IRA boundaries associated with the 2001
Roadless Rule (USDA Forest Service 2000), are identified in a set of maps, associated with the Forest
Service Roadless Area Conservation, Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS), Volume 2, dated
November 2000.

The characteristics of the IRAs within the Tongass are described within Appendix C to the 2016 Tongass
Land Management Plan Revision, Final Supplemental EIS (SEIS), Roadless Area Evaluation for
Wilderness Recommendations (USDA Forest Service 2003a).

Roadless characteristics (i.e., values or features that make the area meet the minimum criteria for
wilderness consideration under the Wilderness Act) are described in the Roadless Area Conservation
FEIS (USDA Forest Service 2000, Vol. 1, pp. 3-3 to 3-7). These have been modified for Alaska conditions
and are summarized below in Table 3.1-1.

Table 3.1-1
Roadless Area Characteristics

2001 Roadless Rule Characteristics, Modified for Alaska

Biological Values
e Diversity of plantand animal communities and old-growth forests
e Habitat— Roadless areas are expansive areas where high-quality intact habitat exists and ecosystems function
with all their native species and components. Roadless areas serve as habitat forthreatened, endangered,
proposed, candidate, and sensitive sp ecies and for those species dependent on large, undisturbed areas of
land.
Physical Values
e Environment-high-quality or undisturbed soil, water, and air.

e Water — roadless areas provide a variety of water resources including public drinking water sources, fish
and aquatic resources, and hatchery aquatic resources.

Social Values

e Remoteness — Roadless areas provide economicopportunity due to rich primitive, semi-primitive
motorized, and semi-primitive non-motorized classes of dispersed recreation.

e Landscape-referencelandscapes ofrelatively undisturbed areas that serve as a barometer to measure
the effects of developmenton other parts ofthelandscape.

e Scenery— natural-appearing landscapes with high-scenicqualities that people value.

e Cultural —rich in traditional cultural properties and sacred sites.

e Locally-unique characteristics —geographic areas with additional locally-unique characteristics specific to
Alaska including: 1) important sources of subsistence resource; 2) rich habitat that supports multiple

species offish for personal, subsistence, sport, recreation, and commercial harvest; and 3) supports
diverse economic opportunity thatis especially importantfor rural community well-being.

Source: USDA Forest Service 2000, modified to reflect the unique characteristics of Alaska.

Draft EIS 3-7 Key Issue 1



3 Environment and Effects

The roadless area inventory displays the extent of the roadless resource and provides data for use by
managers, legislators, and others to formulate land management proposals. Roadless areas may retain
their roadless character by being managed in a way that emphasizes relatively large undeveloped or
natural areas, such as areas usually required for old-growth habitat, scenic backdrops, or primitive
recreation.

Table 3.1-3 (in the Environmental Consequences section below) provides an overview of the IRAs
identified in the 2001 Roadless Rule. These areas consist of approximately 9.2 million acres spread over
110 separate IRAs ranging in size from just 465 acres (Fake Pass IRA 532) to 1.19 million acres (Juneau-
Skagway Icefield IRA 301). Allbut 5 of the 110 IRAs identified in the 2001 Roadless Rule are larger than
5,000 acres.

Ecosystem Services

Ecosystem services are the products of functioning ecosystems that often are available without direct
costs to people who benefit from them (Kline 2006).

These services have been described in a number of different ways including the typology developed by
the Millennium Ecosystem Assessment (2005), which is featured onthe Forest Service’s Ecosystem
Services web site (http://www.fs.fed.us/ecosystemservices/) and identifies four general categories of
ecosystem services: provisioning, regulating, cultural, and supporting.

Provisioning services include wild food, fresh water, and fiber. Regulating services are the benefits
obtained from ecosystem impacts on natural processes, such as air quality, climate stabilization, water
quality, and erosion. Cultural services include recreation, aesthetic, educational, and spiritual and
religious benefits. Supporting services are the underlying processes that maintain the conditions for life
on Earth, such as nutrient cycling and soil formation (Smith et al. 2011).

The concept of ecosystem services has emerged as a way of framing and describing the comprehensive
set of benefits that people receive from nature. The Forest Service has been exploring use of these
concepts to describe the benefits provided by forests, but the ecosystem service approach has notbeen
applied operationally in a management context. The Forest Service’s Pacific Northwest Research Station
issued a technical report that attempts to define an economics research program to describe and
evaluate ecosystem services (Kline 2006). More recently, the Pacific Northwest Research Station and the
Deschutes National Forest have partnered to develop a place-based application to explore how this type
of approach might be implemented by a national forest to enhance forest stewardship. Ecosystem
services are discussed at the forest planning level for the Tongass National Forestin the 2008 Forest
Plan EIS (USDA Forest Service 2008b, pp. 3-544 to 3-556). The 2008 Forest Plan EIS also discusses
non-use values, including existence, option, and bequest values (USDA Forest Service 2008b, pp. 3-551
to 3-552).

Environmental Consequences

The following analysis evaluates roadless area protection in terms of the acres designated as roadless
and the degree of regulatory protection provided by the specific variations of the roadless rule language.
Variations in the roadless rule language would generally allow more activities to take place, but all
management activities on the Forest would remain subject to the 2016 Forest Plan standards and
guidelines that directly and indirectly protect roadless area characteristics.

Comparison of Effects on Roadless Characteristics by Alternative

The following sections provide an overview of the potential effects to the roadless area characteristics
identified in the 2001 Roadless Rule and summarized above in Table 3.1-1.

Roadless Characteristics: Biological Values

One major category of roadless area characteristics is biological value. Roadless areas are considered
high in biological value if they contain a diversity of plant and animal communities, old-growth forests,
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and/or habitat for threatened, endangered, or sensitive species or wide-ranging species that are
dependentonlarge, undisturbed tracts of land. These values are of special importance on the Alaska
national forests and particularly on the Tongass, because it, along with adjacent areas in Canada,
represents the largest intact tract of coastal temperate rainforest on earth. In addition, the fish and wildlife
on the Tongass are of exceptionally high importance for subsistence, recreation, and the economic well-
being of the residents and visitors of southeast Alaska.

Of primary importance and of highest value in roadless areas on the Tongass are biological diversity,
especially associated with old-growth habitats, and sensitive species, endemic species, and the wide-
ranging predators of Southeast Alaska. The threatened and endangered fish and wildlife associated with
the Tongass National Forest are all marine-oriented species and have only minor associations with the
roadless areas of the Tongass (see Key Issue 3, Fish and Wildlife sections of this DEIS). There are no
threatened or endangered plant species known to occur on the Tongass National Forest (see Sensitive
and Invasive Plants section of this DEIS).

Biological Diversity and Old-Growth Habitat Conservation Strategy

Biological diversity of the Tongass, associated with old-growth forests, is considered of high importance
to residents and visitors to the Tongass and from a national and worldwide perspective. Protection of this
resource has been given high priority by the Tongass National Forest through the Old-growth Habitat
Conservation Strategy, which was originally developed for the 1997 Forest Plan and has subsequently
been carried forward through the 2008 and 2016 Forest Plan FEISs (USDA Forest Service 2008a,
2016a).

The effects of the alternatives on biological diversity and the Old-growth Habitat Conservation Strategy
are described in detail in the Biological Diversity section of this DEIS. Effects related to old-growth harvest
acres are the same as those for Alternative 1 under the 2016 Forest Plan FEIS, which prescribes a
harvest level much lower than the level originally allowed under the Conservation Strategy (see 1997
Forest Plan and 2008 Forest Plan Amendment). However, effects due to the distribution of harvest,
related to fragmentation and connectivity, would vary. Alternatives 1, 2, and 3 would have very low
effects, while Alternatives 4, 5, and 6 would have greater effects because of entry into more remote
watersheds and roadless areas.

Habitat in Roadless Areas

Roadless areas provide expansive areas of high-quality intact habitat for the full range of native species
and ecosystem components. These include threatened, endangered, and sensitive species, endemic
species, and wide-ranging species dependent on large, undisturbed areas.

The Tongass National Forest currently has no threatened or endangered species associated with
terrestrial habitats. However, it does have 16 plant and 4 bird species designated as sensitive (Key Issue
3, Fish and Wildlife sections and the Sensitive and Invasive Plants section). Of the 16 sensitive plant
species, only 4 species have known occurrences expected to be within suitable young-growth or old-
growth harvest areas. For these populations and for previously undocumented populations that are
located during project surveys, Forest-wide standards and guidelines under all alternatives would result in
consideration for protection to minimize impacts to these species. Among the bird species, three are
marine or shoreline species and are expected to be protected from almost all adverse effects by Forest
Plan LUDs and standards and guidelines. However, the Queen Charlotte goshawk (Accipiter gentiles
laingi) is a wide-ranging species that seems to prefer mature and old-growth forest habitats for nesting
and foraging. 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 road
developments and associated fragmentation expected under these alternatives relative to Alternatives 1,
2,and 3.

Endemic species occur in isolated populations and can have limited mobility or specific habitat
requirements (see Key Issue 3, Wildlife section). Thus, they are vulnerable to the effects of habitat loss
and fragmentation, introduced non-natives, pathogens and disease, natural events (i.e., climate change),
and overharvesting (Dawson et al. 2007). Although timber harvest levels are the same among all
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alternatives, Alternatives 4, 5, and 6 would have the greatest potential for effects on endemics because
the degree of fragmentation is likely to be higher under these alternatives (landscape connectivity and
fragmentation are discussed in detail in the Biological Diversity section). Most endemic species would
benefit from the transition to young-growth harvest permitted under all alternatives due to the reduced
amount of scheduled productive old-growth harvest over the long term.

Roadless areas may be of greatest value to wide-ranging species that require large, undisturbed areas of
land. In general, this group consists of predators. Three mammals are included in this category:
Alexander Archipelago wolf (Canis lupus ligoni), brown bear (Ursus arctos), and American marten (Martes
americana; see Key Issue 3, Wildlife section). These species are of concern because their numbers are
relatively low (they are at or near the top of the food chain), they are under harvest pressure (which is
affected by access), they are sensitive to disturbance, and they range widely so they are often subject to
many disturbances within their home ranges. Remote roadless areas often represent optimum habitats
for them and may serve as important refugia for populations under harvest and development pressures.
Of greatest concern on the Tongass is the Alexander Archipelago wolf, particularly on Prince of Wales
and surrounding islands. Although the alternatives would be similar in terms of overall harvest levels,
Alternatives 4, 5, and 6 would result in the largest 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.

Roadless Characteristics: Physical Values

The physical values associated with roadless areas include soils, water, and air. The Tongass roadless
areas are generally in near pristine condition in terms of soils, water quality, and air quality.

Large acreages of excessive soil erosion, detrimental soil disturbance, or landslides attributed to
management activities generally do not exist within roadless areas. However, there are localized areas
within the roaded roadless portion that include past management-related soil impacts. During project-level
analysis, areas sensitive to surface erosion or landslides are identified and ap propriate mitigation
measures including the Forest-wide standards and guidelines for Soil and Water (USDA Forest Service
2016a) are used to reduce surface erosion and sediment production. Although timber harvest, energy
project development, mining activities, and other development would be similar under each alternative,
the potential for adverse impacts on the soil and water resource in roadless areas would differ slightly
among the alternatives based on different levels of projected road construction. Alternatives 4, 5, and 6
would have a slightly larger potential for adverse effects, relative to Alternatives 1, 2, and 3, because they
are expected to resultin slightly more road development. However, the differences among alternatives
would be minor because effects from those projected activities would be mitigated through the use of site-
specific analysis, Forest-wide standards and guidelines, and other best management practices (BMPs),
including post-project rehabilitation of disturbed soil. In addition, actual impacts on water quality
anticipated from any alternative would be small in magnitude and scattered over a wide geographic area.
Most of the potential effects would be of short duration, with disturbed soil areas rehabilitated after
projects are completed in thoseareas.

Effects on air quality would also not substantially differ among alternatives. Based on the projected land
management activities that differ among alternatives, atmospheric emissions in roadless areas are not
anticipated to directly, indirectly, or cumulatively increase to a level that would be likely to exceed state or
federal air quality standards. Air quality impacts from dust emissions would be negligible and would not
vary significantly by alternative.

Roadless Characteristics: Social Values

The social values considered under roadless characteristics include remoteness, scenic quality,
traditional cultural areas and sacred sites, reference landscapes, and other locally-unique characteristics.
The current condition of most roadless areas on the Tongass is nearly pristine relative to these social
values. Exceptions include the roaded roadless areas, where previous road development and timber
harvest has taken place and localized areas along the shoreline where historic development has occurred
or localized areas where mining-related activities have occurred.
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Roadless areas provide recreation opportunity due to rich primitive, semi-primitive motorized, and semi-
primitive non-motorized Recreation Opportunity Spectrum (ROS) classes of dispersed recreation.
Approximately 95 percent of the 2001 roadless areas on the Tongass consist of primitive and semi-
primitive ROS classes, and almost two-thirds of these are primitive. Under Alternative 2, roaded roadless
and other substantially altered areas would lose regulatory protection as designated roadless. The net
change in roadless designations would result in 17,700 acres of suitable old growth and 10,300 acres of
suitable young growth. The areas removed from roadless are 64 percent Roaded Modified and Roaded
Natural and 35 percent semi-primitive ROS classes. Under Alternative 2, approximately 95 percent of
Tongass roadless areas would be maintained as primitive and semi-primitive ROS classes (see
Recreation and Tourism section for further details).

Under Alternative 3, approximately 96 percent of the roadless areas on the Tongass would be maintained
as primitive and semi-primitive ROS classes. The net changes in roadless designations would provide
75,700 acres of suitable old growth and 13,900 acres of suitable young growth. Under Alternatives 4 and
5, the remaining roadless areas would maintain approximately 96 and 98 percent of their areas as
primitive and semi-primitive ROS classes, respectively. The net change in roadless designations under
these two alternatives would provide 158,400 and 165,400 acres of suitable old growth and 14,600 and
16,600 acres of suitable young growth, respectively. With Alternative 6, all regulatory roadless
designations would be removed. The areas removed from roadless designation would provide 165,000
acres of suitable old growth and 20,000 acres of suitable young growth. Under Alternatives 1, 2, 3, 4, and
5, the retained roadless areas would remain similar in terms of their ROS allocations. The exception
would be Alternative 6, which would include no retained roadless designations.

Similarly, ouffitter-guide use on the Tongass includes activities in more remote areas. The majority of
these areas would be retained as roadless under Alternatives 1, 2, and 3. Substantially more lands in the
primitive ROS class would be removed under Alternatives 4, 5, and 6.

Scenic Quality

The Tongass National Forest offers a variety of high-quality scenery to its visitors, from spectacular
mountain ranges and glaciers to low-lying marine landscapes composed of intricate waterways, bays, and
island groups. Scenic quality is based on two definable elements, landscape character and scenic
integrity. Tongass roadless areas have natural appearing landscapes and have very high scenic integrity
and generally have high value for landscape character as well. The exception for scenic integrity is the
roaded roadless areas, which have significantly reduced scenic integrity because of past harvest and
road construction. Roadless areas are viewed from a variety of vantage points, including the communities
of Southeast Alaska, the Alaska Marine Highway ferry route, cruise ship routes, existing road systems,
popular small boat routes and anchorages, small aircraft, and hiking trails.

Road construction and timber harvest can have varying degrees of adverse effects on the scenic integrity
of alandscape. In most studied viewsheds, the highest effects on scenery would be associated with
Alternatives 5 and 6, followed in order by Alternative 4, Alternative 3, Alternative 2, and Alternative 1. In
addition, Alternatives 4, 5, and 6 would likely resultin more road development to reach more remote
places, which would have a greater adverse effect on scenery than with less road development under
Alternatives 1, 2, and 3. Road mileage differences, however, would not be large, because all alternatives
would have the same level of harvest.

Traditional Cultural Properties and Sacred Sites

All alternatives require compliance with existing laws and regulations; therefore, before any management
actions take place, the standard process for considering effects would be conducted as required by the
implementing regulations for the National Historic Preservation Act and other relevant law, policy, and
guidance provided in agreement documents. In most cases impacts would be avoided or mitigated. Tribal
consultation is an integral part of the planning process for management actions; as well as consultations
with the State Historic Preservation Officer and other interested parties.

For cultural resources, including historic and traditional cultural properties/heritage sites, prior to
management actions taking place on the ground under any alternative, resource inventories and
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appropriate mitigation are required by law. Increasing risk to cultural resources may occur under
Alternatives 4, 5, and 6 because of potentially greater road lengths and potential activity in areas currently
and previously protected from development, associated with harvest activities.

Reference Landscapes and Locally Identified Unique Characteristics

A range of distinctive characteristics occur within the Tongass roadless areas. Many of these are already
identified in the Forest Plan and managed as Special Interest Areas. These include Geological Areas,
Recreation Areas, Zoological Areas, Botanical Areas, Cultural Areas, and Scenic Areas. Special Interest
Areas cover 184,000 acres within 2001 roadless areas. In addition, a number of Research Natural Areas
occur within the Tongass roadless areas (21,000 acres). The Research Natural Areas, along with some of
the Special Interest Areas, serve as reference landscapes. Further, a number of river corridors are
managed under the Forest Plan as wild and scenic rivers. Within 2001 roadless areas, there are 13,000
acres of Recreational River, 15,000 acres of Scenic River, and 40,000 acres of Wild River. Finally, there
are other small areas, not included within these special LUDs, such as areas with unique karst features
that occur within roadless areas.

Altogether, these special LUDs cover 273,000 acres within 2001 roadless areas (Alternative 1). Under
Alternative 2, these acres would actually increase slightly to 275,000 acres, and they would be little
changed under Alternatives 3, 4, and 5 at 270,000 acres, 268,000 acres, and 272,000 acres, respectively.
However, under Alternative 6, the roadless acreage within these special LUDs would decrease to zero.

Alternative 1

Under Alternative 1 there would be no change in the boundaries of the IRAs identified in the 2001
Roadless Rule and no changes to current management (Table 3.1-2, Figure 3.1-1). This alternative would
continue the general prohibitions on tree cutting, sale, and removal and road construction/reconstruction
within IRAs (9.2 million acres), with some of those activities permitted under certain exceptions. There
would be no impact to existing Forest-wide roadless characteristics under this alternative. Existing IRA
boundaries would not be corrected or modified to address ownership changes and updated mapping.

Viewed relative to the action alternatives, along with Alternative 2, Alternative 1 would protect the most
acres and existing management direction would provide the highest degree of protection, with the existing
general prohibitions remaining in place.

Alternative 2

Under Alternative 2, there would be a net gain in roadless area acres, with 9.22 million acres managed as
ARAs (Table 3.1-2, Figure 3.1-1). As discussed in Chapter 2, this net increase in acres would result from
gains exceeding reductions in roadless areas. In addition to gains and losses from ownership changes
and updated mapping, gains would include the addition of LUD Il acres not designated as roadless in
2001, while losses would include the removal of approximately 113,000 acres from roadless designation
that have been substantially altered as identified by prior road construction or timber harvest. These
areas are generally known as “roaded roadless” areas and include additional areas considered to be
substantially altered. Because roaded roadless areas have been substantially altered, the roadless area
characteristics they once had have been greatly diminished.

The removal of roaded roadless acres from roadless designation and other removals and additions would
convert a net of about 18,000 acres of previously unsuitable lands to suitable old-growth lands that would
be available for harvest. The projected harvest onthese suitable acres would be about 3,000 acres over
100 years (assuming a uniform distribution of the projected old-growth harvest over all suitable old-growth
lands). Harvest in these areas would further reduce the limited roadless characteristics that remain in
roaded roadless areas.
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Table 3.1-2
Roadless Areas by Alternative and Management Category
Alternative
1 2 3 4 5 6
Roadless Category Roaded Logical Partial All Dev. Full
(acres) No Action Roadless Extension Dev. LUDs' LUDs Exemption
Total Roadless Area 9,200,000 9,220,000 8,103,000 8,857,000 6,905,000 0
ARA Management Categories
LUD Il Priority N/A 856,000 0 856,000 828,000 0
Watershed Priority N/A 3,250,000 3,208,000 0 0 0
Roadless Priority N/A 5,114,000 4,653,000 7,252,000 6,078,000 0
Community Priority N/A 0 241,000 0 0 0
Timber Priority N/A 0 0 749,000 0 0
Change in Roadless Area Acres
Roadless Area Removed 0 113,000 1,202,000 375,000 2,298,000 9,200,000
Roadless Area Added 0 133,000 105,000 32,000 3,000 0
Net Change 0 20,000 -1,098,000 -343,000 -2,295,000 -9,200,000
Old-Growth Acres Suitable for Harvest
Total Acres 230,000 247,000 305,000 388,000 395,000 395,000
Net Change 0 18,000 76,000 158,000 165,000 165,000

N/A = not applicable
" Includes Timber Production and Modified Landscape LUDs, but not Scenic Viewshed.

Figure 3.1-1
Roadless Areas by Alternative and Management Category
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Roadless area increases larger than 100 acres would be distributed over 24 IRAs, with increases ranging
from 101 acres to 2,861 acres. Almost two-thirds of the suitable old-growth lands in roaded roadless are
located on existing road systems in six 2001 IRAs: North Kupreanof (IRA 211), North Revilla (IRA 526),
Twelvemile (IRA 534), Lindenberg (216), South Zarembo (IRA 237), and West Wrangell (IRA 288) (Table
3.1-3). Most of the increase (95 percent) in suitable acres would be in the five ranger districts on the
south part of the Forest (Craig, Ketchikan-Misty Fjords, Petersburg, Thorne Bay, and Wrangell (Table 3.1-
4, Figure 3.1-2).
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Table 3.1-3

Total Acres by 2001 Inventoried Roadless Area and Net Change in Suitable Old-Growth
Acres by IRA and Action Alternative

Roadless Increase in Suitable Old-Growth Acres?
Ranger Area Roadless Area Total IRA
District! Number Name Acres Alt 2 Alt 3 Alt 4 Alt 5 Alt 6
PRD 201 Fanshaw 48,116 0 0 0 0 0
PRD 202 Spires 533,184 1 3,136 6,724 6,771 6,771
PRD 203 Thomas 739 -739 -739 0 0 0
WRD 204 Madan 67,695 0 0 0 0 0
WRD 205 Aaron 78,547 0 0 0 0 0
WRD 206 Cone 127,862 0 0 0 0 0
WRD 207 Harding 173,125 0 0 0 0 0
WRD 208 Bradfield 197,789 0 0 0 0 0
WRD 209 Anan 36,635 0 237 242 242 242
WRD 210 Frosty 37,296 101 105 1,467 1,467 1,467
PRD 211 North Kupreanof 114,242 2,861 4,696 10,610 10,610 10,610
PRD 212 Missionary 16,652 788 1,855 2,468 2,553 2,553
PRD 213 Five Mile 18,802 1 1,113 1,256 1,263 1,263
PRD 214 South Kupreanof 216,279 2 2 882 882 882
PRD 215 Castle 49,129 0 0 0 0 0
PRD 216 Lindenberg 25,743 2,056 4,316 6,392 6,761 6,761
PRD 217 Green Rocks 10,575 214 237 319 328 328
PRD 218 Woewodski 9,988 0 0 0 0 0
PRD 220 East Mitkof 7,921 0 0 551 551 551
PRD 223 Manzanita 8,384 0 964 966 966 966
PRD 224 Crystal 18,321 2 462 1,866 2,025 2,025
WRD 225 Kadin 2,000 0 0 0 0 0
WRD 227 North Wrangell 7,829 408 2,674 2,674 2,674 2,674
WRD 229 South Wrangell 14,110 0 2,369 2,368 2,369 2,369
WRD 231 Woronkofski 11,047 0 0 0 0 0
WRD 232 North Etolin 40,834 -5 1,180 1,326 2,402 2,402
WRD 233 Mosman 53,018 0 216 216 272 272
WRD 234 South Etolin 26,122 0 191 1,443 1,443 1,443
WRD 235 West Zarembo 6,780 0 0 264 264 264
WRD 236 East Zarembo 10,845 224 224 3,024 3,123 3,123
WRD 237 South Zarembo 36,236 1,594 2,551 5,138 5,138 5,138
WRD 238 Kashevaroflslands 4,564 0 0 0 0 0
PRD 239 Keku 8,976 0 0 5 5 5
PRD 240 Security 31,277 17 574 1,418 1,418 1,418
PRD 241 North Kuiu 6,352 -1,298 -1,298 512 513 513
PRD 242 Camden 36,458 0 1,886 1,886 1,886 1,886
PRD 243 Rocky Pass 76,625 0 0 256 256 256
PRD 244 Bay of Pillars 26,948 0 0 0 0 0
PRD 245 East Kuiu 26,770 0 0 608 608 608
PRD 246 South Kuiu 61,576 0 0 0 0 0
WRD 247 East Wrangell 7,224 12 369 369 369 369
WRD 288 West Wrangell 8,825 1,140 1,299 1,299 1,299 1,299
WRD 289 Central Wrangell 13,097 0 2,147 2,147 2,147 2,147
WRD 290 Southeast Wrangell 18,336 20 819 819 819 819
JRD 301 Juneau-Skagway 1,186,325 7 7 7
Icefield 0 0
JRD 302 Taku-Snettisham 660,070 0 0 0 0 0
JRD 303 Sullivan 66,831 0 0 0 0 0
JRD 304 Chilkat-WestLynn 193,891 3,420 4,341 4,341
Canal 256 256
JRD 305 Juneau Urban 100,269 0 0 0 1 1
JRD 306 Mansfield Peninsula 52,598 0 0 0 0 0
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Table 3.1-3 (continued)
Total Acres by 2001 Inventoried Roadless Area and Net Change in Suitable Old-Growth
Acres by IRA and Action Alternative

Roadless Increase in Suitable Old-Growth Acres?
Ranger Area Total IRA
District’ Number Roadless Area Name Acres Alt 2 Alt 3 Alt 4 Alt 5 Alt 6
JRD 307 Greens Creek 26,813 0 0 0 0 0
JRD 308 Windham-Port 159,941 0 0 5 5 5
Houghton
JRD 310 Douglas Island 24,381 0 0 0 0 0
HRD/SRD 311 Chichagof 551,179 -265 1,956 8,312 8,824 8,824
HRD/SRD 312 Trap Bay 13,166 13 972 972 972 972
JRD 313 Rhine 22,794 0 0 0 0 0
SRD 314 Point Craven 10,722 0 0 0 490 490
HRD 317 Point Augusta 15,445 0 1,382 2,532 2,532 2,532
HRD 318 Whitestone 5,612 0 0 705 856 856
HRD 319 Pavlof-East Point 4,906 45 348 348 414 414
SRD 321 Tenakee Ridge 20,511 2 1,222 3,529 3,577 3,577
HRD/SRD 323 Game Creek 49,835 805 1,093 7177 7177 7177
HRD 325 Freshwater Bay 43,122 79 79 4,889 4,889 4,889
SRD 326 North Kruzof 31,563 0 0 55 55 55
SRD 327 Middle Kruzof 14,659 6 6 2,360 2,360 2,360
SRD 328 Hoonah Sound 78,330 0 0 0 0 0
SRD 329 South Kruzof 54,417 -22 -22 4 4 4
SRD 330 North Baranof 310,357 45 45 6,602 6,604 6,604
SRD 331 Sitka Urban 110,793 0 0 97 97 97
SRD 332 Sitka Sound 13,101 0 0 0 0
SRD 333 Redoubt 66,850 8 8 12 12 12
SRD 334 Port Alexander 118,900 0 0 0 0 0
YRD 338 Brabazon Addition 498,080 0 0 0 0 0
YRD 339 Yakutat Forelands 317,008 0 0 0 0 0
YRD 341 Upper Situk 16,371 0 0 0 0 0
HRD 342 Neka Mountain 6,100 0 0 0 0 0
HRD 343 Neka Bay 6,936 0 0 0 0 0
CRD 501 Dall Island 103,659 0 0 0 0 0
CRD 502 Suemez Island 19,795 0 0 1,505 1,505 1,505
CRD 503 Outer Islands 97,788 0 0 0 8 8
CRD 504 Sukkwan 43,846 0 0 1 1 1
CRD 505 SodaBay 63,292 416 1,133 2,620 2,624 2,624
CRD 507 Eudora 190,211 16 95 856 856 856
TRD 508 Christoval 8,968 133 133 320 320 320
TRD 509 Kogish 63,429 757 7,018 7,018 7,018 7,018
CRD 510 Karta 51,047 701 3,468 5,201 6,160 6,160
TRD 511 Thorne River 72,971 263 1,959 2,304 2,665 2,665
TRD 512 Ratz 5,323 40 40 210 210 210
TRD 514 Sarkar 51,350 41 458 496 496 496
TRD 515 Kosciusko 63,537 -149 1,062 1,568 1,568 1,568
TRD 516 Calder 8,573 0 0 0 0 0
TRD 517 El Capitan 26,081 124 212 4,431 5,029 5,029
TRD 518 Salmon Bay 22,615 169 443 1,179 1,179 1,179
CRD 519 McKenzie 76,010 603 1,632 2,387 2,387 2,387
TRD 520 Kasaan 7,572 0 0 0 0 0
KRD 521 Duke 44,382 0 0 0 0 0
KRD 522 Gravina 37,104 0 1,021 1,020 1,021 1,021
KRD 523 South Revilla 51,620 89 3,571 3,672 3,673 3,673
KRD 524 Revilla 29,017 0 1,330 1,330 1,330 1,330
KRD 525 Behm Islands 4,327 0 0 0 0 0
KRD 526 North Revilla 212,613 2,489 7,066 14,375 15,025 15,025
KRD 528 Cleveland 185,414 -13 -13 -13 101 101
KRD 529 North Cleveland 104,863 0 0 1 271 271
KRD 530 Hyder 121,289 0 0 0 2 2
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Table 3.1-3 (continued)
Total Acres by 2001 Inventoried Roadless Area and Net Change in Suitable Old-Growth
Acres by IRA and Action Alternative

Roadless Increase in Suitable Old-Growth Acres?
Ranger Area Total IRA
District’ Number Roadless Area Name Acres Alt 2 Alt 3 Alt 4 Alt 5 Alt 6
CRD 531 Nutkwa 40,319 0 0 78 78 78
TRD 532 Fake Pass 465 0 0 0 0 0
CRD 533 Hydaburg 11,014 0 0 0 0 0
CRD 534 Twelvemile 37,894 2,133 3,193 3,376 3,376 3,376
KRD 535 Carroll 11,268 717 2,090 3,014 3,014 3,014
TRD 536 Kasaan Bay 6,210 767 870 870 870 870
KRD 577 Quartz 142,264 0 0 0 0 0
Total 9,200,000 17,700 75,700 158,364 165,433 165,433
Notes:

IRA = Inventoried Roadless Area
' CRD = Craig Ranger District; HRD = Hoonah Ranger District; JRD = Juneau Ranger District; KRD = Ketchikan-Misty Fjords
Ranger District; PRD = Petersburg Ranger District; SRD = Sitka Ranger District; TRD = Thome Bay Ranger District; WRD =
Wrangell Ranger District; YRD = Yakutat Ranger District
% Increases in suitable old-growth acres would occurin areas removed from roadless area designation under all five action
alternatives. In addition, under Alternatives 3 and 4 suitable old-growth acres would also be available in Community Priority and
Timber Priority ARAS, respectively.

Table 3.1-4

Percentage of the Increase in Suitable Old Growth Acres thatis on Each

Ranger District by Alternative

Percentage of the Increase in Suitable Old-Growth

Acres?
Total IRA Alt 2 Alt 3 Alt 4 Alt 5 Alt 6
Ranger District Acres
Admiralty NM 15,300 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Craig 715,400 23% 11% 9% 9% 9%
Hoonah 410,100 2% 5% 10% 9% 9%
Juneau 2,478,700 1% 0% 2% 3% 3%
Ketchikan-Misty Fjords 944,100 19% 20% 15% 15% 15%
Petersburg 1,353,000 22% 23% 23% 23% 23%
Sitka 1,116,400 2% 5% 14% 14% 14%
Thorne Bay 356,500 11% 18% 13% 13% 13%
Wrangell 979,900 20% 19% 14% 15% 15%
Yakutat 831,500 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Total Acres’ 9,200,900 17,700 75,700 158,400 165,400 165,400

Notes:

IRA = 2001 Inventoried Roadless Area; NM = National Monument
" Total IRA acres represent the total IRA acres for the Forest. Total acres presented by altemative are the
estimated increase in suitable old-growth acres that would be available for harvest under each alternative.
% Percent of total increase identifies the share of the total Forest-wide increase in suitable old-growth acres by

Ranger District.
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Figure 3.1-2
Increase in Suitable Old-Growth Acres Available for Harvest by Ranger District
and Alternative

ALT 2 .
o>

0 20,000 40,000 60,000 80,000 100,000 120,000 140,000 160,000 180,000
Suitable Old-Growth (acres)
CRD WHRD mJRD mKRD EWPRD mSRD TRD WRD
Notes:

CRD - Craig Ranger District; HRD — Hoonah Ranger District; JRD — Juneau Ranger District; KRD — Ketchikan-

Misty Fjords Ranger District; PRD — Petersburg Ranger District; SRD — Sitka Ranger District; TRD — Thome Bay
Ranger District; WRD — Wrangell Ranger District.

"There are no suitable old-growth acres on the Admiralty National Monument, and there would be no increase in suitable
old-growth acres available for harvest on the Yakutat Ranger District under any of the alternatives.

Three ARA categories would be designated: LUD Il Priority (9 percent), Watershed Priority (35 percent),
and Roadless Priority (55 percent) (Table 3.1-2). None of these categories would allow commercial timber
harvest or associated road building. The Watershed Priority ARA is more restrictive than the 2001
Roadless Rule. Areas identified as Tongass 77 (T77) Watersheds or The Nature Conservancy
(TNC)/Audubon Conservation Priority Areas in the 2016 Forest Plan (USDA Forest Service 2016a) would
be designated as Watershed Priority ARAs. Forest-wide, the majority of the ARA acres would allow some
forms of infrastructure development and mineral-related road construction, as is the case under
Alternative 1, but they would be more explicitly allowed under Alternative 2. The impacts of these types of
development are expected to be limited in terms of acreage covered, especially when viewed as a share
of total protected acres.

Alternative 3

Under Alternative 3, there would be an overall reduction in roadless area acres, with an estimated total of
1.2 million acres removed from roadless designation, for a net loss of approximately 1.1 million acres due
to roadless area additions. A total of 8.10 million acres would be managed as ARAs under this alternative
(Table 3.1-2). Like Alternative 2, this alternative would remove “roaded roadless” areas. In addition, areas
adjacent to existing road and harvest systems would be removed from roadless designation. These
adjacent areas, considered “logical extensions” of the existing road and harvest systems within the same
watersheds, would convert 50,000 acres of previously unsuitable lands to suitable old-growth lands that
would be available for harvest. Altogether, the removal of roaded roadless and logical extension acres
from roadless designation, along with the gains and losses from ownership changes and updated
mapping, would result in a net increase of about 76,000 acres of suitable old-growth lands that would be
available for harvest. The projected harvest on these suitable acres would be about 10,500 acres over
100 years (assuming a uniform distribution of the projected old-growth harvest over all suitable old-growth

Draft EIS 3-17 Key Issue 1



3 Environment and Effects

lands). Harvestin these areas would affect roadless characteristics that are presently protected under
Alternative 1.

Increases in suitable old-growth lands available for harvestlarger than 100 acres would be distributed
over 48 IRAs, with increases ranging from 133 acres to 7,018 acres. Half of the suitable old-growth lands
that would be made available for harvest under this alternative are located in eight IRAs. The largest
increases (more than 4,000 acres each) would bein areas that are presently part of the Kogish (IRA 509),
North Revilla (IRA 526), North Kupreanof (IRA 211), and Lindenberg (IRA 216) IRAs (Table 3.1-3). Most
of the increase in suitable old-growth acres would be in the five ranger districts on the south part of the
Forest (91 percent) with increases in these five districts ranging from 11 percent (Craig) to 23 percent
(Petersburg) of the total increase (Table 3.1-4).

Roadless designation would also be removed from the 828,000 LUD Il acres that are currently within an
IRA. This change in management accounts for a large share of the decrease in roadless area acres that
would occur under this alternative. Alternative 3 proposes to remove all LUD Il areas from roadless
designation as a means of eliminating confusion and ensuring congressional intent. As a result, LUD I
areas under Alternative 3 would retain their congressional protections and would continue to be managed
“in a roadless state to retain their wildland character” (USDA Forest Service 2016b).

ARAs would be designated according to three ARA categories under this alternative. Roadless Priority
ARA would receive 4.7 million roadless acres, Watershed Priority would receive 3.2 million roadless
acres, and Community Priority would receive 0.24 million acres. The Roadless Priority ARA is similar to
the 2001 Roadless Rule, but less restrictive with respect to some forms of infrastructure development and
mineral-related road construction. The Watershed Priority ARA is more restrictive than the 2001 Roadless
Rule and the Community Priority, which covers lands around five communities, is less restrictive. The
impacts of developments within this latter category are expected to be limited in acreage covered and
affect a relatively small number of acres. In addition, Alternative 3 would provide long-term regulatory
protection from old-growth harvest in all T77 and TNC/Audubon Conservation Priority Areas outside of
roadless under the Alaska Roadless Rule. Although these would not be categorized as roadless areas,
they would receive some degree of regulatory protection because the Alaska Roadless Rule would
designate them as off-limits to old-growth harvesting (with a few exceptions) on a permanent basis.

Alternative 4

Under Alternative 4, there would be an overall reduction in roadless area acres, with an estimated total of
375,000 acres removed from roadless designation, 32,000 acres added, and a net loss of approximately
343,000 acres. A total of 8.9 million acres would be managed as ARAs under this alternative (Table 3.1-
2). The areas removed from roadless designation under this alternative would produce about 70,000
acres of suitable old-growth lands that would be available for harvest. In addition, the Timber Priority ARA
(see below) would result in the conversion of about 88,000 acres of previously unsuitable lands to
suitable old-growth lands that would be available for harvest, resulting in an increase of 158,000 acres of
suitable old growth. Additions to roadless designation under this alternative include the LUD Il acres not
previously designated as roadless in 2001.

Three ARA categories would be designated: LUD Il Priority (10 percent), Roadless Priority (80 percent),
and Timber Priority (10 percent) (Table 3.1-2). The LUD Il Priority and Roadless Priority ARAs, which
account for the majority of ARA acres (90 percent) under this alternative, do not allow commercial timber
harvest or associated road building. Forest-wide, most of the ARA acres (80 percent) would allow some
forms of infrastructure development and mineral-related road construction, but the impacts of these types
of development are expected to belimited in terms of acreage, especially when viewed as a share of total
protected acres.

As noted above, the Timber Priority ARA (8 percent of ARA acres) would exempt timber harvest and road
construction, resulting in the conversion of about 88,000 acres of previously unsuitable lands to suitable
old-growth lands that would be available for harvest. The ARA acres that would be managed as Timber
Priority are allocated to Timber Development and Modified Landscape LUDs in the 2016 Forest Plan. The
Timber Priority ARA often include areas farther from existing road systems, making them more expensive
and less likely to be accessed for timber production under the current Forest Plan. If harvest were to
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occurin these areas, impacts to roadless characteristics would likely be more noticeable than in logical
extension areas, which are, by definition, in watersheds where road development and harvest has
occurred in the past.

Reductions in roadless areas (roaded roadless and logical extensions) and the allocation of ARA acres to
Timber Priority management would result in the total conversion of 158,000 acres of previously unsuitable
lands to suitable old growth. The projected harvest on these suitable acres would be about 17,000 acres
over 100 years (assuming a uniform distribution of the projected old-growth harvest over all suitable old-
growth lands). Harvest in these areas would affect roadless characteristics that are presently protected
under Alternative 1.

Increases of 100 acres or more in suitable old growth within an individual roadless area would occur in 60
IRAs, with increases ranging up to 14,375 acres. The largest gain in suitable old-growth acres would be in
the North Revilla (IRA 526) IRA, followed by the North Kupreanof (IRA 211), Chichagof (IRA 311), Game
Creek (IRA 323), and Kogish (IRA 509) IRAs (Table 3.1-3).

Slightly less than three-quarters of the increase (74 percent) in suitable acres would be in the five south
ranger districts (Craig, Ketchikan-Misty Fjords, Petersburg, Thorne Bay, and Wrangell), with shares
ranging from 9 percent (Craig) to 23 percent (Petersburg) of the total (Table 3.1-4).

Alternative 5

Under Alternative 5, there would be an overall reduction in roadless area acres, with an estimated net
loss of approximately 2.3 million acres. A total of 6.9 million acres would be managed as ARAs under this
alternative (Table 3.1-2). In addition to roaded roadless and logical extension areas, this alternative would
remove all other Timber Production, Modified Landscape, and Scenic Viewshed LUDs identified in the
2016 Forest Plan from roadless designation, including T77 Watersheds and TNC/Audubon Conservation
Priority Areas within those development LUDs. Areas with mineral potential as defined by the “minerals
overlay” in the Tongass Forest Plan would also be removed.

As with Alternative 6, this alternative would result in the total conversion of about 165,000 acres of
previously unsuitable lands to suitable old-growth lands that would be available for harvest. The projected
harvest on these suitable acres would be about 18,000 acres over 100 years (assuming a uniform
distribution of the projected old growth harvest over all suitable old-growth lands). Harvest in these areas
would affect roadless characteristics that are presently protected under Alternative 1. Suitable old-growth
acres would be distributed across the same IRAs and ranger districts as they would be under Alternative
6, as summarized above (see also Tables 3-3 and 3-4).

Two ARA categories would be designated: LUD Il Priority (12 percent) and Roadless Priority (88 percent)
(Table 3.1-2). The LUD Il Priority and Roadless Priority categories do not allow commercial timber harvest
or associated road building. Forest-wide, most of the ARA acres (88 percent) would allow some forms of
infrastructure development and mineral-related road construction, but the impacts of these types of
development are expected to be limited, especially when viewed as a share of total protected acres.

Alternative 6

Alternative 6 is the full exemption alternative, as requested in the State of Alaska’s petition. Under this
alternative, regulatory roadless designation would be removed from all designated roadless areas on the
Tongass, resulting in a net reduction of 9.2 million acres of designated roadless areas (Table 3.1-2).
Former roadless areas would be managed in accordance with the 2016 Forest Plan. Existing protections
to roadless characteristics provided by Forest Plan Non-development LUDs (including LUD I, Remote
Recreation, Semi-remote Recreation, Old-growth Habitat, Special Interest Area, Wild River, Scenic River,
and others) would remain in place.

Viewed in terms of suitable acres, the removal of regulatory roadless area prohibitions would resultin the
total conversion of about 165,000 acres of previously unsuitable lands to suitable old-growth lands that
would be available for harvest. This is similar to the additional old-growth acres that would be suitable
under Alternative 4 (158,000 acres). The projected harvest on these suitable acres would be about
18,000 acres over 100 years (assuming a uniform distribution of the projected old growth harvest over all
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suitable old growth lands). Harvest in these areas would affect roadless characteristics that are presently
protected under Alternative 1.

Overall increases in suitable old-growth larger than 100 acres would occur within 63 IRAs, withincreases
ranging up to 15,025 acres. The largest gains in suitable old-growth acres would be in the same IRAs as
Alternative 4; the largest increase would be in in North Revilla (IRA 526), fdlowed by North Kupreanof (IRA
211), Chichagof (IRA 311), Game Creek (IRA 323), and Kogish (IRA 509) IRAs (Table 3.1-3). Slightly less
than three-quarters of the increase (75 percent) in suitable acres would be in the five south ranger
districts (Craig, Ketchikan-Misty Fjords, Petersburg, Thorne Bay, and Wrangell). Increases in suitable old-
growth in these five districts would range from 9 percent (Craig) to 23 percent (Petersburg) of the total
(Table 3.1-4).

Ecosystem Services

Under the 2016 Forest Plan, timber management activities are governed by a number of rules and
regulations designed to protect or mitigate adverse impacts to natural resources that provide ecosystem
services. This is discussed further in the 2008 Forest Plan EIS (USDA Forest Service 2008b, pp. 3-553 to
3-556). These rules and regulations would remain in place under all of the alternatives evaluated in this
DEIS. The effects of the alternatives on these types of services are assessed in the sections of this DEIS
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 theirimportance in the decision-
making process. Decision-makers will consider the economic values discussed in the Key Issue 2 section
within the context of the information presented elsewhere in this document, much of which cannot readily
be translated into economic terms.”

Cumulative Effects

Cumulative actions affecting the Roadless Rule have included modifications to the Roadless Rule as it
applies to Idaho and Colorado. In addition to modifying the Roadless Rule, Colorado roadless lands were
removed from roadless. In addition, Utah is seeking a state-specific modification to the Roadless Rule.

Table 3.1-5 summarizes the acres affected by modifications of the Roadless Rule, including past projects
(Idaho and Colorado) and the alternatives being evaluated in this EIS for the Alaska Rule.

Under Alternative 1, 30 percent of the national roadless acres would have been modified as a result of the
Idaho, Colorado, and Utah Rule modifications. However, the total acres of roadless areas nationally
would remain at almost 100 percent. Under Alternatives 2, 3, 4, and 5, the percent of national roadless
acres modified would be 42 to 46 percent, while about 30 percent would be modified under Alternatives 1
and 6. The total acres remaining in roadless areas nationally, under Alternatives 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5, would
be 96 to almost 100 percent; however, this percentage would decrease to 84 percent under Alternative 6.
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Table 3.1-5

Summary of Acres Affected Nationally by Modifications of the Roadless Rule along with
the Acres Affected by the Proposed Alaska Rule Modifications by the Alternatives

Modifications Proposed by Alaska Rule

Category Alt. 1 Alt. 2 Alt. 3 Alt. 4 Alt. 5 Alt. 6
Modifications by Idaho Rule 9,306,000 9,306,000 9,306,000 9,306,000 9,306,000 9,306,000
g&i‘f'cat'o”s by Colorado 4,186,000 4,186,000 4,186,000 4,186,000 4,186,000 4,186,000
Colorado Removals from
Roadless (Net) 58,000 58,000 58,000 58,000 58,000 58,000
Proposed Alaska Rule 0 9220000 8103,000 8857,000 6,905,000 0
Modifications
Proposed Alaska Removals 20,000
from Roadleas (Net 0 norease) 1148000 343,000 2,295,000 9,200,000
Total Acres Modified 13,492,000 22,712,000 21595000 22,349,000 20,397,000 13,492,000
Total Acres Removed 58,000 38,000 1,206,000 401,000 2,353,000 9,258000
Total Original Acres in 58124000 58124000 58124000 58124000 58124000  58124,000
Roadless Nationally’ ,
Percent onriginaI National 23.2% 39.1% 37.2% 38.5% 35.1% 23.2%
Acres Modified
Ki;gg”ég;(g;g;”a' National 0.1% 0.1% 2.1% 0.7% 4.0% 15.9%
Percent of Original National
Acres Remaining in 99.9% 99.9% 97.9% 99.3% 96.0% 84.1%

Roadless

Source: National Datasets and Tongass GIS

"These acres are adjusted for administrative comections to account for ownership changes, boundary alignmentcorrections
(shorelines in Alaska), clerical errors, mapping errors, and changes in mappingtechnologies for Colorado and Alaska. Original
acres were 58,453,000 and these adjustments amountedto 329,000 acres.
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Key Issue 2 — Support Local and Regional
Socioeconomic Well-being, Alaska Native
Culture, Rural Subsistence Activities, and
Economic Opportunity Across Multiple
Economic Sectors

Affected Environment

The Tongass National Forest stretches roughly 500 miles northwest from Ketchikan to Yakutat and
includes approximately 80 percent of the land area in Southeast Alaska. The region is sparsely settled
with an estimated 72,915 people living in more than 30 towns and villages located in and around the
Forest in 2017, most of which are located on islands or along the narrow coastal strip (Alaska Department
of Labor [DOL] 2018). The communities of Southeast Alaska depend on the Tongass National Forestin
various ways, including employment in the wood products, commercial fishing and fish processing,
recreation, tourism, and mining and mineral development sectors. Many residents depend heavily on
subsistence hunting and fishing to meet their basic needs. In addition, natural amenities and recreation
activities associated with the Tongass National Forest form an important part of the quality of life for many
residents of Southeast Alaska. Since there is very little private land in the region to provide these
resources and opportunities, appropriate management of the Tongass National Forest is extremely
important to local communities and the overall regional economy.

The Tongass National Forest is also an important national and international resource. An estimated 1.2
million people visited Southeast Alaska in 2016, with most of these visitors (86 percent) arriving by cruise
ship (McDowell Group 2017). For many, a visit to the Tongass is an once-in-a-lifetime experience and
spending by these visitors helps drive the recreation and tourism sector. The Tongass National Forest
contains large areas of essentially undisturbed forest lands, which represent increasingly scarce and,
therefore, increasingly valuable ecosystems. These lands have value for many people who may never
visit Southeast Alaska, but benefit from knowing that the Tongass National Forest is there. This type of
value, often referred to as non-use value, includes existence, option, and bequest values. These values
represent the value that individuals obtain from knowing that the Forest exists, knowing that it would be
available to visit in the future should they choose to do so, and knowing that it will be left for future
generations to inherit.

Regional Demographic Overview

Southeast Alaska is divided into eight boroughs and two census areas (CAs). The eight boroughs —
Haines, Juneau, Ketchikan Gateway, Petersburg, Sitka, Skagway, Wrangell, and Yakutat — correspond
with the county governments found elsewhere in the United States. The remaining areas that are not part
of a borough are allocated to two CAs: the Hoonah-Angoon CA and Prince of Wales-Hyder CA. CAs are
statistical units that are widely recognized from a data reporting standpoint by federal agencies and most
state agencies as county equivalents. Boroughs and CAs are collectively referred to as “boroughs” in the
remainder of this section.

Total regional population in Southeast Alaska peaked in 2014 and has since decreased three yearsin a
row, by a combined total of 1,600 people (Figure 3.2-1). Population losses have been most dramatic in
Juneau, with recent cuts in state sector employment contributing to a net reduction of 900 residents in
2016 and 2017. Much of these losses appear to be the result of young families moving away, with Juneau
losing more than 300 children and 400 age 30 to 40 demographic. These reductions have been matched
by a further decrease in K-12 enroliment in Southeast Alaska. Since 1997, annual enrollment has
decreased by 3,400, a 23 percent decline (Southeast Conference 2018). This loss of young families has
exacerbated the most pronounced regional demographic shift since 2010: the aging of the population,
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with the 60-plus population increasing by more than a third over this period due to aging in place
(Southeast Conference 2018).

Figure 3.2-1
Total Population in Southeast Alaska, 2010to 2017
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Note:
' Data for 2010 are fromthe 2010 Census (April). Data for2011 to 2017 are annual estimates.
Source: Alaska DOL 2018

The three largest communities — Juneau, Ketchikan, and Sitka — together accounted for 75 percent of
total regional population in 2017 (Figure 3.2-2). Juneau, which is the state capital and a regional trade
center, accounted for 44 percent of Southeast Alaska'’s total population in 2017 (Figure 3.2-2). Ketchikan
Gateway Borough, the second largest borough in Southeast Alaska, accounted for about 19 percent of
the region’s population. Ketchikan is a smaller regional trade center that serves Prince of Wales Island
and the surrounding area.

Population is discussed in more detail in the Subregional Overview and Communities section of the 2016
Forest Plan FEIS (USDA Forest Service 2016b, pp. 3-525 to 3-535).
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Figure 3.2-2
Total Population by Southeast Alaska Borough, 2017
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Notes:
Total = 72,915 residents Source: Alaska DOL 2018

The remote nature of the region is reflected in a population density of ap proximately two persons per
square mile, which is much lower than the United States’ average of 92 persons per square mile. Many
locations are accessible only by boat or plane, and landing strips or seaplane facilities are located in
virtually all communities. The Alaska State ferry system transports people and vehicles between several
ports in Southeast Alaska, and Prince Rupert, British Columbia, and Bellingham, Washington. Haines and
Skagway, at the northern end of the Forest, and Hyder at the southern end, offer access to interior and
Southcentral Alaska via the Alaska Highway, and Canada via the Cassiar Highway.

Regional Economic Overview

Southeast Alaska employment in 2017 is summarized by sector in Table 3.2-1. Government and the
visitor sector were the largest employers’ accounting for 29 percentand 17 percent of total employment,
respectively. The government sector is the main source of year-round employment in all the communities
in Southeast Alaska. In addition to direct employment in government, many of the area’s private sector
jobs are also dependent on government funding and contracts.

Private sector activities dependent on government funding include road construction and health care
services.

State government employment has decreased significantly since 2012, with a loss of 850 state jobs in
Southeast Alaska from 2012 through July 2018. Three-quarters of these losses occurred in Juneau.
These losses have accompanied declining oil production and prices, with state revenues falling by 70
percent from fiscal year 2013 to fiscal year 2018, and the state budget decreasing by 40 percent. Federal
government employment has also declined in Southeast Alaska over the past decade, with the loss of
600 jobs since 2005 (Southeast Conference 2018).
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Table 3.2-1
Southeast Alaska Employment by Sector, 2017
Total Employment Total Earnings Percent of Total

Economic Sector! (Jobs) ($M)2 Employment Earnings
Government (includes Coast Guard) 13,256 769.0 29% 35%
Visitor 7,739 231.4 17% 11%
Seafood 3,829 216.5 8% 10%
Retail and Wholesale Trade 4,474 145.2 10% 7%
Health Care (private only) 2,732 150.1 6% 7%
Construction 1,932 121.9 4% 6%
Financial 1,964 118.5 4% 5%
Professional and Business Services 2,869 118.5 6% 5%
Social Services 1,580 46.1 3% 2%
Mining 886 90.5 2% 4%
Information?® 571 23.9 1% 1%
Timber 354 18.7 1% 1%
Warehousing, Utilities, Transportation 903 53.9 2% 2%
Other 2,551 91.8 6% 4%
Total 45,640 2,195.9 100% 100%

Notes:

' These data were compiled on behalf of Southeast Conference based on data collected by the Alaska DOL and the U.S.
Census Bureau. The Alaska DOL data are for2017 fornon-agriculturalwage and salary employment. These datado not
include proprietors or self-employed workers, and are, therefore, supplemented using datafromthe 2016 US Census
Nonemployer Statistics, which specifically count proprietors and the self-employed.

% Total eamings are expressed in millions of dollars.

® The Information sector, as defined here, includes publishing, broadcasting, and telecommunications.

* Includes non-visitor-related transportation only. Visitor-related transportation is included in the visitor sector.

Source: Southeast Conference 2018

Natural Resource-Based Industries

Direct employment in natural resource-based industries — timber, visitor, seafood, and mining — together
accounted for an estimated 12,808 jobs in 2017, more than one-quarter (28 percent) of total employment
in Southeast Alaska(Table 3.2-1). The estimated distribution of resource-dependent employment is
shown by industry in Figure 3.2-3. The visitor industry accounted for more than half (60 percent) of this
total, followed by the seafood sector, which accounted for almost one-third (30 percent). Mining
accounted for 7 percent and wood products made up 3 percent (Figure 3.2-3).

Key Issue 2 3-26 Draft EIS



Environment and Effects 3

Figure 3.2-3
Natural Resource-Based Employment by Sector, 2017
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Notes:
Total= 12,808 Employees
Source: Southeast Conference 2018

Nonresident and Seasonal Employment

Nonresident and seasonal employment are two important and related aspects of resource-dependent
employmentin Southeast Alaska. Many nonresidents work a relatively short time in Alaska, often for just
two or three months, generally spend the bulk of their earnings elsewhere, and, as a result, contribute
less to the regional economy than resident workers.

Nonresidents accounted for more than one-quarter (26 percent) of total estimated employment in
Southeast Alaska in 2016 (Krieger et al. 2018). Viewed by borough, the estimated nonresident share of
total employment ranged from about 19 percentin Juneau to 65 percentin Skagway. Seafood processing
had the highest percentage of nonresident workers, with almost three-quarters of the labor force (74
percent) composed of nonresidents. The Arts, Entertainment, and Recreation sector and the
Accommodation and Food Services sector in Southeast Alaska also had relatively high nonresident
shares, 51 percent and 41 percent, respectively, as did the Mining sector (47 percent) (Krieger et al.
2018).

Southeast Alaska’s economy is highly seasonal. This is particularly the case with the salmon-harvesting
and seafood-processing sectors. Seasonal variation in the leisure and hospitality sector (used here as a
proxy for the visitor industry) is substantially lower than the salmon harvesting and seafood processing
sectors, but more than twice the Southeast Alaska average. Annual seasonal variation for mining and
logging are lower than the Southeast Alaska average. Nonresident and seasonal employment are
discussed in more detail in the 2016 Forest Plan FEIS (USDA Forest Service 2016b, pp. 3-482 to 3-484).
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Industry-Specific Descriptions
Forest Products

Employment

Southeast Alaska timber is primarily purchased and harvested from Tongass National Forest lands
managed by the USDA Forest Service, from the State of Alaska (Division of Forestry, Alaska Mental
Health Trust Land Authority, and University of Alaska Trust Land Office), and Alaska Native Village and
Regional corporations (Alaska Native corporations). Sawmill employment has historically been supported
by Forest Service timber sales, with state timber harvest also contributing. Logging employmentis
generated from all ownerships, including Alaska Native corporation lands.

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 foma
recent high of 561 jobs in 2003 to 202 jobs in 2017 (Table 3.2-2; Figure 3.2-4). Tongass National Forest-
related employment in logging and sawmilling declined from 199 jobs in 2003 to a low of 61 jobs in 2017.
Non-Tongass timber employment also declined over this period, falling from a recent high of 362 jobs in
2003 to 109 jobs in 2017, a decrease of 70 percent (Table 3.2-2). From 2002 to 2017 harvest activities on
the Tongass supported about 41 percent of timber jobs in Southeast Alaska, on average. Harvest
activities supporting employment have included pre-commercial thinning, generally defined as a
silvicultural treatment to reduce stand density, primarily to improve forest health.

Table 3.2-2
Timber Industry Employment in Southeast Alaska, 2002-2017
Total Tongass- Total Other Total Timber
Tongass Tongass Related Other Other Timber Industry
Year! Logging  Sawmill Employment Logging Sawmill Employment Employment
2002 63 110 173 299 40 339 512
2003 108 91 199 298 64 362 561
2004 82 95 177 220 53 273 450
2005 88 96 184 263 52 315 499
2006 81 77 158 217 46 263 421
2007 44 70 114 225 54 279 393
2008 52 70 122 118 24 142 264
2009 48 39 87 110 19 129 216
2010 61 43 104 133 7 140 244
2011 62 47 109 150 3 153 262
2012 42 47 89 144 11 155 244
2013 75 48 123 106 14 120 243
2014 86 60 146 96 7 104 249
2015 104 58 162 63 12 75 237
2016 81 70 151 76 1 77 228
2017 24 37 61 109 32 141 202
Note:

"Data are presented by calendaryear. Source: USDA Forest Service 2018a

Key Issue 2 3-28 Draft EIS



Environment and Effects 3

Figure 3.2-4
TimberIndustry Employment in Southeast Alaska, 2002-2017
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Harvest

Timber harvest in Southeast Alaska also peaked in the late 1980s, with harvest levels slightly below 1
billion board feet. Total harvest in 2017 was 74.2 MMBF, about 8 percent of peak levels. Harvest on the
Tongass accounted for about 21 percent (16.0 MMBF) of this total, with almost two-thirds (63 percent,
46.4 MMBF) of the overall total provided by Alaska Native corporation lands and 16 percent (11.9 MMBF)
provided by the State of Alaska (Table 3.2-3; Figure 3.2-5).
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Table 3.2-3
Timber Harvest in Southeast Alaska by Ownership, 2002-2017

Year! Tongass National Forest  State of Alaska? Alaska Native corporation Total
2002 31.9 57.3 101.7 190.9
2003 481 34.8 105.7 188.6
2004 49.2 24.2 98.9 172.3
2005° 46.6 42.9 103.9 193.4
2006° 40.0 44.6 71.2 155.8
200734 22.5 44.6 50.0 1171
2008 30.0 11.9 52.3 94.2
2009 28.3 13.5 51.8 93.6
2010 35.7 10.5 66.4 112.6
2011 31.6 16.3 63.1 111.0
2012 17.5 10.8 56.1 84.4
2013 41.2 11.2 47.4 99.8
2014 36.7 12.0 29.3 78.0
2015 59.5 6.2 324 98.1
2016 43.5 27.5 34.6 105.6
2017 16.0 11.9 46.4 74.2
Notes:

' Timber harvest volume reported by calendar year, in million board feet (MMBF), and includes both sawlog and utility.
2 State of Alaska includes Division of Forestry, Mental Health Trust, and University of Alaska Trust Lands.

® The relative increase in State harvest was an effort to provide additional timber to make up fora shortfallin supply from

the Tongass.

* The relative decrease in Tongass harvestin 2007 was the result of an injunction that stopped Tongass logging over

most of the operating season.
Source: USDA Forest Service 2018a

Figure 3.2-5
Timber Harvest in Southeast Alaska by Ownership, 2002-2017
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2016 Forest Plan and the Tongass Timber Program

Annual Market Demand

The Tongass National Forest, in compliance with the Tongass Timber Reform Act (1990), seeks to
provide an annual (and planning cycle) supply of timber to meet market demand to the extent consistent
with providing for multiple use and sustained use of all renewable forest resources and other applicable
laws. The formulas and procedures used to forecast annual market demand are described in a Forest
Service report titted Responding to the Market Demand for Tongass Timber: Using Adaptive Management
to Implement Section 101 of the 1990 Tongass Timber Reform Act (Morse 2000). These procedures,
known as the “Morse Methodology,” are based on the following premises:

o Forest product markets are volatile, especially in the short-term.

e Timberpurchasersin Southeast Alaska have few alternative suppliers of timber if they cannot obtain

it from the Tongass National Forest. Oversupplying the market has relatively few adverse economic
effects; undersupplying it can have much greater negative consequences.

o [t takes years to prepare NFS timber for sale, including completion of EISs.

e [tis difficult to estimate demand for timber from the Tongass National Forest, even a year or two in
advance.

e Industry mustbe able to respond to rapidly changing market conditions in order to remain
competitive.

Following the 2016 Forest Plan FEIS, the derived demand projections from Daniels et al. (2016) were
incorporated into the Morse Methodology and used to develop subsequent annual estimates of the
Tongass National Forest timber sale offerings required to meet market demand (Grewe 2017). The
resulting estimates for fiscal years 2017 and 2018 were 53 MMBF and 58 MMBF, respectively (USDA
Forest Service 2017a, 2018b). These estimates are not intended to represent actual timber purchases.
Rather, these annual estimates reflect the estimated volume of timber the Forest Service needs to offer to
replace the volume expected to be harvested and to help build a 3-year supply of timber under contract.
This 3-year supply allows the industry to respond to market fluctuations. In practice, the actual amount of
timber that is offered and sold may be substantially less than the predicted timber purchases in the
annual demand calculations. This is because the actual volume of timber offered in any year reflects a
combination of factors, including final budget appropriations, completing the NEPA process, and volume
affected by litigation. The planned annual timber volume could include a combination of new, previously
offered, and reconfigured timber sales. Both old-growth and young-growth green timber and salvage
sales are components of this program.

Timber Supply

The Tongass National Forest uses a five-year timber sale schedule for planning and scheduling purposes
that is consistent with Forest Service Manual 2430. This five-year plan is based on completed and
ongoing environmental analyses and can be adjusted in response to changing market conditions and the
NEPA publicinvolvement process on projects. Volumes for future timber sales are estimates that may be
adjusted over time. The Tongass National Forest posts the five-year schedule on the public website at:
www.fs.usda.gov/tongass/.

For fiscal year 2017, the annual demand goal for volume of timber to be offered from the Tongass
National Forest was 53 MMBF (USDA Forest Service 2017a). A total of 30.7 MMBF was sold on the
Tongass in fiscal year 2017, with the Good Neighbor Authority (GNA) Kosciusko Young Growth sale
purchased by Alcan Forest Products accounting for 30 MMBF (98 percent) of the total (USDA Forest
Service 2017b). The GNA Kosciusko Young Growth sale was the first timber sale awarded under a GNA
agreement between the State of Alaska and USDA Forest Service. Under this agreement, the State
Division of Forestry and its partners and contractors were authorized to prepare, award, harvest, and
administer the sale. The sale area consisted of 1,500 acres of young-growth timber stands composed of
approximately 75 percent Sitka spruce and 25 percent western hemlock, with stands to be harvested
using a variety of methods (USDA Forest Service 2017¢). The remaining volume sold in fiscal year 2017
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consisted of 9 microsales and two other small sales, which together included less than 1 MMBF in volume
(USDA Forest Service 2017b).

For fiscal year 2018, the annual demand goal for volume of timber to be offered from the Tongass
National Forest was 58 MMBF (USDA Forest Service 2018b). This was not matched by the proposed
sales identified for 2018 in the five-year timber sale plan for 2018, which estimated that a total volume of
32.4 MMBF would be made available for sale (USDA Forest Service 2018c). A total of 9.0 MMBF was
sold on the Tongass in fiscal year 2018, with the Rough Luck sale purchased by Viking Lumber
accounting for 7.6 MMBF (84 percent) of the total. The remaining 15 sales purchased that year consisted
together of about 1.4 MMBF (USDA Forest Service 2018d).

The Final EIS for the Prince of Wales Landscape Level Analysis Project noted that there has been a lack
of economic timber volume available for the Forest Service to offer across the Tongass National Forest
(USDA Forest Service 2018e). Under the Consolidated Appropriations Act, 2018, timber sales that do not
appraise positive using the current Region 10 RV (Residual Value) appraisal cannot be offered (USDA
Forest Service 2018e).

Three other sales that were offered in fiscal year 2018 did not receive any bids. Combined these sales
consisted of an estimated 23.6 MMBF that went unpurchased. The three sales were North Kuiu 2 (13.4
MMBF), Wrangell Island (7.4 MMBF), and Vallenar Y oung-Growth (2.8 MMBF).

North Kuiu 2 was the largest of the no-bid sales offered in 2018. A timber sale on Kuiu Island was
originally authorized by the Forest Supervisor in 2008 and consisted of an estimated 31 MMBF from
1,200 acres of old-growth forest. A version of the sale was first offered in September 2016. This sale
consisted of approximately 30 MMBF from 866 acres and did not receive any bids at that time. Following
the 2016 Forest Plan FEIS, the proposed sale area was reduced and the sale was reoffered in 2018, this
time consisting of 13.4 MMBF from 523 acres (Gullufsen 2018). No bids were received in 2018.

The Wrangell Island timber sale consisted of 7.4 MMBF of old-growth timber intended to provide a supply
of “bridge” timber that would support local jobs and facilitate the young-growth transition. The project area
consisted of approximately 428 acres on Wrangell Island (USDA Forest Service 2017d).

The Vallenar Young-growth Project, which consisted of approximately 2.8 MMBF of young-growth on
Gravina Island near the Ketchikan airport, was subsequently sold in 2019 along with 13.2 MMBF of state-
owned old-growth.

R10 Limited Export Shipment Policy

Initially established in 2007, the Limited Export Policy is intended to boost appraised timber values and
provide economic sale opportunities and provide additional processing options for purchasers. The policy
has continued since 2007 with modifications designed to provide additional o pportunities. The limited
export policy is reviewed on an annual basis. The Regional Forester noted in a 2015 review that, while
improvements had occurred nationally over the preceding three years, challenges continued for
purchasers seeking domestic markets for Alaska timber. The current policy allows the limited export of
unprocessed western hemlock and Sitka spruce logs up to 50 percent of the total sale sawtimber volume
upon Regional Office approval. In 2012, the Regional Forester agreed to begin reviewing requests to
allow increased export of these species on a case-by-case basis, in exchange for purchasers providing
an equivalent amount of Alaska yellow-cedar to small business operators who would process the timber
locally. The Limited Export Policy is discussed in detail in Appendix H to the 2016 Forest Plan FEIS
(USDA Forest Service 2016b).

The share of total harvest on the Tongass exported as logs has varied over time, as shown in Figure 3.2-
6. The export amount includes both international exports as well as domestic exports to the lower 48.
With the exception of 2016, the majority of timber harvested from the Tongass has remained in-state for
processing. In 2017, 6.6 MMBF (41 percent) of the total harvested (16.0 MMBF) was exported, with the
majority exported to the Pacific Rim, rather than the lower 48 (USDA Forest Service 2018g).
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Figure 3.2-6
Timber Harvest Exports from the Tongass National Forest, 2002-2017
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Source: USDA Forest Service 2018g

Timber Industry

Annual Mill Survey

The wood products industry in Southeast Alaska in its current form consists of individual- and family-
owned sawmills and independent logging businesses. The Forest Service has conducted an annual on-
site survey of sawmills in the region since 2000. To maintain consistency, the survey includes only those
mills assessed in previous survey years. The original list of mills to be surveyed, initially identified in 2000,
consisted of 20 sawmiills that regularly operated and met established criteria for medium- to large-size
classification. This total was subsequently increased to 22 in 2007. The annual survey for 2017 found that
eight of these sawmills (36 percent) were still active; three (14 percent) remained installed with significant
equipment on site, but were idle during 2017; and the remaining 11 (50 percent) were no longer in
production, either decommissioned or uninstalled (Parrent and Grewe 2018). The eight active and three
idle mills included in the survey are identified in Table 3.2-4.

Estimated total production for the mills included in the annual mill survey fell by more than 50 percent
from 2000 to 2002, decreasing from 87.1 MMBF to 39.7 MMBF. Production has varied from year-to-year
since then, but has generally trended downward (Figure 3.2-7). Total estimated production from the
remaining active saw mills was 15.5 MMBF in 2017, approximately 14 percent of total active and idle
capacity (Table 3.2-3). The capacity utilization rate of the last operating medium-sized sawmillin
Southeast Alaska (Viking Lumber) in 2017 was estimated at about 18 percent (Table 3.2-4). By
comparison, sawmills in Idaho, Oregon, California, and Montana generally utilize more than 80 percent of
their capacity, unless there is a severe economic downturn (USDA Forest Service 2011).
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Table 3.2-4
Forest Service Mill Survey: Estimated Mill Capacity, Production, and Utilization, 2017
Estimated Estimated Percent
Mill Name™ Location Capacity (MBF)? Production (MBF)®  Utilization
Viking Lumber Co. Craig 80,000 14,000 18%
Icy Straits Lumber & Milling Co.* Hoonah 3,000 500 17%
Good Faith Lumber Co. LLC® Thorne Bay 6,250 200 3%
Western Gold Cedar Products Thorne Bay 6,500 650 10%
D&L Woodworks Hoonah 1,750 60 3%
ThujaPlicata Lumber Thorne Bay 1,000 100 10%
The Mill Petersburg 6,000 24 0%
Falls Creek Forest Products® Petersburg 3,000 10 0%
Total Active Southeast Alaska 107,500 15,544 14%
Porter Lumber Co. Thorne Bay 2,500 NA NA
St. Nick Forest Products’ Craig 1,150 NA NA
Northern Star Cedar (NSC) Thorne Bay 2,500 NA NA
Total Idle Southeast Alaska 6,150 NA NA
Overall Total® Southeast Alaska 113,650 15,544 14%
Notes:

MBF = thousand board feet; NA = not applicable

' Data are presented forthose mills included in the Forest Service’s annual on-site survey only.

% Estimated mill capacity is an estimate of the processing capability of the mill based on the amount of net sawlog volume
(Scribnerlog scale) that could be utilized by the mill as currently configured, during a standard 250-day per year, two shifts per
day, annual operating schedule, notlimited by availability of employment, raw materials or market.

® Estimated Mill Production is the estimated net sawlog volume used during the yearto manufacture sawn products.

* Estimated capacity for the Icy Straits mill was reduced from 21 MMBF as a result of a major mill fire in July 2010. Mill production
occurred priorto the fire.

® Formerly Southeast Alaska Wood Products.

® Formerly Thome Bay Wood Products.

" Formerly W.R. Jones & Son Lumber Co.

® Totals may not sumdue to rounding.

Source: Parrentand Grewe 2018
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Figure 3.2-7
Estimated Sawmill Production for Surveyed Mills, 2000 to 2017
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The Tongass National Forest supplied about 8.4 MMBF or 54 percent of the total volume (15.5 MMBF)
processed by the mills identified in Table 3.2-4 in 2017, with State lands responsible for most of the
remaining volume (Parrent and Grewe 2018). The Tongass share of timber processed locally (8.4 MMBF)
was equivalent to about 52 percent of the total (16.0 MMBF) harvested on the Tongass in 2017 (Table
3.2-3). Viking Lumber processed 14 MMBF, approximately 90 percent of the total (15.5 MMBF) processed
in 2017 (Table 3.2-4).

Other Mills

As noted above, the annual Forest Service mill survey is not a comprehensive inventory of all sawmills in
Southeast Alaska. While no new sawmills of sufficient size classification to be added to the annual mill
survey have been established since 2007, many other smaller sawmills operate across the region,
including facilities that operate on a seasonal, part-time, or contingent basis. The number of active mills
and timber operators in Southeast Alaska varies at any given time. A review of business licenses in
December 2018, for example, identified 22 additional sawmills in Southeast Alaska that are not included
in the Forest Service survey (Table 3.2-5). The University of Montana’s Bureau of Business and
Economic Research (BBER), in conjunction with the PNW Inventory and Analysis Program of the Forest
Service, conducted a census of timber processors in Alaska in 2011 and identified 27 sawmills in
Southeast Alaska, with almost half this total (12 facilities) located on Prince of Wales Island (Berg et al.
2014). A point-in-time analysis of business license data in 2012 identified a total of 105 forest products
businesses including wood products manufacturing businesses (32 percent), timber tract operations (32
percent), forestry support activities (19 percent), and sawmills (17 percent) (Alaska DCCED 2012). A
comparable review in December 2018 identified a total of 152 active forest projects business licenses in
Southeast Alaska communities (Alaska DCCED 2018).
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Table 3.2-5

Additional Sawmills in Southeast Alaska Based on a Review of Business

Licenses, 2018

Mill Name' Location
Cedar Street Enterprises Port Alexander
Chilkat Valley Sawmill Haines
Crew Lumber EdnaBay
CSL Farm & Services EdnaBay
Cutting Edge Wood Products Ketchikan
D and L Woodworks Hoonah
Dale R. Bakula Construction Ketchikan
Dark Horse Lumber Haines
Fair & Square Milling Coffman Cove
Falls Creek Forest Products Petersburg
Glacier Bay Woodcraft Gustavus
K & D Lumber Thorne Bay
Mud Bay Lumber Company, LLC Haines
Peavey Log Thorne Bay
Pitch Enterprises Thorne Bay
Seakwood.com Petersburg
Spruce Point Mill Petersburg
Tenakee Logging Company Tenakee Springs
Windy Point Sawmill and Bobcat Service Craig
Wood Marine Klawock
The Woodshed Petersburg
Yakutat Supply Yakutat

Note:

"These businesses were identified through a review of business licenses in December 2018 and includes
businesses listed as sawmills (North American Industrial Classification System [NAICS] Code 321113 —
Sawmills). This table identifies additional sawmills that are not included in the Forest Service’s mill survey
(see Table 3.2-4), butis notintended to be a comprehensivelist of all sawmills in Southeast Alaska.
Source: Alaska DCCED 2018

Volume Under Contract

Volume under contract refers to the volume included in Forest Service timber sales that have been
purchased, but not yet logged or only partially logged. Volume under contract is, therefore, essentially a
measure of inventory that changes on a regular basis, increasing as timber is sold and added to the total
and decreasing when sale volumes are harvested.

Various purchasers had an estimated total of 66.3 MMBF of uncut timber under contract with the Forest
Service at the end of November 2018 (USDA Forest Service 2018d). Alcan Forest Products LLP/Timber
Inc. had more than half of this total (56 percent; 37.4 MMBF) under contract, followed by Viking Lumber
with 28 percent (18.3 MMBF), and Micheal B. Allen Jr with 9 percent (5.8 MMBF) (Figure 3.2-8). Fifteen
other purchasers had a combined total of 4.8 MMBF in uncut volume under contract; in all but one case,
the amount under contract was less than 1 MMBF (USDA Forest Service 2018d). Alcan Forest Products,
based in Ketchikan, does not operate a processing facility in Southeast Alaska, but follows the Limited
Export Shipment Policy, and must sell logs that are not approved for export to a processing facility in the
state. The GNA Kosciusko Young Growth sale, which makes up much of the volume Alcan Forest
Products has under contract, about 80 percent, was approved for 100 percentexport.
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Figure 3.2-8
Volume under Contract by Owner, 2018
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Recreation and Tourism

Recreation and Tourism in Southeast Alaska

Trends in Visitation
As noted above, an estimated 1.2 million people visited Southeast Alaska in 2016, with most of these
visitors (86 percent) arriving by cruise ship (McDowell Group 2017).

Southeast Alaska Cruise Ship Visitor Volume

From 2000 to 2018, Southeast Alaska’s total cruise passenger volume has averaged approximately
928,000 each year, with cruise ships visiting during the summer season (May to September). Cruise
visitation to Southeast Alaska initially peaked with more than 1 million visitors per year from 2007 to 2009
before decreasing in 2010, as a result of the national economic recession. Volumes have gradually
increased since then peaking with an all-time high of 1,090,000 cruise visitors in 2017, followed by
another record year in 2018, with 1,165,000 cruise visitors (Figure 3.2-9). The number of cruise
passengers visiting Southeast Alaska is expected to continue to grow with an estimated 1,361,400 cruise
passengers anticipated for 2019 (Southeast Conference 2018).
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Figure 3.2-9
Southeast Alaska Cruise Passengers, 2000-2018
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Almost all Southeast Alaska cruise passengers, 98 percent of the total, visited Juneau in 2016, followed
by Ketchikan (92 percent) and then Skagway (80 percent) (Table 3.2-6). Hoonah and Sitka each received
more than 120,000 cruise visitors in 2016 each (159,132 and 122,944, respectively), with Haines and
Wrangell visited by 41,685 and 7,926 cruise passengers, respectively (Table 3.2-6). Trends in cruise
visitation in the three communities with the largest number of visitors (Juneau, Ketchikan, and Skagway)
mirrored regional trends over time, peaking in the years prior to the national recession, with visitation
decreasing sharply in 2010. From lows in 2010 and 2011, visitation has gradually increased in all three
communities and was similar to pre-recession levels by 2016 (Table 3.2-6).

Table 3.2-6
Southeast Alaska Cruise Passengers by Community, 2007-2016

Year Haines Hoonah Juneau Ketchikan Sitka Skagway  Wrangell
2007 27,659 161,920 1,017,341 901,595 233,936 820,829 5,192
2008 50,121 126,381 1,032,274 941,910 289,753 781,676 4,002
2009 43,550 134,575 1,019,507 936,220 224,335 785,034 3,842
2010 32,259 122,974 879,310 828,929 144,383 697,060 3,869
2011 27,176 127,866 875,947 844,412 129,380 708,981 4,719
2012 31,007 120,786 927,941 894,320 110,714 755,681 678
2013 32,378 124,320 978,559 948,685 99,920 821,874 6,417
2014 29,133 142,416 953,055 884,503 90,182 819,239 5,171
2015 42,515 150,434 976,367 944,525 117,546 815,541 7,471
2016 41,685 159,132 1,004,774 947,972 122,944 817,308 7,926

Source: Alaska DCCED 2017

Small Cruise Market
Alongside the international cruise lines, several small- and mid-size cruise operators are activein the
region, oftentaking their customers to smaller places such as Metlakatla and Petersburg in addition to the
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larger communities. Reliable data regarding the small cruise vessel industry is limited, but the Alaska
Department of Economic Development (ADED) (2016) found that small cruise ships accounted for about
1.5 percent of Alaska’s cruise passengers in 2015.

Although accounting for a small share of the overall market, this segment of the cruise market is important
for smaller communities that do not have the infrastructure to accommodate larger vessels. Overall, small
cruise vessel passenger capacity declined from a recent high in 2005. Capacity has gradually increased
since a low of 8,800 estimated passengers in 2011, but remained below 2005 levels in 2016 (Figure 3.2-
10). In 2015, Alaska’s small cruise vessel fleet included 27 vessels (including vessels carrying fewer than
20 passengers), with a total of 344 scheduled sailings in 2015 (ADED 2016).

Figure 3.2-10
Southeast Alaska Small Cruise Vessel Passenger Capacity, 2005-2016
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' Small cruise vessels are defined forthe purposes of data collection as small, ovemight commercial passengervessels
that carry less than 250 passengers. Estimates exclude vessels with capacity for less than 20 passengers.

2 Data for 2016 was projected. Source: ADED 2016

Ouftfitter/Guide Use

A total of 242 permitted oultfitter/guides provided services to Forest visitors during 2013 to 2017. More
than half of these operators (132) uses the Forest consistently (at least four out of the five years).
Outfitter/guides reported an annual average of 632,000 service days over this period, with a total of
614,149 service days or clients reported in 2017. A serviceday is defined as a day or any part of a day
for which an ouffitter or guide provides service to a client on NFS lands. Figure 3.2-11 shows reported
outfitter/guide use on the Forest from 2004 to 2017. Ouffitter/guide use is discussed in more detail in the
Recreation and Tourism section of this EIS.
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Figure 3.2-11
Tongass National Forest Outfitter/Guide Use, 2008 to 2017
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Source: USDA Forest Service 2017¢e,2018h

Employment and Contribution to the Regional Economy. Recreation and tourism-related employment
is difficult to accurately quantify because visitors spend their money throughout the local economy.
Recreation and tourismis 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. Information presented above for the visitor sector is considered generally
representative of recreation and tourism-related employment in Southeast Alaska (see Table 3.2-1 and
Figure 3.2-3).

According to the Alaska DOL (Bell 2015), visitor-related jobs in Southeast Alaska are concentrated in
Juneau, Ketchikan, and Skagway, which together accounted for more than three-quarters of the regional
total in 2014. Transportation is the largest visitor-related economic sector in Southeast Alaska making up
about one-third of visitor-related employment, with jobs ranging from whale watching boats, to tour buses,
to airlines. The highest paying visitor-related occupations are also in the transportation sector, including
captains and mates of water vessels (Bell 2015).

A separate study prepared on behalf of the Alaska DCCED found that the visitor industry supported
11,925 jobs and $445 million in labor income in Southeast Alaska from October 2016 through September
2017 based on direct visitor spending of $705 million (McDowell Group 2018a). These estimates are for
total employment and labor income, meaning that they include workers employed directly by the visitor
industry (direct jobs and income), as well as jobs and income supported elsewhere in the economy
(indirect and induced jobs and income).'® A separate estimate of direct employment developed from
Alaska DOL and U.S. Census dataidentified a total of 7,739 direct jobs supported by the visitor industry
in 2017 (Table 3.2-1).

' Economic activity in one sector generates activity in others as firms purchase services and materials as inputs (termed “indirect”
effects)and employees spendtheireamings within the local economy (‘induced” effects).
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Nature-Based Tourism. A study prepared by the Institute of Social and Economic Research at the
University of Alaska Anchorage provides insight into the contribution of nature-based tourism to the
regional economy. This study, whichinvolved field research conducted in the summers of 2005, 2006,
and 2007, focused on a limited number of communities and sought to provide insight into revenues
generated, the types of nature-based activities attracting tourists, and the resulting flows of money
through the economy (Dugan et al. 2009). The findings of the study indicate that nature-based tourism
generates substantial revenues in the region, with an estimated $277 million generated in annual direct
business revenues for the companies surveyed in Sitka, Juneau, Chichagof Island, Prince of Wales
Island, Petersburg, and Wrangell (Dugan et al. 2009).

Dugan et al. (2009) also found that nature-based tourism takes a number of different forms and the ratio
of cruise ship passengers to independent travelers varies by location. Most nature-based activities that
originate in Ketchikan, for example, fell into four general categories: flightseeing, marine charters,
adventure experiences, and general sightseeing. In all cases, the majority of clients participating in these
activities were cruise ship passengers. Nature-based tourism on Chichagof Island, on the other hand,
included a mix of cruise ship passengers and independent travelers, depending on the location and
activity involved (Dugan et al. 2009).

Another study, conducted on behalf of ADF&G, estimated that residents and visitors to Southeast Alaska
spent $363 million hunting and viewing wildlife in 2011, with visitors viewing wildlife accounting for an
estimated 59 percent of this total (ECONorthwest 2014). Based on these estimated expenditures, the
study estimated that hunting and wildlife viewing, respectively, supported 390 and 1,390 direct jobs and a
combined total of $107 million in labor income in Southeast Alaska in 2011, with additional indirect and
induced jobs and income supported elsewhere in the economy (ECONorthwest 2014).

Recreation on the Tongass National Forest

While it is reasonable to assume that the majority of visitor recreation and tourism activity in the region is
related to the natural environment, not all of the activity generating this employment can be directly linked
to the Tongass National Forest. Many visitors experience the Tongass from the deck of a cruise ship
without directly using the forest for recreation purposes. In addition, while the Tongass includes
approximately 80 percent of the land area in Southeast Alaska, there are other lands that offer wildland
recreation opportunities in the region, including 3.3 million acres of National Park Service (NPS) lands,
and recreation lands managed by the State of Alaska. Further, other popular recreation and tourism
activities, such as saltwater fishing, sea kayaking, and shopping, do not take place on the Tongass,
although the forest may provide a backdrop for these activities.

The Alaska Region of the Forest Service (Region 10) has been participating in the Forest Service’s
National Visitor Use Monitoring (NVUM) program since 2000. Based on the results of the NVUM program
for 2010 to 2014 and coefficients developed by White and Stynes (2010), the Forest Service (2017f)
calculated a visitation estimate of 2,874,000 annual visits to the Tongass National Forest. The results of
earlier surveys indicated that half of Alaska residents surveyed who live in Southeast Alaska reported
using a boat or plane to access the national forest (White and Stynes 2010). Almost half (49.7 percent) of
non-resident visits to the Tongass National Forest involved the use of a guide or ouffitter at some point,
with local cruises, wildlife viewing, and flightseeing reported most frequently. Alaska residents in contrast
were found to very rarely use ouffitters or guides (White and Stynes 2010). More detailed information on
recreation use on the Tongass is presented in the Recreation and Tourism section of this EIS.

Spending profiles were estimated for residents and non-residents visiting the Forest based on data
compiled during the NVUM surveys. Using coefficients developed by White and Stynes (2010), the Forest
Service (2017f) estimated that 2,874,000 annual visits generated about $382 million in spending and
supported 3,947 direct jobs and an additional 1,110 jobs elsewhere in the regional economy. This overall
estimate is equivalent to about 42 percent of the regional visitor estimate developed for Alaska DCCED in
2017 (McDowell Group 2018a), and the direct component is about 51 percent of the direct visitor jobs
estimated by Southeast Conference (2018).
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Commercial Fishing and Seafood Processing

In 2017, an estimated 302 million pounds of seafood was harvested in Southeast Alaska with an ex-
vessel value of $289 million. Viewed in terms of value, salmon accounted for more than half (56 percent)
of the total commercial catch in Southeast Alaska in 2017, with the remainder divided among black cod
(16 percent), halibut (15 percent), crab (8 percent), herring (2 percent), and other (5 percent) (Southeast
Conference 2018). Total pounds landed and ex-vessel values in 2017 were similar to regional 10-year
averages, and a substantial improvement over the 2016 season, which was the worstin more than a
decade (Southeast Conference 2018).

Employmentin the seafood harvesting and processing sectors varies from year-to-year, but remains
relatively stable compared to the fluctuations in the volumes and value of salmon harvested each year.
Salmon harvesting employed an estimated 1,283 people in Southeast Alaska in 2016, with an additional
992 people employed harvesting other fish (Alaska DOL 2017). A further total of 1,400 people were
employed in fish processing in 2016 for a combined total of 3,675 jobs (Alaska DOL 2016). Seafood
harvesting and fish processing employment trends are shown for 2000 to 2013 in the 2016 Forest Plan
FEIS (USDA Forest Service 2016b, pp. 3-501 to 3-503).

Unlike other basic sectors of Southeast Alaska’s economy, components of the seafood industry are
spread throughout the region with an important presence in virtually every community. Seafood
processing workers, for example, were employed in all of the boroughs in 2015, ranging from 10 workers
in Skagway to 1,023 workers in Ketchikan Gateway Borough and 1,102 in Sitka (Alaska DOL 2016).

The seafood processing sector is generally characterized by high seasonality and low resident hire, as
well as low hourly wages, with a median annual wage of $24,689 in 2013 (Strong 2014). The industry
does, however, have a number of higher paid occupations, including ship engineers, captains, mates,
boat pilots, and general and operations mangers, which accounted for just 1.2 percent total employment,
but 6 percent of wages, with a median annual wage of $66,720 (Strong 2014).

Mining and Mineral Development

Mineral exploration and mining have been a part of life in Southeast Alaska for more than a century.
Estimates developed using Alaska DOL data found that a total of 886 workers were employed in the
mining sector in Southeast Alaska in 2017 (Table 3.2-1). According to a recent economic impact study
prepared for Alaska’s mining industry, the Greens Creek and Kensington mines employed 414 workers
and 325 workers in 2016, respectively, with the Kensington Mine employing an additional 90 contractors
(McDowell Group 2018b). Mining jobs are the highest-paying jobs in the region, with annual wages of
$102,000 in 2017 (Southeast Conference 2018). The high wages in this sector reflect the skilled nature of
the job, as well as the demands of working in remote locations (Abrahamson 2013). Mining employment
in Southeast Alaskaincreased in 2017, up 11 percent from the preceding year, with the region’s two large
mines (Greens Creek and Kensington) accounting for the majority of this employment. Despite increasing
employment, production decreased at both mines in 2017 (Southeast Conference 2018).

Both the Greens Creek and Kensington mines are located in the City and Borough of Juneau, mostly on
Tongass NFS lands. Greens Creek Mine is a primary silver mine located on Admiralty Island; Kensington
Mine is a gold mine located on the mainland approximately 45 miles north of Juneau. Alaska residents
make up about two-thirds of the total labor force at each mine, 66 percent at Greens Creek and 67
percent at Kensington. Alaska resident employees of both mines live throughout the region. More than
two-thirds of Greens Creek’s Alaska resident employees live in Juneau. The other third live in other
Southeast Alaska communities or elsewhere in the region (McDowell Group 2018b).

Two proposed underground mine projects on NFS lands on Prince of Wales Island received approval for
financial assistance through the Alaska Industrial Development and Export Authority in June 2014
(Bradner 2014). Senate Bill 99 authorized $145 million and $125 million in infrastructure and construction
financing, respectively, for the proposed Bokan Mountain and Niblack projects. The Bokan Mountain
project is a rare earths mine that would include on-site ore processing facilities. The McDowell Group
(2013) in a study prepared for the Bokan Mountain project estimated that construction of the project
would last 2 years and employ an average construction workforce of 200, with peak employment
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potentially reaching 300 workers. Operation would be expected to employ 190 workers with
approximately $18 million in annual payroll (McDowell Group 2013). The Niblack Projectis a proposed
underground copper-gold-zinc-silver mine. The project owners estimate that the construction and
operation phases of the project would both employ approximately 200 workers (Niblack Project LLC
2015). No exploration activity was reported for either project in 2016 and 2017 (McDowell Group 2018b).

Payments to the State

Prior to 2000, in states with national forests, 25 percent of the returns to the U.S. Treasury from revenue
producing Forest Service activities such as timber sales, were returned to each state for distribution back
to counties (or in Alaska, boroughs) having acreage within a national forest. Those payments were called
the “25 percent fund payments” and were dedicated by law to be used for roads and schools. In October
2000, the Secure Rural Schools and Community Self Determination Act of 2000 was enacted to stabilize
federal payments to states in response to declining federal receipts.

The legislation was authorized for implementation for fiscal years 2001 through 2007 and allowed
counties and/or boroughs to choose between 25 percent of current receipts or a full payment amount
based on the average of the highest three payments made to the state during the 14-year period between
1986 and 1999. Alaska boroughs and communities have elected to receive a full payment amount rather
than 25 percent of receipts since enactment of this legislation.

Those annual full payment amounts are primarily dedicated to roads and schools, with provisions for
special project funding under certain conditions. Under the full payment ap proach, Forest Service
payments to the State of Alaska have been based on the high 3-year historic average, rather than linked
to annual Forest Service revenue.

The Secure Rural Schools Act has been reauthorized since 2008, most recently in March 2018 for Fiscal
Years 2017 and 2018. The program was not reauthorized for Fiscal Year 2016, resulting in a substantial

decrease in payments. Tongass-related secure rural schools payments to Southeast Alaska by borough

for 2013 through 2017 are presented in Table 3.2-7.

Table 3.2-7
Federal Secure Rural Schools Payments to Southeast Alaska
Boroughs, 2013 to 2017

Borough/Area 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017
Haines 131,581 124,386 145,551 30,166 376,567
Juneau 670,595 637,211 624,947 43,275 555,618
Ketchikan Gateway 1,045,870 1,059,007 993,053 91,316 905,127
Petersburg 1,255,586 1,204,494 577,743 41,876 544,597
Sitka 800,509 752,083 544,967 49,389 567,243
Skagway 22,105 21,595 17,122 2,664 18,625
Wrangell 1,117,867 1,052,610 922,953 47,826 845,691
Yakutat 560,798 539,527 623,842 36,682 473,738
Unorganized1 3,253,421 3,125,381 2,674,447 110,116 2,476,673
Total 8,858,332 8,516,294 7,124,625 453,310 6,763,879
Note:

' Unorganized represents payments to the Hoonah-Angoon and Prince of Wales-Hyder CAs.
Sources: USDA Forest Service 2015a, 2015b, 2016d,2018h, 2018i

Environmental Consequences

Forest Products

This DEIS provides an assessment of the potential impacts that may result from the alternatives
considered for a proposed Alaska Roadless Rule. This analysis is programmatic, meaning that it examines
potential effects of alternative forms of management direction for broad land areas, rather than schedule
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specific activities in specific locations. Specific timber sales would be developed over time in accordance with
established Forest Service procedures, with site-specific impacts evaluated through project-level
environmental analysis, as appropriate. Overall timber harvest levels and composition (old-growth versus
young-growth) are expected to remain unaffected by the final rule. 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.

Factors Affecting the Economics of Timber Offers

In practice, many factors can influence the cost of timber harvest, adding economic risks for potential
purchasers and affecting the ability of the Forest Service to offer timber sales. Road construction,
helicopter yarding, complex silvicultural prescriptions, setting size, and other factors may increase costs,
which then decrease the value of the offering. The value of the timber offered must be sufficient to cover
costs and include profit for the purchaser. Under the Consolidated Appropriations Act, 2018, timber sales
that do not appraise positive using the current Region 10 RV (Residual Value) appraisal cannotbe
offered (USDA Forest Service 2018d). Estimated costs per thousand board feet vary substantially across
the Forest. Transportation infrastructure costs and haul distances are typically higher in more remote
areas, i.e., those areas that are further from existing infrastructure and markets. Market in this context
may include a mill or export yard.

None of the action alternatives would resultin changes to the PTSQ, and the timber objectives of the
Forest Plan would continue to involve the transition to primarily young-growth harvest. While harvest
levels are not expected to vary significantly among the alternatives, the alternatives do vary in terms of
the amount and location of acres suitable for timber production. Young-growth suitable acres would
increase only slightly (3 to 6 percent) under the action alternatives (Table 3.2-8) and, as a result, the
following assessment focuses on changes in old-growth suitable acres. Summary information is, however,
also provided for changes in young-growth suitable acres by alternative.

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 (USDA Forest Service 2016¢). These estimates represent an approximate
upper ceiling of the number of roadless acres that could be potentially harvested under any of the
alternatives. The 2016 Forest Plan FEIS estimated that ap proximately 5 MMBF of small and micro-sales
of old-growth timber is required each year to meet the needs of existing small old-growth mills that
produce high value products such as appearance grade lumber and cedar shingles. This annual small
and micro-sale demand (5 MMBF) is anticipated to be met for the duration of the planning period under all
of the alternatives, including Alternative 1 — No Action.

Forlarger sales, more acres of suitable old-growth land 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 planning 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. This greater flexibility
could be especially beneficial during the first two decades of the 2016 Forest Plan (the transition period),
when most old-growth harvest would take place. While many factors can influence the cost of timber
harvest, as noted above, areas along existing roads are typically more economically efficient, followed by
areas where existing roads can be easily extended. Transportation infrastructure costs can include road
construction, reconditioning, reconstruction, and maintenance, as well as log transfer facility (LTF)
development. Road construction, reconditioning, reconstruction, and maintenance involve substantial
costs and have the potential to strongly influence timber sale economics.

Areas closer to markets, either a mill or export facility, are also more likely to offer more economic timber
sale options. Existing old-growth mills in Southeast Alaska are primarily located in the south part of the
region, with a concentration of mills, including the last remaining medium-sized mill (Viking Lumber), on
Prince of Wales Island. Sales on the south part of the Forest are, therefore, more likely to appraise
positive. In cases where the Regional Forester allows 100 percent export, which is permissible ona case-
by-case basis (as discussed above), proximity to an export facility may also resultin sales being more
likely to appraise positive.
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Areas not covered by existing NEPA decisions require additional NEPA analysis, adding cost, as well as
several years planning time. The projects identified in the most recent 5-year timber sale plan for the
Tongass (2018 to 2022) are assumed to be made available to meet short-term (4 to 5 year) demand
under all alternative (USDA Forest Service 2018c).

Factors Common to the Action Alternatives

Additional timber harvest opportunities under the action alternatives would primarily be provided by
removing regulatory roadless prohibitions for areas that are currently designated under the 2001
Roadless Rule (i.e., the removal of acres from roadless in the transition from 2001 Inventoried Roadless
Areas [IRAs] to Alaska Roadless Areas [ARAs])."® Timber harvest would also be allowed in Timber
Priority and Community Priority ARAs." The removal of prohibitions in either of these ways would convert
areas of previously identified unsuitable lands to suitable old-growth lands that would be available for
harvest.

Suitable old-growth lands would be incrementally added by alternative, with total net increases ranging
from about 18,000 acres (Alternative 2) to 165,000 acres (Alternatives 5 and 6) (Table 3.2-8, Figure 3.2-
12). Viewed as a share of existing suitable old growth, these increases would range from 8 percent
(Alternative 2) to 72 percent (Alternatives 5 and 6). Suitable old-growth acres would be added in three
broad categories or areas: roaded roadless (Alternatives 2 to 6); logical extension areas (Alternatives 3 to
6); and areas more distant from roads (Alternatives 4 to 6). In addition, suitable old-growth acres would
be added in Community Priority ARAs (Alternative 3). For the locations of suitable areas, refer to the
Timber Suitability maps (see Maps 7 through 12 on thumb drive or website).

Roaded Roadless. All action alternatives would remove roadless designations for 96,000 acres that
currently have roads (i.e., “roaded roadless”). These areas are considered likely locations for future timber
harvest. The removal of roaded roadless acres from roadless designation would convert about 18,000
acres of previously identified unsuitable lands to suitable old-growth lands that would be available for
harvest, including an estimated 6,000 acres of high-volume old growth (Table 3.2-8). High volume old-
growth acres are based on the size density model (SDM), as described in the Timber Resources section,
below. In addition, an estimated 10,000 acres of previously unsuitable lands would be converted to
suitable young-growth lands that would be available for harvest.

Logical Extensions. Alternatives 3 to 6 would also remove roadless designations for “logical extension
areas.” These are areas that are considered the logical extension of existing road and harvest systems,
and typically include areas within the same watershed (14th-field hydrologic unit) as an existing road
system. These areas were identified by forest staff as the most likely locations for future timber harvest,
following roaded roadless. The removal of logical extension acres from roadless designation would
convert an estimated 50,000 acres of previously identified unsuitable lands to suitable old-growth lands,
including an estimated 20,000 acres of high-volume old growth (Table 3.2-8). In addition, an estimated
2,000 acres of previously unsuitable lands would be converted to suitable young-growth lands.

More Distant Areas. Alternatives 4 to 6 would also remove roadless areas considered more distant from
existing road systems (i.e., roadless areas outside the “roaded roadless” and “logical extension” areas).
These acres are added in different ways, as discussed below, by alternative. However, when viewed in
terms of changes in suitable old-growth acres that would be available for harvest, the alternatives are
very similar. This is especially true for Alternatives 5 and 6, which would result in the same increase in
areas more distant from roads, about 98,000 acres, including 33,000 acres of high-volume old growth
(Table 3.2-8). Changes in suitable young-growth acres in areas more distant from roads would range
from approximately 3,000 acres (Alternative 4) to 8,000 acres (Alternative 6).

6 Altemative 6 would remove all regulatory roadless prohibitions on the Tongass, which would be exempt from the 2001 Roadless
Rule underthis alternative.

" Timber harvestin Community Priority ARAs would be limited to micro sales, salvage sales, and small commercial sales less than
one MMBEF in size.
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In addition, 8,000 suitable old-growth acres, including 2,000 acres of high-volume old growth, and 2,000
suitable young-growth acres would be added in Community Priority ARAs (Alternative 3) (Table 3.2-8).

Table 3.2-8
Suitable and High Volume Suitable Old-Growth Acres by Geographic Area and Alternative
Alternative
1 2 3 4 5 6
Forest Land Suitable for No Roaded Logical Partial Dev All Dev Full
Timber Production Action Roadless Extension LUDs' LUDs Exemption
Old Growth 230,000 247,000 305,000 388,000 395,000 395,000
Young Growth 334,000 344,000 348,000 349,000 351,000 354,000
Increase in Suitable Old Growth
In Roaded Roadless Areas 0 18,000 18,000 18,000 18,000 18,000
In Logical Extension Areas 0 0 50,000 50,000 50,000 50,000
In Community Priority Areas 0 0 8,000 0 0 0
In More Distant Areas 0 0 0 91,000 98,000 98,000
Total? 0 18,000 76,000 158,000 165,000 165,000
Increase in High-Volume Suitable Old Growth
In Roaded Roadless Areas 0 6,000 6,000 6,000 6,000 6,000
In Logical Extension Areas 0 0 20,000 20,000 20,000 20,000
In Community Priority Areas 0 0 2,000 0 0 0
In More Distant Areas 0 0 0 30,000 33,000 33,000
Total? 0 6,000 28,000 55,000 59,000 59,000

"Includes Timber Production and Modified Landscape LUDs, but not Scenic Viewshed.
?Totals may not sumdue to rounding.

Figure 3.2-12
Suitable Old-Growth Acres by Alternative
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meet the ASQ established forthe 2016 Forest Plan.

Alternative 1 — No Action

Under Alternative 1 there would be no change in the boundaries of the IRAs identified in 2001 Roadless

Rule and no changes in the availability of suitable old-growth acres for harvest. Under the current Forest
Plan, there are an estimated 230,000 acres of suitable old growth available for harvest, almost 10 times

the area expected to be harvested over the next 25 years (Table 3.2-8, Figure 3.2-12).

Alternative 2

Under Alternative 2, additional timber harvest opportunities would be provided in roaded roadless areas,
with an estimated net gain of about 18,000 acres of suitable old-growth, including 6,000 acres of high-
volume suitable old-growth (Table 3.2-8, Figure 3.2-12). This estimated gain (18,000 acres) is equivalent
to about 8 percent of the acres available under Alternative 1 and three-quarters (75 percent) of old-growth
acres expected to be harvested over the next 25 years (24,000 acres). The added suitable acres would
be in areas where roads already exist and are, therefore, generally considered relatively economic to
harvest. Further, the majority (94 percent) of the added acres would be located on the south part of the
Forest, with slightly more than one-third (34 percent) on Prince of Wales Island (Craig and Thorne Bay
Ranger Districts) (Table 3.2-9).

Alternative 2 would also resultin an estimated net gain of about 10,000 acres of suitable young-growth,
the majority of which (87 percent) would be located onthe south part of the Forest. These acres would
also be in areas where roads already exist.

Table 3.2-9
Increase in Suitable Old-Growth Acres by Ranger District and Alternative
Ranger District Alternative
2 3 4 5 6
South
Craig 4,000 8,000 14,000 15,000 15,000
Ketchikan-Misty Fjords 3,000 15,000 23,000 24,000 24,000
Petersburg 4,000 17,000 37,000 37,000 37,000
Thorne Bay 2,000 14,000 20,000 21,000 21,000
Wrangell 4,000 14,000 23,000 24,000 24,000
Subtotal 17,000 68,000 117,000 122,000 122,000
North
Hoonah 0 4,000 15,000 16,000 16,000
Juneau 0 0 3,000 4,000 4,000
Sitka 0 4,000 22,000 23,000 23,000
Yakutat 0 0 0 0 0
Subtotal 1,000 7,000 41,000 43,000 43,000
Overall Total 18,000 76,000 158,000 165,000 165,000
Note:

' Totals may not sumdue to rounding.

Alternative 3

Under Alternative 3, additional timber harvest opportunities would be provided in roaded roadless and
logical extension areas, with an estimated net gain of about 76,000 acres of suitable old-growth, including
28,000 acres of high volume suitable old-growth (Table 3.2-8, Figure 3.2-12). This estimated gain (76,000
acres) is equivalent to about 33 percent of the acres available under Alternative 1 and more than three
times the old-growth acres expected to be harvested over the next 25 years (24,000 acres). The added
suitable acres would be in areas where roads already exist or could be logically extended and are,
therefore, generally considered relatively economic to harvest. Alternative 3 also includes a net increase
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of approximately 8,000 acres in Community Priority ARAs. Similar to Alternative 2, the majority (90
percent) of the added acres would be located on the south part of the Forest, with almost one-third (29
percent) on Prince of Wales Island (Table 3.2-9).

Alternative 3 would also resultin an estimated net gain of about 14,000 acres of suitable young-growth,
the majority of which (76 percent) would be located onthe south part of the Forest. These acres would
also be in areas where roads already exist or could be logically extended.

Alternative 4

Alternative 4 would provide additional timber harvest opportunities in roaded roadless and logical
extension areas, as well as areas more distant from roads, with an estimated net gain of about 158,000
acres of suitable old growth, including 55,000 acres of high-volume suitable old growth (Table 3.2-8,
Figure 3.2-12). This estimated gain (158,000 acres) is equivalent to about 69 percent of the acres
available under Alternative 1 and more than six times the old-growth acres expected to be harvested over
the next 25 years (24,000 acres).

This alternative makes available all Timber Production and Modified Landscape LUDs that were in
roadless, outside of T77 Watersheds and TNC/Audubon Conservation Priority Areas. On average, these
areas are more distant from roads compared with Alternative 3 and would include extensive areas
designated as Timber Priority ARA. Approximately 91,000 acres of the previously identified unsuitable
lands that would be converted to suitable old-growth lands are located in more distant areas. Because
these areas are more distant from existing road systems, on average, they are likely to be relatively
expensive to harvest and less likely to be accessed for timber production under the current Forest Plan.
Less than two-thirds (63 percent) of the more distant acres added under this alternative would be located
on the south part of the Forest, with 14 percent on Prince of Wales Island (Table 3.2-9).

Alternative 4 would also resultin an estimated net gain of about 15,000 acres of suitable young-growth,
including 3,000 acres more distant from roads. The majority of the total added young-growth suitable
acres (77 percent) would be located on the south part of the Forest.

Alternative 5

Alternative 5 would provide additional timber harvest opportunities in roaded roadless and logical
extension areas, as well as areas more distant from roads (Table 3.2-8, Figure 3.2-12). In addition to
roaded roadless and logical extension areas, this alternative would remove all other Timber Production,
Modified Landscape, and Scenic Viewshed LUDs identified in the 2016 Forest Plan from roadless
designation, including T77 Watersheds and TNC/Audubon Conservation Priority Areas within those
development LUDs. In addition, areas with mineral potential as defined by the “minerals overlay” defined
in the Tongass Forest Plan are removed from roadless designation. Viewed in terms of suitable old-
growth acres, this alternative would have the same effect as removing regulatory roadless designation
from all lands (Alternative 6).

Alternative 5 would also resultin an estimated net gain of about 17,000 acres of suitable young-growth,
including 5,000 acres more distant from roads. The majority of the total added young-growth suitable
acres (78 percent) would be located on the south part of the Forest.

Alternative 6

Under Alternative 6, the full exemption alternative, regulatory roadless designations would be removed
from all areas on the Tongass, resulting in a net reduction of 9.2 million acres of designated roadless
(Table 3.2-8, Figure 3.2-12). Former roadless areas would be managed in accordance with the 2016
Forest Plan, with an estimated net gain of about 165,000 acres of suitable old growth, including 59,000
acres of high-volume suitable old growth (Table 3.2-8, Figure 3.2-12). This estimated gain (165,000
acres) is equivalent to about 72 percent of the acres available under Alternative 1 and almost seven times
the old-growth acres expected to be harvested over the next 25 years (24,000 acres). As with Alternative
4, much of the gain in suitable old-growth acres relative to Alternative 3 would be in areas more distant
from roads (approximately 98,000 acres) and would provide additional opportunities for harvest. These
more distant areas would be relatively expensive to harvest and less likely to be accessed under the
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current Forest Plan. Less than two-thirds (63 percent) of the more distant acres added under this
alternative would be located on the south part of the Forest, with 15 percent on Prince of Wales Island
(Table 3.2-9).

Alternative 6 would also resultin an estimated net gain of about 20,000 acres of suitable young-growth,
including 8,000 acres more distant from roads. The majority of the total added young-growth suitable
acres (71 percent) would be located on the south part of the Forest.

Employment and Income

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 economic impacts
are assumed to remain constant. These impacts were estimated for the first decade following
implementation in the 2016 Forest Plan FEIS (USDA Forest Service 2016b), with all six alternatives
based on an annual average harvest of 46 MMBF. In the 2016 Forest Plan FEIS, the ratio of young
growth to old growth varied by alternative and over time in the years prior to the transition to young
growth (defined as the time that the young-growth supply reaches 41 MMBF).

Alternative 1 within this DEIS and all alternatives are assumed to support a similar range of direct jobs and
income. Based on the 2016 Forest Plan EIS assessment, all of the alternatives would support an estimated 92
jobsinlogging, 49 to 100 jobs in sawmilling, and 29 to 46 jobs related to transportation and other services, with
direct income ranging from $9.8 million to $10.4 million.

The local sawmilling and transportation-related employment estimates presented in the 2016 Forest Plan
EIS were based on a range, from maximum possible shipment out of state (export of all Alaska yellow-
cedar and western redcedar plus hemlock and Sitka spruce export equal to 50 percent of total sale net
sawlog volume), to no shipment of western redcedar, hemlock, or Sitka spruce, and export of 100 percent
Alaska yellow cedar. Transportation and other services 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. Export employs more
workers in transportation and other services per million board feet harvested than domestic production,
which is reflected in the range of values estimated for transportation and related services.

Actual employment and income in Southeast Alaska would depend on choices made by purchasers;
those choices may change as markets and prices shift. Under current market conditions, purchasers are
likely to export as much as they can while processing enough material locally to keep manufacturing
facilities open, and take advantage of opportunities to produce high-value sawn material in Southeast
Alaska. In addition, the Regional Forester has allowed increased export on a case-by-case basis, as
discussed above and explained in Appendix H of the 2016 Forest Plan (USDA Forest Service 2016a). If
purchasers were allowed on a case-by-case basis to export a larger share of a particular sale in
unprocessed form, there would be a commensurate reductionin sawmilling jobs and an increase in
transportation-related jobs.

Recreation and Tourism

Potential impacts to recreation and tourism are assessed in the Recreation and Tourism section of this
EIS. Potential impacts are evaluated with respect to ROS settings, recreation places, and recreation use.
The Recreation and Tourism section also assesses impacts to outfitter/guide businesses and clients.

Under Alternative 1, most projected harvestis expected to occur in ROS settings where some
modification of the natural environment is expected. Less than 1 percent of the acres currently allocated
to Primitive (P), Semi-Primitive Non-Motorized (SPNM), and Semi-Primitive Motorized (SPM) ROS
settings would be harvested after 100 years, assuming the maximum allowable levels of harvest were to
occur. Assuming that the estimated total number of acres harvested would be the same for each
alternative and that harvest would be evenly distributed across the available suitable acres, Roaded
Modified (RM) as a share of the estimated total would decrease relative to Alternative 1 under all
alternatives, decreasing from almost 90 percent under Alternative 1 to 67-68 percent under Alternatives 4
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to 6. Much of this decrease would be made up by an increasein SPNM acres. SPNM as a share of the
estimated total would range from about 6 percent under Alternatives 1 and 2 to 23 percent under
Alternatives 4 to 6. This analysis is discussed further in the Recreation and Tourism section of this EIS.

Changes in land management have the potential to affect ouffitter/guide operations that provide
commercial recreation opportunities on the Forest. Impacts to existing outfitter/guide use are likely to be
greatest where changes in roadless designations allow development in remote areas that are used for
outfitter/guide activities dependent on high scenic integrity and undisturbed landscapes. Changes in
roadless area designations could also affect outfitter/guide use in other adjacent or nearby areas as
outfitter/guides displaced from one location seek other places to take clients. Some use areas are
presently at capacity, which could serve to exacerbate potential displacement effects. Long-term changes
in roadless area management could affect the Forest’s ability to meet future outfitter/guide demand,
especially for operators seeking more remote areas.

The oultfitter/guide analysis prepared for this EIS used changes in suitable old-growth acres in conjunction
with information on existing ouffitter/guide use to help focus on potentially affected areas. The resulting
analysis identified 15 ouffitter/guide use areas where potential conflicts between existing ouffitter/guide
use and future management could occur. In most of these areas, existing ouffitter/guide use occurs near
areas where development has occurred in the past, either near or along shorelines and/or Forest road
systems. Similarly, in most cases, harvest that could already occur in these areas (under Alternative 1)
has the potential to conflict with existing ouffitter/guide use. Viewed in terms of increases in acres suitable
for harvest, impacts under Alternatives 2 and 3 would be minimal in all areas, with increases in roadless
acres and reductions in suitable acres occurring in some areas under these alternatives. By expanding
the acres available for harvest, Alternatives 4 to 6 could add to these potential impacts by increasing the
number and geographic extent of the acres affected. In some locations, new road construction could
create new opportunities for operators who use Forest roads for access. However, nearly all new roads
constructed under the alternatives would be closed following harvest. These potentialimpacts are
discussed in more detail in the Recreation and Tourism section.

Salmon Harvesting and Processing

None of the alternatives are expected to have a significant change to the commercial fishing or fish-
processing industries over the planning period. Riparian Management standards and guidelines
established in the 2016 Forest Plan would remain in place under all of the alternatives. While there would
be some variation in the level of protection, these variations are not expected to affect the fishing industry.
The future of the fishing industry in Southeast Alaska is more likely to depend upon occurrences outside
of the Tongass National Forest such as hatchery production, offshore harvest levels, and changes in
ocean conditions.

The 1997 FEIS (USDA Forest Service 1997a) noted that the amount of acreage of timber harvest was at
most less than 20,000 acres per year, representing approximately 0.5 percent of the total remaining
productive old growth (or 5 percent over the next decade) and less than 0.02 percent of the entire Forest.
That EIS concluded that this was not expected to resultin a significant change to commercial fishing
employment. All of the alternatives that are presently being evaluated in this EIS would allow considerably
less timber harvest and new road construction than the alternatives evaluated in the 1997 FEIS. Total
annual old-growth harvest allowed over the 100-year planning period would be approximately 42,500
acres, substantially lower than the maximum proposed in the 1997 FEIS. Impacts to fish are discussed in
detail in the Key Issue 3 section of this EIS.

Mining and Mineral Development

The Forest Service divides minerals resources into three groups: locatable minerals, leasable minerals,
and salable minerals. A locatable mineral is any mineral that is “valuable” in economic terms or has a
property that gives it distinct and special value. Examples of locatable minerals on the Tongass include
gold, silver, copper, molybdenum, iron, nickel, lead, and zinc. The General Mining Law of 1872, as
amended, grants every United States citizen the right to prospect and explore public domain lands open
to mineral entry. The right of access is guaranteed and is not at the discretion of the Forest Service.
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Exploration, mining, and mineral processing activities, including road construction and reconstruction, are
presently allowed in IRAs and would continue to be allowed under all alternatives. Changes in roadless
management are, therefore, not expected to affect existing or future locatable mineral exploration or
mining activities on the Forest.

Leasable minerals are certain types of minerals, primarily energy resources (e.g., oil, gas, coal, and
geothermal resources) that are not subject to mining claim location but are available for exploration and
development under provisions of the Mineral Leasing Act of 1920. Roadbuilding is currently prohibited for
any new leasable projects, including geothermal projects, within IRAs. For Alternatives 2, 3, 4, and 5, this
prohibition would continue Watershed Priority (Alternative 2) and LUD Il Priority ARAs. Following project-
specific analyses, roads could be approved for leasable projects within Timber Priority (Alternative 4) or
Roadless Priority ARAs. The Tongass has no current leasable mineral activity and the anticipated
demand for leasable minerals is expected to remain low. As a result, changes in roadless management
are expected to have limited impacts on related economic activity.

Salable minerals on the Forest are mainly used to construct NFS roads. Since road construction is not
expected to vary much between alternatives, there would be little difference in salable mineral
development between the alternatives.

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 designation 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
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
Southeast Alaska Transportation Plan. Timber Priority ARAs and areas removed from roadless
designation would not have roadless rule-related prohibitions on road building. 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
timber harvest and road construction. Under Alternative 4, Roadless Areas with timber priority would not
prohibit timber harvest 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.

Payments to the State

As noted in the Affected Environment discussion, the Secure Rural Schools Act has been reauthorized
since 2008, most recently in March 2018 for fiscal years 2017 and 2018. The amount of these payments
would not be affected by any of the alternatives considered in this EIS.
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Key Issue 3 — Conserve Terrestrial Habitat,
Aquatic Habitat, and Biological Diversity

Biological Diversity

Affected Environment

This section provides a summary of the Old-growth Habitat Conservation Strategy, ecosystem-based
landscape delineations or biogeographic provinces on the Tongass, and past timber harvest. Landscape
connectivity and fragmentation and invasive species are also discussed. Additional information on the
background of the Old-growth Habitat Conservation Strategy and its components can be found in the
2016 Forest Plan FEIS (USDA Forest Service 2016b, Appendix D).

Ecosystem Classification

Southeast Alaska is divided into 23 biogeographic provinces (21 of which coincide with the Tongass) and
characterized by 1) similarities in terrestrial wildlife species composition, 2) similarities in distributional
patterns for many of these species, 3) geologic and water barriers stemming from past events, such as
glaciation, and 4) generally similar climatic conditions and physiographic characteristics (USDA Forest
Service 2003a). Biogeographic provinces provide an appropriate scale for the analysis of impacts to
biological diversity because they are ecosystem-based and vary in the level of resource development that
has taken place and is allowed within them (see the 2016 Final EIS Suitable Land maps in the Map
Packet for the distribution of suitable old growth and young growth across the Planning Area).
Biogeographic provinces in Southeast Alaska are described in Table 3.9-1 and shown on Figure 3.9-1 of
the 2016 Forest Plan FEIS (USDA Forest Service 2016b; see also Table 3.9-1 in Appendix C of this EIS).

CoverTypes

The vegetation of Southeast Alaska and the Tongass is dominated by temperate coastal rain forests at
lower elevations (less than about 2,000 feet). Interspersed within the forest are muskegs, other wetlands,
and other non-forest types. At higher elevations, alpine vegetation, rock, glaciers, and snowfields
dominate. Table 3.3a-1 summarizes the breakdown of cover types by biogeographic province. Each of
these cover types is described below.

Approximately 60 percent of the Tongass consists of forestland (including harvested areas).
Approximately 5.5 million acres of the forestland is considered “productive forest land,” defined as land
capable of producing at least 20 cubic feet of wood fiber per acre per year or having greater than 8,000
board feet per acre of standing volume (see the Timber section for additional discussion). The remaining
4.4 million acres of forest lands are considered unproductive forest because they do not meet the above
criteria.

Productive forest land is divided into POG and young growth. Young growth includes those stands
resulting from past timber harvest, as well as natural young growth (e.g., created by wind, fire, or glacial
retreat).
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Table 3.3a-1
Major Cover Types on the Tongass National Forest by Biogeographic Province (NFS Lands Only)

Productive Forest (acres)

Unproductive Forest (acres)

Non-Forest (acres)

Total Other Total
Young- Productive Forested Unproductive  Unproductive Total Non-
Biogeographic Province POG? growth'3 Forest Muskeg?® Forest3 Forest Land?3 Water® Forest
1 Yakutat Forelands 95,063 40,262 135,325 101,827 25,703 127,530 34,339 7,255 41,595
2 Yakutat Uplands 44,014 13,242 57,256 5,241 14,807 20,048 818,834 20,009 838,843
3 East Chichagof 399,206 47,331 446,537 108,710 203,798 312,507 276,080 6,800 282,880
Island
4 West Chichagof 72,643 329 72,972 45,204 82,691 127,895 72,722 8,430 81,152
Island
5 East Baranoflsland 88,668 14,283 102,951 12,198 90,057 102,255 177,699 6,323 184,022
6 West Baranoflsland 214,457 17,716 232,173 70,549 193,754 264,303 242,254 19,678 261,931
7 Admiralty Island 595,432 14,103 609,535 85,110 190,234 275,345 148,513 13,267 161,780
8 Lynn Canal 157,988 8,320 166,309 20,617 100,240 120,857 349,501 2,803 352,305
9 North CoastRange 322,684 5,930 328,614 19,697 159,444 179,141 478,694 15,363 494,057
10 Kupreanof/Mitkof 307,752 39,036 346,788 176,592 212,256 388,848 15,478 3,822 19,300
Island
11 Kuiu Island 291,839 30,934 322,773 44,128 88,402 132,530 19,494 2,571 22,065
12 Central Coast Range 246,153 9,269 255,422 27,199 152,597 179,796 268,001 10,612 278,612
13 Etolin Island 221,055 41,419 262,474 71,848 130,102 201,950 22,106 4,836 26,941
14 North Central Prince 486,160 170,306 656,466 152,189 270,927 423,116 45,859 21,953 67,812
of Wales
15 Revilla 504,827 49,119 553,946 175,045 311,591 486,636 91,126 36,079 127,205
Island/Cleveland
Peninsula
16 Southern Outer 112,035 18,114 130,149 27,148 44,386 71,535 4,926 909 5,835
Islands
17 Dall Island and 66,951 1,299 68,249 6,467 26,553 33,020 9,773 2,962 12,735
Vicinity
18 South Prince of 151,074 4,275 155,349 45,287 105,889 151,176 27,438 10,902 38,340
Wales
19 North Misty Fjords 198,210 6,549 204,759 21,227 264,636 285,863 461,818 14,394 476,212
20 South Misty Fjords 309,132 2,405 311,537 80,097 292,249 372,346 204,948 14,714 219,663
21 Ice Fields 116,893 10,006 126,899 8,628 171,804 180,432 2,606,398 15,588 2,621,986
Forest-wide 5,002,255 544,250 5,546,504 1,305,009 3,132,122 4,437,131 6,376,478 239,272 6,615,750
"Includes 83,000 acres of natural young growth, 422,000 acres of even-aged harvested stands, and about40,000 acres of partial harvested stands.
2Non-forest land classes primarily include alder brush, brush, alpine, ice and snow fields, muskeg meadow, recurrent slide, and rock.
Totals may not sum or match exactly to othertables in this section due to rounding.
Source: Data are from Table 3.9-2 in the 2016 Forest Plan FEIS (USDA Forest Service 2016b).
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The remaining 40 percent of the Tongass National Forest (about 6.6 million acres) is classified as non-
forestland and includes shrub and herbaceous habitats (e.g., muskeg, alpine, estuaries), sparsely
vegetated and non-vegetated areas (e.g., snow, rock, ice), and aquatic habitats (e.g., streams, ponds,
and lakes).

Productive Old-Growth Forest

Old-growth forests support biological diversity due to their structural and ecological complexity. In
Southeast Alaska, old-growth forests are greater than 150 years old, and are characterized by multiple
canopy layers; an interspersion of trees of multiple age classes; the presence of snags, decadent trees,
and fallen trees; presence of forbs; and variation in the amounts and distribution of live trees (USDA-FS
R10-TP-28). These features create intricate habitat niches that support many plant and animal species
(Spies 2004). In Southeast Alaska, old-growth forests have been the focus of past timber harvest making
them the most susceptible ecosystem to changes caused by forest management activities.

Seven POG types have been defined, based on land form and forest condition, and used to develop a
hierarchical map ping model for predicting tree sizes and densities on the Tongass. Old-growth forest
classification is described in greater detail in Section 3.9 and Figure 3.9-2 in the 2016 Forest Plan FEIS
(USDA Forest Service 2016b).

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 amount, approximately 16
percent is low-volume POG (SD4H type), 42 percentis medium volume POG (SD4N, 4S, and 5H types),
and 42 percent is high-volume POG (SD5S, 5N, and 67 types). Large-tree POG (SD67 type) makes up
almost 11 percent of all POG. Table 3.9-3 in the 2016 Forest Plan FEIS (USDA Forest Service 2016b; the
table is reproduced in Appendix C of this EIS) provides the distribution of existing POG forestby
biogeographic province and is summarized below.

Elevation is considered a landscape variable influencing the distribution and availability of POG forest.
Lower elevation stands (at or below 800 feet) hold the highest value for many wildlife species because
they remain relatively accessible during winter (see the Wildlife section for additional discussion). Forest-
wide, approximately 59 percent of POG forest occurs at low elevations (see Table 3.9-4 in Appendix C of
this EIS).

Young-Growth Forest

There are approximately 544,000 acres of young-growth forest on the Tongass, of which approximately
84 percent is a result of past timber harvest and approximately 15 percent a result of natural processes
(e.g., wind, fire, glacial retreat). Over 90 percent of the harvested young growth is from even-age harvest.
Approximately 20 percent of young growth from even-age harvest is 25 years old or younger, in the stand
initiation stage. Of this age class, stands up to about 10 years tend to have high species diversity, in
particular their shrub layer, which expands as a result of the open canopy after harvest. The remaining
approximately 80 percent of young growth is older and mostly in the stem exclusion stage. This type of
stand condition has very low species diversity.

Some of these older young-growth stands are considered suitable for timber harvest, and could help
support the Tongass transition to young-growth harvest (see the Timber section for additional discussion
of young-growth harvest and suitability). Approximately 90,000 acres of young-growth (harvested and
natural) occur in Riparian Management Areas (RMAs) and an additional 68,000 acres occur in Beach and
Estuary Fringe outside of RMAs. In addition, approximately 32,000 acres of young growth (harvested and
natural) occur within the Old-growth Habitat LUD and outside of RMAs and Beach and Estuary Fringe.
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Unproductive Forest and Non-Forested Lands

Approximately 27 percent of the Tongass is classified as unproductive forest (Table 3.3a-1). Many
unproductive forest stands meet the definition of old growth, but the trees are typically small and stunted
(under 40 feet in height) and the canopy is open (10 to 40 percent canopy closure). Hemlock, cedar, and
lodge pole pine are the most common trees; blueberry and rusty menzesia are the most common shrubs.
Past disturbance to this habitat type has occurred primarily as a result of road construction, which has
resulted in some permanent reduction in total acres of these unproductive forest types.

Non-forest ecosystems provide valuable habitat types that include wetland and other areas of shrub and
herbaceous types (e.g., muskegs, alder and willow brush, alpine, estuaries), non-vegetated areas (e.g.,
snow, rock, ice), and aquatic sites (e.g., streams, ponds, and lakes) and contribute greatly to the species
diversity on the Tongass National Forest by providing unique microsites and openings that contain shrub
and herbaceous vegetation within forested stands.

Approximately 40 percent of the Tongass National Forest consists of non-forest lands (Table 3.3a-1).

Overview of Existing Levels of POG Forest on NFS Lands

This section provides a brief summary of past timber harvest as provided in the 2016 Forest Plan FEIS
(USDA Forest Service 2016b) and focuses on the amount of POG forest compared to the amount present
in 1954 prior to large-scale commercial timber harvest because management activities are most likely to
affect productive forest. Other habitat types are expected to be maintained and will contribute toward
overall biological diversity.

Approximately 92 percent of the estimated original (prior to 1954) 5.4 million acres of POG that occurred
on Tongass remains today (Table 3.3a-2). Forest-wide, 86 percent of the original high-volume POG and
82 percent of the original large-tree POG remains (Table 3.3a-2). The greatest amount of timber harvest
has occurred in the North Central Prince of Wales biogeographic province (74 percent of the total original
POG forest remaining), followed by Etolin Island, East Baranof, Southern Outer Islands, East Chichagof
Island and Kupreanof/Mitkof Islands biogeographic provinces (85, 87, 86, 90, and 89 percent of the
original total POG forest remaining, respectively; Table 3.3a-2).

These biogeographic provinces, in addition to West Baranof Island biogeographic province, have also
had the most harvest of high-volume and large-tree POG forest harvested. The Revilla Island/Cleveland
Peninsula province also ranks among the highest when considering large-tree POG harvest. For
additional discussion of past harvest on the Tongass, see the Timber section in this EIS and Appendix C
in USDA Forest Service (2016b).

Of the 947 Value Comparison Units (VCUs) on the Tongass, percent are considered intact (for National
Forest System [NFS] lands only) and are thus likely to maintain a high degree of biological diversity.
Although landscapes with higher amounts of past harvest likely remain functional, this index represents
areas that are in relatively pristine conditions and thus have the highest ecological integrity.

Landscape Connectivity and Fragmentation

The Tongass is characterized by an inherent level of fragmentation due to its island geography. The
natural distribution of POG forest is also patchy and linear in many areas, as a result of the mosaic
condition of the landscape created by muskeg, forested wetlands, alpine areas, other unproductive forest,
and other non-forested habitats. This section provides an overview of the concepts of landscape
connectivity and fragmentation and existing conditions on the Tongass.

Landscape connectivity has been defined as the degree to which the structure of a landscape helps or
hinders the movement of wildlife species (Taylor et al. 1993). A landscape with a high degree of
connectivity is one in which wildlife and other species can move readily between habitat patches over the
long term (USDA Forest Service 2008a). On the Tongass, connectivity between areas of similar habitats
(for example, between two patches of old-growth forest) or between high and low elevation habitats is
important to maintaining well-distributed, viable wildlife populations and thus contributing to the ecological
integrity of the landscape. Empirical studies to date suggest that habitat loss has large, consistently
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negative effects on overall biological diversity. Fragmentation, both natural (e.g., windthrow, landslides,
insects and diseases, and avalanches) and human-caused (e.g., timber harvest, road building, and
powerline development), reduces landscape connectivity by breaking apart larger contiguous blocks of
habitat into smaller patches. The degree to which impacts to some species habitat requisites depends on
species-specific dispersal capabilities, the distance between habitat patches, and conditions within the
matrix between habitat patches.

When fragmentation occurs, there is an increase in the amount of forest edge habitat and a decrease in
the amount of interior old-growth forest habitat, with which many wildlife species are associated (see the
Wildlife section).

Fragmentation is often accompanied by a decline in native species diversity because habitat conditions
along the edge (edge effects) may favor some species over others. Edge effects may include changes to
vegetation structure, species composition (both plants and animals), predation rates, and disturbance
(Murcia 1995; Nilon et al. 1995; As 1999). Although the number of species may be higher along edges
(often favoring invasive species), the number of habitat specialists (such as those associated with interior
old growth forest conditions and those that tend to be more sensitive or at-risk) decreases (As 1999; Nilon
et al. 1995; Kissling and Garton 2008).

Past analysis has looked at biological diversity at the large watershed scale. Intact, undeveloped
landscapes, even at this scale, are assumed to function in a way that maintains plant communities,
unique habitat, and other supporting ecological processes for increased biological diversity. Intact
watersheds are defined as those having less than 5 percent of their POG harvested, which is consistent
with a similar analysis conducted by Audubon Alaska and The Nature Conservancy (Albert and Schoen
2007). Based on this definition, a VCU, roughly equivalent to a large watershed, with at least 95 percent
of the original POG remaining would be considered to be intact.

Forested corridors along streams and between old-growth habitats at different elevations have been
reduced in size by past harvestin many areas of the Tongass. Remaining patches of old-growth forest
may serve as the only habitat in a landscape for many lichens, fungi, bryophytes, plants, and small-
bodied animals, all of which contribute to the biological diversity and productivity of the old-growth forest
ecosystem. These patches may be critical for species that are locally endemic, occur only in very specific
conditions of forest structure or soil type, or have limited dispersal capabilities. Biogeographic provinces
with the greatest levels of past timber harvest (Table 3.3a-2) are at a higher risk of not maintaining a full
range of natural biological diversity (ecological integrity) and have the greatest reductions in overall
landscape connectivity. Other biogeographic provinces are naturally fragmented by unproductive forest
and non-forest habitats. Detailed analyses of landscape connectivity and fragmentation are typically
conducted at the project level where individual patches of contiguous old-growth forest habitat and
movement corridors can be identified. For this DEIS, landscape connectivity and fragmentation are
discussed qualitatively at the biogeographic province scale.
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Table 3.3a-2
Original and Percent Remaining Total POG, High-Volume POG (SD5S, SD5N, SD67) Total and Below 800 feet, and Large-
Tree POG (SD67) Total and Below 800 feet by Biogeographic Province (NFS Lands Only)

Acres Original POG" 2

% Original POG remaining

High- High-Vol. Large-tree High-Vol. Large-tree
Volume POG Large- POG High-Vol. POG Large-tree POG
Biogeographic Province Total POG POG <800 ft tree POG <800 ft Total POG POG <800 ft POG <800 ft
1 Yakutat Forelands 98,656 61,377 61,240 45,164 45,073 96% 96% 96% 98% 98%
2 Yakutat Uplands 45,387 15,335 14,825 3,834 3,595 97% 93% 93% 89% 89%
3 East Chichagoflsland 443,241 191,888 121,364 47,460 35,953 90% 83% 77% 72% 69%
4 West ChichagofIsland 72,643 18,480 14,532 2,021 1,916 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
5 East Baranoflsland 102,083 40,159 30,513 6,023 5,492 87% 75% 70% 33% 33%
6 West BaranoflIsland 231,308 68,304 52,778 9,150 8,611 93% 81% 77% 45% 43%
7 Admiralty Island 604,254 308,323 175,317 100,229 63,447 99% 98% 96% 97% 96%
8 Lynn Canal 163,358 65,061 37,150 13,563 8,901 97% 94% 91% 88% 85%
9 North CoastRange 323,361 137,818 64,615 22,549 13,457 100% 100% 99% 99% 99%
10 :(lllp r::;anof/Mitkof 345,136 134,319 83,651 30,802 23,018 89% 79% 73% 64% 61%
slan
11 Kuiu Island 319,310 183,616 127,805 42,768 27,964 91% 89% 86% 81% 74%
12 Central Coast Range 252,672 114,465 69,176 21,982 16,569 97% 96% 93% 91% 89%
13 Etolin Island 259,071 109,059 67,742 23,888 16,224 85% 74% 67% 52% 46%
14 \l;lvo rlth Central Prince of 656,415 348,976 237,337 152,999 113,327 74% 63% 57% 67% 64%
ales
15 Revillalsland/. 553,391 269,121 139,818 46,506 27,341 91% 86% 81% 69% 62%
Cleveland Peninsula

16 Southern Outer Islands 129,891 61,801 44,041 17,807 12,997 86% 78% 74% 70% 65%
17 Dall Island and Vicinity 68,249 34,469 22,636 8,310 5,764 98% 97% 96% 95% 94%
18  South Prince of Wales 155,349 75,089 50,954 40,113 29,871 97% 96% 94% 97% 96%
19  North Misty Fjords 204,479 71,334 41,509 14,623 10,816 97% 93% 91% 87% 85%
20 South Misty Fjords 311,537 101,292 62,544 14,811 11,629 99% 98% 98% 95% 96%
21 Ice Fields 123,566 43,245 21,327 7,877 5,604 95% 88% 80% 75% 69%
Forest-wide 5,463,379 2,453,537 1,540,877 672,481 487,571 92% 86% 82% 79% 7%

" Original total POG acreages based on Forest Service GIS layer. Data from2016 Tongass GIS.

2To determine amount of high-volume POG, assumed 75% of total past harvest consisted of high-volume POG. To determine amount of large-tree POG (SD67 type), assumed 30
percent of total past harvest consisted of large-tree POG.

Source: Data are from Table 3.9-6 in the 2016 Forest Plan FEIS (USDA Forest Service 2016b).
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Tongass Forest Plan Old-growth Habitat Conservation Strategy

The Tongass Forest Plan Old-growth Habitat Conservation Strategy was developed to maintain the
integrity of the old-growth forest ecosystem, and thereby conserve biological diversity across the Forest,
by retaining intact, largely undisturbed habitat. This strategy, initially incorporated into the 1997 Forest
Plan, was reviewed and amended for incorporation into the 2008 and 2016 Forest Plans. The Old-growth
Habitat Conservation Strategy includes two major components: (1) a forest-wide network of variably sized
old-growth reserves (OGRs) allocated to the Old-growth Habitat LUD plus other non-development LUDs
and all small islands less than 1,000 acres, and (2) a series of standards and guidelines applicable to
lands where timber harvest is permitted, also known as the matrix (USDA Forest Service 2008a, 2008b).

The reserve network was designed to maintain habitats of the species that have the highest viability
concerns (USDA Forest Service 2008b), particularly those associated or dependent upon old-growth
forest characteristics. The reserve network includes other non-development LUDs such as Wilderness,
LUD Il, Remote, and Semi-Remote Recreation. These non-development LUDs contribute to maintaining a
variety of habitats important for species not necessarily dependent on old growth ecosystems. The intent
of the reserve systemis to help ensure the maintenance of well-distributed viable populations of all old-
growth associated wildlife species across the Tongass, with focus on those species that are most
sensitive to habitat loss and fragmentation. For a complete review of the Old-growth Habitat Conservation
Strategy, including assumptions underlying the design of the OGR system, refer to Appendix D of the
2008 Forest Plan FEIS (USDA Forest Service 2008b).

Within the matrix areas outside of reserves, components of the old-growth ecosystem are maintained
through standards and guidelines designed to provide for important ecological functions such as dispersal
of organisms, movement between forest stands, and maintenance of ecologically valuable structural
components such as down logs, snags, and large trees. Matrix lands where commercial timber harvest
occurs include Modified Landscape, Scenic Viewshed, and Timber Production LUDs.

Matrix management complements the reserve system by providing habitat at smaller spatial scales,
increasing the effectiveness of reserves, and maintaining landscape connectivity (USDA Forest Service
2008b). Standards and guidelines applicable to these lands include maintenance of the 1,000-foot beach
and estuary buffer, variable-width stream buffers, project-level legacy forest structure retention
requirements, high-hazard soils, steep slopes, karst terrain, and visually sensitive travel routes and use
areas, and requirements for connectivity. These are all considered contributing elements of the Old-
growth Habitat Conservation Strategy. Finally, a number of species-specific standards and guidelines,
such as raptor nest and wolf den buffers, set aside old growth buffers, are implemented to avoid impacts
to these species. These standards and guidelines are also addressed in the Wildlife section of this DEIS.
Table 3.3a-3 shows the distribution of POG and young-growth forest within the reserve system and matrix
lands.
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Table 3.3a-3
Distribution of Existing POG and Young Growth within the Reserve System and Matrix
Lands (NFS Lands Only)

© Within Reserves (Non-Development LUDs;

-é g acres) Within Matrix (Development LUDs; acres)

§, § Productive Old-growth Productive Old-growth

o ne. Large- Large-

K] High-volume tree Young- High-volume tree Young-

@ Total (SD 5N, 55, 67) (SD 67) growth' Total (SD 5N, 5S, 67) (SD67) growth'
1 74,371 42,876 30,916 24 20,691 15,806 13,171 3,569
2 43,193 13,850 3,185 254 821 455 237 1,119
3 230,146 94,783 23,185 10,341 169,060 64,079 11,064 33,694
4 72,639 18,480 2,021 - 5 - - -
5 53,694 16,444 1,214 1,767 34,974 13,654 785 11,648
6 181,273 47,481 3,551 6,323 33,184 8,185 543 10,529
7 595,432 301,706 97,582 8,823 - - - -
8 116,162 44,024 8,650 1,093 41,827 17,010 3,302 4,277
9 215,920 90,802 14,521 354 106,763 46,508 7,824 323
10 135,284 49,737 9,467 5,992 172,467 56,544 10,120 31,392
11 197,425 105,819 17,633 4,672 94,414 57,193 16,894 22,799
12 163,813 72,362 12,305 662 82,340 37,214 7,721 5,858
13 102,207 37,434 6,067 4,192 118,848 43,113 6,416 33,824
14 257,676 121,130 55,795 29,811 228,483 100,154 46,128 140,445
15 344,679 160,998 21,401 9,384 160,148 71,700 10,536 39,180
16 89,536 36,703 8,468 4,155 22,498 11,706 3,982 13,701
17 57,671 29,772 7,557 1,269 9,279 3,723 363 30
18 105,567 49,825 27,651 1,667 45,507 22,058 11,179 2,608
19 184,661 61,354 11,542 5,265 13,549 5,278 1,201 1,004
20 309,132 99,488 14,089 2,405 0 - - -
21 99,184 33,666 5,634 4,476 17,709 4,574 241 2,197
Forest 3,629,686 1,528,738 382,437 102,928| 1,372,569 578,956 151,706 358,196
-wide

"Previously harvested young growth, which could help contribute to the transitionto young-growth harvest.
Source: Data are from Table 3.9-8 in the 2016 Forest Plan FEIS (USDA Forest Service 2016b).

Environmental Consequences
Effects Common to All Alternatives

Effects on the Old-Growth Forest Ecosystem

A functional and interconnected old-growth ecosystem is essential to maintaining ecological integrity of
several biological diversity components, including: structural complexity (within-stand and landscape
level); connectivity (unfragmented contiguous blocks of old growth, as well as functional connectivity
within the matrix); stand age and species composition; and various ecological functions (tree
establishment, disturbance, and nitrogen fixation [USDA Forest Service 2008b]). Timber harvestin POG
may reduce biological diversity by shifting the age-structure of the forest by replacing old growth trees
with younger trees (Franklin et al. 1997); changing the composition of understory vegetation (Deal and
Tappeiner 2002); and removing key habitat features such as large decadent trees, snags, and downed
logs.

Although many other cover types contribute to the overall biological diversity on the Tongass, the
emphasis throughout this section is placed on old-growth forest because this is the focus of the Old-
growth Habitat Conservation Strategy, and the cover type that has been most affected by timber
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management activities on the Tongass. The amount of POG remaining and its distribution across the
landscape provides a method to estimate the effects of the alternatives on biological diversity and was
analyzed in detail in the 2016 Forest Plan FEIS (USDA Forest Service 2016b).

Within matrix lands, there may be slightly more high-volume and large-tree POG harvested under the
action alternatives than was predicted for the Forest Plan because of the increased options for creating
positive timber sales. However, this is speculative and depends also on harvest levels reaching predicted
decadal levels. In addition, the proportion of high-volume and large-tree POG in the added suitable acres
under the action alternatives is lower than in the Alternative 1 suitable acres (see Effects Specific to Each
Altemative). Regardless, potential impacts would be analyzed at the project level and under a separate
NEPA process.

Young-growth harvest, depending on treatment type and rotation, may reduce the range of habitats that
support diverse plant and animal communities and alter the ecological functions supported by the old-
growth ecosystem. However, treatments such as pre-commercial and commercial thinning can result in
benefits to biological diversity by increasing understory growth over the short term, and by promoting the
development of old-growth stands over the long term when stands are allowed to mature. The effects of
young-growth harvest discussed throughout this section, as well as in the Wildlife section, represent the
trade-off associated with the proposed transition to predominantly young-growth harvest.

Young growth suitable for timber harvest occurs in a number of special habitats under the Forest Plan,
including RMAs, beach and estuary fringe, and the Old-growth Habitat LUD. Young growth on specific
portions of these areas may be harvested under required prescriptions and following specific guidelines.
The suitable acres of young growth on these special areas will increase slightly under the action
alternatives, but only slightly because the vast majority of existing young-growth stands are notin
roadless areas. Therefore, little to no difference among the alternatives is expected.

Effects on the Old-growth Habitat Conservation Strategy

Under all of the alternatives, long-term protection of POG would continue to occur under the Old-growth
Habitat Conservation Strategy. The system of OGRs and other non-development LUDs is intended to
maintain the ecological integrity of the old-growth ecosystem,; all non-development LUDs would remain
intact across all alternatives. Within the matrix, old-growth between reserves is maintained through
Forest-wide standards and guidelines for stream buffers, the beach and estuary fringe, legacy forest
structure, and other features that preclude or limit POG timber harvest under all alternatives (USDA
Forest Service 2016b).

Collectively, these measures would facilitate organism dispersal and maintain the functionality and
interconnectedness of the old-growth ecosystem (USDA Forest Service 2008b). In addition, the
substantial reduction in old-growth harvest relative to the 1997 Forest Plan (under which the Old-growth
Habitat Conservation Strategy was developed) through the transition to predominantly young-growth
harvest 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.

Effects Specific to Each Alternative

Alternative 1 (No Action)

Alternative 1 represents continued implementation of the Forest Plan under the 2001 Roadless Rule.
Under Alternative 1, there would be no effects related to additional or modified Forest Plan components
because none are proposed.

Alternative 1 would maintain the current Forest Plan harvest levels consisting of about 42,500 acres of old
growth and 284,000 acres of young growth over 100 years. The total suitable acres of young growth
would be about 334,000 acres and old growth suitable acres would be about 247,000 acres. Suitable
high-volume POG and suitable large-tree POG would be about 97,000 acres and 31,000 acres,
respectively.
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Harvest of young growthin RMAs, beach fringe, and Old-growth Habitat LUD would remain restricted to
the first 15 years and under restrictive harvest prescriptions. Suitable young growth in RMAs consist of
about 27,000 acres; in beach fringe about 29,000 acres; and in Old-growth Habitat LUDs about 26,000
acres. Harvest is limited to a maximum of 10-acre openings or commercial thinning. RMA harvest is only
allowed outside of TTRA buffers, and beach fringe harvest is only allowed outside of a 200-foot buffer
along the shoreline. A one-time entry stipulation is also implemented.

Because of the restrictive prescriptions required in these areas, they are harvested at a lower rate than
other young-growth areas. Forest Plan modeling projected harvest levels of 1,089 acres in RMAs, 3,903
acres in beach fringe, and 1,811 acres in Old-growth Habitat LUDs after 100 years (USDA Forest Service
2016b, Table 2-18).

Assuming fullimplementation of the Forest Plan after 100 years, approximately 91 percent of the original
total POG, 85 percent of the original high-volume POG, and 79 percent of the original large-tree POG
would be maintained on the Tongass (see Tables 3.9-12, 3.9-13, and 3.9-14 in Appendix C of this DEIS).
By biogeographic province, approximately 72 to 100 percent of the original total, 62 to 100 percent of the
original high-volume, and 33 to 100 percent of the original large-tree POG would be maintained. The
reduction of biological diversity associated with old-growth forest and fragmentation would be greatestin
the Etolin Island & Vicinity and North Central Prince of Wales biogeographic provinces, where the amount
of POG remaining is estimated to be reduced by 2 to 3 percent over 100 years. Table 3.3a-4 shows the
projected harvest over the next 100 years of Forest Plan implementation.

As noted previously, fragmentation can be caused by timber harvest, road building, and powerline and
facility development. Under Alternative 1, overallimpacts due to fragmentation and on the Old-growth
Habitat Conservation Strategy are expected to be minor and consistent with the existing Forest Plan.
Under the current Forest Plan, there would be a slight reduction in the number of intact watersheds, and
acreage within intact watersheds, over the planning horizon. After 100+ years of Alternative 1
implementation, there would be three fewer intact watersheds considering NFS lands only. This means
72.0 percent of the 947 large watersheds would remain intact.

Alternative 2

This alternative would remove roadless designation from areas identified as roaded roadless, which
would allow access to areas that already have a road system for harvest of old growth and existing young
growth. In addition, although 113,000 acres would have the roadless designation removed, about 133,000
acres would have the roadless designation added, resulting in a net increase in roadless area.

Suitable high-volume POG and suitable large-tree POG base would increase by about 6,100 acres (6
percent) and 600 acres (2 percent), respectively. However, the proportion of high-volume and large-tree
POG in the added suitable acres under Alternative 2 is lower than in the Alternative 1 suitable acres.

Implementation of the Forest Plan under Alternative 2 would have harvest levels similar to the level
projected under Alternative 1, the current Forest Plan, about 42,500 acres of old growth and 284,000
acres of young growth over 100 years. The total suitable acres of young growth would increase by about
10,000 acres or about 3 percent relative to Alternative 1 and old-growth suitable acres would increase by
about 18,000 acres or about 8 percent.

Harvest of young growthin RMAs, beach fringe, and Old-growth Habitat LUD would remain restricted to
the first 15 years and under restrictive harvest prescriptions. The suitable young-growth acres in these
three special areas would change by less than 1 to 3 percent, relative to Alternative 1.

Because of the restrictive prescriptions required in these areas, they are harvested at a lower rate than
other young-growth areas. Therefore, there would be little to no difference in the amount of young-growth
harvest in RMAs, beach fringe, or Old-growth Habitat LUDs under Alternative 2.
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Table 3.3a-4
Projected Harvest of Young Growth'and Old Growth Over 100 Years by Biogeographic Province by Alternative

Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

Alternative 5

Alternative 6

Biogeographic Young Old Young Old Young Old Young Old Young Old Young Old
No. Province Growth Growth Growth Growth Growth Growth Growth Growth Growth Growth Growth Growth
1 Yakutat Forelands 4,322 12 4,474 11 5,761 8 5,518 7 5,464 7 5,673 7
2 Yakutat Uplands 951 0 923 0 1,161 0 1,158 