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SUMMARY 

( ) Draft (X) Final Environmental Statement 

Department of the Interior, National Park Service, Alaska Planning Group 

1. Type of Action: 

Legislative and Administrative. 

2. Brief Description of Action: 

The Secretary of the Department of the Interior proposes that approximately 305,000 acres of lands 
and waters on the south coast of the Kenai Peninsula in Alaska be established legislatively by Congress as 
the Harding lcefield-Kenai Fjords National Monument and, further, that legislative recognition be given 
an ~rea of Ecological Concern (AEC) of 453,000 acres associated with the proposed monument The 
AEC lands and waters are considered desirable for inclusion in the monument but are withdrawn for 
Native village and regional deficiency purposes. Since all of the AEC acreage may not be selected by the 
Natives, the NPS proposes legislation to allow acreage not so selected to be added to the monument. It is 
further proposed that NPS enter into cooperative agreements with the Natives regarding Native-selected 
lands in the AEC to assure that AEC

1

lands are managed in a manner compatible with the purposes of the 

monument and Native interests,and to provide for ·possible boundary alterations for mutual advan,tiage 
Also proposed is a conceptual master plan to guide the management of the area following its establish -
ment as a national monument. 

3. Summary of Environmental Impact: 

The action would preserve a major portion of the unique south coast of the Kenai Peninsula including 
the Harding lcefield and other complete ecosystems. Mining, private settlement, and sport hunting 
would be prohibited. The proposal would affect land use patterns, wildlife, vegetation, the landscape, 
water and air quality, mining, hunting by non-Natives, commercial and sport fishing, timber resources, 
cultural resources, recreation, the area economy, Native subsistence use, transportation, education and 
the city of Seward. 

4. Alternatives Considered: 

{A) No action; (B) Alternatives to the Master Plan; (C) Alternative Management Systems: (1) General 
Multiple Use; (2) Multiple Use under a National Forest or NRA; (3) National Wildlife Refuge; (4) NPS 

and FWS management; (5) Wilderness; ( D) Boundary Alternatives: ( 1) Original proposal; (2) Monument 
and AEC; (3) Harding lcefield; (4) Sierra Club proposal. 

5. Comments were Requested from the Following: 

(See attached pages.) 

6. Date Draft Statement Made Available to the Council on Environmental Quality (CEO) and the Public: 

December 18, 1973. 
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7. Date Final Statement Made Available to Council on Environmental Quality: 

Comments on the draft environmental statement were requested from the following agencies and 

organizations. Those that responded are indicated with an asterisk. 

FEDERAL: 

Department of Agriculture 
*Forest Service 
*Soil Conservation Service 

*Department of Commerce 
National Marine Fisheries Service 
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 

Department of Defense 
* Alaska Command 
*Department of the Army, Corps of Engineers 
Department of the Navy 

*Department of Health, Education & Welfare 
*Department of Housing and Urban Development 

Department of the Interior 
* Alaska Power Administration 
*Bureau of Indian Affairs 
*Bureau of Land Management 
*Bureau of Mines 

Bureau of Outdoor Recreation 
*Bureau of Reclamation 

Fish and Wildlife Service 
*Geological Survey 

Department of Transportation 
*Federal Highway Administration 

U.S. Coast Guard 
*Federal Aviation Administration 

*Environmental Protection Agency 
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 

*General Services Administration 

STATE: 

*Governor of the State of Alaska (State Clearinghouse) 
Alaska State Historic Preservation Officer 

OTHER AGENCIES: 

* Joint Federal-State Land Use Planning Commission for Alaska 
*Kenai Peninsula Borough 
Greater Anchorage Borough 
City of Seward 
City of Anchorage 

.. 
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NATIVE ORGANIZATIONS: 
Chugach Natives, Inc. 
Alaska Federal of Natives 
English Bay Village Corporation 

*Port Graham Village Corporation 

ORGANIZATIONS: 

*Sierra Club 
*Friends of the Earth 
*The Wilderness Society 

National Parks and Conservation Association 
*National Wildlife Federation 

National Audubon Society 
Alaska Historical Commission 

* Alaska Conservation Society 
Alaska Wilderness Council 
Alaska Professional Hunters Association 
Sea Grant Program 

* Alaska Wildlife Federation and Sportsmen's Council 
Alaska Miners Association 

*The Conservation Foundation 
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I. DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSAL 

The Department of the Interior proposes (A) 
Legislative establishment of Harding lcefield-Kenai 
Fjords National Monument, under administration 
of the National Park Service, and (B) 
Administrative action consisting of the adoption 
of a conceptual master plan. 

A. LEGISLATIVE ACTION 
It is proposed that Congress legislatively establish 
the Harding I cefield-Kenai Fjords National 
Monument on the south coast of the Kenai 
Peninsula, Alaska. The proposed monument 
(hereafter referred to as the monument) 
encompasses approximately 305,000 acres in three 
parcels of d-2 (74,300 acres) and d-1 (230,700 
acres) lands and waters. (See Section D-2 of this 

• • It It It It 
chapter for descr1pt1on of d-1 and d-2 lands.) 

One of the parcels contains d-2 acreage only; the 
other two contain both d-2 and d-1 acreage. The 
two southern units, containing the lower Harris 
and Aialik Peninsulas and the Pye and Chiswell 
Islands, are proposed for joint management by the 
NPS and the Fish and Wildlife Service. Under 
Secretarial authorities, the Fish and Wildlife 
Service will assist in joint management of these 
areas with respect to the fish and wildlife resources 
and their respective habitats. A cooperative 
management agreement will be developed to 
identify and designate the specific responsibilities 
of each agency. 

Other provisions of the proposal are: ( 1) that the 
Federal lands within the boundary of the 
monument are withdrawn, subject to valid existing 
rights, from location, entry, and patent under the 
public land laws, including all forms of 
appropriation under the United States mining 
laws, and from operation under the mineral leasing 
laws. A 1-year limit is established during which 
all mining claims must be recorded; an application 
for patent must be made within 3 years of 
recordation, or the claim will be presumed invalid; 

. . 

(2) that except as may be otherwise prohibited 
by Federal or State law, existing traditional 
subsistence uses of renewable resources will be 
permitted unti I it is demonstrated by the Secretary 
that utilization of these resources is neither 
economically or physically necessary to maintain 
human life nor necessary to provide opportunities 
for the survival of Alaskan cultures centering on 
subsistence as a way of life. If it is demonstrated 
that continued subsistence uses may result in a 
progressive reduction of animal or plant resources 
which could lead to long range alterations of 
ecosystems, the managing agency, following 
consultation with the Alaska Department of Fish 

and Game, communities and affected individuals, 
shall have the authority to restrict subsistence 
activities in part or all of the monument; (3) that 
within 3 years after establishment of the 
monument a study will be made and a report will 
be submitted by the Secretary of the Interior 
concerning the qualifications of any area within 
the monument for inclusion in the National 
Wilderness Preservation System. Any wilderness 
designation will be accomplished by legislation and 

in accordance with procedures stipulated by 
subsections 3(c) and 3(d) of the Wilderness Act; 
(4) that the Secretary be authorized to enter into 
cooperative agreements with Federal agency heads 
and owners of land within, adjacent to, or related 
to the monument. These agreements would be 
made for the management, protection, and public 
use of the monument and for the conduct of 
scientific research, historic preservation and 
environmental education. They would be drafted 
to insure management of the areas subject to the 
agreement in a manner consistent with the 
preservation of the monument, to foster and 
contribute to cooperative land use planning on a 
regional bas is, and to establish a mutual working 
dialogue between Federal landowners and 
surrounding land managers. These agreements may 
be made, for example, with Federal agencies, State 
or local governments, Native corporations, villages 
or groups; (5) that the Secretary is authorized to 

1 
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acquire those private lands and interests within the 
established boundaries that are necessary for 
preservation and interpretation of the monument's 
cultural and natural resources; (6) that authority 
be granted to acquire properties outside the 
monument for administrative and 
interpretive-information purposes; (7) that the 
monument is closed to sport hunting; (8) that the 
Secretary may revise the boundary of the 
monument to include not to exceed 453,000 acres 
of lands and waters depicted on the proposal map 
as "Areas of Ecological Concern" which are not 
selected by Native corporations under provisions 
of the Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act. 
Within the boundaries of the monument as 
established in legislation or as such boundaries 
may be revised, the Secretary is authorized to 
acquire lands, waters, and interests therein by 
donation, purchase, or exchange, except that 
property owned by the State of Alaska or any 
political subdivision thereof may be acquired only 
by donation or exchange, and property owned by 
any Native village or corporation may be acquired 
only with the concurrence of such owner. 

The purposes of this proposal are: (1) To preserve 
natural systems and features of the area, and to 
protect them from degradation through 
uncontrolled developments or exploitation. The 
monument will be managed in accordance with the 
criteria for Natural Areas as established by the 
NPS; (2) To provide for an optimum of high 
quality, highly accessible visitor use opportunities, 
provided that those uses are compatible with the 
preservation of natural systems; (3) To preserve 
and interpret the area's cultural (historic and 
archeological) resources; (4) To foster Native 
participation in, and benefit from, the provision 
of facilities for visitor use; (5) To insure that, 
while the resources of the area are protected for 
the public benefit, traditional Native lifestyles and 
subsistence uses are allowed to continue. 

B. ADMINISTRATIVE ACTION 

A conceptual master plan will be submitted with 
the legislative proposal for monument 
esta bl is h ment. It is designed to provide guidance 
for management during the first 8 to 10 years 
of monument operations. Its basic tenets may be 
valid far beyond that period, but it is expected 
that a review of the plan will be made with in a 
decade of the area's establishment. If major 
revisions are called for at that ti me, a new 
environmental assessment will be prepared 
covering the new master plan. 

A conceptual master plan is not intended to be 
a definitive document which finalizes every detail 
for the development and management of an area. . 
Particularly in the c~se of a newly established area 
Ii ke Harding I cefield-Kenai Fjords National 
Monument, studies will be necessary before 
decisions can be made on the extent and location 
of developments. For example, a transportation 
study should precede any commitments of lands 
for construction of faci I ities. Environmental 
assessments would be required for all major 
construction projects and all actions required by 
NEPA would be taken. 

The basic goal of the master plan is to maintain 
a primitive environment over a large to allow 
natural processes to regulate the ecosystem, and 
to provide for man 

I
s introduction to, and use of, 

a primitive environment. 

Since the area has a primitive character, the 
proposal calls for a minimum of development and 
supports only those actions essential for planned 
visitor use and for scientific research. This 
proposal will in no way restrict commercial marine 
fishing or actions necessary for the main ten a nee 
and enhancement of the fisheries. Also, the 
proposal will not affect adversely subsistence uses 
of the monument area. 
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The conceptual master plan sets these criteria for 
management of the monument: 

( 1) That the area be managed to preserve its 
natural system and features in their pristine state, 

as nearly as possible, and that, in conjunction with 
this goal, resource extraction be prohibited, with 

the exceptions of commercial fishing, sport 
fishing, and subsistence use. 

(2) That opportunity be provided the visitor for 

a quality monument experience and use of the 
area's esthetic, recreational, and educational 

resources, and that the intensity of th is visitor use 

be limited only to the optimum level compatible 

with the desired preservation of natural features. 

(3) That 
(historic, 

' the monuments cultural resources 
archeological, and architectural) be 

preserved from des pol i ati on; that research be 

carried out to identify the nature and importance 

of these resources; and that these resources be 
made available and interpreted for visitor 
enjoyment and education. 

(4) That cooperation be sought with local, Native, 
State, Federal agencies, and other groups, in 
providing optimum visitor use and management of 
the area and coordinated planning for the region. 

(5) That encouragement, and assistance where 
possible, be afforded individuals or organizations 
wishing to do basic as well as management-directed 
research in the monument. 

(6) That cooperation be sought with all concerned 

State agencies, communities and affected 
individuals in arriving at an equitable and workable 
management plan for subsistence resource uses in 
the proposal area, including indepth study of 
subsistence lifestyles and resource uses. 

This proposal prohibits sport hunting within 

monument boundaries. Since uncertainty exists 

• 

regarding what is hunting for sport and what is 

hunting for . an indepth study of 
subsistence lifestyles and resources uses wil I be 

carried out. Resource harvest activities by local 
residents will continue under existing State and 
Federal laws pending results of this study. If it 

becomes necessary to restrict resource harvest 
because resource viability is threatened before 
study results are available, restrictions will be 
initiated after consultation with State agencies, 
affected communities and individuals. 

In the event conflicts occur among uses or in cases 
where a resource cannot support al I demands for 
use, subsistence needs will be given priority over 

other demands on natural resources. Recrea-

tional and visitor use facilities and programs 
will be planned and zoned as to location and 
season of use so that they will have minimal con
flict with subsistence activities and needs. It is 

recognized that sustained biological productivity 

of all subsistence-related resources is the pivotal 

factor in maintaining the capabi I ity for these 

uses. It is the intent of th is proposal that 
natural productivity be maintained, recognizing 
that natural fluctuations occur, so that subsistence 

uses will be carried out under the same 
biological patterns as in the past. 

To further monument purposes the NPS also 

recognizes an "Area of Ecological Concern" (AEC) 

associated with the proposed monument. (See 
Proposal map.) Areas of Ecological Concern are 
those lands and waters adjacent to the monument 
which contain resources that are part of the total 
ecosystem, and which if compromised, would 
endanger resources within the proposal. 

The AEC contains approximately 453,000 acres 
of lands and waters considered desirable for 
inclusion in the monument but which are 
designated for Native village and regional 
deficiency purposes. The NPS proposes legislation 
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to add to the monument al I or portions of those 

lands and waters not selected by the Natives. 

It is further proposed that cooperative agreements 
be made with the Natives regarding Native-selected 

lands in the AEC. 

The purposes of these proposals concerning the 
AEC are: (1) To maintain the natural and 

ecological integrity of the lands abutting the 

monument by striving to insure that the Area of 

Ecological Concern is managed in a manner 
compatible with the purposes of the monument; 

(2) To assist the Native landowners to develop the 
area's visitor use potential for their own benefit 

while protecting the interests of the general public; 
and (3) To enlist the cooperation and support of 

the landowners adjacent to the proposal in the 
planning and implementation of innovative 

interpretive programs. 

In line with the above criteria, the conceptual 

master plan calls for: ( 1) Adoption of a land 

classification plan based on the system developed 
by the Outdoor Recreation Resources Review 

Commission and modified by NPS. (See Land 
Classification map.) This plan provides that most 

of the monument will be designated Class IV 
(outstanding natural areas) or Class V (primitive 
areas) and will be managed as such. Class 11 
(recreation areas) will be designated only in those 
areas considered essential for visitor use faci I ities. 
Class VI (historical and cultural) areas will be 
designated when identified by further research. 

(2) A special study on development of an efficient 

visitor transportation system. This study would 
consider the possibilities of: large tour boats along 
the coast; aircraft to supplement boat service to 
selected coastal areas and to the Harding lcefield; 
tramway, or other mechanized access, to the 
Harding lcefield via Exit Glacier; 

multi pie-passenger over-the-snow vehicles for 
interpretive tours on the icefield; and foot trails, 
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where feasible. Separate impact statements would 
be prepared prior to any action or construction 

which would have a significant impact on the 

environment. 

(3) Major developments at the periphery of the 

park, served by mass transit. The master plan also 

calls for a transit route to connect Seward with 
the icefield access point at Exit Glacier. An 

all-weather observation station is proposed for the 

icefield rim. A marine service facility and lodge 

are suggested for Pilot Harbor in Nuka Bay. 

Development site selection would be preceded by 
the transportation study, by special si .-.3 quality 

and weather studies and by environmental 
assessments. The master plan recommends that 
major, overnight visitor facilities be provided to 
Seward by private enterprise. An NPS-Forest 

Service visitor center in Seward is also proposed. 

(4) An interpretive program to reach the visitor , 
whether he is on the icefield, at a lodge, on a 
boat, in a plane, or on a hiking trail. Interpretation 

will concentrate on the marine, coastal, mountain 

and icefield environments; on geological and 

geomorphic processes; and on historical and 

cultural aspects, especially relating to Seward and 
to Native groups, both past and present. Superb 

scenery with abundant marine life provides a rare 
setting for such interpretation. Harding lcefield 

offers the visitor types of experience available in 

few places in the world. The icefield also may 

offer opportunities for snowmobi le tours, 
cross-country skiing, snowshoeing, and camping. 

Wilderness camping, hiking and mountain 

climbing, though limited by weather conditions, 
would be appropriate over most of the monument. 
The coasta l area would offer boat.ing and fishing. 

(5) Cooperation with the State and Native or other 

groups in planning for management and 
development of the Area of Ecological Concerr1 
and other lands near the monumer1t. High priority 
will be given to aiding individuals or groups 
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wishing to provide high quality facilities for visitor 

use. 

(6) Research to locate, identify, and evaluate 

historical, archeological, architectural, and cultural 
resources. These resources will be preserved where 

possible, and they will be interpreted for the 
public where feasible. Provisions of the National 

Historic Preservation Act and other applicable 
statutes will be observed. Compliance with these 

statutes will call for consultation with the 

Advisory Council on Historic Preservation and the 

Alaska State Historic Preservation Officer. 

(7) A program for basic scientific research as wel I 

as for management-initiated research. Requests for 

aid in research projects wi 11 be accommodated 

where possible. A research program also wil I be 
developed to obtain, inventory, and process 

information used to determine types and 

acceptable levels of human impact on the 
environment. The exact location and size of 
developments and transportation systems are not 

given in the master plan because: (a) the master 
plan is limited to concepts, and (b) there is not 
enough information yet available to permit 
delineation of details. Each development program 
will require its own planning, and each plan so 
created will be accompanied by its own 
environmental assessment. 

C. INTERRELATIONSHIPS WITH 

OTHER PROJECTS OR PROPOSALS 
The proposed monument will be related to 
activities of the Bureau of Land Management 1 

(BLM), the Fish and Wildlife Service, the U.S. 
Forest Service, the Joint Federal-State Land Use 
Planning Commission, the Alaska D'epartment of 
Fish and Game, as wel I as other State government 
agencies, the Alaska Power Administration, the 
Chugach Native .Association, the villages of Port 
Graham and English Bay, the Kenai Peninsula 
Borough, the City of Seward, and private citizens. 

The BLM now administers the lands proposed for 

national monument status. Cooperation will be 

needed between the Park Service and the B LM on 
areas of mutual interest such as the management 

of these lands prior to establishment of the 

proposal. 

The Fish and Wildlife Service, as already 

mentioned, will cooperate in the study and joint 

management of fish and wildlife resources and 
their respective habitats in the coastal units of the 

monument. The capacity of the area's wildlife 

populations to sustain monument activities would 
be studied by the FWS. The NPS would limit 

monument activities according to FWS 
recommendations. The Fish and Wildlife Service 

also administers the Kenai National Moose Range 
which bounds the proposed monument on the 
northwest. Portions of the Moose Range are 
currently being studied for possible wilderness 
designation under the Wilderness Act. Management 
policies for the monument as well as eventual 
wilderness studies will require coordinated 
planning with the FWS in order to insure 
maximum compatibility between the monument 

and the range. 

The Alaska Department of Fish and Game 

presently manages the inland fish and wildlife 

resources within the area. The effective husbandry 
of fish and wildlife resources requires the 

cooperation of State and Federal governments. 

The Alaska Department of Fish and Game and the 

National Park Service both have responsibilities 

relating to the management of the wildlife and its 

habitat with in National Park System areas in 

Alaska. 

Public hunting and trapping for subsistence 

purposes, as well as sport or subsistence fishing, 

will be conducted within statutory limitations and 
in a manner compatible with the provisions 
outlined in the legislation (see Appendix I). Such 
hunting, fishing, and trapping, and the possession 
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and disposition of fish, game, and fur animals, 
shall be conducted in all other respects within the 
framework of applicable State laws, including 
requirements for the possession of appropriate 
State licenses or permits. 

The National Park Service 
State and will comply 

wil I consu It with the 
with State permit 

requirements except in instances where the 
Secretary of the Interior determines that such 

compliance would prevent him from carrying out 
his statutory responsi bi I ities. 

The National Park Service will seek to enter into 
written cooperative agreements containing the 

plans, terms, and conditions of each party in 

carrying out the intent of this regulation. Such 
agreements will be reviewed periodically by both 

parties, and when appropriate, adjusted to reflect 

changed conditions. They may deal with such 

matters as conduct of research, management of 
habitat, ti me - use zoning, means of access, 

coordination of management for populations of 

species which extend beyond park boundaries, and 
mechanisms of staffing, funding, and carrying out 
projects of mutual concern. 

In addition, cooperation and coordination wi 11 be 

necessary between the NPS and the Department 
of Commerce, with regard to marine wildlife in 
the offshore waters and the administration of the 
Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972. Such 
cooperation would be intended to preserve the 
natural values of the monument and to insure that 
the purposes of the Coastal Zone Management Act 
are carried out. 

The NPS will cooperate with the Alaska State 
Historic Preservation Officer and the Advisory 
Council on Historic Preservation in undertaking 
research to identify and inventory al I known or 
as yet undiscovered cultural, historic and 
archeologic resources in the area. 

In 1971, Senator Stevens, for himself and Senator 
Gravel, introduced a bill to establish the Seward 
National Recreation Area (NRA) (S829) in the 

Chugach National Forest under the administration 
of the Secretary of Agriculture. A similar bill was 
introduced in 1972 by Congressman Begich and 

another in 1973 by Stevens and Gravel. This area 
of 1,400,000 acres immediately north and west 

of d-2 lands proposed for inclusion in the Chugach 

National Forest also contained 116,000 acres of 
federally owned lands which are now proposed for 

inclusion in the Harding lcefield unit of the 

Harding lcefield-Kenai Fjords National Monument. 

In their 1971 report on the legislation, BLM 

favored the bill and proposed extending the area 

south to the coast to include Aialik and Harris 
Bays, part of which are also proposed for inclusion 
in the monument. 

The purpose of the Seward NRA would be to 

legislate recreation and conservation as principal 

values of the area with other uses permitted when 
compatible with the purposes for which the 
recreation area was established. It would permit 
use of non-leasable and leasable minerals subject 
to terms of the Mineral Leasing Act of 1920. 

In 1968, the Nellie Juan Wilderness Study Area 
was proposed. This area of 704,000 acres included 
roadless and primitive lands on the western Prince 
William Sound Area encompassing islands, fjords, 
lakes, rivers and streams, glaciers and icefields. Of 

the total, 173,700 acres were located outside 
National Forest land under jurisidicti on of B LM. 
This public domain included the Nellie Juan 

drainage and the Sargent lcefield. This portion of 

the Study Area is included in the proposed Nellie 
Juan addition to the Chugach National Forest. 

The navigable airs pace above the proposal is under 
the jurisdiction of the Secretary of Transportation. 

Cooperation and coordination will be sought 
during development of the management plan for 

the monument and in any other cases affecting 
this jurisdiction. 
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Kachemak Bay State Park and State Wilderness 

Park abut the proposed monument on the west 
and Caine's Head State Recreation Area is just to 
the east. Trail access from these units will be 

developed cooperatively. 

A potential hydroelectric power project in the 
Bradley Lake Area at the head of Kachemak Bay 
on the western edge of the proposed AEC was 
authorized in the 1962 Flood Control Act. This 
was based on investigation by the Army Corps of 
Engineers. Economic factors since 1962 have 

precluded construction and studies are currently 
underway to reappraise the feasibility of the 

project. 

The Chugach Native Association and village 

corporations in its region are entitled to select 

lands within the proposed Harding lcefield-Kenai 
Fjords Area of Ecological Concern. Cooperative 

proposals between NPS and Native Groups have 

already been outlined. 

Equally important, will be cooperative planning 

and management arrangements between the NPS 

and the government of the Kenai Peninsula 

Borough and the City of Seward as well as groups 
of local residents. Some private citizens use, own, 

or claim lands and waters within the monument 

boundaries and the AEC. (See this chapter section 
D for detail on private land ownership within the 
monument and AEC.) 

Section 17 of the Alaska Native Claims Settlement 
Act (ANCSA) established the Joint Federal-State 
Land Use Planning Commission for Alaska. 
Congress authorized the Commission to: 
"undertake a process of land-use planning, 

including the identification of and the making of 
recommendations concerning areas planned and 
best suited for permanent reservation in Federal 
ownership as parks, game refuges, and other p , '1lic 

uses ... " The recommendations of the Commission 
were submitted to the Secretary of the Interior 

in August 1973 and were carefully considered in · 
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developing this and other proposals. Further 

cooperation between the JFSLUPC and the 

Department of the Interior is anticipated during 

the Congressional review period for th is proposal. 

Under Section 17 (b) ( 1) of ANCSA the J FSLUPC 

was authorized to study and identify public 

easements for transportati on and utility corridors, 

and other purposes. Respo nsibility for this study 

has now been under taken by the Bureau of Land 

Management. 

As Alaska continues t o deve lop, there will be a 

need for rights-of-way with in corridors to 

adequately accommodat e transportation and 

utility requirements. Studies to define these 

rights-of-way corridor needs are currently 

underway by the Interior Department but are not 

yet completed. It is possible that these 

transportation and utility co rridor needs could 
impact the d-2 pro posals. Appli cations for 

rights-of-way to facilitat e the transportation of 

energy resources have recently been received by 
the Federal Government which, if issued , also 

might impact on the d-2 proposal s. Actions 
pursuant to these applications, whether for a 
specific right-of-way within a corridor or other 

action, would be subject t o the requirements of 
NEPA. 

In sum, the proposed master pl an includes 

concepts that will enco urage joint management 
among the NPS and some of the above-mentioned 

groups, and between the NPS and private citizens. 
Further, it provides for cooperation with adjacent 

State parks, the Chugach National Forest and 

others to provide joint vi st t o r faci Ii ties in Seward 
and at other locations. 

D. BACKGROUND 

1. THE PROPOSED MONUMENT 
The proposed monument comprises nearly 65 
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percent of the Harding lcefield, plus the fjords, 
islands and peninsulas of the Kenai coast. The 
Harding lcefield is a 720-square-mile mass of snow 
and ice 4,000 to 5,270 feet high in the Kenai 

Mountains, a continuation of the Chugach 

Mountains to the northeast. So rare are such vast 
areas of ice that Harding lcefield has been 
suggested for recognition in NPS's II National 
Register of Natural Landmarks." 

Harding lcefield is distinguished by its roughly 
circular icecap center which is 140 square miles 
in area and is nearly free of protruding peaks and 
blemishes. An average precipitation of 160 inches, 
with 400 inches of snowfall, blankets the icefield 
every year. These heavy snowfalls; alternately 
compacting, freezing, and thawing; form this 

world of ice. A few mountains protrude nearly 
2,000 feet or so above the icefield but most of 
the peaks project only 200 to 400 feet above the 
ice surface. 

Numerous valley glaciers flow outward from the 
icefield, some reaching the sea, others ending in 
lakes or on bare ground. 

Approximately a three hour drive (120 miles) 

from Anchorage, the icefield offers the public a 
convenient opportunity to visit a true remnant of 

the Ice Age--a surviving expanse of Pleistocene 
glaciation large enough to contain 14 Manhattan 
Islands. 

Along the coast glaciers have cut deep bays into 

the mountainous shoreline creating a series of 
indentations resembling the fjords of Norway. 
Heavy vegetation of almost rain forest proportions 
covers the tops of cliffs rising a hundred feet or 
more above the ocean. 

The coastal area has abundant aquatic life, 
including seals, sea lions, sea otters and migrating 
whales. Sea birds in large numbers occupy the 
coastal cliffs in summer. 

2. THE ALASKA NATIVE CLAIMS 
SETTLEMENT ACT 

This proposal is a result of investigations 

conducted by the NPS to determine areas suitable 
for inclusion in the National Park System in 
accordance with Public Law 92-203, the Alaska 
Native Claims Settlement Act (ANCSA) of 

December 18, 1971 (35 Stat. 688). This act 
directed the Secretary of the Interior to withdraw 

from all forms of appropriation up to 80 million 

acres of public lands in Alaska for possible 

additions to the National Park, National Forest, 

National Wildlife Refuge and National Wild and 

Scenic Rivers Systems. The Secretary made his 

recommendations on potential additions to the 
systems on December 18, 1973. The Congress has 

allocated itself 5 years after that date in which 
to consider the proposals. 

In addition to lands withdrawn for study for 
possible inclusion in the four systems, the 

Secretary has withdrawn lands for possible 
selection by Native groups, the State of Alaska, 

and for additional Federal study. Following is a 

brief description of the various land classifications 
related to this proposal. 

NATIONAL INTEREST LANDS (d-2).· National 
interest lands (d-2) are classified in section 
17(d) (2) of AN CSA as lands withdrawn from all 
forms of appropriation under the public land laws 
(including the mining and mineral leasing laws, the 
Alaska Statehood Act, and from selection by 
Native corporations). The Secretary of the Interior 
was directed by ANCSA to place up to 80 million 
acres in d-2 classification for possible inclusion in 
one or more of the four systems. 

PUBLIC INTEREST LANDS (d-1) ; Lands refe rred 
to as d-1 are I ands withdrawn in the general public 
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interest pursuant to section 17 (d) ( 1) of the act. 
This withdrawal reserves these lands pending 

I 

further study and classification. 

NATIVE VILLAGE WITHDRAWAL LANDS: 
Native village withdrawal lands are lands reserved 
for selection by village and regional corporations 
from lands withdrawn by the Secretary pursuant 
to section 11 of ANCSA. Under provision of 
ANCSA, each village will receive the surface rights 
of all lands within the township in which tl1e 
village is located, and on two to six additional 
townships depending upon the size of the village 
population. Subsurface rights of village-selected 
lands are reserved in ownership by the appropriate 
regional corporation (section 12(a) (1)) except for 
lands selected by villages within the National 
Wildlife Refuge System or Naval Petroleum 
Reserve Number 4 in which case the regional 
corporation for that region may select the 
subsurface estate in an equal acreage from other 
lands withdrawn within the region (subsection 
11 (a)). ANCSA directed the withdrawal of each 

township which is contiguous to or corners on the 
township that encloses the village, and the 
withdrawal of each township which is contiguous 
to, or corners on, any of these lands. In general, 
this means that up to 25 townships have been 

withdrawn for each village. 

OTHER ANCSA WITHDRAWALS: Section 14(h) 
of ANCSA authorizes the Secretary to withdraw 
and convey 2 million acres of unreserved and 
unappropriated lands outside the areas withdrawn 
by sections 11 and 16 on which existing cemetery 
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sites and historical places are located, and for 
other purposes not applicable to this proposal. 

3. NATIVEALLOTMENTLANDS 
Native allotment lands are those lands to which 
individual natives are given title. ANCSA revoked 
the Alaska Native Allotment Act of 1906 (34 
Stat. 197), and precluded any native covered by 
the provisions of ANCSA trom applying for lands 
under the Act of February 8, 1887 (24 Stat. 389), 
or the Act of June 25, 1910 (36 Stat. 363). Under 

the provisions of the 1906 act, a native could 
secure title of up to 160 acres (in up to four 
separate tracts) of land which he had substantially 

used and occupied. 

ANCSA also provided that allotment applications 
which were then pending before the Department 
of the Interior could continue to be processed. 
A native with an allotment application covering 
his primary place of residence had the option, 
through September 18, 1973, of continuing his 

claim under the allotment acts cited, or of 
obtaining title under subsection 14(h)(5) of the 
Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act, if the lands 
involved were located in an area available for such 

purposes. 

The BLM has now recorded and is examining and 
processing the Native allotment applications 

throughout Alaska. Within the proposed Harding 
lcefield-Kenai Fjords National Monument there 
are no Native applications, but one private land 
application does exist on the Harris Peninsula 
portion of the monument. In the area of ecological 
concern, there are two Native applications; one has 
gone to patent. There are also nine mining claim 
groups, one private land application and one other 
patented site. 
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II. DESCRIPTION OF THE ENVIRONMENT 

A. THE EXISTING ENVIRONMENT 
PHYSICAL 

The south coast of the Kenai Peninsula is an area 
of diverse scenery and abundant wildlife. 
Geomorphic features, carved in massive 
sedimentary rocks by glacial action and erosion, 

dominate the landscape. Remnant glaciers and 
icefields from the Pleistocene Epoch are sti 11 much 

in evidence. Many marine mammals and birds 

thrive in the coastal environment and receive little 
predation from man. 

The coastal scenery is outstanding, with narrow 
spruce-hemlock forests clinging to the rocky 

shoreline, high rugged mountains, and glaciers 

grinding their way from the heights of the Harding 
lcefield down to the sea. The area generally exists 

in a primitive condition much the same as it has 

for thousands of years. The proposal lands contain 

no permanent residents and no commercial 
developments. Parts of the area are used for 

commercial fishing and recreation such as hunting, 
fishing, scenic viewing, and beachcombing. 

1. LOCATION, ACCESSIBILITY, GEOGRAPHY 
The proposed national monument is located on 
the Kenai Peninsula adjacent to the Gulf of Alaska 
in south central Alaska. 

Three major water bodies are found in the region: 
the Gulf of Alaska, Prince William Sound, and 
Cook Inlet. The Gulf of Alaska is bordered by 
high mountains, including parts of the Coast, St. 

Elias, Chugach, and Kenai Mountains. In most 
places these mountains descend abruptly to the 
sea, creating an extremely rugged coast, deeply 
indented by many long deep fjords. 

Prince William Sound, about 60 miles northeast 
of the proposal area, is a body of water measuring 

60 by 90 miles that lies behind Montague and 
Hinchinbrook Islands. The sound includes the 

expanded mouths of many fjords which extend 

well into the heart of the coastal mountains. 

Cook Inlet, 150 miles west of Prince William 
Sound, is a large bay extending 200 miles inland. 

Unlike the other indentations of the coast, it has 
broad tributary valleys drained by large rivers and 
is bordered by lowlands. 

The Kenai Peninsula lies between Prince William 
Sound and Cook In let, and is al most separated 
from the Alaska mainland by the waters of Passage 
Canal from Prince William Sound and Turnagain 
Arm from Cook Inlet. About 170 miles long by 
100 miles wide at its maximum dimensions, the 
peninsula occupies some 9,400 square miles. 

The monument area is on the south coast of the 
Kenai Peninsula, north of the Gulf of Alaska, 

south of the Kenai National Moose Range, east 

of Kachemak Bay State Park, and west of 
Resurrection Bay. The proposal area and the Area 

of Ecological Concern together contain about 
758,000 acres. 

Access to the region is by highway, air, water, and 

rail from Anchorage, Alaska's largest city, 
approximately 100 miles to the north. (See 

Regional Transportation map.) Anchorage 

International Airport is the air crossroads of the 
North and is served by eight international carriers 

and numerous domestic carriers. The Alaska State 
Ferry, Tustumena, provides service connecting 

Seward, Kodiak, Homer, and Valley/ Cordova. 
Although the ferry does not stop in the monument 
area, it does provide an opportunity for passengers 
to view the coastal region there. The Alaska 
Railroad no longer provides passenger service to 
Seward, and scheduled air service is not now 
available to Seward. 

The coastal area is accessible by boat or I ight 
aircraft from Seward and Homer. Seaworthy smal I 
craft travel throughout the area, but because of 
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the many storms that reach the coast along the 
Gu If of Alaska, pleasure boat traffic is severely 
limited. Floatplanes can land in most of the 

sheltered bays, and a privately maintained landing 

strip at the head of Beauty Bay, in the West Arm 
of Nuka Bay, is adequate for wheeled light 

aircraft. 

• 
On the western edge of the monument area there 
is summer ferry service between Homer and 
Kachemak Bay State Park. As yet, no trails exist 

between the ferry-landings and the monument 
area, but trai Is have been proposed by the State 
(Anchorage Daily Times, April 24, 1.973). 

Ski-equipped light aircraft and helicopters can land 

on the Harding lcefield when weather permits. 

( For a list of anchorages see Appendix G.) 

The Kenai Peninsula consists of the Kenai 

Mountains and a Kenai lowland. The Kenai 

Mountains comprise about 6,500 square miles of 

the peninsula, with a general altitude of 3,000 to 

5,000 feet and a maximum of 6,400 feet. The 
higher peaks are randomly distributed and the 

slopes are steep. The coastline is very irregular, 

due to the large fjords and bays cut into the 

coastal mountains. There are also numerous 

offshore islands and sea stacks. 

2. GEOLOGY 
The Kenai Mountain Range, on the Kenai 

peninsula, was formed from strata of the Chugach 
Mountains Geosyncline. The axis of the 
geosyncline trends para I lel to the Kenai range. Part 
of th is mountain range is contained in the 

proposed monument and Area of Ecological 
The mountains in this range are 

composed predominately of region ally 

metamorphosed, marine sedimentary rock of 
Jurassic to late Cretaceous age. Younger marine 

and nonmarine sedimentary rocks of Tertiary age 
occur along the northwest flank of the mountains , 
26 

in the Kenai lowlands (northwest of the proposal) 

and along the southeast margin of the mountains 

in Prince William Sound. I nterbedded slate and 

graywacke are the principal rock types; 

conglomerate, greer'lstone, tuff and chert are 
abundant locally. The rocks have been highly 

folded, faulted, and i11truded by small granitic 

plutons . 

During the Tertiary period and continuing into the 

Ouarternary period, the region in which the 
proposal is located was uplifted and eroded several 

times. Unconsolidated glacial and fluvial deposits 

now overlie the bedrock in many places except 
on the steep higher slopes. The sedimentary rocks 
of Jurassic and late Cretaceous age were highly 

deformed and partly metamorphosed during 
post-Paleocene ti me. 

Of all the rock types found in the region, the 
graywacke and slate units are those that make up 

most of the bedrock in the proposal area. Each 
II • 

unit ranges from tens to hundreds of feet in 
thickness, however, individual beds especially 

with in the slate units are generally less than a foot 
thick. Alternating, graded beds showing coarse 

graywacke base grading upward into fine-grained 
slate are common." (D.H. Richter 1973) 

11
The graywacke is a medium to dark gray, fine -to 

medium-grained, dirty sandstone. It is generally 

massive and indistinctly bedded. As it is more 

resistant to erosion than the slate, it commonly 
forms steep slopes ranging from 45° to more than 

0 • 

70 . The slate, a metamorphosed shale, is dark gray 

to nearly black and has a well -developed cleavage 
generally parallel to the bedding. Locally, where 

secondary micaceous minerals have developed, the 
rock is phyllitic." (D .H. Richter 1973) 

Massive Tertiary and late Cretaceous intrusives 
' 

mainly granitic, make up tl1e ends of the Aialik 

and Harris Peninsulas and their related offshore 
islands, al I of which are proposed for inclusion in 
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Figure 1. The Coastal Environment is one of 
magnificent scenery - sheer mountains, 
forested islands, fjords, and glaciers grinding to 
the sea. It is also an area of abundant marine 
wildlife. 

27 

f 



• 
• 

I 

I 

( 

1 

• 
\ 



Era or 

Cenozoic 

Mesozoic 

Paleozoic 

TABLE 1 

MAJOR STRATIGRAPHIC AND TIME DIVISIONS,IN USE 
BY THE U.S. GEOLOGICAL SURVEY 

System or Period Series or Epoch 

Holocene 
Ouarternary Pleistocene 

Pliocene 
Tertiary , Miocene 

Oligocene 
Eocene 
Paleocene 

Cretaceous Upper ( Late) 
Lower (Early) 

Jurassic Upper ( Late) 
Middle (Middle) 

I Lower (Early) 

Triassic Upper (Late) 
Middle (Middle) 
Lower (Early) 

Permian Upper (Late) 
Lower ( Early) 

en 
::, Pennsylvanian Upper (Late) 0 ... 

Middle (Middle) a, en 
~ E Lower ( Early) C a, 
0..., 

.C en 
Mississippian Uppe~ (Late) t6 ~ 

(.) Lower (Early) 
-

Upper (Late) 
Devonian Middle (Middle) 

Lower (Early) 

Upper (Late) 
Silurian Middle (Middle) . 

Lower (Early) 

Upper ( Late) 
Ordovician Middle (Middle) 

Lower (Early) 

Upper (Late) 
Cambrian Middle (Middle) 

Lower (Early) 

Precambrian Informal subdivisions such as upper, 
middle, and lower or upper and lower, 
or younger, and older may be used 
locally. 

Estimated ages of 
time boundaries in 
millions of years 

2-3 
12 
26 

37-38 
53-54 

65 

136 

190-195 

225 

280 

345 

395 

430-440 

500 

570 

3,600 
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Figure 2. Long, steep fjords indent the coast
line along the Gulf of Alaska. The longest is 
Nuka Bay's East Arm, at the center of the 
photo. Ragged Island is in the foreground. 
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Figure 3. Mountains rise steeply from the bays 
and fjords, often forming long fingerlike penin
sulas. 

Figure 4. Outer Island, at right, and Rabbit 
Island, at center, in the Pye Islands group are 
typical of the forested islands on the outer 
coast. 
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the monument. The Pye Islands, at the mouth of 
Nuka Bay, are predominatly granitic intrusives. 

Small granodiorite dikes fill tensional cross joints 
in the folded sediments and a few granodiorite sills 
are intruded along bedding and foliation planes 
(Capps, 1937; Grant, Plafker, Kachadorian, 1964; 
Lemke, 1967; Moffit, 1906). 

Physiographically, the region and the study area 
lie within the Kenai-Chugach Mountains 
physiographic province, which is within the Pacific 
Mountain System physiographic division. The 
proposal is in the Kenai Mountains section of the 
Kenai-Chugach province. 

The proposal is also in Alaska seismic Zone 3, 
where earthquakes can cause major structural 
damage. (Zone 3 is described as that area where 
earthquakes of a magnitude of 6.0-8.8 Richter 
may occur.) (Johnson & Hartman, 1969.) The 
general region is very active tectonically and 
recently (during the 1964 earthquake) 

considerable subsidence occurred on the Peninsula 
as a resu It of tectonic movement. (See map on 
Earthquake Damage) 

The geomorphic land forms in the study area were 
carvea from the sedimentary and granitic rocks of 
the region by glacial and stream erosion and other 
factors. A coalescent group of al pine glaciers 
existed on the peninsula during the glacial stages 
of the Pleistocene epoch. Through their scouring 
and deepening of .valley walls and bottoms they 
tended to accentuate rather than obliterate the 
preglacial relief. (See Table 1 for geologic time 

scale.) 

At present, the southern and eastern extensions 
of the mountains are interspersed with glaciers 
radiating from the Harding and Sargent lcefields. 
Small cirque glaciers are scattered throughout the 

entire mountain sys~m. 
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The Harding lcefield is one of four icefields in 
the United States. The few remaining icefields 
present on the North American continent are in 
Alaska and Canada. The Harding, Sargent (25 
miles west of Harding), and Bagley lcefields are 
entirely in the United States, and the Juneau 
lcefield lies in Alaska and Canada. The Sargent 
lcefield is now partly covered by the Nellie Juan 
Wilderness Study area and the remainder is 
proposed for addition to the Chugach National 
Forest. The Bagley lcefield would be included in 
the Wrangells-St. EI ias National Park, if that 
proposal were e11acted. Smaller areas of ice 
accumulation are also present, but unnamed, in 
the Canadian St. Elias Mountains, east of the 
Bagley lcefield and in the Chugach Mountains 
between the Sarger,t and Bagley lcefields. 

An icefield may be defined as a small ice cap or 
ice sheet forming a continuous cover over a land 
surface with the ice moving outward in all 
directions. An icefield is the accumulation 
area--the sou rce--of many glaciers. 

During the Pleistocene, and probably late Pliocene, 
the area north of the Gulf of Alaska, the 
Kenai-Chugach-St. Elias Mountains, were covered 
with ice. Few vestiges of this ice mass remain. The 
westernmost example is the Harding lcefield. 
Extending north-northeast and south-southwest, it 
represents one stage in the decline of Pleistocene 
icefields. It covers about 720 square miles and I ies 
generally between the elevations of 4,000 to 5,270 

feet. · 

The icefield produces many glaciers flowing 
southeast into the coastal fjords, and northwest 
into the Kenai National Moose Range. It appears 
that the glaciers of the Kenai Peninsula are 
receding at a rapid rate. 

Harding lcefield has been suggested as a potential 
national natural landmark under Theme I, Land 
Forms of the Present, Subtheme 9, the Work of 

,. 
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Figure 5. Sea stacks, with steep cliffs on all 
sides, are numerous off the south coast. Some 
are forested, some barren. 
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Glaciers. (See Schmidt, 1969) The Joint 

Federal-State Land Use Planning Commission for 

Alaska lists the icefield as having "Ecological 

Reserve Potential." 

The highest surface of the Harding lcefield is more 
than 5,270 feet above sea level, in the west-central 

part. Elsewhere, the ice surface is an average 4,000 
to 4,200 feet elevation where it begins to form 

the various glaciers flowing outward at its margins. 

The highest peaks projecting above the ice surface 
reach an altitude of 6,197 feet, about 2,000 feet 

above the surface of the ice, but most of the 

projecting pea ks are only 200 to 400 feet above 

the ice surface. Presumably, these peaks were 

covered with ice during the Pleistocene, as 

evidenced by cirques, horns, and other erosional 

forms. 

The valley glaciers flowing outward from the 

Harding lcefield are of all sizes, from small, 

hanging glaciers (at times referred to as 

glacierettes) to long valley glaciers. Some end on 

land or in outwash streams flowing into such lakes 

as Tustumena and Skilak, others (McCarty, Aialik) 

end in bays and fjords of the Gulf of Alaska. At 

the northern part of the icefie Id east of Ski la k 

Glacier, the ice has become so th in that an 

incipient lake can be seen forming where two 

glaciers meet as they flow down unseen valleys. 

On Bear Glacier, some 16 miles long at the east 

side of the icefield, the formation of medial 
moraines is well demonstrated. Numerous icefalls 

can be seen where the glacier is flowing over a 
steep slope. 

The high winds on the snow-covered ice surface 
have also formed snow dunes, an ephemeral 
features seen on the southeastern side of the 
icefield. The same winds also crust the ice, 
allowing relatively easy walking along the crusted 

areas. In summer the ice surface may melt, at least 
during midday, to several feet in depth i'n places 

• 
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having minimum insulation. The former thickness 

of the ice is indicated by the vegetation line on 

the side of Skilak Glacier. 

Recent glacial outwash fills the Nuka River Valley 

at the head of Beauty Bay. Other glacial outwash 

deposits are found in the East Arm, James Lagoon, 

Two Arm Bay, Harris Bay, and along the terminus 

of the Bear Glacier in Resurrection Bay. 

The numerous islands in the immediate area 

appear to be glacial remnants from the Pleistocene 

Epoch. The larger islands are covered with 

vegetation but generally lack fresh water. The 

smaller sea stacks, such as those in the Chiswell 

Island group, have little vegetation and although 

precipitation is high, there may be no natural 
water storage. Marine erosion does not apear 
to be a dominant force in the geomorphic 
history of the offshore islands. Beaches are 
almost totally absent and rock ledges at water 
level are few. Most islands rise almost vertically 
from the sea and are thus inaccessible by boat. 

Glaciation is the dominant geomorphic process 

affecting the topography of the area. Secondary 

processes include avalanching, frost acti0n and 

stream erosion. Avalanche chutes, many along 

fault planes, are evident throughout the area. 

Several locations along the coast have undergone 

subsidence as a result of tectonic movement during 

the 1964 Alaska earthquake. R. W. Lemke, in 

1967, while conducting a field investigation in 

Nuka Bay, wrote: "The former Skinner prospect 

is on the steep, rocky east shore of Surprise Bay, 

about 1 mile south of the narrows into Palisade 

Lagoon. A short adit, which was at sea level prior 

to the 1964 earthquake, is now almost completely 

flooded during high tides." 

Areas of subsidence appear in Resurrection Bay 

and the Nuka Bay area, as well as elsewhere along 
the southern coast of the peninsula. In 
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Figure 6. The Harding lcefield is unusual among 
the icefields in Alaska. It is roughly circular. The 
140-square-mile central portion is nearly free of 
protruding peaks and surface blemishes. The 
skier in this photo gives an indication of the 
extent of this central area. 
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Figure 7. A potential location for a proposed 
observation station is on the ridge at lower 
right. It would be reached possibly by a tram
way up Exit Glacier shown at lower left. 
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Figure 8. Many valley glaciers flow from the 
lcefield to the heads of rivers or to the sea. 
McCarty Glacier reaches tidewater at the head 
of East Arm, more than 20 miles from the Gulf 
of Alaska. 
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Figure 9. This view shows the lower portion of 
Exit Glacier where, having fallen

1
3,000 feet 

from the /cefield, it contributes runoff water to 
the Resurrection River 10 miles from Seward. 
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Resurrection Bay, 60 miles northeast of Nuka Bay, 
which was closer to the epicenter of the 
earthquake, the subsistence has been calculated by 
the U.S. Geological Survey at approximately 3.5 

feet ( Lemke, 1967). 

The monument area is often exposed to tsunamis 
(massive sea waves). One tsunami can cause 
instantaneously more change in landforms than 
many years of weathering by the processes 

previously mentioned, but the cumulative effects 
of weathering and other geomorphic processes are 

more significant in the long run. 

3. ECONOMIC GEOLOGY 
As in much of Alaska, th is area has been 

incompletely explored for extractable minerals. 

About 80 percent of the proposed monument and 

about 65 percent of the combined monument and 
AEC are covered with permanent ice and most of 

the remaining terrain is steep and difficult of 
access. The following statements draw upon 

several sources (Bureau of Mines, Geological 

Survey, B LM, Alaska Department of Natural 
Resources, JFSLUPCA) and indicate a range of 

differing opinions on the mineral resources. 
However, all of the sources agree that exploration 

has been insufficient to assess the mineral values 

properly. Mining claim locations are shown on the 

Real Estate and Claims map. 

The Geological Survey has conducted several 

reconnaissance geological surveys (mostly along 
the shoreline) on the Kenai Peninsula since the 

turn of the century; however, with in the study 
area only a small area bordering the shoreline of 
Nuka Bay has been geologically mapped (Richter 

1970). No modern geologic or geochemical studies 

have been made. 

The proposal lies in an area which has been 
identified as a gold and copper metallogenic , 
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province (See Minerals map). This means that, 
based on known mineral deposits and projection 

of geologic trend (identification of rock types 
which are known to have been productive in the 

region), th is area is judged to have moderate 

potential for small deposits of precious metals and 
copper, but low for large deposits. (Clark and 

others, 1972) (Alaska Geology Branch, 1972) 

Although there are a fairly large number of 

locations where mining claims and prospecting 

occur in the region of the proposal, the only 

known mineral occurrences within the proposal 

itself are some smal I gold prospects near Two Arm 

Bay, several gold mines in Nuka Bay and a single 

group of gold claims near Harris Bay. The only 

legally located and maintained claims are 9 claim 

groups shown on the Real Estate and Claims map. 

Four of these groups are under one ownership and 
the rest are owned separately. Together these 

groups aggregate 22 lode claims and 4 placer 

claims totalling 520 acres. All of these claims are 
in the Area of Ecological Concern and none lie 

inside the proposed monument. 

The former small gold-producing area at Nuka Bay 
was the scene of active exploration, development, 
and mining in the 1920-1940 period. Six of the 

gold claims date from 1909, when three were 
staked in Nuka Bay, two in East Arm, and one 
on the west side of the North Arm. By 1924 more 
than half a dozen properties were in the process 

of development and a mill was under construction 
at the Alaska Hills mine. Peak activity was reached 

in the early 1930
1
s when at least four mines, each 

with its own mill, were producing gold. Toward 

the end of the 1930
1
s activity waned, and by 1940 

only two properties--the N ukalaska and Sonny 

Fox mines--were operating (Richter, 1970). 

A measure of the size, economy, and needs of the 

Nuka Bay mining community during its peak years 
was the existence of a 30-gallon whiskey still in 

a secluded cove in Beauty Bay. Evidently the 
, 
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Figure 10. Bear Glacier, about 16 miles long, 
nearly reaches tidewater at Resurrection Bay. 
Snow dunes interrupt the smooth snow
covered glacier. In the distance, a medial 
moraine and icefalls are visible. 
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community was large enough to support a local 

industry whose products were not normally 

available in the mining camp and had progressed 

to the point where non-essential commodities were 
in demand (Richter, 1970). 

A rough approximation of the total value of gold 

produced in the Nuka Bay area is $166,000 

(Richter, 1970). (At current prices, this would 
equal roughly 1 million dollars in gold.) 

D. H. Richter of the Geological Survey, makes the 
following observation in his report (1970) on 
lode-gold deposits in Nu ka Bay: 

The economics of developing and mining these 

deposits has not been investigated, but on the basis 

of past apparently successful operations in the 

area (especially prior to 1935 when gold was $20 

per ounce) and the recent renewed interest in 

small gold lodes, it appears that d ii igent smal I-scale 

mining may be economically possible and further 
prospecting warranted. 

Recently interest has revived in south coast 

mining. According to the Seward City Council a 

mining operation along the Kenai Peninsula's 

Southern littoral, with an ivestment of $230,000 
dollars, produced $27,000 in gold in 1973. 

Outside of the proposed monument and AEC, 

chromite prospects have been intensively 

investigated in the Red Mountain area, while base 

metal and gold-silver lode prospects are known 

along the Kenai River near the inlet of Skilak 
Lake, all to the west of the proposed monument. 

A series of prospects extending northward along 

the highway from Seward, and south along 

Resurrection Bay have not been developed despite 

their longstanding proximity to excellent 

transportation faci I iti es and labor supply centers. 

Although the immediate area is bounded on the 

west by rocks known to contain subbituminous 
coal beds, and a petroleum province containing 
currently productive fields, neither feature 

intrudes into the monume nt area (Reed , 1973). 

The Joint Federal-State Land Use Planning 
Commission maps of mineralized zones in the 
area (See Minerals map, whose source was 
JFSLUPC map) shows a high potential metal 
province for copper, gold, chromium and other 
metals which runs just to the west of the 
proposed monument. The monument itself is 
shown to be in a gold-copper metallogenic 

. 
province . 

Occurrences of other minerals nearby include: 
molybdenum north of Kenai Lake; chromite 
and nickel southeast of Seldovia; placer gold at 
the upper end of Tustumena and Kenai Lakes; 
iron west of Seward; mercury and antimony at 
Kenai Lake; copper, lead, and zinc along the 
southwestern boundary of the AEC in Nuka 
Bay. 

With reference to the future potential of the 

proposal area, USGS has stated that "we believe 

the small withdrawals along the coast (fjords) are 

least favorable for meta II ic m inera I deposits. The 

Harding lcefield covers an area which is 

geologically favorable for the occurrence of gold, 

copper, and chromite. The withdrawal is at the 

intersection of two structural trends favorable for 
mineralization." (See letter from U.S.G.S., 
Chapter IX,C.) 

4. HYDROLOGY 
The south coast of the Kenai Peninsula is an area 
of high mountains, heavy precipitation, strong 

winds, and many cloudy days. Taken in 
combination, these conditions are ideal for the 

formation of icefields and glaciers. Moisture-laden 

air moving inland from the Gulf of Alaska passes 

over the high slopes of the Kenai Mountains and 

in the process drops its moisture. Most 

precipitation falls in the form of snow and is 

deposited on the Harding lcefield, thus beginning 

the complex hydrologic cycle of the proposal area. 

The coastal zone from Resurrection Bay to Nuka 

Bay has high precipitation but freshwater storage 
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is minimal. There are several tarns on the Aialik 
and Harris Peninsulas and two small lakes near 
Bear Glacier. Two other lakes drain into the East 
Arm of Nuka Bay. All four lakes appear to be 
ice-marginal lakes, that is, lakes formed in small 
valleys where terrain slopes toward a glacier. These 
lakes empty into the Gulf of Alaska. 

The Chernof and Dinglestadt Glaciers flow 
northwest from the southern tip of the icefield 
and their combined drainage, the Fox River, 
empties into Kachemak Bay. 

The remaining glaciers on the peninsula, 
Kachemak, Nuka, Dixon, Portlock, Grewingk, 
Wosnesenski, and Doroshin, all lie southeast of 
Kachemak Bay. Al I outflow from these seven 
glaciers enters Kachemak Bay, although Nuka 
Glacier also empties into Nuka Bay, on the Gulf 
of Alaska. Bradley Lake, which receives its water 
from Kachemak and Nuka Glaciers, has been 
identified as a possible hydroelectric powersite. 

All streams that headwater at a glacier carry a 
significant load of sediments during the melt 
season. In the winter, due to decreased glacial 
melt, most of the streams are clear. Other than 
the heavy sediment of the melt season, water 
quality is excellent. 

The marine hydrologic environment is affected by 
several major and minor ocean currents. The 
Japanese Current ( Kurosh io or North Pacific Drift) 
rises in the area of the Philippine Islands and 
Formosa. It flows northeast and then east to strike 
the west coast of North America in the region of 
Oregon and Washington. A tremendous eddy, the 
Alaska Current, swings north and follows the 
Alaska coastline in a return flow pattern and 
moderates the Alaska coastal climate. The current 
moves from east to west past the monument area. 
(Johnson & Hartman, 1969) 

The warm Alaska Current raises the water 

temperature off the coast of the monument to 
approximately 55°F. in the summer, while winter 
temperatures range from 37 .5° to 40°F. 
Temperatures in individual fjords vary due to 
tidewater glaciers and fresh water flowing into the 
fjords (Johnson & Hartman, 1969). 

In addition to the Alaska Current, wind and tidal 
currents also affect the area. These vary greatly 
due to the monument topography. 

Solid ice rarely forms in the fjords but shore ice 
is common from early December to late March. 
Floating block ice appears in most fjords during 
the same period. 

Tides range from an extreme of +13.6 feet 
maximum high tide to -3.2 feet maximum low 
tide. 

Water quality in the marine environment is 
excellent. There are no known significant local 
sources of pollution. 

5. CL/MA TE OF THE REGION 
(Data by U.S. Weather Bureau Service.) As a result 
of the warm ocean currents flowing through the 
Gulf of Alaska, the climate of the Kenai Peninsula 
is characterized by cool summers and by winters 
that are mild for the latitude. The area, divided 
by the crest of the Kenai Mountains is in both 
the Maritime zone and the transitional Cook Inlet 
zone. In the Maritime zone, mean annual 
precipitation is approximately 60 inches, with 100 
wet days per year, and 32 inches of precipitation 
occurring from mid-July to late December. 

Mean annual snowfall for the area is 
approximately 50 inches, which is 20 to 25 
percent water by volume. Snow cover is 
predominant at sea level from November to late 
May and may be found on the high slopes until 
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late August. The Harding lcefield remains snow 
covered year-round, and total annual precipitation 
is 160 inches with 400 inches of snowfall. 

The driest time of year is spring, but even then 

4 inches or more of precipitation can be expected 
each month with half the days receiving some rain. 
Fall and early winter is the wet period and also 
the time for high winds (55 m.p.h. or greater). 
The average number of cloudy days per year is 
260. Heavy fog can be expected along the coast 
about 2 days each month in winter, increasing to 
an August-September maximum of 8 to 10 foggy 
days. (Johnson & Hartman, 1969) 

At Seward, on the eastern edge of the study area, 
January mean minimum temperature is 
approximately +20°F. and the maximum is +30°F. 

0 
Mean July minimum is approximately +48 F ., 
while July mean maximum is +63°F. The mean 

0 
annual temperature ranges between +33 F. to 
+46°F . The absolute minimum temperature is 
-20°F ., and the absolute maximum is +88°F ., for 
a possible maximum yearly differential of 108°F. 
(Seward, Alaska--Johnson & Hartman, 1969) 

The ocean-facing slopes of the south coast are 
subjected to the same climatic controls as the rest 
of the northwest coast of North America. The 
general climate is a consequence of the proximity 
of the waters of the North Pacific Drift. The 
humid character of the climate results from the 
cooling effect of the coastal mountains on the 
moisture-laden ocean air as it advances inland. The 
winter weather is dominated by a low pressure 
center in the area of the Aleutian Islands and in 
the summer by corresponding North Pacific high 
pressure. 

Local weather conditions vary extensively. 
Topography plays a large role in altering wind 
directions, as do glaciers, thus creating numerous 
microclimates within the ar~. 
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6. AIR 
Air movement in and over the area has a 
significant effect on the weather. Most storms 
come from the direction of the Gulf of Alaska, 
although during the winter months storms 
originating in the Bering Sea region penetrate this 
area. Cloudy weather prevails during much of the 
year with clear skies being more common during 
late winter and spring. 

Winds are common as a result of cold air drainage 
from the Harding lcefield. Southerly winds 
blowing from the icefield prevail throughout the 
spring, summer, fall, and early winter. During late 
winter, the snow mantle over the remainder of the 
peninsula diminishes the effects of the icefield, 
and fewer storm tracks come from the south. 
However, cold air drainage from the mainland of 
Alaska during th is time results in northerly winds. 
The intensity of these winds is often sufficient to 
hamper air and boat navigation. 

Air quality throughout the area is excellent. There 
is no known information showing whether or not 
atmospheric pollution in other parts of the world 
has a direct effect on this area. 

7. MAJOR ECOSYSTEMS 
Despite its size, Alaska has a relatively simple 
arrangement of ecological systems when compared 
to other parts of North America, particularly in 
the West. This is primarily due to its northern 
location. Al I of Alaska is in the Boreal Region, 
which is divided into Arctic-alpine, Hudsonian, 
and Canadian zones. The monument is in all three 
zones, as well as in the coastal marine ecosystem. 

In the monument area the Arctic-alpine zone is 
above the limit of tree growth, but it has a great 
variety of alpine or arctic plants, such as sedges, 
grasses, willows, and dwarf berry-bearing shrubs. 
The ptarmigan and shrew are characteristic animals 
of this life zone. 

, 
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The Hudsonian zone consists of the interior 
valleys, together with narrow belts around all 
mountains. This zone is principally a forest of 

spruce and birch. Among its usual inhabitants are 
the wolverine, moose, and white-crowned sparrow. 

The Canadian zone covers a relatively small area. 
Restricted to a narrow coastal strip, it contains 

a portion of the transcontinental coniferous forest. 
This zone merges and blends into the Hudsonian 

zone so intimately that it is often difficult to 
define the boundary in any specific locality. Such 
is the case near the northern boundary of the 

proposal area. 

The Canadian zone is an area of heavy rainfall and 

contains the largest trees and finest forests in 
Alaska. It has such tree species as Sitka spruce, 
hemlock, western red cedar, and such shrubs a11d 
plants as devil's club, Alaska alder, and skunk 
cabbage. Winter wrens, Steller's jays, and hermit 
thrushes, as well as mountain goats, wolverine, 
moose, black bear, brown bear, and red fox typify 

this zone. 

A fourth system, the coastal marine ecosystem, 
is an important part of the proposal area. This 
ecosystem is made up of numerous bays, lagoons, 

islands, beaches, and sea cliffs. It is a diverse 
ecosystem and supports an abundance of marine 

life, such as the sea otter; sea lion; killer whale; 
Dall porpoise; Harbor seal; king, dungeness, and 

• 
Tanner crabs; shrimp; herring; pink, chum, and 

sockeye salmon. 

The combined marine and terrestrial ecosystems 
make this area one of great diversity within a 

relatively small area. 

8. WILDLIFE 
Twenty-three species of marine mammals are 
known inhabitants of the coastal waters of the 

proposal during all or part of the year. These 
include whales, porpoises, dolphins, sea Ii ons, 
seals, and sea otters. 

Seven species of terrestrial mammals have been 
observed on the south coast of the Kenai Peninsula 
and 15 others are presumed to inhabit the area. 
Approximately 65 species of birds, the majority 
of which are marine or marine-associated, have 
been reported in the area. 

Dolley Varden, silver, red, chum, and pink salmon, 
as well as a few rainbow trout inhabit the waters, 
lakes and streams along the south coast. (Most of 
these waters are in the AEC with few in the 
monument. The Resurrection River which borders 
the area on the northeast has a run of silver (or 
Coho) and chum salmon as well as representatives 

of the above mentioned species. 

A commercial marine fishery based on shellfish 
and fin fish flourishes along the coast. (See 
Appendix C.) Few wild life studies have been 
conducted on the south coast, and published 
information is limited (FWS, 1973). (For a 
complete annotated checklist of birds associated 
with the south coast, see Appendix A. Appendix 
B contains an annotated checklist of marine, 

marine-associated and terrestrial mammals. 
Appendix D lists land mammals that may occur 
in the proposal area. Appendix F I ists freshwater 
fish.) 

The sea otter was driven close to extinction by 
Russian fur traders during the 19th century. It has 
recently made a strong comeback and now exists 
in numbers which may be greater than their 
original populations. Approximately 1,500 inhabit 
the coastal shoreline of the proposal area. 

At least \0 major concentrations of sea lions occur 
in the study area. The Chiswell and Outer Islands 
contain more than 4,QOO. These animals, which 
remain all year, have hauling areas on Matushka 
and Beehive Islands in the Chiswell group (Fish 
& Wildlife Service, 1973). 
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Figure 11. The largest sea otter populations are 
at Aialik, Harris, and Nuka Bays and total 
between 1,000 and 1,500 animals. Here, an 
otter dines on shellfish while swimming on his 
back. 
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Figure 12. Ten or more large colonies of 
Steller 's sea lions remain all year along the 
South Coast. Seasonally used hauling grounds 
are also numerous in the area. 
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Of the many species of seal in Alaska, two are 
found along the south coast, the northern fur seal 
and the harbor seal. A yearly migrant, the fur seal 
breeds in the Pribilof Islands and winters as far 
south as Mexico. There are approximately 1.4 
million fur seals in the Alaskan breeding stock. 

A common inhabitant of the south coast, the 
harbor seal occurs in concentrations of several 
hundred at the heads of Aialik, Harris, and Nuka 
Bays. This seal is not adapted to living on the pack 
ice, as are other species, so it avoids the ice by 
wintering to the south. Many harbor seals spend 
the entire year in the south coast bays. No 
population estimates are available (Fish & Wildlife 
Service, 1973). 

Dall sheep occur locally near Bradley Lake, less 
than 10 miles from the Area of Ecological Concern 
northern boundary. Robert Belous, a 
writer-photographer who has spent much time in 
the area, reports (personal communication) that 
the Dall sheep also venture out onto the Harding 
lcefield and can be found there in the summer 
on glacier-enclosed elevations called nunataks. 
These sightings are at the southern terminus of 
the Dall sheep ra~ge on the Kenai Peninsula. 
Alaska Department of Fish and Game personnel 
counted one ram in 11968 and five in 1972 in the 
Sheep-Katchemak Creeks area during aerial 
surveys. These sheep are considered a separate 
type by many hunters, some of whom attempt 
to take at least one of every "species" of big game. 

Mountain sheep are primarily all-year grazers and 
require a relatively dry habitat where grasses and 
other alpine vegetation are available winter and 
summer. Thus, the sheep have not penetrated areas 
of heavy precipitation on the coastal side of the 
range (Alaska Department of Fish and Game, 
1973). 

Mountain goats occur throughout the 
mountainous parts of the ar~ and are the most 

62 

abundant of the larger terrestrial mammals in the 
region. In the summer months, goats frequent high 
alpine meadows where they graze orl grasses, 
sedges and low shrubs. In winter, they migrate to 
lower elevations and spend a considerable amount 
of time at or below timberline. On clear, mild days 
goats move up to snow-free slopes to feed, 
returning again to timberline late in the day. 
Alaska Department of Fish and Game records 
show that only 9 goat hunters hunted in the area 
in 1973. The success ratio was good, however, as 
4 goats were ta ken. 

Moose, although not abundant, inhabit the general 
area. To the northwest, on the Kenai National 
Moose Range, they occur in larger numbers (Fish 
and Wildlife Service, 1973). Wolves could also 
inhabit the area although there are no records of 
their occurrence on lands proposed for inclusion 
in the monument or AEC. 

There are a few brown bears along the southwest 
side of Resurrection River and the east side of 
Kachemak Bay north of China Poot Bay, and on 
the northwest side of the area in the Kenai Moose 
Range. It is doubtful that brown bear occur 
throughout the area. Black bear are relatively 
abundant and widely distributed in the area. Black 
bear appear to be concentrated along fishing 
streams in the Resurrection River valley and at 
the drainages outside the proposal area to the 
northwest and south. The wolverine has been 
observed in the area (Alaska Department of Fish 
and Game, 1973). 

Other species of terrestrial mammals are presumed 
to inhabit this region, but lack of research data 
has prevented confirmation of this report. (See 
Appendix D.) 

Marine and marine-associated birds make up most 
of the avifauna in the area. Some 250,000 marine 
birds representing 17 species breed along the shore 
and on the many offshore islands and rocks ( Fish 
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and Wildlife Service, 1973). The tufted puffin and 

the black-legged kittiwake are the most abundant 

birds breeding in this region. Some species visit 

the area during migration or to breed; others such 

as the bald eagle are year-round inhabitants. 

The black oystercatcher, a common Pacific 

shorebird, is a permanent resident along the coast. 

It is easily found along the rocky beaches and on 

the many offshore islands. This surf-bird breeds 
and winters in totally different environments; it 

breeds in the high mountainous area of interior 

Alaska and winters in the intertidal zone along the 

coast (Gabrielson, 1959). 

The Kenai white-tailed ptarmigan is found in the 
mountainous regions just below the permanent 

snow and ice. It is the smallest of Alaska 
ptarmigan. The Valdez spruce grouse inhabits the 

forests along the coast and in the Resurrection 
River Valley. The ptarmigan and grouse are the 

only game birds found in the area. (Gabrielson, 

1959) 

The area is in the ''Outer District of the Cook 
In let Commercial Fisheries Management Area'' 
established by the Division of Commercial Fish of 

the Alaska Department of Fish and Game. The 

total salmon catch for the outer district in 1970 
was 426,050, or one-eighth of the total Cook Inlet 

fishery. 

The Outer District is predominately a pink and 

chum salmon fishery (Table 11) with the largest 

harvest coming from the Port Dick area. The 

remainder of the catch comes primarily from the 

Nuka and Rocky Bay area. The Nuka and Rocky 

Bay areas also account for the majority of chum 
salmon harvested. Red salmon (or sockeye) are 

harvested in Aialik Bay. 

The Outer District is not a major producer of 
herring, but it has been a producer in the past 

few years. (See Table 111.) Bottom fish such as 

halibut are harvested in the waters of the district. 
The port of Seward ranks third in the nation as 
a port for halibut processing. 

A smal I amount of kind crab has been harvested 

in the outer district annually since 1960. The 1970 
production was 149,784 pounds. (See Table IV.) 

Tanner crab, Dungeness crab, and shrimp are also 

harvested from the waters of the outer district. 

(Alaska Department of Fish and Game, 1973, 
personal communication.) Further commercial 

fishing catch data can be found in the 

socioeconomic section of this chapter. 

A thorough inventory of marine waters has not 

been completed, but there are some indications 

that the area is highly productive. It appears that 

59 species of invertebrates may inhabit the waters 

as well as numerous commercial and 

noncommercial species of fin and shellfish. (See 

Appendix C for maps showing distribution of 
certain species.) 

9. PLANTLIFE 
Vegetation in the area is determined by the 
physiographic features and the climate. the 
abundant precipitation along the south coast of 
the Kenai Peninsula is in part responsible for the 

dense vegetation along the coast. Sitka spruce is 

found in a narrow belt along the coast and white 

spruce grows in suitable places throughout the 

Resurrection River Valley. Hemlock is found on 
the south coast from the timberline fringe as far 

down as sea level and often forms pure stands of 
trees 18 to 24 inches in diameter. Mountain 

hemlock is common throughout the mountains 
white western hemlock occurs on the south coast 

only. 

Above timberline, vegetation is restricted largely 
to alpine forms with densities determined 

primarily by precip1itation and exposure. A dense 
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TABLE II 

SALMON CATCH, BY SPECIES, OUTER DISTRICT, 1954-1970 

Year Kings 

1954 13 
1955 7 
1956 23 

1957 13 
1958 1 
1959 3 

1960 4 
1961 2 
1962 2 

1963 6 
1964 2 
1965 0 

1966 1 
1967 2 
1968 1 

1969 0 
1970 5 

Total 85 

17-Year 
Average 5 

Per cent 0.001 

Sockeye 

4,927 
701 

2,889 

2,982 
1,719 

10,365 

1,336 
12,595 
8,697 

1,974 
1,370 
1,965 

2,710 
2,165 
1,550 

92 
4,177 

62,214 

3,660 

0.86 

Cohos 

369 
277 
190 

110 
83 

109 

533 
444 

1,893 

369 
431 

7 

357 
56 

106 

1 1 
243 

5,588 

329 

0.08 

Pinks 

82,205 
557,997 

42,368 

149,197 
739,768 

68,875 

328,501 
105,447 

1,684,023 

21,462 
767,396 

21,816 

398,751 
259,951 
191,691 

51,533 
302,879 

5,773,860 

339,639 

79.84 

Chums 

112,877 
40,877 
19,248 

138,171 
100,386 
65,675 

67,187 
40,204 

126,750 

116,923 
269,512 

22,443 

87,620 
37,533 
20,283 

5,400 
118,746 

1,389,845 

81,756 

19.22 

Source: Alaska Department of Fish and Game, Division of Commercial Fisheries 

• 

72 

Total 

200,391 
599,869 

64,718 

290,473 
841,957 
145,027 

397,561 
158,692 

1,821,365 

140,734 
1,038,711 

46,231 

489,439 
299,707 
213,631 

57,036' 
426,050 

7,231,592 

425,388 

100.0 
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TABLE Ill 

COOK INLET HERRING CATCHES, BY DISTRICT, 

IN POUNDS, 1969 - 1970 

Year District Pounds Landings 

1969 

Total 

1970 

Total 

Southern 

Outer* 

Eastern 

Southern 

Eastern 

*Outer District is within study area. 

1,103,041 

76,000 

1,515,920 

2,694,961 

5,417,385 

4,200,550 

9,617,935 

Source: Alaska Department of Fish and Game, Division of Commercial Fisheries/ 

41 

1 

32 

74 

104 

81 

185. 

Vessels 

5 

1 

7 

13 

11 

11 

22 
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TABLE IV 

Cook Inlet king crab catch in pounds, by district, 1951-1970 

Year Kachemak Kamishak Outer Eastern Total 

1951 6,619 6,619 

1952 2,900 2,900 

1953 1,359,854 1,359,854 

1954 1,275,852 1,275,852 

1955 1,915,821 1,915,821 

1956 2,129,035 2,129,035 

1957 620,858 620,858 

1958 752,990 752,990 

1959 2,191,437 2,191,437 

1960 4,219,776 67,656 4,287,432 

1961 2,988,880 1,205,679 61,837 4,256,396 

1962 1,968,980 4,305,444 577,197 6,851,621 

1963 2,667,279 5,538,349 175,535 8,381,163 

1964 1,760,660 4,967,824 43,908 6,772,392 

1965 1,813,135 963,412 2,776,547 

1966 1,887,948 1,974,559 37,656 3,900,163 
• 

1967 1,286,789 1,821,269 16,033 418 3,124,509 

1968 1,004,163 2,965,658 39,112 4,008,933 

1969 1,303,655 1,422,587 130,928 2,857,170 

1970 1,495,759 2,237,259 149,784 3,882,802 

• 

~ 

Source : Alaska Department of Fish and Game, Division of Commercial Fisheries 
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alder belt usually occurs for several hundred feet 
above timberline, with finger stands extending well 
down into the timber where light and moisture 
conditions are suitable. 

Between timberline and the snowfields, plant 
succession is typically alpine, with trees and other 
lower altitude plants occurring only around the 
perimeter of the area and in the few valleys that 
are below timberline. The alpine communities are 
influenced by slope, exposure, altitude, drainage, 
and underlying soil type, but they show 
pronounced similarities throughout the area. 

Dry conditions, such as exist on the high ridges 
and mountain tops, determine the plant 
communities of these areas. Although 
precipitation is heavy in these upper reaches, the 
thin soil mantle, which allows rapid drainage, and 
the drying effects of continual winds combine to 
produce alpine heath communities. Plants are 
therefore low11rowing, perennial forms adapted to 
resist desiccation. 

On the driest areas, such as talus slopes and rock 
screes, such plants as arctic willow, arctic 
wormwood, and low11rowing forms of grasses and 
sedges grow individually in the deeper soil pockets 
with intervening areas occupied by prostrate forms 

• 

such as moss pin, diapensia, and several lichens. 
As the soil moisture increases, the density of the 
upright forms becomes greater, crowding out the 
prostrate forms. 

Saxifrages, eight-petaled dryad, black oxytrope, 
grape fern, and several rushes grow as scattered 
constitutents of · these dry areas. Plant 
communities of high, rock-outcrop areas, where 
soil and water are confined to a few crevices 

• 

among the rocks, are made up of Hepburn sedge, 
moss pink, and several forms of cinquefoil, and 
other dwarf xerophilous forms. 

Alpine meadows or ''herbmats'' occur in sites 

where well-drained soils are fed by water from 
snowdrifts, cirque glaciers or from water stored 
in the thick mantle of well-weathered soils. 
Vegetation is lush with grasses and sedges 
occupying most of the ground surface. Arctic 
wormwood also does well in these sites. Luetkea, 
Ross avens, and several forms of lousewort are 
usually restricted to moist alpine meadows. 

On slopes at the upper fringe of the alders, where 
drainage is good, plant forms are typically alpine, 
but woody shrubs such as bog blueberry, shrubby 
cinquefoil, and creeping juniper become important 
components of the plant assemblages. Common 
and alpine bearberry, crowberry, and Alaska 
heather form dense mats that occupy a large 
percentage of the ground surface. 

The alder belt extends from approximately 2,000 
feet elevation down to the upper limits of timber 
and varies greatly in altitudinal width, according 
to edaphic and local climatic conditions. In some 
sites on north slopes the alder belt extends from 
near sea level to elevations of over 2,000 feet, 
while in other areas, where soil conditions permit, 
conifers occupy the entire zone below timberline. 

/ The alder belt in most areas is an almost pure 
stand of Alaska alder with devil's club, skunk 
cabbage, and several forms of Athyrium making 
up the understory. Where the soil mantle is deeper 
and better drained, nearly pure stands of blue-joint 
reed-grass interdigitate with the alder. Scattered 
throughout the tall grass are common fireweed and 
Martens sedge. 

Rock-outcrop areas among the alders and timber 
cause breaks in the canopy and permit the growth 
of shade-intolerant shrubs ,such as buffalo berry, 
serviceberry I red-berried alder, red currant, 
highbush cranberry, and western mountain ash. 

The forest plant communities north of the area 
are mostly pure stands of white or Sitka spruce 
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Figure 13. In forested bays along the Gulf of 
Alaska, spruce._hem/ock forests begin at 
tidewater and extend to 400-600 feet above sea 
level. 
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with mountain hemlock occurring in a dwarfed 
condition in the subalpine areas. The ground cover 
beneath the climax conifer stands varies 
considerably in density according to moisture and 
light conditions. Where moisture is limited and 

I 

crown closure is complete, the stands are relatively 
parklike. Bunchberry and mountain cranberry are 
scattered throughout this vegetative mat. Increased 
moisture and light bring about an increase in shrub 
forms such as devil's club and buckbrush. Alluvial 
fans, gravel bars, and other recently established 
sites at low elevations and with suitable drainage 
support subclimax stands of black cottonwood 

and Kenai birch. 

Along the south coast, timber ( mostly Sitka 
spruce) is scattered and occupies a limited area 
just above tidewaters. It grows wel I with most 
mature stands composed of 18- to 30-inch 
diameter trees. Alder occurs mostly in scatt.~red 
clumps with bluejoint reed-grass occupying the 
openings and occurring for several hundred feet 
above the alder belt. Devils' club, salmonberry, 
red-berried elder, and skunk cabbage are much 
more common on the lower slopes of th is region 
than in the less hum id regions of the interior of 
the Kenai Peninsula. Vegetation in general is more 
lush. Deformation caused by wind is evident in 
most exposed areas, especially on the offshore 
islands (Klein, 1953, Hjeljord, 1971 ). 

Merchantable timber, except for stands in the 
Resurrection River Valley, seems to be confined 
to areas along the south coast. Further study is 
needed to determine the feasibility of commercial 
harvesting of coastal timber. The relatively small 
volume of timber available and the inaccessibility 
of its location would seem to be major detractions 
from its merchantable value. Cost benefit studies 
will also be needed for the Resurrection River 
Valley timber stands to determine possible 
detriment to recreational and scenic resources. 

The intertidal zone of Alaska is incompletely 
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known, especially within the monument area. The 
following information on marine flora may be 
described as indicating that which probably exists 

in the region. 

There are usually three distinct zones on all shores 
in which the substrate is stable in the presence 
of wave action. These zones succeed each other 
vertically. The lowest zone is defined by eelgrass 
beds, where the substrate is mud or sand, or by 
a mixture of large laminarian algae, where a rocky 
substrate occurs. This zone is continuous 
subtidally and extends up to between mean low 
water and approximately 1.5 feet above that level. 

The middle zone is usually dominated by the alga 
Fucus distichus. The tidal limits of this zone vary 
depending on aspect and wave · action. On 
protected shores the upper limit is usually near 
mean tide level, whereas on exposed rock faces 

it approaches mean high tide. 

The highest zone is usually devoid of large algae 
and is dominated by one or more of the barnacles 

[balanus cariosus, Ba/anus glandu/a, Chtha
molus da//11. Balanua cariosus is also a 
common dominant in the Fucus zone. 

The influx of fresh water is assumed to have a 
great effect on the distribution and abundance of 

• organisms. 

Kelp is abundant in relatively shallow waters 
. 

which have a mud or sand sµbstrate and which 
remain subtidal (Nybakken, 1969). 

10. SOILS 
(The information on soils in this section was taken 
from the JFSLUPC ''Resources Inventory'', 
January 1974, revised May 1974) 

The information and soils descriptions available 
for the proposal area and the south coast region 
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of the Kenai Peninsula are ''primarily an 
extrapolation from a literature data base which is 
sometimes incomplete. Accordingly, in certain 
instances, additional primary research may be 
required to': .. vertify th is soils information. 
(JFSLUPC, 1974.) Further such research would be 
carried out during the ongoing planning process 
for the monument and would precede specific 
proposals for construction of visitor use facilities 

or similar development. 

In the general region of the proposal, the 
dominant soils of forested uplands are shallow, 
gravelly and acidic, with a high content of organic 
matter. These are indicated as zone 1 on the Soils 
map and often occur in association with organic 

fibrous peat soils. The principal use of this soil 
is normally for production of commercial timber, 
although there has been no commercial timber 

harvesting in the proposal area (and the small size 
of stands along the coast in the monument and 
AEC would seem to limit their commercial 
production). On these soils the I imitations for use 

in timber production, road construction, and site 
development are moderate. Limitations on 
potential agricultural crop production would be 
severe. The potential for erosion is moderate on 
steep slopes. (JFSLUPC, 1974) 

Within the boundaries of the proposed monument 
and AEC most of the land area is barren rock or 
ice, shown on the Soils map as zone 2. 
Approximately 90 percent of the proposal lands 
within this zone are primarily unvegetated 
snowfields or rock promontories. However, the 
zone also contains limited areas (notably the upper 
Re~urrection River Valley) with very gravelly, 
well-drained and poorly drained soils of types 
similar to those found in the adjacent zone 1. 

The proposal lands which are indicated on the 
Soils rnap as being in zone 1 are composed 
primarily of mountain slopes along the coast , 
offshore islands, and some of the small river 

valleys. Approximately 30 percent of the proposal 
lands in this zone have very gravelly and stony 
loam or silt loam, which is strongly acidic and 
occurs on portions of mountain foot slopes and 
moraine hills not affected by seepage. Vegetation 
on this well-drained soil is usually Sitka spruce and 

western hemlock below tree line and alpine forms 

above tree line. 

Very gravelly and stony loam also occurs to some 
degree on lower slopes which are affected by 
seepage. This poorly-drained soil covers about 15 
percent of the proposal lands in zone 1. 
Vegetation on this soil is also primarily Sitka 
spruce and western hemlock. 

Approximately 20 percent of the proposal lands 
in zone 2 have soil made up of partially 
decomposed peat. This occurs on lower slqpes 
affected by seepage. Vegetation is dominately 
sedges and mosses with some western hemlock. 
Another 15 percent of the proposal lands in this 
zone are mucky peat over compact, very gravelly 
loam. This soil also occurs on lower slopes affected 

by seepage, and is forested with Sitka spruce and 

hemlock. 

The remaining 20 percent of the proposal lands 
in zone 1 are made up of various types of 

soils--from strongly acid, very gravelly and 
shallow soils on high steep slop~s to compact 

glacial til I in riverbeds. 

B. THE EXISTING ENVIRONMENT -
SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC 

1. HISTORY AND ARCHEOLOGY 
• 

The aboriginal people who occupied this general 
area comprised both Eskimos and Indians. Of the 
Eskimos, the Chugachigmiut (now Chugach) lived 
in and adjacent to Prince William Sound; the 
Ugalakmiut occupied Kyak Island and the adjacent 
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SOILS MAP LEGEND 

1. Well drained, gravelly, strongly acid soils i,nterspersed with 

poorly drained, partially decomposed peat. Predominantly 

steep slopes . 

• 

2. Predominantly rock or ice-covered land. Steep slopes . 

• 
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Sourre: This map has been adapted from a map accompanying 
"Soils and Watershed Resources: Re-source Planni ng 
Team. Joint Federal -Slate Planning Commissio n. 1974 . 

- PROPOSAL BOUNDARY 

AREA OF ECOLOGICAL CONCERN : 
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mainland; the Unixkugmiut resided on the south 
coast of the Kenai Peninsula. 

Little recorded history exists relating to the 
Ugalakmiut and Unixkugmiut, but their culture 
was apparently quite similar to that of the more 
populous Chugach. The Chugach Mountains and 
the mountains of the Kenai Peninsula formed 
natural boundaries between the Chugach and the 
Tanaina Athapascans of Cook Inlet. No estimate 
of population during this period has been 

established. 

The Chugach people represent the extreme 
extension of Alaskan Eskimos in a southeasterly 
direction. Archeological studies indicate that the 
Chugach existed in this region with little cultural 
change for at least 500 years prior to the discovery 
of Alaska. The Eskimos of the Kenai Peninsula, 

the Unixkugm iut, were considered a separate 

people by the Chugach. 

The territory inhabited by the Unixkugmiut seems 
to have extended from the vicinity of Puget Bay, 

at the western end of Prince William Sound, to 
Cook Inlet, including Kachemak Bay. The 
Unixkugmiut probably occupied most of the Cook 

Inlet during the third period of the Kachemak Bay 
culture. The Unixkugmiut were replaced by 
T angena people over most of their territory. 

The last Native settlement on the south coast, at 
Aialik Bay, was probably abandoned about 1880. 
It appears the inhabitants migrated to 
Alexandrovski, on English Bay, originally a 
Russian port established in 1785, and later called 
''Odinochka'' the present day village of English 
Bay. The Russians began coal mining here in 1865. 
The first coal mine in Alaska was started by the 
Russians in 1855 at Port Graham. In 1909 a 
cannery was opened wt flort Graham. 8){ 1890 the 
onty ~sidents on ~ south coast were William 
Lowe11 and his wife who had settled in 
Resurrection Bay. At present the only Eskimo 
settlements in this ., .. are those of Port Graham, 
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English Bay and Seldovia, on the east coast of 
Cook Inlet, below Kachemak Bay. The monument 
area is within the boundaries of the Chugach 

Native Association. 

The following is a list of abandoned village sites 

extending from Prince William Sound to Cook 
Inlet: {Federal Field Committee, 1968) 

{ 1) Day Harbor--belonging to a local group known 

as the Kaniagmiut, ''Bay People." There were 
several villages. 

(2) Seward--the site is at or near the present town 
of Seward, the village was called Kuta-Krq. In the 

vicinity of Seward there was also a double village 
called Kanilik, ''Two Bays.'' because there were 
settlements on two adjacent bays. 

(3) Ayalik--inhabitants moved to English Bay 

about 1800. 

(4) Two Arm Bay--the name suggests the location 

f I 
. II II 

o the un ocated village called Two Bays. 

(5) McArthur Pass--north side of McArthur Pass, 
which leads between the Pye Islands and the 

mainland into Nuka Bay. 

(6) Nuka Island Passage--two possible sites on the 

mainland shore of Nuka Island Passage and a 
similar channel on the western side of the bay. 
One is opposite the north end of Nuka Island, the 
second is opposite its southwestern point. 

(7) Yaliqin--a village in Yalik Bay, a western arm 
of Nuka Bay. The inhabitants, Yalegmit, were an 

independent tribe with their own chief. 

(8) Nuna-tunaq--located in Rocky Bar near the 
sou!hwestern point of the Kenai Peninsula. 
(delaguna, 1967) 
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Sites 3 through 8 on this list may exist within 
the proposed monument and AEC. The 
undiscovered site of Baronov 's Shipyard may also 
be within the proposed boundaries. 

The cultural (historic, archeological, architectural) 
resources of the proposal area are imperfectly 
identified. To identify them more fully, studies 
will be initiated to locate and evaluate all cultural 
resources within the monument. At present, no 
properties now listed in the National Register of 
Historic Places will be affected by the proposed 

monument. 

Recorded history of the area begins with the 
incursions of the early explorers and the Russian 

traders. 

Captain Vitus Bering explored part of the coast 
of Alaska in 1741 and was the first known 
non-Native to see the Kenai Peninsula. Captain 
James Cook of the British Admiralty is credited 
with the non-Native discovery of Cook Inlet and 
Turnagain Arm in 1778. After Cook's visit in 
search of the elusive Northwest Passage, the area 
became the scene of bitter strife among rival fur 
companies seeking to exploit the natural resources 
of Russian America. The Russian-American 
Company won a monopoly over Alaska in 1799 
but foreign competition persisted for decades. 

Alexander Baranov, first manager of the 
Russian-American Company in Alaska, named 
Resurrection Bay in 1792, finding it a welcome 

refuge from Pacific storms. 

In 1794 Baranov selected the sheltered bay for 
a shipyard site to be established probably near 
present-day Seward. The nearby timber was 
suitable for shipbuilding, and the rise and fall of 
the tides made ship launching possible. "Phoenix," 
the name chosen for the first vessel, was 
appropriate. Like the legendary bird after which 
it was named the boat I iteral ly rose from as.bes, 
because tons of wood were burned to make 
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charcoal for forging bolts and nails. 

Baranov had Aleuts beachcomb Kodiak Island for 
salvage from wrecked ships. The shipbuilders had 
no tools except axes. Forest moss, mixed with hot 
pitch, was used for caulking; whale oil, thickened 
with red ochre from iron deposits, was used for 

paint. 

A summer, a winter, another su,mmer and winter 

went by while Baranov and his shipbuilder, James 
Shields, improvised and invented ways to build the 
100-ton, 79-foot-long vessel--the first to be 
launched on the northwestern Pacific coast of 
North America. Two more were built in 1795. 
Shipbuilding was carried on later at Sitka until 
1867, when Alaska was purchased by the United 

States. 

The islands guarding Resurrection Bay hide its 
entrance. Long after other ports of coastal Alaska 
were settled, Resurrection Bay was left to itself. 
The Lowells of Boston, cited above as residents 
in 1890, are credited with being the first 
non-Native settlers on the site that was to become 
Seward. 

The first official American mention of 
Resurrection Bay is found in an expedition report 
of Lt. W. R. Abercrombie, who explored Prince 
William Sound in the same year as Lowell's arrival. 
Even the prospectors streaming into the Hope and 
Sunrise areas just to the north bypassed the future 
port. They either portaged at the head of the 
sound at Whittier or sailed up Turnagain Arm. 

In 1898, another official exploring party, 
attempting to find possible railway routes, came 
into the bay. This group found four or five houses 
built along the shore and reported that a railroad 
could be built from there to Sunrise, a busy 
gold-mining center on Turnagain Arm. 

By 1902, John Ballaine of Seattle had organized 
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the Alaska Central Railroad, and selected a 
terminal at Seward. Surveys began in 1903, and 
construction started in 1904. Plagued by financial 
problems, the company went into receiver's hands 
about 1908, after having constructed 41 miles of 
roadway. On April 15, 1910, Alaska Central was 
taken over by the Alaska Northern Railway 
Company. In the next few years, the Alaska 
Northern, a single track, standard-gauge I ine, was 
extended to Turnagain Arm, for a total track 
length of 70.8 miles. This line was purchased by 
the U.S. Government in 1915, and eventually 
became part of the Alaska Railroad (Prince, 1964). 

By 1923, Seward had a population of 1,500. 
During World War 11, the town boomed. The 
volume of military freight handled here was said 
to be among the largest in the world. After the 
war came the doldrums, and a local business 

I depression appeared to foreshadow Seward s 
economic extinction. 

2. THE PEOPLE 
The area of socioeconomic concern includes the 
community of Seward at the head of Resurrection 
Bay on the south side of the Kenai Peninsula, and 
the small vi II ages of English Bay, Port Graham and 
Seldovia at the southern tip of the Kenai 
Peninsula, 30 to 40 miles west of the proposal 
boundaries. 

Across Kachemak Bay from Seldovia is Homer at 
the terminus of a highway network serving the 
west coast communities of the Kenai Peninsula. 
Anchorage, about 128 miles north of the area, has 
a population of nearly 150,000 and is linked by 
highway, ferry, and railroad to Seward. 

The present-day villages of English Bay and Port 
Graham, members of the Chugach Native Regional 
Corporation, claim lands in the vicinity of the 
proposal. 

The several communities of the area represent a 
diverse population and patterns of social and 
economic life. The present-day towns of Seward 
(pop. 1,760), Homer (pop. 1.142), and to a certain 
extent, Seldovia (pop. 464) are urban in character 
with a predominatly non-Native population. The 
villages of Port Graham (pop. 132) and English 
Bay (pop. 69) remain predominantly Native 
places, with some people continuing to follow 
subsistence lifestyles. All communities of the area, 
however, rely heavily on the rich marine resources. 
Commercial fishing occupies most of the people, 
and its seasonal and cyclical nature influences 
community social and economic life. 

Seward, a modern community oriented to the 
market economy of the State, served as an 
important link in the State's marine, highway and 
railroad transportation network prior to the 1964 
earthquake. Nevertheless, its transportation links 
are still potentially important connections from 
Anchorage and places inland to the communities 
of southeast Alaska and the lower 48 States. The 
town stands as evidence of the determination and 
energies of its residents. The threat that it would 
become a ghost town following the boom of the 
war years was real but the people coaxed new 
businesses to the area, built up dock and harbor 
installations, and made public improvements. 
Seward became a bustling, thriving community 
and was chosen an "All-American City ,11 the 
second smallest city ever so honored, in March 
1964. 

Then on March 27, Good Friday Earthquake 
struck. In a few hours, Seward was blackened by 
fires, battered by earth shocks and inundated by 
tidal waves. Some 95 percent of its industry was 
destroyed. Dun and Bradstreet estimated the loss 
as total. 

In 1965, however, the city again won an 
All-American City award. It is experiencing a 
steady growth. In 1970 the census placed its 
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Village 

English Bay 

Port Graham 

Homer 

Seldovia 

Seward2 

Totals 

TABLE V 

CURRENT POPULATION ESTIMATE 

AND 

Native 
Enumeration 

July 1973 

64 
121 
102 
143 
385 

815 

NATIVE ENROLLMENT 

Non-Native 
Population 

U.S. Census 1970 

5 

11 
1,040 

321 
1,375 

2,752 

Total 
Current 

Population 
Estimate 

69 
132 

1,142 
464 

1,760 

3,567 

• 

Percent 
Native 

93 

92 

9 

31 
22 

23 

Native 
Enrol lmentt 
July 1973 

71 
194 
62 

251 
362 

940 

1 Native Alaskans must enroll at a particular village, not necessarily current place of residence, to receive benefits under 
the Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act. There has been some duplication of enrollment and enumeration which BIA 
will correct by December 1973. Enumeration figures indicate only Natives actually residing in the village at the time 
of enrollment. 

2 The 1970 Census of Population shows an additional 749 people in the Seward Census Division outside the city of 
Seward. Of these 46 were Native. 
Sources: P. C. Lin. ''Alaska's Population and School Enrollments," Review of Business and Economic Conditions, . 

Dec. 1971. Vol. VIII, No. 5. Institute of Social, Economic and Government Research, University of 
Alaska. ,,,, 
Alaska Native Enrollment-Summary Listing, July 1973. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Indian 
Affairs, Anchorage. 
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population at 1,760 in the city limits, and an 
additiona~ 7 49 people in the urban fringe. The 

Seward Comprehensive Plan gives a higher 1970 
population figure (2,170) and a total area 
population of 3,000 (Sherwood, 1970a). 

The Native population in July 1973 was 385 
according to the Native enrollment under ANCSA. 
This figure is a considerable increase over the 1970 
census of 212 and may represent some people who 

come to town for seasonal commercial fishing and 
ott,er wage employment. 

The Seward Comprehensive Plan has projected a 
1975 city poputation of 2,260, and 3,300 for the 
trade area (Sherwood, 1970a). 

,Seward is a 
11

home rule" city with a 

council-manag&r form of government. It is a part 
of the Kenai P-eninsula Borough, and elects two 
Assembly members to serve on the Borough 
Assembly, and participates with the other 

communities of the Borough in areawide regional 
governing responsibilities. The Kenai Peninsula 

Borough has the powers of tax assessing and 
collecting, planning, zoning, and education. It has 
assumed a non-areawide function for a water 

service area - in Seldovia (Kenai Peninsula 
Borough, 1967). 

The Kenai Peninsula Borough has its offices in 
Soldatna, north and west of Seward, on the 

western side of the peninsula. Seward, situated at 
the end of the Seward Hi~way and separated 
from the other population centers of the region 
by mountainous terrain, including the Harding 
I cefields and Kenai Mountains, has a distinct local 

economy. However, the town's participation in the 
borough 3'1ows it to feel the influence of 
development and growth in other parts of the 

• regron. 

Seward's social and economic life reflects the 
effects that the climate has on most Alaskans. 

Winter weather is mild for the latitude. Heavy 
snowfalls may render road travel to the city 
difficult. Since much employment is seasonal, 
winter brings a reduction in population, and a 
slower tempo of life. The waters of Resurrection 
Bay do not freeze over in winter, so some shipping 
activity does continue. Local and State 
government functions continue--including the city 
schools and ttle state-operated adult vocational 
training school, the Seward Skill Center. 

Summer brings an influx of people to take part 

in the commercial fisheries and timbering, and in 
the growing tourist industry. Travelers and tourists 
arrive by ferry and highway. Sport fishermen and 

outdoor recreational users from Anchorage, other 
parts of the State, and the lower 48 come to 
Seward to take advantage of the recreational and 
scenic values. 

In a 1968 survey, the Comprehensive Planning 
Program for the Kenai Peninsula Borough 
identified some of the special characteristics of 

Seward area communities and their people, as 
follows: 

(1) Marked interest in the preservation of open 

space to the end of preserving and developing 
hunting, fishing, and wilderness areas. 

(2) An interest in privacy. Area residents are 
known for their hospitality to strangers, but there 
is a concern for preserving privacy and choice of 
location, in light of the rather sudden, recent 
economic boom. 

(3) A sense of individuality, rational community 
action, and the democratic process. 

(4) An evident interest in the history of the Kenai 
Peninsula region and the State of1 Alaska. 

(5) An increasing awareness of the regional 

character of the p1anning area. The local 
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population clearly recognizes that whatever occurs 
on the Kenai Peninsula affects the development 
of the State's economy in other areas. 

(6) Concern over transportation. An efficient 
transportation system integrated with the State 
transportation network is recognized as essential 
to the proper development of the area. 

(7) Concern over community facilities, especially 

schools. 

Despite its small size, Seward offers an array of 
community services. Within the city limits the 
borough government maintains a grade school and 
a high school. There are 2 hospitals, a dental clinic, 
13 churches, a library, 2 parks, and a museum. 
A newspaper, the Seward-Phoenix Log, is 
published weekly. There is a variety of retail 
establishments, several restaurants, a bank, and 
approximately 94 hotel or motel rooms. 

The city has several indoor and outdoor recreation 
facilities and numerous clubs and lodges. The 
Army and Air Force maintain recreational 
facilities for their Alaska personnel in the area. 
The area within the city limits is served by sewer 
and water Ii nes. A study is underway to consider 
a sewage treatment plant. It has not been finalized 
and the study continues. ( Department of 
Economic Development, State of Alaska) (Seward 

Chamber of Commerce) 

Seward has a municipal airport suitable for light 
and medium aircraft. Charter air services are 
available throughout the year. Alaska Airlines has 
a franchise for regular air service but does not at 
present exercise th is option. 

The city maintains an excellent small boat harbor 
for pleasure craft and small commercial boats. 
Numerous recreational charter boats operate from .,,,,, 
this facility during the summer and fal I. These 
facilities, especially the smal I boat harbor, provide 
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the base for the recreation-tourism industry. 

The people of Seward are well-educated with 12.1 
median school years completed by residents 25 
and over, comparable to the State median of 12.4. 
However, only 77 .4 percent of youths 14-17 were 
in school in 1970, considerably less than the State 
average of 91 percent. (1970 Census of 
Population-General Social and Economic 
Characteristics, Alaska.) 

In 1972-73 total enrollment in the city schools 
was 592. An additional number are enrolled at the 
Seward Skill Center, a vocational training school 
for Alaska Natives. 

3. THE ECONOMY 
The socioeconomic area is a part of the market 
economy of south central Alaska. The people 
share in the wage employment and cash income 
opportunities of the region. 

Subsistence activities, once vital to the Native 
people, have diminished with growth of the 
market economy. The size of the subsistence 
harvests and the areas where they occur are not 
well known. At least some subsistence fishing for 
salmon, shellfish, and herring roe takes place in 
the coastal areas of the Barren, Pye, Granite and 
Chiswell Islands, and the Aialik Peninsula (Joint 
Federal-State Land Use Planning Commission for 
Alaska, JFSLUPCA). 

The people of Port Graham and English Bay are 
probably involved in some hunting and fishing 
for subsistence in the areas closest to the 
villages. Hair seal and mountain goats are 
hunted in the Chiswell Islands and on the Aialik 
Peninsula (JFSLUPCA 1973). Some seal 
hunting may be done for sale of furs. 
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4. CASH INCOME AND WAGE EMPLOYMENT 
Most of the residents participate in the cash and 
wage economy processes. Principal sources of cash 
income and employment are derived from the 
commercial fisheries, transportation, tourism, 

forestry, and government sectors. A small retail 
business and service sector at Seward provide 
additional income and employment. (See Table 
VI.) Though much local employment is seasonal, 
Seward is the center of economic activity on the 

south coast of the Kenai Peninsula. The market 
economy of the town is not very strong, but it 

is progressing steadily. 

Commercial fishing must be considered as a 
mainstay of the community. At present more than 
a hundred fishing vessels work from the Seward 
area bringing in halibut, crabs of several species, 
as well as salmon, scallop and herring. The Port 
of Seward ranks third in the nation as a port for 
halibut processing. Commercial fishing also draws 
a substantial transient population and provides 
jobs and income for local residents. Seward's 
fishing boats ply the coastal fishery waters in the 
Outer District of the Cook Inlet Commercial 

Fisheries Management Area. 

The principal species fished commercially are 
the sockeye (red), pink, and chum salmon. 
Some halibut, herring, king crab, king salmon 
and silver salmon also are harvested com
mercially. The Outer District fishery is only a 
small proportion of the total Cook Inlet 

commercial fishery. 

Local residents in commercial fishing also 

participate in the fisheries of the other Cook In let 
management districts. Tables 11, 111, and IV show 
data on commercial catches. There are canneries 
at Port Graham, English Bay and two in Seward 
Sew::\rd Is fish processing operation with a gross 
income of nearly $1 million in 1972 is the largest 
manufacturing industry in the area. The plants 
employ both local residents and outside workers 
in t'he processing operation. Others participate in 

the commercial fisheries as tender operators, 

laborers, and dock workers. A scallop processing 
company has located in Seward recently. 

Also natural resource-based is the timber industry. 
A Seward mill, which processes lumber for export 
and local consumption, is the area's second largest 
industry. The mill produces about 8 million board 
feet per year; it has a 20 million-board-feet 
capacity. Kenai Lumber Company is one of the 
principal employers in Seward. 

Commercial fish-processing and lumber-processing 
• • • I act1v1t1es accounted for most of the area s 

manufacturing in 1971 and provided 
approximately 200 jobs at the peak of the season 
(Table VII). 

Transportation has been a continuing sector of the 
local Seward economy. As noted above, the 
industry suffered serious reverses from the 1964 
earthquake. Much of the marine traffic destined 
for transshipment to the Alaska Railroad is now 
routed to Whittier, to the north and east on Prince 
William Sound. Seward continues to serve as an 
important ferry terminal for intra-Alaska ferry 
routes. The Alaska Railroad is the principal 

employer in the public sector, Northern 
Stevedoring and Handling Co. in the private sector. 

5. GOVERNMENT 
Government services provide a steady source of 
employment and income. The city's elementary 

and high schools employ 39 people. The Seward 
Skill Center--a State adult vocational 
facility--employs 50 teachers and administrators 
(Alaska Educational Directory, 1972-73). 

Government employment includes Alaska Railroad 
employees and State Division of Highways and 
other State agency workers. The U.S . Forest 
Service, Coast Guard, Customs Bureau and the 
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TABLE VI 
SEWARD LA90ft APIEA BUSINESSES 

Fisheries 
Contract Construction 

General Building 
Highway 
Plumbing, Heating 
Misc. Spec. Trade 

Manufacturing 
Sea Food Processing 
Sawmills and Planning Mill 
Printing 
Ship and Boat Bldg. 
Jewelry 

Transportation 
Trucking, Leal & Lng. Dis. 
Services Incidental to 
Noncertific. Carriers 

Public Utilities 
Wholesale Trade 
Retail Trade 

Lumber, Other Bldg. Mat. 
Misc. Gen. Merchandise 
Grocery Stores 
New, Used Mtr. Veh. Dlrs. 
Gas Serv. Stations 
Misc. Air Marine Auto 
Clothing 
Eating, Drinking 
Fuel, Ice Dealers 

Financial-Insurance 
Real Estate 
Insurance Agents & Brokers 
Subdividers & Devlprs. 

Services 
Hqtels, _Motels, etc. 
Trailer Parks & Camps 
Laundires, Cl. ; Dyeing 
Serve. to bldgs. 
Motion Picture Theaters 
Physicians, Surgeons, Office 
Hospitals 
Legal Services 

Seward 

2 

1 
1 
2 
1 

2 
1 
1 
1 
1 

1 
3 
1 

1 
1 

1 
3 
3 
1 
2 
1 
2 

10 
2 

1 
1 

1 
2 
1 
1 
2 
1 
2 
1 

M,MD:hrc of lusio,sm 

Moose fDass 

1 

1 

• 

CoofNr LandiO!J 

• 

2 

., 
Source: · Alaska Industrial Direcwry of Employers, 1972-73. State De~rtment of Economte Development, Juneau 

Also: Restaurant at Kenai Lake, and air taxi service at K&nai Lake 
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Postal Service maintain staffs at Seward. Local 
government accounts for additional salaried 
employment for a limited number of people, 
including a po~ice force. 

Some unempfoyment compensation and social 
security payments are made and a few residents 
receive income supplements under State assistance 
programs for the blind, aged and disabled. In 
recent years, aid to families with dependent 
children has increased in Seward. The average 

annual household income from State welfare 
payments, judging from October 1972, a month 

the State Division of Public Welfare considers to 
be typical, is about $1,319. 

6. RETAIL TRADE AND SERVICES 
A growing retail trade and service sector provides 
some steady, year-round employment and income 
to local residents, and to others who come into 
the area during the summer season to operate 
private retail businesses. 

Employment in the trade and service sectors 
expands during the summer season, reflecting the 
influx of transient workers in commercial fishing 
and timbering, and the arrival of tourists and 
recreational users. Peak employment in the trade 
and service businesses of the Seward I abor area 
accounted for some 260 jobs in July 1970. (See 
Table V 11) 

7. RECREATION AND TOURISM 

The recreation-tourism industry is becoming 
increasingly important in Seward. People are 

attracted to the area for its scenic values, 
opportunities for boating, fishing, hunting and 
camping. Its accessibility, via the Seward Highway, 
from Anchorage and its proximity to other 
popular areas of the Kenai Peninsula make Seward 

' 

a logical destination for travelers and recreation 
users. 

Recreational use in the Resurrection River Valley 
is stilt light, however (JFSLUPCA, 1973). Many 

recreational opportunities remain to be developed 
and utilized, and the people of Seward have 
undertaken several recreational events designed to 

increase the tourism. The annual Silver (Coho) 
Salmon Derby draws sport anglers in mid-August. 
A July 4 foot-race up Mount Marathon attracts 
athletes and spectators. 

Some pleasure boating takes place in the many 
coves and arms of Resurrection Bay. Smal I craft 
are limited by weather to the sheltered bays close 
to Seward. Large boats are required for boating 
in the unprotected waters along the fjords. 

In 1972, 40,000 man-days were spent in 
recreational fishing in the Seward area. Boating 
and fishing provide business for servicing, fuel and 
supply shops. Seward's small boat harbor brings 
substantial revenue to the town. It is recognized 
as being one of the finest in the State with an 
ever increasing number of boats requesting 
moorage. An addition this summer will complete 
the harbor's expansion possibilities and studies are 
under way to locate a new area for future needs. 

Department of Fish and Ga,r,e records show that 
only 9 goat hunters hunted the area in 1973. The 
success ratio was good, however, as 4 goats were 
taken. Hunting of mountain goats also occurs 
along the northern edge of the study area, where 

a few moose may also be taken. Access for hunting 
is limited by the rugged terrain, weather 
conditions and general inaccessibility. 

Several touring and climbing parties have 
successfully crossed the Harding tcefietd, since the 
1800

1
s, using Seward as a staging area. A group 

of Seward businessmen inaugurated flights from 
Seward to the Harding lcefield in 1970 as a 
business venture. Between 200 and 300 people 
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T otal-Nonagricu ltu ral 
Industries 

Insured by Law 

Mining 
Contract Construction 
Manufacturing 
Transp~rtation-

Communications & Utilities 
Trade 
Finance-Insurance & Real 

Estate 
Services 
Federal Government 
State & Local Government 
Miscellaneous & Unclassified 

TABLE VII 

SEWARD AREA NONAGRICULTURAL EMPLOYMENT - 1971
1 

Jan. 

637 
375 

0 
* 

67 

* 
108 
11 

120 
37 

249 
* 

Feb. 

647 
380 

0 
* 

55 

* 
122 
10 

121 
38 

252 
* 

Mar. 

667 
400 

0 
* 

50 

* 
116 

9 

122 
39 

251 
* 

Apr. 

641 
361 

0 
7 

56 

* 
103 

* 

119 
41 

256 
* 

Number of Employees 

May 

776 
506 

0 
1 1 
11 

* 
112 

* 

121 
46 

317 
* 

Jun. 

803 
476 

0 
20 
95 

* 
114 

* 

126 
45 

276 
* 

Jul. Aug. 

991 1,068 
631 692 

0 0 
16 15 

212 207 

* * 
141 141 

* * 

120 118 
48 50 

347 363 
* * 

Sept. 

844 
587 

0 
21 

154 

* 
126 

* 

124 
44 

248 
* 

Oct. 

808 
587 

0 
25 

100 

* 
131 

* 

119 
40 

250 
* 

Nov. Dec. 

704 688 
429 429 

0 0 
24 19 
98 70 

* * 
126 120 

* * 

119 115 
40 33 

250 242 
* * 

1 Significant excluded segments are self-employed persons, unpaid family help, domestic, and most persons engaged in agriculture (including commercial fish ing). 

* Not shown to avoid disclosure of data for individual firms. 

Source: Statistical Quarterly, 1971. Alaska Department of Labor, Employment Security Division, Research and Analysis Section 
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Year 

1961 
1962 
1963 
1964 

1965 
1966 
1987 
1968 

1969 
1970 
1971 
1972 

took the trip. Some used the service to reach 
skiing or snowmobile areas; others to view the 
scenic vistas. The enterprise ended when the B LM 
served a trespass notice on the operator, who had 
begun and was conducting his operations during 
a period of time when the lands were withdrawn 
from public domain status by Public Land Order 
No. 4582. No application for a Special Land Use 
Permit had been filed prior to commencement of 
operations, nor was any filed after the trespass 
notice was served. 

The Caines Head State Recreation Area is located 
to the east of the proposal area on Resurrection 
Bay. In addition, much of the lcefield area, as well 
as part of the Chugach Forest in the northeast 
of the proposal, has been proposed for inclusion 

in a Seward National Recreation Area (see Chapter 
I Section C for a detailed description). 

I 

Seward's Army and Air Force recreational 
faci I ities are popular with Alaskan military 
personnel. Summer tourism benefits the town's 

TABLE VIII 

RESURRECTION BAY SALMON SPORT HARVEST, 1961-1972 

Silver Salmon 

5,050 
14,480 
7,290 
2,970 

4,020 
9,590 

17,330 
22,550 

15,040 
14,870 
20,600 
15,240 

Pink Salmon 

140 
1,310 

380 
840 

310 
1,700 

468 
1,870 

450 
3,750 

750 
1,480 

King Salmon 

l 00 
190 
260 
130 

230 
240 
70 

380 

600 
860 

2,390 
1,640 

Total 

5,290 
15,980 
7,910 
3,940 

4,560 
11 , 530 
17, 91 0 
24,810 

18,090 
19,280 
24,740 
18,340 

Total 149,090 13,400 6,890 169,380 

Mean 12,424 l . 117 574 14.115 

Percent 88.0 7.9 4.1 100. 0 
Source: Alaska Department of Fish and Game, Division of Sport F.ish 
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Year 

1973 

1974 

1975 

1976 

1977 

1978 

1979 

1980 

TABLE IX 

NUMBER OF TOURISTS ENTERING ALASKA 

FORECAST 

REVISED MARCH 1973 

Number of Visitors 

215,700 

252,500 (236,000 actual) 

287,800 

328,000 

373,900 

426,200 

485,800 

553,800 

Growth 

18% 

17% ( 10%+) 

14% 

14% 

14% 

14% 

14% 

14% 

The sharp increase of 1973 and 1974 are attributable to a sudden 
projected increase in the capability of the cruise ship market given 
the implementation of current plans. 

This updated chart also illustrates the additional growth that 
will be attainable with the development of the Japanese market and a 
longer tourist season. A 14% annual increase is equal to the historical 
average growth for the previous eight years. 

94 



1964 

1965 

1966 

1967 

1968 

1969 

1970 

1971 

1972 

1973 

TABLE X 

NUMBER OF TOURISTS ENTERING ALASKA 

BY 

MODE OF TRANSPORTATION 

Cruiseship Ferry Airline 

11,000 

11,700 

12,400 

13,200 

17,300 

20,000 

27,000 

27,000 

27,800 

38,000 

11,650 

14,400 

17,300 

18,950 

19,000 

19,500 

20,000 

22,000 

24,500 

25,000 

13,250 

15,100 

16,250 

20,600 

32,000 

26,400 

38,000 

50,500 

67,000 

81,000 

Highway 

23,300 

28,400 

27,150 

33,950 

40,500 

37,000 

44,000 

53,500 

63,000 

71,000 

TOTAL 

59,200 

69,600 

73,100 

86,700 

112,000 

99,700 

129,000 

153,000 

182,000 

215,700 

Source: Alaska Travel Division, State Department of Economic Development. 
November, 1973. 
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Industry 

Contract Construction 

Oil & Gas 

Logging, Lumbering 
& Pulp 

Tourism 

Metal & Other 
Mining 

TABLE XI 

COMPARISON OF WAGES, 1964-1972 

Total Wages 
(millions of dollars) 

1964 1967 1970 1972 

66.0 95.2 107.0 153.4 

8.5 24.2 

19.8 27.6 

6.6 10.9 

4.3 4.2 

45.0 34.6 

28.2 40.8 

15.5 22.9 

5. 0 31 . 3 

Change 
1967-1972 

Change 
corrected for 

inflation* 
1967-1972 

Amount Percent Amount Percent 

58.2 +61 .1 % 122.4 +28.6% 

10.4 +43.0% 27.6 +24.0% 

13.2 +47.8% 32.6 +18.1 % 

12.0 +110.0% +18.3 +67.9% 

27.l +645.2% 25.0 +595.2% 

*The deflator for 1972 is 125.3, with 1967=100. ($125.30 in 1972 buys the same amount 
as $100 did in 1967) Federal Reserve Bulletin Vol. 60, No. 6, June 1974, p. A55 

Source: Alaska Department of Labor, Employment Security Division Non-Agriculture Wage 
and Salary Employment and Earnin s b Industr, Statistical Quarterlies, 
96, 967, 1970, 1972 Figures rounded and Alaska Travel Division 
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. 
eating and drinking establishments, and hotel, 
motel, trailer park, campground, harbor, boat 
supply, and air taxi businesses. 

The recreational opportunities in the area, as yet 
mostly untapped, are varied. Along the Barren, 
Pye, Granite and Chiswell Islands, and the Aialik 
Peninsula, recreational opportunities i net ude 
wilderness hiking and camping, wildlife 
observation, ocean fishing and some hunting 
(JFSLUPC, 1973). Access to Harding lcefield 
would provide good year-round opportunities for 
sightseeing, icefield study, snowshoeing, wilderness 

camping, cross-country skiing, and snowmobiling. 
Such access probably requires construction of an 
aerial tramway, and one to the Harding I cefield 
from Resurrection River has been proposed 
(JFSLUPC, 1973). 

A report evaluating the recreational potential of 

the Harding lcefield for the Kenai Peninsula 

Borough suggested the feasibility of a tramway 

serving the lcefield from Exit Glacier, with road 
access to the base of the facility. fhe report cited 
the year-round opportunities for skiing (Nishkian). 

8. MINING INDUSTRY 
In the Kenai Peninsula region, mining has played 
a s1 ,hstantial role in the economic development of 
the area and appears to have the potential for 
significant future contributions to the regional 

economy. Within the lands covered by the 
proposed AEC, mining was undertaken at a 
modest level between 1920 and 1940. Current 
mining activity in the AEC has involved at least 
one capital investment . of $230,000 and has 
created a gross return of $27,000 in gold. There 
is no known mining activity within the proposed 
monument itself. 

Since exploration and assessment of economic 
mining potential has been insufficie,1t to assess 

mineral values properly, it is difficult to predict 
how large a role mining could play in future 
economic development. Within the general region, 
it seems evident that mining and other mineral 
extraction will maintain a position as a major 
sector of the regional economy. With in the 
proposed monument itself, no significant activity 
has taken place and although future development 
could take place, it is difficult to say with present 
information how significant it could become. (See 
th is chapter, section on "Economic Geology" for 
detailed description of mining potential.) 

9. TRANSPORTATION AND 
COMMUNICATION 
Seward's social and economic life has been closely 

tied to the development of transportation and 
communication in southcentral Alaska since the 
town was established as a railroad terminus in 
1902 because of its ice-free port. Prior to the 1964 

earthquake, the railroad was a principal factor in 
the local economy. 

While the role of transportation as a source of 
employment and income has declined, the 
transportation network continues to influence the 
community's economic growth. Seward is 
connected to Anchorage via all-weather road, and 
to Kodiak and Valdez via the ferry system. 

Although the Alaska Railroad no longer provides 
passenger service to Seward, freight service is 
continuing. Whittier is a major competitor for 
freight transshipped from ocean-going barge to 
rail, destined for Anchorage and other interior 
points. At present the Seward Dock hosts a few 
log ships a year shipping cants to Japan, and also 
perhaps two or three ships a year hauling scrap 
iron to Taiwan. When the Cook Inlet ice becomes 
a problem, a few barges may come into Seward 
for unloading rather· than face the hazards of the 
ice in Cook t nlet. 
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The ferry system, or marine highway, operated by 
the State connects Seward with the ports of 
Kodiak, Homer, and Valdez. At present, there is 
no scheduled air service between Seward and 
Anchorage, although charter and air taxi service 
does reach the area, including locations within the 
proposal area. Year-round ferry service operates 
between Seward and Kodiak. Service to Valdez 
and Cordova is available. The ferries can 
accommodate 200 passengers and 54 automobiles. 
Seward is a port of call for Alaska Barge and 
Salvage, Foss Tug and Barge, Northland Marine, 
Standard Oil, and U.S. Army vessels. 

Seward has direct communications with the rest 
of the State and with the lower 48 by telephone 
cable. There is a local radio station, and Anchorage 
television reception via a booster system. 

Most transportation between Seward and other 
population centers of the Kenai Peninsula and the 
Anchorage area is by private vehicle over the 
Seward and Sterling Highways. The highways 
provide a major impetus for development of a 

tourist industry. 

The Joint Federal-State Land Use Planning 
Commission was given responsibility under 
Section 17 (b) ( 1 ) of the Alaska Native Claims 
Settlement Act to identify public easements (or 
transportation and uti I ity corridors) within the 
lands selected by Native village and regional 

corporations. 

The LUPC, in the p.rocess of developing statewide 
transportation system proposals, received from the 
Alaska Railroad and Alaska Department of 
Highways (ADH) proposals on surface 

transportation and utility corridors. The LUPC 
held public hearings in April 1974 at various 
locations throughout the State to present surface 
transportation and utility corridor proposals, and 
to obtain input on Native concerns regarding 
surface transportation. Proposed transportation 
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corridors recommended to the J FSLUPC by the 
ADH are shown on the Regional Transportation 
map. They include a proposed road up the 
Resurrection River Valley which would parallel 
the northeastern boundary of the proposed 
monument. They also include surface 
transportation connections to English Bay, Port 
Graham, Seldovia and Halibut Cove on the 
southeasterly side of Kachemak Bay. 
Responsibility for identifying statewide needs for 
transportation and utility corridors has now been 
undertaken by the Bureau of Land Management. 

C.PROBABLEFUTURE 
OF THIS ENVIRONMENT 

WITHOUT THE PROPOSAL 
If this proposal is not enacted, the lands involved 
probably would remain in Federal status and 
would be managed under multiple use principles 
as a part of a larger land management unit. The 
nationally significant resources of the area 
probably would not be singled out for recognition 
as specific units of a national preservation system. 
Without such recognition, the developments called 
for in this proposal possibly would not occur, at 
least not as soon, and tourist visitation to the area 
would not increase as rapidly or as immediately. 
Part of the proposal could be placed in the 
Seward National Recreation Area, in which event 
similar visitation patterns would accrue to the area 
as those discussed under the NPS proposal. 

It is also possible that the lands involved could 
be designated as part of the National Wilderness 
Preservation System. Such designation would 
preserve the present primitive nature of the area, 
and tourist visitation to the area, especially to the 
lcefield, would probably not increase as rapidly 
as it would under recreational development. 
Finally, the recreational potential of the area 
could be developed by private sources: either local 
governments, individuals, or possiblyNative groups 
who would become landowners in the area. 



However, while it is true that similar development 

of recreational resources in the area could occur 
under private as well as Federal management, the 
Park Service maintains that there are potential 

differences in predictable development patterns 
which can be discussed at this time. These 
differences (essentially between potential NPS and 
non-NPS development) are primarily ones of 
degree. 

First, one can surmise that essentially the same 
recreational development plan would be followed 
by most of the potential future managers of the 
area: local groups or governments, the State, the 
NPS, or other Federal agencies. Second, it is 
difficult to predict the differences in future 
visitation to the area if it were included in a 
national recreation area, a private development, 
the proposed monument, etc. However, based on 
experience at Mt. McKinley National Park and 
with parks and recreation areas in the I ower 48 
States, it can be speculated that visitation to other 
than a national park or monument would grow 
less rapidly. Thus visitation related impacts, both 
beneficial and detrimental, would occur to a lesser 
degree. An NRA, or other development, might 
receive less publicity in the lower 48 or within 

Alaska itself, than would a monument, and the 
resultant lower visitation would lessen the impacts 
of recreational development. 

Some of the lands could be made available for 

non recreational private use and development. 
There are some minor timber resources which 
could be harvested, prospecting probably would 

occur and commercially productive mines could 
be established. Most of these however, would 
probably be on lands in the AEC which would 
likely be open to mineral development even if the 
monument were established; provided that the 

lands were privately owned. 

Homesteading or summer cabins could be 
developed along the coast, and hunting would be 
allowed. Lands along the edge of this proposal and 

in the AEC hold the most promise for private 
development. Private ownership of such lands 

could restrict public use of backcountry areas 
including the lcefield if public access through 
private lands were not allowed. Total restriction 
of access, however, is highly unlikely. 

It is possible that the increased emphasis on 
cultural (archeol ogic, Native I ifesty les, historic) 
preservation and interpretation which would occur 
under NPS management of the area would not 
occur with multiple use management. Yet private 
sources could undertake studies of cultural 
resources. 

The islands and peninsula tips suggested for joint 
NPS-FWS management could still become part of 
the National Wildlife Refuge System. And similar 
protection of wildlife resources on these lands 
would occur in that event. 
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Ill. THE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION 

A. IMPACT ON WILDLIFE AND 
FISHERIES 

The primary land mammal of the area is the 

mountain goat. Exact populations are not known, 

but some herds apparently occur throughout much 

of the south coast of the Kenai Peninsula. Black 

bear are relatively abundant in the area. Dall sheep 
occur in the proposal near the icefield and to the 

west of the boundary, in the Kenai Moose Range. 

(See Land Mammals (1) map.) Some brown bear, 

moose, and wolverine also occur in the proposal 
area and wolves may be present. 

Marine mammals, including approximately 4,000 
Steller

1
s sea lions and 1,500 sea otters, use the 

proposal area. The sea otter was once hunted to 

the brink of extinction in th is region. There are 
also uncounted numbers of harbor seals, fur seals 

and porpoises, and at least 13 species of whale. 

An estimated 250,000 sea birds of 17 different 
species nest on the shoreline cliffs. Salmon and 

shellfish are abundant throughout the coastal 

waters. Harvesting of wildlife resources appears 
limited to fishing and some mountain goat 

hunting. Use of marine mammals for subsistence 
with in the proposed monument boundaries is 
extremely light, if any. 

The impact of this proposal on ~,ildlife will be 

light. Release of hunting pressure on mountain 

goats probably wi 11 have I ittle effect on their 

population because only a small number are taken 

annually from the proposal area. A slight increase 

in pressure on mountain goat populations outside 

the proposed monument might occur but, in view 

of the light volume of hunting in the general area, 

th is effect is not expected to cause substantial 

changes in populations. (See Chapter 11-A-8, 
Wildlife, for a further discussion of hunting.) 

Localized disruption of wildlife use patterns could 
occur where intensive visitor use is planned. 

However in view of the relatively small area 

presently planned for recreational development, 
the small number of visitors (about 1,500) 
expected to use the backcountry areas of the 
monument, and the reclusive habits of most of 
the land mammals in the area, such disruption of 

wildlife use patterns is not expected to be 
significant. This assessment of visitor and wildlife 
related impacts would also apply to marine 

mammals, as most visitor use of the coast would 

be conducted in specific areas and in most cases 
would involve only the use of tour boats. 

The impact of the proposal on marine mammals 
also will be light, at least in the short run, because 

present use is very light. Thus, the status quo is 
likely to be preserved, except for some possible 

increase in subsistence use. However, should man 

again threaten these populations, the hauling 

grounds in the monument will become more 
important to the regional survival of the species. 

(The Marine Mammals Protection Act of 1972 
makes this last eventuality highly unlikely.) 

Impacts on local bird populations also will be 
light because significant man-caused pressures are 

not known to exist on these rookeries. 
Nevertheless, the proposal will have the effect of 

protecting large bird populations from any 
potential future harm by man. 

Impacts on the fishery of the coastal waters will 

be very limited. No protection will be afforded 
to these resources under the present proposal. 
Their uses are controlled by State and Federal laws 
and regulations. Some increase in sport fishing 

may result in increased pressure on the salmon 
fishery, but this effect should be negligible in 

comparison to the present annual commercial and 

sport catch in the area. In addition, increased boat 
traffic, with possible attendant impacts on water 

quality, could negatively impact the commercial 

fishery of the area. However the volume of 

increased traffic and reductions of water quality 
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are not expected to reach proportions where they 

would significantly impair the commercial fisheries 

of the Outer District of the Cook Inlet 

Commercial Fisheries Management Area. 

B. IMPACT ON VEGETATION 
Because of the icefield and the precipitious terrain, 

most of the land in the monument and AEC is 
barren of vegetation. Plantlife varies from a narrow 

band of spruce along the coast and white spruce 

in the Resurrection River Valley, to Alpine tundra 
on the tops of some of the ridges. Of all the 

vegetative cover in the study area, only slightly 

more than one-half of 1 percent, or 5,000 acres, 
is suitable for timber harvesting, though such 

harvest is not envisioned by present land managing 

agencies on the peninsula. 

The NPS will prohibit the cutting of timber and 
other uses which may lead to massive destruction 

of plantlife where it occurs in the monument. 

The impact of th is proposal, except for preserving 
some small acreage of timber on monument lands I 
will be localized. Severe disruption of plantlife 
would occur where park facilities are constructed 

such as along the road to Exit Glacier, which will 
be improved and near the transportation terminus 

at the base of the glacier. There will also be a 
minimal degree of disruption along the proposed 
icefield access route. 

Plantlife also will be affected along marked trails, 
around campsites (most of which will be outside 

the monument), and around docking or overnight 
facilities constructed along the shore. Damage to 

vegetation will be limited to that necessary for 
construction and visitor use. The Natives possibly 

will use local timber as bu ii ding material and as 
fuel for tourist accommodations which they may 

construct on their own lands. 

Though increased visitation generally increases the 
danger of man-caused fires, the high precipitation 
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in this monument reduces that risk. Naturally 

caused fires will be allowed to burn unless they 
endanger human life or property, but will be 

carefully watched to assure they do not endanger 

developments or human life. 

C. IMPACT ON THE VISUAL 
INTEGRITY OF THE LANDSCAPE 
The landscape has several major features: the 
icefield, mountains, forests, cliffs, and a rocky 
shoreline. The impact of th is proposal on these 

landscape features would, as in the case of 
vegetation, be localized. Major development could 
disrupt some landscape features. For example, the 

tramway considered for ascent up the side of Exit 

Glacier undoubtedly will affect landscape features 
even if the route does not interrupt the skyline. 

The transportation terminus and road at the base 

of the glacier would also alter the local landscape 

significantly as wou Id construction of utility Ii nes. 

Potential impacts of a tramway are :concentration 
of people at terminals, construction scars, esthetic 

intrusions on primitive scenery, expansion of 

human use into a relatively undisturbed area, and 

conflicts with wilderness values. New dock and 

fuel storage facilities along the coast will have the 
same effect. Recreational use of the icefield will 

create visual and audible blight as well as waste . 
disposal problems, thus affecting the esthetic 

integrity of the area. 

In general, however, most of the monument's 

landscape and esthetic qualities will be protected 
from road scars, powerl ines, facility development, 
and other man-caused disturbances. Overall, the 
impact will be preservation of the majority of the 

existing landscape. 

D. IMPACT ON WATER QUALITY 

The water quality in the immediate area is 

excel I ent, both of fresh and sa It water. There are 
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no known, significant sources of pollution other 
than the fish processing plant and timber mill in 
Seward and these do not create substantial water 
pollution problems at present. The city of Seward 
has a central sewage system. It is understood to 
be inadequate for any possible increases in 
population, but can be improved and enlarged. In 
addition, a study is underway to consider a sewage 
treatment plant. Probable growth in recreation and 
other facilities outside the city limits and away 
from the sewage system could lead to some 
localized water pollution from human wastes in 
areas of heaviest development, if these were not 
subject to local or regional governmental controls. 

The adverse impacts of this proposal on water 
quality will result mainly from increased boat 
traffic. Dock or marina construction could affect 
water quality. Storage and handling of petroleum 
products would cause small spills that would have 
an impact on water quality over a short period 
of time. Tidal variance in water level will expose 
bottom habitat to the effects of fuel spillage, but 
the tides also will mitigate this impact by flushing 
the contaminated area with unpolluted water. 
Tour boats also could increase the chance of fuel 
spil I age. 

Other adverse impacts on water quality may occur 
from improper human waste disposal at 
campgrounds, at the icefield, or in Seward should 
the sewage system fail to meet increased needs. 

All of these impacts, however, would be local in 
nature and probably short in duration. It is not 
expected th at the levels and types of activities 
outlined by the proposal will have a significant 
overall impact on the water quality of the region. 

Prohibition of timber harvest, primarily i'n the 
northeast corner of the monument along the 
Resurrection River Valley, could have an 
important beneficial impact on water quality and 
possible fish spawning grounds in the river. This 

impact would be felt throu~ the prevention «>f 
sedimentation which couid be caused by increased 
runoff water in the area of lumbering operations. 

1. HYDROELECTRIC POWER POTENTIAL 
The monument area contains no potential 
hydroelectric projects, but just outside the area 
to the northwest at Bradley Lake, there is a 
powersite proposal. Plans for development at 
Bradley Lake call for some structures to be placed 
on lands proposed for inclusion in the Area of 
Ecological Concern (a diversion channel and a 
diversion dam). , 

If those lands in the Area of Ecological Concern 
which involve facilities for the Bradley Lake 
Project were not selected by the Natives and if 
they were then included in the monument, then 
this could preclude the development of the 
proposed diversion channel and dam inside the 
monument boundaries. If lands in the AEC which 
are planned for transmission line construction 
were included in the monument, then construction 
of the lines would require special justification and 
a study of alternatives under section 1653 (F) of 
the Department of Transportation Act of 1966. 
Transmission lines could be developed through the 
monument only if no feasible alternative was 
available. In the event that there was no 
alternative, then environmental protection 
stipulations on construction techniques and other 
mitigating measures would be required. 

If an area with in the AEC was designated for 
construction of project-related facilities, if it was 
not selected by the Natives under their 
entitlement, and if it was then included in the 
monument by the Secretary of the Interior; the 
possible preclusion, alteration or relocation of 
these facilities could have a significant impact on 
the power project. This could result in a reduction . 
of power potential. Such reduction could affect 
the overall project feasibility. 
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However, the Park Service considers that there is 

only slight likelihood of all the above parameters 

becoming reality. If the lands involved with the 
power project were not included in the 

monument, then the impact on hydroelectric 

potential development would be negligible. 

E. IMPACT ON AIR QUALITY 

Air quality in the immediate area is excellent. The 

only known sources of pollution are residences, 

automobile traffic, the ferry system, and the 

timber mill. Their effects are insignificant. 

Establishment of the monument would increase 

motor vehicle exhaust pollution since the 

number of vehicles in the area would increase. 

Electric generators will be needed to run proposed 
developments on the coast, and, if steam-powered 

by oil or coal, could cause some localized air 

pollution. However, the overall impact on air 
quality from these minor sources would be 
considered insignificant. 

F. IM PACTS ON SOCIAL AND 
ECONOMIC CHARACTERISTICS 

Land and resource uses in the proposal area consist 
primarily of sport hunting, fishing and boating. 
Other recreational uses include limited hiking, 
camping and rock climbing, sightseeing, skiing and 
snowmobiling. Commercial and recreational 
fishing, as well as subsistence activities are 
confined to the coastal lands and waters and are 

mostly on lands in the AEC. The southern coastal 
waters of the proposed monument are in the Outer 
District of the Cook Inlet Commercial Fisheries 
Management Area, and commercial fishing for 
salmon and shellfish is carried out there in season. 

No other commercial resource harvests presently 
occur on proposed monument lands and waters, 
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although some mineral exploration and extraction 

has occurred in the past and recent mining activity 
has occurred in the AEC. 

1. ON LAND OWNERSHIP PATTERNS 
Establishment of the proposed monument would 

place approximately 305,000 acres of lands and 
waters unde·r Federal ownership and with the 

exception of Native land selections under the 
provisions of ANCSA, would thus prevent all 
future private acquisition of lands within 

monument and AEC boundaries. Existing private 
lands with in the Area of Ecological Concern are 
limited to 9 active mining claim groups and one 
mineral permit, one private application, and two 
Native Allotment applications one of which has 

gone to patent. With in the proposed monument 
itself, only one private application exists. (See 
Real Estate and Claims map.) The patented lands, 

and any approved applications would continue as 
private inholdings within the monument or AEC. 

The impact of monument establishment would be 

to relocate any future demand for private 
acquisition of lands (for summer homesites, or 

other purposes) to any State or privately owned 

lands adjacent to the monument which might be 
available for lease or purchase. 

Lands adjacent to and in the vicinity of the 

monument with good recreational potentials might 

experience some increase in market value as a 

result of monument establishment. Present private 
landowners in the adjacent areas might experience 

some market pressures to sel I property. Promising 
homesite locations occur on lands withdrawn for 
Native deficiency selections within the Area of 

Ecological Concern. It is Ii kely that actual Native 
selections would include such sites, and these new 
landowners might be subject to similar market 
pressures. 

On a regional basis, designation of the monument 
would contribute significantly to the impact of 
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federally reserved lands on the land ownership 
patterns of the Kenai Peninsula. Although the 

lands proposed for inclusion in the monument are 

presently federally owned, establishment of the 
proposal would add a significant amount of the 

• ti II 
peninsula to lands which are under four systems 

management. The monument, combined with the 

existing Kenai Moose Range and the proposed 

additions to the existing Chugach National Forest 

would place about two thirds of the peninsula in 

specific Federal management categories. This 

would have a significant impact on the options 

for private land ownership in the Kenai Peninsula 
• region. 

2. ON WILDERNESS LANDS 
Most of the proposal area has a primitive 

untouched character, and thus may be considered 

wilderness lands, or at least lands of very light 

human use. 

The impact of this proposal on wilderness lands 

would be to maintain the status quo. The present 

environment would be protected from 

man-induced change, and thus would be kept in 

its natural state. Although the importance of this 

protective impact is hard to gauge, it is possible 

that these natural areas would otherwise be spoiled 

through future uncontrolled, commercially 

oriented development. On the other hand, the area 
might not be disturbed for a very long time. Thus 

the importance of this impact lies in the way in 
which it would affect the uncertain nature of the 

area's future by assuring additional safeguards. 

3. ON SUBSISTENCE USES 
The extent to which the lands and waters 
proposed for inclusion in the Harding 
lcefield-Kenai Fjords National Monument are used 

for subsistence purposes has not been determined. 

It is, however , possible that residents of the 

villages of Port Graham and English Bay and 

perhaps, Seward, may hunt in the proposal area, 

and may use fisheries resources for subsistence. 

The Marine Mammal Protection Act of 1972 limits 

marine mammal harvests to Natives only when 
taken for subsistence purposes. Few, if any, 

marine mammals are currently being harvested in 
the area under these provisions. 

Establishment of the proposed monument would 

permit subsistence uses of resources to continue 

throughout the area, both in the monument and 

on any lands added to the monument from the 

Area of Ecological Concern. Since the monument 

will be managed to preserve the natural 
functioning systems, and wildlife and plant 

resources will be managed with consideration of 
pertinent State and Federal fish and game laws 

including the Marine Mammal Protection Act, 
subsistence activities may be regulated 

accordingly. This would have the effect of assuring 
preservation of resources utilized for subsistence 
purposes. Since current and anticipated 

subsistence harvests in the proposed monument 

are thought to be light, the impact of such 

provisions on subsistence uses will be negligible, 
both in terms of any adverse impacts from 

constraints on users and any beneficial impact 

from protection of significant portions of 

subsistence resources for future subsistence users. 

Increases in sightseeing, pleasure boating or other 

visitor activities in the monument area are not 

expected to interfere with subsistence activities. 

However, if such conflicts did arise in the future, 

visitor uses will be prohibited or periodically 

curtailed where and when necessary, to reduce . 
such conflicts. 

4. ON SPORT HUNTING, FISHING, AND 
OTHER RECREATIONAL USES 
Establishment of the proposed monument would 
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encourage a variety of recreational activities and 
limit or preclude recreational pursuits considered 
incompatible with rm>nurnent objectives. Thus, 
sport hunting woutd be prohibited within the 
monument boundaries. Current levels of sport 
hunting activity in the proposal area are low. Nine 
hunters used the area in 1973, primarily seeking 

mountain goat. According to the Alaska 
Department of Fish and Game, 4 goats were taken 

in the proposal in 1973. The number of black bear 
taken in the area is unknown but believed to be 

9mall. Other big game animals--Dall sheep and 
wolf--exist in such small numbers within the 

proposed monument, if at all, that they are 

unlikely hunting targets. The taking of marine 

mammals, except by Natives for subsistence 

purposes, has been banned by the Marine 

Mammals Protection Act of 1972. 

The impact of prohibiting sport hunting within the 

monument would be to require local resident and 

nonresident hunters to relocate their hunting 

efforts for mountain .,at. Several people active 
in hunting, or dependent on guiding as a source 

of income would be d~rectty affected. Since 90 

percent of the Kenai Peninsula mountain goat 
habitat is outside the proposal area, overall 
mountain goat hunting activities on the Kenai are 
not likely to be adversely affected. 

Up to date information on the goat population 
of the region is unavailable, making it difficult to 
assess the h~rds' capability to stand increased 

hunting pressure. Thus, the probable result of th is 

relocation of mountain goat hunting is difficult 
to predict. However, since the annual take from 
the proposal area and environs has been small, the 
increased pressure on herds outside the proposal 
area is expected to be minor. 

Sport fishing and pleasure boating are becoming 
increasingly popular. Sport fishing is mostly of the 
salt-water variety. In 1972 an estimated 40,000 
man-days of sport fishing occurred in the vicinity 
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of Seward. The proposed monument would not 
preclude sport fishing. In fact, sport fishing could 

experience an added rise in popularity as a result 

of increased visitation brought about by 
monument establishment with a concommitant 

increased demand for sport fishing facilities, 
especially boat rentals and charters, fishing 

supplies, and equipment. Seward has the largest 
small boat facility in the State. 

Other recreational activities in the proposal area 

and the vicinity include limited hiking, camping, 

sightseeing, ski touring, snowshoeing and 

snowmobiling. The Harding lcefield-Kenai Fjords 

Monument proposal would encourage these 
recreational activities in the monument, and would 

provide recreational facilities such as trails, boat 

tours, and a visitor center. Mechanical access 

would be provided to the icefield, where an 
observation station would be located. Interpretive 

tours would be planned for both the icefield and 
the fjords area. Recreational opportunities in the 
remote areas of the monument would be managed 

to emphasize the primitive character of these 
environments. 

The overall impact of the proposed action on 
recreational uses would be that of expanding and 
adding variety to local recreational opportunities. 

Like the Colorado Rockies and the Andes, the 
proposed monument could become a summer 

attraction for winter sports enthusiasts - for 
cross-country skiing, snow camping, 

snowmobi Ii ng. · 

Seward presently attracts a significant number of 

tourists engaged in sightseeing, driving for pleasure 

and roadside camping. Establishment of the 
proposed monument, with its visitor use plan, 

would stimulate the anticipated increase in visitors 
brought about by monument establishment. This 

could have the effect of more than doubling the 
summer daily demand for service facilities in 
Seward. Winter demand could also increase 
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modestly in the Ieng run (see next section for 
projected visitation levels). The most si~nificant 
economic effect will be noticed in the retail 
services and transportation sectors of the 
economy. 

An exact estimate of the timeframe in which these 
impacts could occur is extremely difficult. Due to 
the readily available transportation to the 
area--car, rail, boat, and plane--and the area's 
proximity to the population center of the 
State--Anchorage (only 3 hours by car), it is 
anticipated that visitation increases and attendant 
economic effects will occur rapidly, within 5 to 
10 years of the monument's establishment. 
However, continued energy shortages which have 
recently developed in Alaska and the lower 48 
States could delay or lengthen the timeframe in 
which increases in visitation to the area would 
occur. (See Table IX and X) 

A discussion of the economic aspects of the 
monument's impact on recreational uses and on 
natural resource based industries in Seward and 
the region is included below, in the section dealing 
with impacts on the market economy. 

5. ON THE MARKET ECONOMY 
Economic activity in the region is based on 
com mercia I fishing, forestry, transportation, and 
tourism. The center of activity and the location 
of greatest economic development is Seward, just 
adjacent to the northeast corner of the proposal. 
(See Regional Transportation map.) Most of the 
social-economic effects of the proposal will occur 
there. 

The monument proposal woutd encoura,e 
appropriate recreational land and resource uses 
over any commercial devef opment of natu rat 
resources. The proposed visitor use plan wouJd 
increase the intensity of r~creational use at a few 

specific locations, raisin~ it to levels higher than 
would otherwise occur. Total visitation to the 
monument is expected to reach 150,000 annually 
with in 5 to 10 years of establishment. (As 
mentioned in the previous section, the energy 
crisis could lengthen th is timeframe.) The levtti 
of visitation (as much as 225,000 visitor use days 
per year) probably wiU occur despite the exclusion 
of hunting from the monument. A large portion 
(90 percent) of visitor use is Ii kely to be 
sightseeing at designated locations at a 
transportation terminal site on the icefield, or via 
boat tour along the coast, at one or possibly two 
coastal sites where marinas would be located, and 
at Seward. A portion (approximately 10 percent) 
of the anticipated visitor use would be outdoor 
recreational uses, and this would occur along trails 
and across the icefietd, as well as on other lands 
in the vicinity of Seward. (See Tables IX and X) 

At peak use Jevels in July and August, the area 
may have as many as 2,500 visitors per day. As 
a complement to planned NPS operation of a 
visitor center and interpretive tours, private 
facilities and services such as hotels, campground!, 
restaurants and other tourist and travet~r 
businesses are likety to experience an increased 
demand from increases in present leve,s of such 
recreational pursuits. Eventual inaugurat.an of 
day-trip boat tour facilities, and transportation 
services to the icefield would be a focus for much 
of th is activity. 

The ability of the city and area economy to 
expand to meet th is demand will be affected by 
the scheduling of facility development by NPS as 
well as other factors. The availability of visitor 
facilities and services in the private sector will in 
turn affect the level of vi,.tation and #le duration 
of visitor stays tti ~ erea . 

The principal tourist attract.ons wiM be 
si,tlt,ee~ng, mounwin '-"•-•nt, camping and 
off lh ore fish Mlf. 
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The general economic impact should be seasonally 
significant for Seward and also for the villages of 
Port Graham and English Bay. Lesser effects 
probably wil I extend to Homer and even to 
Anchorage as demand for transportation within 
the region increases. 

In the present Seward economy, commercial 
fishing, the largest industry, and timber 
production, the second largest, together employ 
50 percent of the city's work force. The waters 
in the vicinity of the proposed monument are part 
of the Outer District of the Cook Inlet Fisheries 
Management Area. The Outer District accounts for 
about one eighth of the total Cook Inlet fish 
catch. Salmon, king crab, herring, halibut, and 
seal lops are harvested. There are canneries at 
Seward, English Bay and Port Graham. The 
proposal is not expected to adversely affect 
commercial fishing si nee nothing wou Id prohibit 
it with in proposed monument boundaries. 
However, increased pleasure boating might grow 
to a point where it would constitute a hindrance 
to commercial fishing operations. This would 
occur with or without establishment of the 
monument, although monument establishment 
might accelerate the growth of pleasure boating 
faster than would occur otherwise. 

Seward has a small, but important timber industry. . 
The local lumber mill produces some eight million 
board feet annually. At present, principal cutting 
areas are to the northeast of Seward (away from 
proposed monument) in the Chugach National 
Forest and on State lands. The U.S. Forest Service 
has determined that standard logging methods are 
not desirable on stands of white spruce in the 
Resurrection River val·ley, within and adjacent to 
the northeast boundary of the proposed 
monument; and though merchantable, any cutting 
would be modified because of higher values for 
recreational and seen ic purposes. The proposed 
action would prohibit commercial harvesting of 
timber with in the monument boundaries. The 
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impacts of th is provision on the local timber 
industry are considered to be slight in view of the 
availability of other timber resources in the region. 

Within the proposed monument, the supply of 
merchantable timber appears to be extremely 
limited. Approximately 0.5 percent, or less than 
5,000 acres of the proposed monument and AEC 
are forested. Except for the small portion of the 
stands of white spruce in the Resurrection River 
valley noted above, merchantable trees are 
generally confined to small stands of sitka spruce 
along the rugged coast. In these cases, the 
relatively small volume of timber available and its 
relative inaccessibility would make it~ commercial 
use highly unlikely. 

The resource management plan of the proposed 
monument would permit timber cutting for local 
subsistence purposes, such as cabin construction 
or as fuel. 

It is recognized that removal from potential 
production of any amount of merchantable timber 
in a region reduces the overall regional potential 
for timber harvest. However, supplies adequate to 
meet any increased demand for the foreseeable 
future appear to be available in the region on lands 
outside the proposed monument boundaries. 
Therefore, the amount of potentially productive 
timber that would be contained in the monument 
is considered insignificant to the regional timber 
supply. 

Th is evaluation holds even if one considers the 
potential establishment of the Seward National 
Recreation Area and the Nellie Juan Wilderness 
proposal. The Forest Service reports that the 
Nellie Juan would not significantly affect the 
regional timber supply. The NRA would be ope11 
to timber harvesting, and sustained yield 
production would be modified only in cases of 
irreconcilable conflict with recreational resources. 
Thus the aggregate impact of these Federal 
proposals on the regional timber supply, although 
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it would reduce timber resources somewhat, is not 

considered significant. 

In addition to timber, the Soil Conservation 

Service has identified some potential grazing lands 

for cattle or sheep in the northeast corner of the 

AEC (See Soil Conservation Service comment). 

Should these lands not be selected by the Natives, 

and should they then be included in the 

monument, then the proposal would prohibit any 

grazing on these lands. However, since no 
agricultural grazing presently occurs in the area, 

since the area involved is very small in comparison 

with other potential grazing lands in the region, 

and since the future agricultural potential of this 
area therefore appears to be minimal, this 

potential impact is considered insignificant. If the 
lands in question were not included in the 

monument, then there would be no impact on 
agricultural potential in the area. 

Local and regional building trades and building 

materials supply firms could experience 

short-term, modest growth during the construction 

phase of the proposed monument management 

plan. Some increased demand from the private 

sector, for campground and recreational 
developments, would occur both in the short and 

long-term. This would contribute modestly to the 

growth of the local larbor market and local 
payrolls. 

Construction of monument facilities and 

continuing management needs will modestly 

increase the role of the Federal Government as 

an employer. Seasonal maintenance and 

management jobs, and limited year-round 

employment by the National Park Service would 

contribute modestly to stability of the local 
economy. 

I r1direct impacts from the establishment of the 

monument will occur significantly in the private 
retail, service a,,d transportation businesses, as the 

monument continues to attract increasing numbers 
of visitors. Employment in private retail and 
service businesses such as those providing lodging, 
food service, air transport and boat tours should 

also rise in direct response to increased tourist 
demand. 

The overall economic effect of this proposal would 

be a substantial increase in demand for services 

and goods, especially during the summer season. 

This increase will be felt mostly at Seward, but 

also over the region. Increased employment, 

income, and some new capital investment will be 

the general areas of economic growth. 

6. ON COMMUNITY SOCIAL AND 
CULTURAL LIFE 

The Kenai Peninsula region is experiencing a 

period of population growth and economic 

expansion. Proximity to the major population 

center of the State, Anchorage, and improved 

ground transportation systems have brought about 

a significant increase in demand for recreational 
opportunities and facilities. The peninsula is an 

attractive vacation area for Alaskan residents, as 

well as out-of-state visitors. Communities of the 
region, including Seward,are becoming increasingly 
urqanized. Following the 1964 earthquake, the 

city of Seward, badly damaged physically and 
economically, declined in population. This trend 

appears to have been reversed. Seward's 
population is predicted to show a 10 percent 
increase between 1970 and 1975. 

While the winter months are quiet, with little 
economic activity except for low levels of 

commercial fishing and some marine traffic, the 

summer months bring a large number of tourists 
and outdoor recreational users. The local Chamber 

of Commerce organizes the July 4th Mount 
Marathon footrace, which draws as many as 

25,000 spectators and participants. Another event, 

the Silver Salmon lJerby, draws additional crowds. 
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The business community, as well as other Seward 

residents appear to have adjusted to th is dramatic 

seasonal change. Current numbers of visitors may 
irritate some local residents, and probably create 

coosiderable traffic and parking problems, 

oongestion in stores and restaurants and other 

NJ)ects of resort activities. The community, 
however, appears to favor increased growth in the 

tourism and outdoor recreation sector. 

Establishment of the monument would contribute 
w the likelihood that this trend would continue, 

lfld it would probably acoet.erate it. Expansion of 
ltusiness opportunities woutd be likely to attract 

entrepreneurs from oooide the community. This 
cvwld aggravate the foe_. business cOAlmunity if 

it brought unfair competition due to size and 
capital resources involved. 

The median educational lev~ of Seward residents 
i4i relatively high, comparable to the statewide 

average. In addition to the re!Jular elementary and 

secondary schools, Seward is ttie site of an adult 
education and manpower training center - the 

Seward Skill Center, and the location of a unit 

0f the University of Alaska's Marine Institute. The 
I 

monumi!nt s conceptual master pl.an proposes that 

the National Park Service develop an 
environmental education program for Seward's 

schools, and provide opportunities for educational 

fietd trips in the monument arei. Provisions for 
development of cooperative arrangements with the 

Seward Skill Center and the Marine Institute are 
tncluded in the conceptual master plan. 

The social impacts of these provisions of the 

proposed monument management plan would be 
important. Local educational institutions could 
benefit from ready access to the varied resources 
of the National Park Service local, State and 
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nationa! staffs, especially in the field of 
environmental education. 

The qua4 ity of community social life generally 
experiences wme adverse affects from rapid 
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population growth, and large scale seasonal influx 
of visitors. The capacity of the local business 

community to respond to the demand for facilities 
and services from both additional permanent 

residents and from the seasonal visitors wi II greatly 

affect the extent to which community social life 
- public social, educational and medical services 

suffers or benefits from the anticipated 

developments. 

The manner in which the proposed monument 
resource management and visitor use plans are 

impJemented, the scheduling and phasing of 

construction of facilities, and the quality of the 

communications and working relationships 

established between monument and the local 
community will all have an effect on how impacts 

of monument establishment are felt, and how the 

community responds to the economic 
opportunities and social pressures. 

7. ON THE MINING INDUSTRY 
While the mining potential of the Kenai Peninsula 
region has been wel I established, the proposed 

monument and AEC have been incompletely 

explored for extractable minerals, and thus 

projections concerning the future mining potential 
of the area should be considered tentative. About 

80 percent of the proposed monument and about 
65 percent of the combined monument and AEC 

is covered with ice and much of the remaining 
terrain is steep and difficult of access. This tends 
to make mining operations difficult. 

The proposed monument lies in an area which has 
been identified by the JFSLUPC as a gold and 
copper metallogenic province. (See Minerals map, 
which is based on JFSLUPC maps.) The province 

has been judged by the U.S.G.S. to have moderate 
potential for small deposits of precious metals and 
copper, but low for large deposits (Clark et. al., 
1972) (Alaskan Geology Branch, 1972). 
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With reference to the future potential of the 
proposal area, U .S.G .S. has stated that "we believe 
the small withdrawals along the coast {fjords) are 
least favorable for metallic mineral deposits. The 
Harding lcefield covers an area which is 

geologically favorable for the occurrence of gold, 
copper, and chromite. The withdrawal is at the 
intersection of live structural trends favorable for 

mineralization." (U.S.G.S. letter, Chapter IX,C) 

Existing known mineral occurrences in the 
proposal area are confined to the Area of 
Ecological Concern. These include nine legally 
located and maintained mining claim groups (See 
Reaf Estate and Claims map). Past mineral 
production in the area prior to World War 11 
removed $166,000 in gold (approximately 
$1,000,000 in today's prices). Recent production 
has grossed $27,000 in gold ( 1973). 

Any potential mineral production within the 
proposed monument itself would be precluded 
under the establishing legislation. In view of the 
projected potential of the area, th is could have 
a significant impact on future mining in the 
immediate area. However, in view of the relatively 
small amount of ice-free acreage in the proposed 
monument, it is unlikely that this could have a 
significant impact on the mining potential of the 

. 
region. 

Within the AEC, the proposal would have 
negligible effect on present mining activity on 
valid claims whose development would be allowed 
to continue. However, should any lands with 
moderate or high mineralogical potential not be 
selected by the Natives, and if they were then 
included in the monument, the preclusion of such 
lands from mineral exploration and development 
could be significant for the south coast area and 
for the region. 

Overall then, the effects of this proposal on 
current mineral production would be negligible, 

but on future production in the monument and 
AEC, could be significant. A significant impact on 
the regional mining picture is also possible, but 
hard to gauge with current knowledge of mineral 

potential. 

G. IMPACT ON TRANSPORTATION 
SYSTEMS 

The Seward area is directly accessible from 
Anchorage by paved highway. Travel time from 
Anchorage to Seward by car is approximately 3 
hours. The train trip takes an equal length of time, 
but service is presently limited to weekly freight 
and irregularly scheduled "excursion" type 

passenger trains. 

Seward has an airstrip suitable for small and large 
aircraft, but no scheduled commercial service is 
now available there. A franchise for air service 
between Homer and Seward exists but has not 
been activated. The Kenai region is in the general 
air traffic pattern and congestion associated with 
Anchorage International Airport. Seward is served 
by summer ferry service from Kodiak, and 
Cordova/Valdez. Small boat facilities at Seward 
are among the best in the State. 

The proposal area is accessible by aircraft and 
boat. The entire south coast-fjords section is 
navigable by seaworthy small craft, and there are 

sheltered landing sites available for floatplanes. 
Weather, however, is often stormy and limits both 
air and water travel. The icefield is accessible by 
ski-equipped aircraft or by helicopter. A dirt road 
runs to the base of Exit Glacier but access up the 
glacier is limited to climbing, which is difficult. 

If the present proposal is approved, the NPS will 
encourage the Alaska Railroad to reinstate 
passenger service to Seward and would develop 
interpretive programs for the train trip. The 
existing road from Seward to the base of Exit 
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Glacier would be improved so that it can be 

traveled by multipassenger vehicles such as tour 

buses. Some form of all-weather access to the top 
of the glacier also will be built, possibly a 
tramway. 

Boat tours will be provided along the coast as well 

as docking facilities and possibly overnight 

accommodations. Lastly, trails will be blazed 

through parts of the backcountry areas. The 
aggregate effect of these actions will be to 

intensify travel over existing corridors, increase 

small boat activity, and stimulate backcountry 
travel. 

This monument would affect regional and local 
transportation systems in several ways. It will 

cause an increased demand for transportation 
faci I ities and services. The highway from 

Anchorage will receive heavier use from the 
tourism increase (see below). If the railroad does 
not resume passenger service, the highway's 

burden will certainly be even greater. Traffic on 
local city and area roads would increase with 
concomittant increase in maintenance costs and 
demand for automobile parking facilities. 

The visitation estimates indicate that highway use 

•could increase during the summer by as much as 
1,000 vehicles per day, with accompanying 

maintenance and car service needs. Increased use 
of the State's ferry system in and out of Seward 

and a rise in the number of cruise ships stopping 

at Seward are likely. Harbor and dock operations 

and maintenance requirements would experience 
a parallel increase.. If scheduled commercial air 

service becomes available and if the volume is 

sufficient, improvements in the airport facilities 

may be necessary. This could include increased 
upkeep or improvement of runways and additional 
terminal and other support facilities. 

Activation of the monument could bring improved 
transportation to the icefield and to remote 
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coastal areas. Relatively inexpensive boat tours 

could become available ; the visitor must now own 
his own boat or charter one privately. Public 
transportation to the icefield could become 
available on a regular basis and hiking could 

become more practical because of newly 
developed trails. 

Proposals for surface transportation and utility 

corridors have been made for the Resurrection 
River valley and for connecting road links and 

possible power transmission lines to Port Graham, 
Seldovia, English Bay and Halibut Cove. 

If the monument were established prior to 
implementation of the proposal for the 

Resurrection Valley corridor, the road could be 

forced to remain north of the river in order to 
remain out of monument lands. This would have 

the impact of limiting options for route selection 

on th is road and possibly could make construction 

of the road more difficult and expensive. 

If the Harding-Kenai proposal is implemented, any 
road construction within the monument boundary 

would require a review and a determination under 
Section 4(f) of the DOT Act of 1966 as amended 

(49 U.S.C. 1653(f)). This would be in addition 

to environmental impact statements as required by 
NEPA. These studies would be to assure a bona 

fide need and no reasonable and prudent 
alternatives to the use of monument lands for the 
road. 
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In the case of a road north of the river and 

adjacent to the monument, specific determination 
of the applicability of Section 4(f) of the DOT 

Act of 1966 is with in the authority of the 
Secretary of Transportation. 

The impact of these requirements cou Id involve 
imposition of environment protection stipulations 
on construction techniques (e.g., routing, cut and 
fill, and rehabilitation) and other mitigating 



measures. In sum, the monument proposal could 
have the impact of making road construction more 
difficult or more expensive, could cause rerouting 
of the road, or could conceivably prevent road 
construction entirely by making the project 
impractical. 

To the west of the proposed monument, there are 
transportation and utility corridor proposals along 
the south side of Kachemak Bay which could pass 

through the Area of Ecologicat1Concern. Should 
these lands not be selected by the Natives, and 
should they then be selected for inclusion in the 
monument, then specific determination of the 
applicability of Section 4(f) of the DOT Act of 
1966 would be within the authority of the 
Secretary of Transportation, and would be based 

upon the facts of record at that time, i.e., land 
ownership and land use. The impacts concerning 
Section 4(f) on the Kachemak Bay corridors 
would be similar to that discussed above for 
Resurrection Valley. 

Overall, establishment of the monument would 
stimulate tourism and th us have a significant 
impact on the operation and maintenance costs 
and revenues to owners and operators--public and 
private~-of transportation systems and facilities. 
The monument could also have a significant 
impact on implementation of two new road 
proposals for the area. 

H. IMPACT ON ARCHEOLOGIC AND 
HISTORIC RESOURCES 

The cultural (historic, archeological, architectural) 

resources of this area have not yet been 
completely researched. The Kenai Peninsula was 
once the territory of the Unixkugmiut Eskimo 
people, who are now extinct. The Unixkugmiut 
inhabited the area at least 500 years before the 
discovery of Alaska and were considered to be a 
separate tribe by the Chugach Eskimo people who 
inhabited the surrounding areas. 

The Chugach Natives still live in the area. The area 
witnessed activities of the Russian American 
Company. Resurrection Bay was the site of the 
first Russian boat works in Alaska. The start of 
the 20th century brought railroad construction to 
the region, and later, small mining booms in the 

Nuka Bay area. For a summarized history see 
Chapter 11, section 8-1. 

Pursuant to the National Historic Preservation Act 
of 1966 and Executive Order 11593, the NPS 
would undertake studies to identify and evaluate 
all cultural sites, especially archeological remains 
of the Unixkugmiut. Discovery locations in the 
monument will be identified as historic sites and 
preserved as such. The monument proposal may 
lead to the discovery of historical-archeological 
sites as a result of park-sponsored research. 

The impact of this proposal on archeologic and 
historic resources in the area would be possible 
identification of new resources as well as 
preservation of those and existing resources. The 
proposal has no direct impact on sites listed in 
the National Register of Historic Places or on 
other archeologic and historic sites listed in the 
statewide inventory. 
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IV. MITIGATING MEASURES INCLUDED IN THE PROPOSED ACTION 

Mitigating measures will be undertaken in three 

areas of impact. These are: 

1. The effects of visitation on the natural and 

historical environment. 

2. The effects of the proposal on the I ifesty les 

of individuals now using the area; and 

3. The effects on the local economy caused by 

withdrawal of lands for park purposes. 

Development of a research program to obtain, 

inventory, and process information will be 

undertaken to determine the capacity of the 

environment for types of human impact. This 

extensive program of coordinated sociological and 

natural sciences research will develop methods to 

mitigate the increased demands for use of 

resources. 

Such research will specifically include studies to 

determine the effect of existing and proposed 

activities and developments on critical wildlife 

habitats and communities and to develop measures 

to minimize such impact. The FWS will conduct 

studies to determine the capacity of the wildlife 

populations in those areas proposed for joint 

management by the National Park Service and the 
Fish and Wildlife Service to sustain park activities. 

The NPS will act in accordance with FWS 

recommendations. 

Baseline research is proposed in order to provide 
the N PS and others with information against 
which to judge effects of other proposals in areas 

with similar conditi ans. 

Because access systems can cause excessive 
environmental damage there will be studies on the 

feasibility and impact of possible transportation 

systems suitable for park use. Unavoidable impacts 

will be mitigated by careful site selection and 

other means recognized through the proposed 

study. Proposed research also \fJill provide for 

continuing status and trend studies for wildlife 

species and for studies of hazardous 

animal-human interactions to determine means to 
minimize dangerous contacts. 

The proposed conceptual master plan recognizes 
' I 

the need for future studies of the area s resources. 

It sets forth guidelines and recommendations for 

development rather than specific proposals. 

Before any development proposal is implemented, 

research and detailed development plans wil I be 
prepared with the objective of preventing undue 

destruction or degradation of social and cultural 
patterns and natural, archeological, and historical 

resources known or as yet undiscovered. An 
environmental assessment will be prepared to 

analyze the alternatives in relation to the resources 
and patterns of the area, the function and scope 

of the proposed development, and the relationship 

of the proposal to the site. An environmental 

statement will be prepared for al I development 

plans which are determined, through the 

assessment process, to have a significant impact 

on the natural and human environment. Public 

notification of the results of the assessment will 

be made, and the assessment will be available for 

public review at least 30 days prior to initiation 

of an environmental statement, or implementation 

of the action in any case where it may be found 

that no significant impact would occur. 

No Federal action that might affect cultural, 

archeologic and historic resources will be 

undertaken without prior compliance with the 

procedures established under Section 106 of the 

National Historic Preservation Act (80 Stat. 915) 

or Section 2(b) of Executive Order 11593 (May 
13, 1971) as applicable. Compliance with these 

procedures entai Is consuftati on with the Advisory 

Council on Historic Preservation and the Alaska 
State Historic Preservation Officer to help assure 
that no significant adverse effects wil I resu It. 

115 

• 



Liaison will be maintained with other units of 
Federal, State and local government, as well as 
Native corporations and other groups and 

individuals, to assure that the introduction of 

monument facilities and operations will be as 
compatible as possible with the community and 

its needs. Cooperation wil I be pursued to resolve 
any problems or incompatible or conflicting uses 

that may arise to adversely affect preservation in 
the monument or activities conducted by others 
on lands outside the monument. 

The NPS wishes to assist owners of contiguous 

lands in planning, construction, and maintenance 
of facilities complementary to those within 
monument lands. Every effort will be made to 

encourage coordinated and cooperative 

developments of facilities outside, but adjacent to 

the monument to assure minimum environmental 
destruction within the area set aside for 
preservation. 

It is possible that monument-related tourist-serving 

developments could all occur on government 

owned lands within the proposal and that all could 

be government operated or controlled. The 
proposal suggests that local private enterprise be 

encouraged and assisted where possible in 

developing such facilities on private land outside 
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but near to the monument. It is felt that th is 

would provide for a more stable and diversified 
economic base than would be possible if all such 
facilities were provided with in and by the 
monument. 

To avoid possible loss of cultural elements due to 

increased contact with other cultures, Natives will 
be encouraged to capitalize on public interest in 
aboriginal modes of I ife by devising profitable 
enterprises centering on archeological sites, Native 
crafts, and knowledge of the countryside. This 
concept may provide a viable means of assisting 

the Native people in keeping their cultural heritage 
alive in the face of social change. 

In order to mitigate the effects of precluding 

mining and prospecting in the area, the NPS will 

encourage and participate in appropriate ways in 

the study of geological resources within the 

proposal. Geological studies by recognized 

educational or scientific institutions, professional 

personnel of other agencies, and accredited 

individuals will be permitted and encouraged when 
in consonance with the purposes of the monument 

and the policies of the Park Service. Procedures 

which might result in damage or alteration to the 
resource would not be permitted . 
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V. ADVERSE EFFECTS THAT CANNOT BE AVOIDED SHOULD THE PROPOSAL BE 
IMPLEMENTED 
• 

1. Increased visitation will bring with it increases 

in many kinds of pollution (visual, aural, waste, 

etc.). These increases can only be partially offset 

by mitigating measures. 

2. More facilities for visitor use will be constructed 

both inside and outside the monument; therefore, 

terrain, vegetative, and archeological values will be 
affected. 

3. Fish and wildife harvest inside the monument 

will be altered by increased human pressure on 

fish and wildlife outside the monument. 

4. Opportunities for resource extraction (mining, 

timbering, etc.) will be terminated. This proposal 

will unavoidably affect people wishing to extract 

resources from the lands proposed for monument 

status. Such people include prospectors, guides, 

trappers, hunters, and miners. These people either 

reside in local communities, in population centers 

or communities distant from the monument, or 

represent small and large companies th at are 

Alaskan or that maintain representatives in Alaska. 

Local residents would be the most strongly 

affected. The companies, especially the nationally 

based firms, would be the least affected. 

4. Lifestyles of individuals, both local and 

nonresident who now use the area, wi 11 be affected 

as presently allowed land uses are restricted or 

disallowed. The activities being restricted (e.g. 

hunting, trapping, prospecting, homesteading, and 

mechanized vehicle use) will affect the operations 

of an undetermined number of individuals in the 
future. 

To the local resident being restricted, the 

restrictions severely limit choice of space in which 

to pursue his endeavor, especially since some of 

the remaining lands in the State may be placed 

off limits by other groups and agencies. This 

restriction in space may lead to too many people 

on too small a space or may lead to people retiring 

early, changing vocations, or moving out of the 
. 

region. 

5. Commercial enterprises interested in developing 

lands to be included in this monument will be 

affected as the lands are dedicated to preservation. 
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VI. RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN LOCAL SHORT-TERM AND LONG-TERM 
PRODUCTIVITY 

A. BIOLOGICAL PRODUCTIVITY 

Establishment of a Harding lcefield-Kenai Fjords 

National Monument would promote continuation 

of natural biological productivity in the included 

lands and waters. 

Lands and waters within the proposal are in an 

essentially primitive state. If the proposal is 

enacted, emphasis will be placed on maintaining 

the primitive qualities of the area. The few 

developments envisioned would not significantly 

affect its primitive quality. Biological productivity 

of the area is at its natural or primitive level and 

would not be significantly affected by the 

proposal. Thus, long-term biological productivity 

at natural levels within the area would be assured 

if the proposa I were to be enacted. 

NPS operations in the area could also help assure 
similar conditions on adjacent lands through 
cooperative agreements as suggested in the 
proposal. 

It is possible that long-term biological productivity 

could be altered by man to bring about increased 

production of certain species. Whether or not this 

would increase or decrease total biological 
productivity is unknown. In any event, enactment 

of the proposal would preclude significant 

man-caused reduction of biological productivity 
within the monument. 

In the long term, monument establishment may 

make more valuable contributions to man's 

esthetic, scientific, and cultural needs than if the 
I 

area s resources were consumed to benefit his 
material needs. 

Biologically, the area wi 11 act as a reservoir for 

native wildlife which, if conditions permit, wil I 

move back and forth between the area and lands 

adjacent to the monument thus providing for 

better regional hunting and trapping outside the 

park over the long term by acting as a protected 
reservoir of undisturbed habitat. 

Under NPS administration the area would serve 
as a control for experiments and uses on similar 
lands and waters outside the monument. This 
scientific procedure could contribute to a better 

understanding of the biological processes which 
allow man to manage more effectively the 

productivity of such lands and waters. 

In summary, it appears that the net biological 

productivity of the area may or may not be 

affected by enactment of the proposa I, but 

proposal enactment wi 11 help maintain long-term 

natural biological productivity levels. 

B. ECONOMIC PRODUCTIVITY 

A short-term decrease in economic productivity by 

local communities is possible if the proposal is 

enacted. Income from hunting and guiding would 

fall slightly because of the deletion of lands now 

used for those purposes. This activity is not 

considered important economically in the proposal 
area, however. 

Long-term economic gain probably will result as 

tourism increases in the area. Some gains will be 
short term (e.g., during construction of facilities) 
but others wil I be largely long term through 
provision of services (meals, lodging, guiding, etc.) 

and some goods for the visiting public. 

The proposal could cause some change in 

economic base from the present resource 

extractive base to a more diversified one that 

would include many of the previously listed 
activities, plus new ones. 

I 
Putting the area s mineral resources into 

preservation status now wif I have long-range 

economic consequences in at least two ways. If, 
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with time, extractive technology becomes more 

efficient, this technology should allow more 

complete and more profitable extraction of the 

resources should man's future needs dictate 

extraction. The establishment of the need for such 

extraction will, however, be made more difficult 

as a complete mineral survey of the area will not 

have been made. Should the need for mineral 

development become critical in the future, the 

lead time required prior to actual production 

would be increased by the need to conduct 

extensive exploration in the area. Nevertheless, 

should exploratory techniques be developed at 

some future date which would allow accurate 

assessment of resources without damage to the 

natural environment, then such exploration could 

take place and eventual lead time for development 
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could be reduced. If other technologies bring 

about a lack of need for these resources, then 

postponement of extraction now, will allow 
perpetuation of natural values on these lands. 

Preservation of the land and waters for monument 
purposes will increase, in the long run, the 
property values of adjacent private lands. 

Overall, it is probable that monument 
establishment will in the long-term bring about 

economic gains to the local area. Whether or not 
these will be significantly greater than gains 
attributable to other potential land uses is not 

known. It is probable that these other potential 

uses would bring greater gains in the short-term, 
but not in the long run. 
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VII. IRREVERSIBLE AND IRRETRIEVABLE COMMITMENTS OF RESOURCES 

• 

Any resource that may be prevented from 

development at present by this action may at a 

later date be committed to development by 

Congress. Hence there are no irreversible 
commitments of resources. 

There will be some irretrievable commitments of 

resources in a technical sense due to the passage 

of time. The major commitment here would be 

of human resources, since some people will 

probably have to change lifestyles. All renewable 

resources that complete a natural I ife cycle 

without having been harvested by man will 

become in effect irretrievable if they could have 

been extracted in the absence of this proposal. At 

present these resource uses are largely confined to 

hunting and trapping of wildlife. 

Opportunities for some individuals to recover 

nonrenewable resources at any specific time will 

become irretrievable. Specifically, the opportunity 

to retrieve mineral resources wi II be lost to any 
individuals who may wish to extract minerals on 

land in the proposed monument or those lands 
which are in the AEC and may in the future be 

included in the monument. However, the 
nonrenewable resource itself will remain 

retrievable so long as it remains in place and 

untouched and so long as the technology needed 
to extract it is not lost. 
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VIII. ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED ACTION 

Alternatives considered for the proposed Harding 
lcefields-Kenai Fjords National Monument are as 

follows: 

A. No Action Alternative 
B. Alternatives to the Master Plan 

C. Alternative Management Systems 
D. Boundary Adjustments 

A. NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE 
If none of the lands are added to one of the four 
systems, the d-2 lands in the monument proposal 
area wou Id be classified as d-1. Al I lands changed 
to a d-1 classification, as well as those lands 
currently classified d-1, will be subject to 
reclassification by the Secretary of the Interior. 
This reclassification could make these lands 
available for State selection, private ownership, or 
retention under Federal control, as d-1, or as open 
and unreserved lands. 

The protection provided to d-2 status lands could 
be continued to be given to those lands that would 
have reverted to d-1 classification as of December 
18, 1973. Pursuant to section 17 of ANCSA they 
are still withdrawn under d-1 until either the d-1 
withdrawal is revoked, the land is classified for 
a public-land-law disposal and opened to that form 
or forms of entry, or the land is re-withdrawn for 
some other purpose. 

Under d-1 withdrawal, 
to be managed by 
Management. Since d-1 

the area would continue 

the Bureau of Land 
status is based on an 

administrative action of the Secretary, it can be 
changed relatively easily by other administrative 
action. It is assumed that no action on the 
proposal will ultimately result in amendment or 
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removal of PLO 5179 although it would be 
presumptous to speculate on timing or to guess 
which portions of the area would be affected. The 
change or modification could be based on the 
reS'U Its of planning or other grounds. 

Al I management options are open to the Secretary 
by his administrative authority to withdraw and/or 
classify public lands. Possible actions range from 
the retention of the protective d-1 withdrawal for 
an indefinite period of time to opening the lands 
to all forms of use and entry allowed on 
unreserved public domain. Within these extremes, 
the Secretary may elect to classify the lands to 
the degree necessary to implement land planning 

recommendations developed by BLM through its 
planning system, which includes active public 
involvement. Impacts, both adverse and beneficial, 
would depend entirely on the options selected. 

Presumably, any future management option 
selected by the Secretary would be the subject of 
further study and environmental assessment. 

Pending classification, and with the possible 

exception that d-2 type restrictions could remain 
in effect on d-1 lands, all lands administered by 
the Secretary of the Interior through the BLM 
would likely continue to be administered for 
multiple-use-sustained yield purposes. Under this 
form of management no priority is necessarily 
given to a specific use. Rather, the Secretary will 
authorize a use or combination of uses, taking into 
consideration all pertinent factors including, but 
not limited to, ecology, existing uses, and the 
relative values of the various uses and resources 
in specific areas. Multi ple-use-su stained yield 
management by the BLM would likely continue 
whether the lands involved remained in d-1 or 
became open and unreserved lands. 

Multiple-use management has been described as 
" The management of all the various renewable 
surface resources of the land so th.at they are 

utilized in the combination that will best meet the 
needs of the American people; making the most 
judicious use of the land for some or all of these 
resources or related services over areas large 
enough to provide sufficient latitude for periodic 
adjustments in use to conform to the changing 
needs and conditions; that some land will be used 
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for less than all of the resources; and harmonious 
and coordinated management of the various 
resources, each with the other, without 
impairment of the productivity of the land, with 
consideration being given to the relative values of 
the various resources, and not necessarily the 
combination of uses that will give the greatest 

h 
. II 

dollar return or t e greatest unit outpu1:. 

"Sustained yield of several products and services 

means the achievement and maintenance in 
pertetuity of a high-level annual or regular periodic 
output of the various renewable resources of the 
national forests without impairment of the 
productivity of the land." (U.S. Forest Service) 

Multiple-use programs by the Bureau of Land 
Management are carried on under a myriad of laws 
and regulations. Management framework plans are 
developed for large blocks of public lands under 
its jurisdiction. These are prepared with public 
input and must comply with the provisions of the 
National Environmental Policy Act. The Bureau 
of Land Management could develop a framework 
plan for this area and recreation and scenic value 
cou Id receive emphasis. 

One possibility under "no action" is that the area 
could be reclassified for some form of primary use 
management in a category different from the 
presently proposed national monument. This 
could involve management as a national recreation 
area, a national wildlife refuge, or possibly some 
other form of primary use designation. These 
alternatives and their impacts are discussed in 

"Al . section C of th is chapter, ternat1ve 
. It 

Management Systems . 

Nevertheless, because it is felt that multiple-use 
management is the most likely outcome of no 
action on the monument proposal, the impacts of 
such land management are discussed below. Also 
discussed are the impacts of potential 
reclassification as open and unreserved lands. 
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IMPACTS UNDER MULTIPLE-USE 
MANAGEMENT BY THE BUREAU OF LAND 
MANAGEMENT 
Resources that would be impacted over the long 
term under the concepts of multiple-use as 
described above include: mining, watershed 
management, water qua I ity, wild I ife, timber 
harvest, recreation, wilderness, and visual integrity 
of the landscape and vegetation. 

MINING 
Although the mineral potential of the lands 
proposed for inclusion in the monument is not 
presently well known, prospecting and 
development of mineral resources could occur. 
This could lead to development and exploitation. 
However, under mineral leasing, BLM has full 
control as to if, where, and how leasing would 
be permitted. Forlocatableminerals, BLM has no 
firm control--only the power of persuasion. The 
area is not considered to have potential for 
discovery of leasable minerals and thus no impacts 
from oil, gas, or coal leasing are expected to occur. 
However, the area does have some potential for 
discovery of locatablem inerals. Mining operations 
could be instituted on or near the periphery of 

• 

the icefield, or elsewhere on lands in the area. 
(See Chapter Ill, F-7 for further detail on mining 
potentia I.) Such mining potential is not expected 
to be significant for the mining industry in the 
region but could be significant for individuals 
involved in the local area. Further, the impacts 
associated with prospecting and development 
could be significant to sojls, vegetation, and 
wildlife. 

WATERSHED MANAGEMENT 
State water quality standards would continue to 
apply. It is anticipated that measures to protect 
water quality will be enforced and that the present 



quality will be maintained. Some degradation of 

water quality could occur, however, as a result of 

mining or timber cutting operations on steep 

slopes or near presently clear streams. Such 

impacts could be locally significant. 

WILDLIFE 

Ud II 1·1 II h. n er mu tip e-use management , sport unt1ng 

within the lands proposed for the monument 

would not be prohibited. This alternative would 

thus avoid the negative impacts on hunters who 

use the area. However, it would also result in 
continued, and possibly increasing, hunting 

pressure on the portion of the goat population 

using proposed monument lands. In addition, 

unrestricted backcountry use of snowmobiles 
could lead to disruption of wild life habitat-use 

patterns. On the other hand, if less recreational 

use and development were to occur under multiple 
use than under monument designation, then 

disruptive human-wildlife interaction could be less 

severe in certain areas of the proposed monument. 
In sum, the significance of the impact on wildlife 

under monument 
multiple-use wou Id 

designation or under 
depend on the levels of 

hunting and other recreational uses which might 

develop under the two types of management. Thus 

no action on the monument proposal could result 
in significant changes in the impacts on wildlife. 

TIMBER HARVEST 

There are approximately 5,000 acres of 

harvestable timber within the lands proposed for 

the monument and AEC. These could be 

developed under multiple-use management with 

atter1dant significant disruption of vegetation in 

the local area. However, due to the smal I volume 
of timber involved and its questionable 

commercial value, this impact is not considered 

sigr1 if icant for the regio na I llu mber industry. 

RECREATIONAL USE 
Recreation might not receive the same emphasis 
under th is alternative as it wou Id under the 

recreational development plans proposed by the 
NPS. However, it is possible that, with 

establishment of a B LM-sponsored recreation area, 

recreational development would be equally 
emphasized. Such development could also occur 

if the city of Seward or some private developer 

were to obtain permission from the BLM to install 

recreational developments in the area. 
Management by a multiple-use agency probably 

would result in a lesser interpretive impact on the 

public. Impacts resulting from increased visitation 

and visitor development, both economic and 

environmental, beneficial and detrimental, 

probably would be less pronounced due to less 

promotion of public awareness about the national 

significance of the area. 

Although it is very difficult to predict the 

differences in potential visitation to the area if it 

were included in an NRA, private recreational 
development, or the monument; based on 

experience at Mt. McKinley Park and with parks 

and recreation areas in the lower 48, it can be 

speculated that visitation related impacts would 

occur to a lesser degree with private or NRA 

development. These might receive less publicity in 

the lower 48 or with in Alaska itself and the 
resultant lower visitation would lessen the impacts 

or recreational development, both beneficial and 
detrimental. A detailed description of the impacts 
of an NRA on the area is provided in the 

environmental statement for the Seward National 
Recreation Area dated December 1971 and 
published by the U. S. Forest Service. 

WILDERNESS 'VALUES 

As mentioned above, under multiple-use 
management backcountry areas could experience 

snowmobile use or other types of recreation which 
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would have been controlled in the proposed 

monument. This type of unrestricted use, or such 

potential development as mining or timber harvest, 

cou Id resu It in degradation of wilderness values. 

Again, however, potentially increased recreational 

use of certain areas of the monument (see Class 

II lands on the Land Classification map) could 

causemore disruption of wilderness values in those 
areas than would occur with little or no 
recreational development. 

VISUAL INTEGRITY AND VEGETATION 

Developments such as mining and timber harvest 

which could occur under multiple-use management 

would involve the locally significant destruction 
of the existing landscape and vegetation. However, 

if less recreational development were to occur 

under multiple-use, then those areas proposed for 
recreational developments in the monument 

proposal would receive less disruptive impacts. 

Overall, the impact on the visual integrity of the 
area, however, could be significantly more 
disruptive under multiple-use, depending on what 

types and levels of development would occur. 

IMPACTS WITH UNRESERVED PUBLIC 
DOMAIN 
Under th is management option, the Secretary 
would reclassify lands as vacant and unreserved 

public domain. This action would constitute the 
least restrictive management and would negate to 

a large measure the existing discretionary 
authority the Secretary would otherwise retain. 

This option is probably the least likely path that 
management would follow. However, if it were to 
occur, the following impacts would apply. 

GENERAL IMPACTS 

Lands would become open to indiscriminate 
settlement under the homestead, trade and 
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manufacturing site, homesite and headquarters site 
provisions of public land laws. In addition, 

location of claims, prospecting and exploration, 

and mining under the 1872 mining law would not 

be managed in any manner. State and local 
governments would obtain unrestricted authority 
for right-of-way on unreserved public lands. 
Bureau of Land Management authority would be 
largely custodial. Opportunity to guide resource 

development would be severely limited, and 
protection cou Id not be provided for natural 
values, archeological values, open space, or water 

quality. Land planning would be difficult. 

As described above, open public domain could set 

in motion relatively rapid transfer of public lands 

to private interests. These lands could form the 

basis for further economic development through 
settlement or other development. 

Key access sites such as the lcefie ld or 

backcountry areas and other desirable sites 
including archeological sites, natural areas, and key 

fish and wildlife habitats would be removed from 
pub I ic ownership and management. 

Secondary impacts on natural resource values 

would be compounded as a result of unplanned 
settlement, development and access. These 

secondary impacts would include increased 
off-road vehicle use because of access 

development, and growth of the resident 

population of the area due to increased 
commercial development. 

Impacts on mineral extraction, timber production 
and transportation would be similar to those 
described for the multiple use option but would 
be magnified in importance. Impacts on water, 
vegetation and other natural features, and 

recreation cou Id be significantly increased from 
those described for the multiple use option. 
Impacts on wildlife~ wilderness values, and 
subsistence could also be significant. 
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B. ALTERNATIVE MASTER PLAN 
The proposed master plan (see Chapter I) is 
conceptual in intent and indicates that none of 
the proposed developments included in it will be 
undertaken until environmental studies have been 
accomplished. 

1. ICEFIELD ACCESS 
Studies have been made by private enterprise of 
routes and methods of access for a large number 
of persons to the icefield. An a I I-weather tramway 
is most often mentioned as the most desirable 
device. Alternatives to the tramway include fixed 
or rotary wing aircraft (lighter-than-air vessels have 
also been discussed), foot or ski trails, and various 
types of ski-lift type devices. Finally, there is the 
alternative of no convenient access for a large 
number of persons. 

IMPACTS 
The impacts of using aircraft rather than an 
all-weather tramway include: ( 1) Loss to the local 
economy of construction-related revenues and 
impacts. With aircraft access there would be no 
need for construction of new facilities, except 
possibly a waiting area at the present Seward 
airport. Further, the construction-related impacts 
on the landscape, particularly soil, vegetation and 
wildlife habitat within the proposal, and the 
impacts on Seward's and the local region's 
economy, as examples, would not occur. (2) Less 
public use than with the tramway. Aircraft travel 
would be limited by weather and reluctance of 
some visitors to fly, and probably would be more 
costly per person. Thus, fewer persons would be 
able to travel to the icefield. Impacts related to 
increased visitation would thus not occur to the 
degree described in Chapter 111. The difference in 
visitation probably would be significantly less. (3) 
There would be differences i'n impacts due to 
noise, petroleum spills, exhaust fumes, etc., but 

the transportation proposals are now conceptual 
and make any specific estimates of these impacts 
impractical. (4) There would be a major impact 
on the visual integrity of the landscape in the Exit 
Glacier area. Aircraft use would avoid all or most 
of the visual impacts of the tramway discussed in 
Chapter 111 and would probably lessen 
concomitant impacts on the portion of the icefield 
itself which is proposed for the most recreational 
use. 

The impacts of using ski or foot trails or ski-lift 
type devices rather than an all-weather tramway 
include impacts similar to those in (1) above. The 
difference wou Id be in intensity of impact. 
Precision of prediction is not possible at this time 
in the planning effort. Al I of these alternatives 

and their impacts will be considered in detail at 
the appropriate time if the monument is 
established. Separate environmental assessments 
will be required for all major developments. 

The impacts of no access would be those related 
to little or no visitation to the area. No access 
probably would limit visitation to such an extent 
as to reduce greatly or nearly eliminate the 
impacts suggested for increased visitation in 
Chapter 111. 

2. SNOWMACHINE USE OF /CEFIELD 
One private planner has suggested that the icefield 
would be the ideal place to hold the" Indianapolis 
500 of the snowmach ine world." In contrast to 
this view, the NPS sees the icefield primarily as 
a primitive area where multiple-passenger 
snowmachines would furnish the means for 
sightseeing visitors to view th is rare environment. 
These would be limited to specific areas. The 
icefield would thus retain its primiti've character 
over most of its expanse for the benefit, 
enjoyment and education of the public. The land 
classification map in Chapter I demonstrates which 
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portions of the icefield are proposed for 
management as "outstanding natural areas", 
It • • • II d II . ti 

pr1m1t1ve areas , an recreation areas . 
Conceptual plans for the area call for 
multiple-passenger over-the-snow vehicles to take 
visitors out on the icefield. These vehicles would 
be regulated in numbers and in the routes they 

could take. 

An alternative to the NPS proposal would be to 
allow or even encourage individual private (or 
rental) snowmachine use of the area in designated 

zones, or over the entire area. 

IMPACTS 
Allowing individuals to use snowmachines on the 
icefield could produce a severe impact on the 
primitive qualities of the area through noise, 
exhaust fumes, crowding, and marked courses. 
These impacts would be primarily visual in nature 
and could be severe during times of high level use. 
However, they wou Id generally not be long in 
duration as signs of human use would quickly be 
covered by snowfall. 

It is possible that visitation with private 
snowmachine use would exceed that expected 
under the present NPS proposal, especially if races 
were held. Thus, the impacts of increased 
visitation suggested in Chapter 111 could be 
moderately increased, but the overall difference is 
not considered substantial. 

C. ALTERNATIVE MANAGEMENT 
SYSTEMS 

1. GENERAL MULTIPLE-USE MANAGEMENT 
(With no specific, legislative management proposal 
such as National Forest or NRA) 
This alternative would be to manage the area 
under multiple-use involving classification such as 
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authorized by the Multiple-Use-Sustained Yield 
Act of 1960 (74 Stat. 15). Such management 
would probably be by the BLM as described in 
Alternative A of th is Chapter (

11 
No Action 

Alternative"). Under th is form of management no 
priority is necessarily given to a specific use. 
Rather, the Secretary will authorize a use or 
combination of uses, taking into consideration all 
pertinent factors including, but not limited to, 
ecology, existing uses, and the relative values of 
the various uses and resources in specific areas. 
Multiple-use management has been described as 
11

The management of all the various renewable 
surface resources of (the land) so that they 
are utilized in the combination that will best meet 
the needs of the American people; making the 
most judicious use of the lands for some or all 
of these resources or related services over areas 
large enough to provide sufficient latitude for 
periodic adjustments in use to conform to the 
changing needs and conditions; that some land will 
be used for less than all of the resources; and 
harmonious and coordinated management of the 
various resources, each with the other without 
impairment of the productivity of the land, with 
consideration being given to the relative values of 
the various resources, and not necessarily the 
combination of uses that will give the greatest 
dollar return or the greatest unit output." (See 
letter from U.S. Forest Service, Chapter IX.) 

"Sustained yield of several products and services 

means the achievement and maintenance in 
perpetuity of a high-level annual or regular 
periodic output of the various renewable resources 
of the national forests without impai!ment of the 
productivity of the land." (U.S. Forest Service) 

The proposal area could be opened under 
multiple-use to, for example, mineral exploration 
and development. Present trends in the area, 
however, seem to be away from resource 
extraction and in favor of recreational uses. 



IMPACTS 
In brief, under multiple-use management, there 
wou Id be an opportunity for a wide variety of 
land and resource uses. The actual scope of the 
impacts would depend upon the type and amount 
of resource use. As an example, the type 9f access 
allowed for resource utilization will often dictate 
the intensity of the impact generated. Generally, 
however, over the short-term, management for 
multiple-use would have the same impacts as those 
which would occur as a result of no action by 
Congress on the NPS proposal. (See Alternative 
A above.) 

2. MULTIPLE-USE MANAGEMENT UNDER 
NATIONAL FOREST OR NRA DESIGNATION 

The Forest Service has considered adding the 
upper portions of the NPS proposal area to the 
Chugach National Forest and has also recognized 
a proposal that they be included in a Seward 
National Recreation Area. Such an NRA would 
include much of the Chugach National Forest 
which adjoins the monument proposal area along 
the Resurrection River, and the majority of the 
Harding lcefield. Inclusion of the icefield in the 
NRA proposal could ultimately lead to some or 
all of the developments that are suggested in the 
NPS conceptual master plan. The Seward NRA 
would be managed under multiple-use precepts, 
but recreation would be the dominant use and 
other uses wou Id be allowed only so long as they 
did not seriously conflict with public recreation. 

If the upper portions of the monument were to 
be included in the Chugach Forest but not the 
NRA, then they would likely be managed 
according to Forest Service multiple-use-sustained 
yield management precepts. A definition of these 
precepts is provided in section C-1 of th is ch apter 
(above) which was quoted from the U. S. Forest 
Service letter printed in Chapter IX, C. 

IMPACTS 
If only the icefield was added to the Forest Service 
or the NRA, impacts on the remaining lands 
(islands and peninsulas) would be as suggested 
above for d-1 lands in Alternative A (''No 
Action Alternative). Added impacts of 
Forest Service management on the icefield cannot 
be precisely predicted at this time as the U.S.F.S. 
has not developed specific plans for the area. 
However, recreation-related impacts would likely 
be the same as described in Chapter 111 for NPS 
proposed developments, except that they might be 
less in degree, be spread out over a longer time 
period, or have less recreational development if the 
area were included only in the Forest and not in 
the NRA. 

Although it is very difficult to predict the 
differences in potential visitation to the area if it 
were included in the NRA, National Forest, or the 
monument, based on experience at Mt. McKinley 
Park and parks and recreation areas in the lower 
48, it can be speculated that visitation related 
impacts would occur to a lesser degree with the 
NRA. An NRA might receive less publicity in the 
lower 48 or within Alaska itself and the resultant 
lower visitation would lessen the impacts of 
recreational development, both beneficial and 
detrimental. Detailed impacts of the entire NRA 
proposal are found in its separate environmental 
statement dated December 1971. 

3. MANAGEMENT AS A NATIONAL 
WILDLIFE REFUGE 

If the Harding lcefield-Kenai Fjords proposal were 
not implemented, then there is a possibility that 
Congress would include the coastal units, and 
possibly, part of the AEC, as part of the Alaska 
Coastal Wildlife Refuge suggested by the FWS as 
described in Chapter I, section C. The lands not 
included in the refuge would be returned to or 
retained in d-1 status with the impacts described 
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. h 11 • ti 1n t e no action alternative taking place upon 
them. 

IMPACTS 
On the refuge lands, impacts would be related to 
Congressional recognition of the wildlife values of 
the refuge area (the islands and peninsulas), and 

these lands would receive the special protection 
afforded by refuge status. The essential effect 

would be wildlife protection. (For complete 

description of the impacts of refuge status see 

Chapter V 111 of the FWS impact statement on 
Coastal Wildlife Refuges.) 

4. MANAGEMENT AS A UNIT OF BOTH THE 
NATIONAL MONUMENT AND THE NATIONAL 
NATIONAL REFUGE 
The proposal area could be included in both the 

monument and as a unit of the Alaska Coastal 
National Wildlife Refuges. The lcefield portion of 

the monument would be in the monument. The 
coastal sections would be either in the refuge or 

in both the park and refuge systems. 

IMPACTS 
Impacts of including the area in both systems 

would generally be the same as those outlined in 
Alternative 3 (Management as a National Wildlife 
Refuge) and Chapter 111. However, joint 

management would require the development of 
joint management agreements to determine 

management and development plans compatible 
for both agencies. 

5. IMMEDIATE WILDERNESS DESIGNATION 
One aspect of the proposal, as discussed in Chapter 
I, is that within 3 years after the monument is 
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established, the NPS wil I study the area for 
wilderness recommendation to the Congress. An 
alternative to th is action wou Id be to include, at 

this time, a wilderness recommendation with the 

legislation establishing the area. 

Subject to final determination by the Congress, 

the landing of aircraft and use of motorboats will 

be permitted as means of access to designated 

wilderness units, subject to restrictions deemed 

necessary by the Secretary. Use of motorized 

over-the-snow vehicles for subsistence purposes 

may be permitted with in wilderness areas in 
Alaska. When such uses are recommended for 

continuation following wilderness designation, the 

levels of use and types of equipment utilized prior 
to the enactment date of AN CSA wi II be 

permitted to continue for subsistence purposes. 

Should such uses be shown as adversely affecting 

the plant and animal resources in a progressive and 
depleting manner, additional restrictions may be 

promulgated by the Secretary after consultation 
with representatives of subsistence users and other 

• agencies. 

In the Harding-Kenai area--a region that has 

received virtually no influence from the works of 
man--almost the entire proposed monument would 
qualify for wilderness, as defined by the 

Wilderness Act of 1964. Certain conflicts could 
exist, however, through proposed uses of the 

monument. Therefore, any NPS wilderness 
proposal for the area would not include 100 
percent of the area. 

In general, those areas best suited for wilderness 

designation, and compatible with the proposed 

master plan would be those lands and waters 
designated Class IV and V in the land classification 

plan. (See Land Classification map.) In addition, 

those areas which might in the future be 
designated Class VI when surrounded by either 

Class IV or Class V lands generally would also 
qualify for wilderness status. 



IMPACTS 
The immediate designation of wilderness would 

place a legislative mandate over the precise uses 

that would be allowed and the management 
techniques to be followed in the area. The major 

impacts associated with wilderness in th is area 
would be through restrictions on use and 

development. Since there is essentially no use of 
most of the area now, such impacts would be 

confined to future options for use. 

If the entire area were to be made wilderness, then 
the impacts listed in Chapter 111 would not hold 

and there would occur only those impacts 

associated with keeping the land in its present 

state and not allowing developments within it. If 

the immediate wilderness designation allowed 

exclusion from wilderness of proposed 

development sites, then the impacts of wilderness 

designation would be the same as those detailed 

in Chapter 111. If not, then the impacts of 

recreational development both detrimental and 
beneficial, would be very much less pronounced. 

This would involve the removal of visual impacts 

such as those from the potential tramway and a 
lessening of other types of impacts. It might also 

involve a substantial lessening of impacts 
associated with high visitation levels, as these levels 

could be lowered by lack of convenient access and 

recreational development in the icefield. 

D. ALTERNATIVE BOUNDARY 
PROPOSALS 

1. MONUMENT OF 305,000 ACRES 
INCLUDING HARDING ICEFIELD, COASTAL 
AND ISLAND AREAS AND EXCLUDING THE 
AREA OF ECOLOGICAL CONCERN 
This alternative proposal would establish Harding 

lcefield-Kenai Fjords National Monument on the 
south coast of Kenai Peninsula, encompassing 

approximately 305,000 acres of land in three 

parcels. Al I lands with in th is alternative are · 
classified as d-2 and d-1. The inland area of this 
proposal consists primarily of a highly scenic and 

extensive icefield with a potential for outdoor 
recreation activities. The coastal and islands areas 

are also scenic and are valuable as fish and marine 

mammal habitat. 

This alternative would change approximately 

305,000 acres from public domain status to 

National Park System lands. Mining, timber 

harvest, and sport hunting wou Id be prohibited. 

Emphasis would be placed on conventional 

national park recreational activities such as 

sightseeing and hiking. Some vehicular and other 

forms of outdoor recreation such as snowmobiling, 

would be restricted. 

This alternative also would require a close working 

relationship in the immediate area between the 
NPS and the U.S. Forest Service since the 

northeastern portion of the alternative proposal is 

bordered by the Chugach National Forest, and the 

area is served by an entrance road running through 

the national forest from Seward. 

IMPACTS 
This proposal would be less diverse than a proposal 
that includes an Area of Ecological Concern 

encompassing much of the scenic coastal fjords 

area. This alternative could eliminate the potential 
for cooperative management practices with the 

Native landowners in the Area of Ecological 
Concern ,and could therefore in turn remove any 

potential agreed upon land use restrictions in the 

area. It could also lead to the likelihood of less 

Native involvement in the NPS plans for 

interpretation of the area. 

Although the scenic fjord area would lose the 

protection afforded by a complementary 

management plain between the Natives and the 
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National Park Service, the management of the 
proposed park would be less complicated. 
Management wou Id not have to contend with 
intermixed nonfederal lands and additional 
II II • 

checkered parcels not selected for withdrawals 
by Natives that would produce use conflicts and 
require policy resolutions. 

The impacts of this alternative would not be 
substantially different from the impacts of the 
original proposal as described in Chapter 111. 

2. MONUMENT OF 758,000 ACRES 
INCLUDING HARDING ICEFIELD AND THE 
AREA OF ECOLOGICAL CONCERN 
Th is alternative proposal wou Id establish a Harding 
lcefield-Kenai Fjords National Monument on the 
south coast of the Kenai Peninsula, encompassing 
approximately 758,000 acres. This proposal 
includes 453,000 acres of Native withdrawal lands 
encompassing the scenic coastal fjord area of the 

proposal. The remaining lands are classified as d-1 
and d-2 and make up the inland Harding lcefield. 

This alternative would change the status of 
approximately 453,000 acres from Native 
withdrawal to National Park System lands. Mining, 
timber harvest, and sport hunting would be 

prohibited. Other forms of outdoor recreation, 
such as snowmobiling, would be restricted. 
Subsistence uses wou Id be al lowed. 

This alternative also would require a close working 
relationship between NPS and the Forest Service 
in the immediate area si nee the northeastern 
portion of the alternative proposal is bordered by 
the Chugach National Forest, and the area is 
served by an entrance road running through the 
national forest from Seward. It would also require 
close working agreements with the Natives, as well 
as other local groups, because Native selection 
lands would be included in the monument. 

The alternative affords the potential for protection 
of wildlife in the coastal fjords and scenic 

resources in the Harding lcefield. 

IMPACTS 
In addition to the impacts mentioned in Chapter 
Ill, the major, impact of this alternative would be 
to preclude Native options on the added lands and 
waters. It is not known which, if any, of these 
lands would be selected by Native corporations. 
No matter how many acres are desired by the 
Natives, however, the impact would be great if this 
proposal were enacted, since very few lands are 

available for Native selection in th is Native region, 
and since this proposal would significantly reduce 

their choice of use options on their land 

entitlements. 

3. MONUMENT OF 289,000 ACRES 
COMPRISING HARDING ICEFIELD 
This alternative proposal would establish Harding 
lcefield National Monument on the south coast 
of Kenai Peninsula. It would encompass 
approximately 289,000 acres of d-1 and d-2 lands. 
The major resource of th is proposal is the 
extensive and scenic Harding lcefield. 

This alternative would change the status of 
approximately 289,000 acres from d-2 and d-1 
classification to NPS lands. Mining, timber harvest, 
and sport hunting would be prohibited. Emphasis 
would be placed on conventional national park 
recreation such as sightseeing and hiking. Some 
forms of outdoor recreation, such as 
snowmobiling, would be restricted. 

The proposal would require a close working 
relationship in the immediate area between the 
NPS and the Forest Service, as well as other local 

landowners and governments, since the 
northeastern portion of the proposal is bordered 
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by the Chugach National Forest, and the area is 
served by an entrance road running through the 

national forest from Seward. 

IMPACTS 
This proposal would be less diverse than a proposal 

that includes an Area of Ecological Concern and 
also the coastal islands. One effect th at th is 
proposal would have is that the approximately 
16,000 acres of coastal islands, discussed in 
Chapter I for possible joint NPS and FWS 
management, would not receive the maximum 
potential protection afforded by dual NPS and 
refuge status. The scenic fjords area also would 
lose the protection afforded by an Area of 
Ecological Concern plan between the Natives and 

NPS. 

This alternative would afford the Natives more 
flexibility in applying resource extraction and 

development activities to lands selected from their 
withdrawals. The management of the proposed 
monument would be less complicated. 
Management would not have to contend with 
intermixed f'lonfederal lands and additional 
II II • I checkered parcels not selected for w1thdrawa s 
by Natives that could produce use conflicts and 

require policy resolutions. 

Other impacts of this alternative would be similar 
to those of the entire proposal (see Chapter 111) 
less those impacts generated by exclusion of all 
lands except the icefield. For example, less boat 
traffic would be likely around the islands and 
peninsulas, thus decreasing air pollution, the 
possibility of oil and gas spills, and the possibility 
of visitor-caused impacts. This difference in 

• 
impacts probably would be only moderately 

significant. 

The less diverse area suggested by th is alte rnative 
probably would not be as attractive to visitors as 

the more diverse proposal. Thus, visitation to the 
area could be less, but probably only moderately 
so. The overall decrease in visitation-related 
impacts would thus only be moderate. 

4. MONUMENT OF 730,000 ACRES 
INCLUDING HARDING ICEFIELD, COASTAL 
ISLANDS, MOST OF AREA OF ECOLOGICAL 
CONCERN, AND DINGELSTADT GLACIER 
This alternative boundary proposal, first suggested 

by the Sierra Club as an Ecologic Reserve and 

included in the legislation for Senate Bill 2918, 
would establish the Harding lcefield-Kenai Fjords 
National Monument on the south coast of the 
Kenai Peninsula. It would encompass 
approximately 730,000 acres of d-2, d-1, and 

Native deficiency lands. The main features of th is 
proposal would be the Harding lcefield, the south 

coast fjords, and islands. It would also include the 
upper portion of a drainage entering Kachemak 

Bay and thus would have access to the west coast 
of the Kenai Peninsula. 

IMPACTS 
This proposal would have impacts almost identical 
to those described in Chapter 111. The major 
impact of th is alternative would be to preclude 
Native options on the added lands and waters. It 
is not known which, if any, of these lands wou Id 
be selected by Native corporations. No matter how 
many acres are desired by the Natives, however, 
the impact would be great if th is proposal were 
enacted, since very few lands are available for 
Native selection in th is Native region, and since 
th is proposal wou Id significantly reduce th eir 
choice of use options on their land entitlements . 

Th is alternative wou Id also have a significant 
impact on the interpretive potential of the 
monument. By including the Dingelst adt Glacier 
and the upper portions of th e Sheep Cree k-Fox 
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River drainage, it would give the monument 
convenient access to Kachemak Bay and thus to 
Cook Inlet on the west coast of the Kenai 
Peninsula. This would allow the Park Service to 
develop potential visitor facilities on the west 
coast of the Peninsula and would contribute to 
the development of tra ii access from the west by 
removing total dependence on cooperative 
agreements with landowners on that side of the 
monument. This could allow significant changes 
in the intramonument transportation scheme, 
possibly from a generally circular pattern of travel 

• 
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within the monument to through-travel from the 
south coast and Seward to the west coast. Such 
travel routes, if implemented, would probably be 
I imited to wilderness-type travel methods such as 
backpacking or crosscountry skiing. (Potential for 
trails to the west coast exists within the present 
monument proposa I, but is dependent on 
cooperative agreements with State and Native 
landowners on the west side of the monument.) 

All other impacts of this alternative would be 
essentially unchanged from those in Chapter 111. 

, 
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IX. CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION WITH OTHERS 

A. CONSULTATION AND 
COORDINATION IN THE 
DEVELOPMENT OF THE DRAFT 
ENVIRONMENTAL STATEMENT . 

All data involving th is area that was available from 
the Joint Federal-State Land Use Planning 
Commission for Alaska was reviewed. The BLM 
was consulted to obtain land status information. 
The FWS assisted with all phases of the report 
development, especially in those sections dealing 
with wildlife resources. 

The Description of the Environment section of the 
draft statement was sent to the following Federal 
agencies for comment on presentation of factual 
material. Comments were received in early 1973 
and were reflected in the draft statement. Those 
organizations that commented are indicated with 
an asterisk. 

FEDERAL AGENCIES: 
District Engineer, Alaska District, Corps of 
Engineers, U.S. Army 
Leader, Alaska Task Force, Bureau of Outdoor 

Recreation (BOR) U.S. Department of the 
Interior (USDI) 

Division Engineer, Federal Highway 
Administration, U.S. Department of 
Transportation (DOT) 

*State Director, Bureau of Land Management, 
(BLM) USDI 
* Area Director, Fish & Wildlife Service 

(FWS) USDI 
*Director, Geological Survey (GS) USDI 
* Regional Director, National Marine Fisheries 

Service, U.S. Department of Commerce 
Area Director, Bureau of Indian Affairs, 

(BIA) USDI 
* Alaska Field Operation Center, Bureau of 
Mines, USDI 
Superintendent, Anchorage Agency, BIA, 

USDI 
Federal Co-chairman, Joint Federal-State Land 

Use Planning Commission for Alaska 

* Administrator, Alaska Power Administration 
(APA) USDI 
Field Representative, Alaska Region, Office of 
the Secretary, USO I 
*Regional Director, Alaska Regional Office, 

Federal Aviation Administration, (FAA) 
DOT 

*General Manager, Alaska Railroad, DOT 
* Regional Director, Alaska Region, National 

Marine Fisheries Service, U.S. Department of 
Commerce 

The National Park Service contacted the following 
State agencies: 

STATE OF ALASKA 
Office of the Governor, Director of Planning 
and Research 
Office of the Governor, State Clearinghouse 

The Historic Preservation Officer of the State of 
Alaska was also contacted in developing the draft 
environmental statement; and the information 
included in the proposal concerning historic areas 
on the State Register was gathered in coordination 
with his office. 

The Joint Federa I-State Land Use Planning 
Commission for Alaska held public hearings in 
Alaska and in the lower 48 States, during April, 
May, and June, 1973, for the purpose of gaining 
public input into the ANCSA planning process. 
The Alaska hearings important to the proposal 
were held at Anchorage, Fairbanks, Seward, and 
Kenai. The hearings in the lower 48 were held at 
Seattle, San Francisco, Denver and Washington, 
D.C. All were attended by the NPS. The testimony 
given at these hearings was considered in the 
development of the proposals and the 
environmental impact statement. 

In addition, during the development of th e 
proposal and the draft environmental statement, 
the following individuals and organizations were 
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consulted in gathering information to supplement 
published materials. 

INDIVIDUALS: 

James A. Kross, Environmental Consultant, 
Anchorage 

Alex Shadora, Cook Inlet Regional 
Corporation 

William Workman, Alaska Methodist University, 
Archeology Dept. 

Ross Schaff, Alaska Methodist University, 
Geology Dept. 

Jack Hession, Sierra Club, Alaska 
representative 

Ernest Mueller, Alaska Conservation Society, 
President 

James Kowalsky, 'Friends of the Earth, Alaska 
representative 

Larry Oskolkof, Cook Inlet Regional 
Corporation 

Cecil Barnes, Chugach Native Association 

ORGANIZATIONS: 
' 

Chugach Native Association 
City of Seward 
Seward Chamber of Commerce 
Joint Federal-State Land Use Planning 
Commission for Alaska 
Reeve Aleutian Airlines 
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 
Staff, Alaska State Historic Preservation 

Officer 

B. COORDINATION IN THE REVIEW OF 
THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL 
STATEMENT 

Comments on the draft environmental statement 
were requested from the following agencies and 
organizations. Those that responded are indicated 
with an asterisk. 

FEDERAL: 
Department of Agriculture 
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* Forest Service 
*Soil Conservation Service 

*Department of Commerce 
National Marine Fisheries Service 
National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration 

Department of Defense 
* Alaska Command 
*Department of the Army, Corps of 

Engineers 

Department of the Navy 
* Department of Health, Education & Welfare 
*Department of Housing and Urban 

Development 

Department of the Interior 
* Alaska Power Administration 
*Bureau of Indian Affairs 
* Bureau of Land Management 
*Bureau of Mines 

Bureau of Outdoor Recreation 
*Bureau of Reclamation 

Fish and Wildlife Service 
*Geological Survey 

Department of Transportation 
*Federal Highway Administration 
U.S. Coast Guard 

*Federal Aviation Administration 
* Environmental Protection Agency 

Advisory Counci I on Historic Preservation 
*General Services Administration 

STATE: 
-,r-Governor of the State of Alaska (State 

Clearinghouse) 
Alaska State Historic Preservation Officer 

OTHER AGENCIES: 
* Joint Federal-State Land Use Planning 
Commission for Alaska 

*Kenai Peninsula Borough 
Greater Anchorage Borough 

* City of Seward 
City of Anchorage 



• 

NATIVE ORGANIZATIONS: 
Chugach Natives, Inc. 
Alaska Federal of Natives 
Alaska Native Foundation 
English Bay Village Corporation 
*Port Graham Village Corporation 

ORGANIZATIONS: 
*Sierra Club 
* Friends of the Earth 
*The Wilderness Society 
National Parks and Conservation Association 
*National Wildlife Federation 
National Audubon Society 
Alaska Historical Commission 
* Alaska Conservation Society 
Alaska Wilderness Council 
Alaska Professional Hunters Association 
Sea Grant Program 
* Alaska Wildlife Federation and Sportsmen's 
Council 

Alaska Miners Association 
*The Conservation Foundation 

.. 

C. CONSULTATION OF THE PUBLIC 
REVIEW IN PREPARATION OF THE 
F.INAL ENVIRONMENTAL STATEMENT 

The draft environmental statement for Harding 
lcefield- Kenai Fjords National Monument was 
available for review by the public from December 
18th 1973 through July 22nd 1974. A total of 
203 letters from 224 authors were received on the 
draft statement. These included 18 letters from 
F edera I agencies, 1 letter from a State agency, 5 
letters from 4 other governmental agencies, 3 
letters from Native organizations, and 28 letters 
from 29 other organizations ( one letter was 
jointly authored). 148 letters were received from 
169 individuals. All letters were analyzed and 68 
are printed. These include all agency and Native 
corporation letters, all 28 organization letters, and 
13 individual letters. 

Of the 13 individual letters which were printed, 
one letter (see letter from Billy C. Wallace) 
represents 106 other letters not printed which 
made the same comments as Mr. Wallace. All of 
these commented on the adequacy of the 
environmental statement. 

In addition, out of 13 individual letters printed, 
two (see letters from Steve Marquess and John A. 
Pierog) were included as examples of 29 other 
letters which did not comment on the adequacy 
of the environmental statement. All of these 
letters commented on the draft statement as a 
means of registering either support or opposition 
to the proposal and thus the Pierqg and Marquess 
letters were printed as examples of the different 
viewpoints expressed. 

The draft statement was circulated for review of 
the accuracy of the information it contained and 
the adequacy of the environmental analysis. As has 
been noted, many comments went beyond this 
and voiced support or rejection of the proposal 
itself. The proposal is before Congress, and the 
legislative process for considering the proposal will 
continue until at least December 1978. These 
legislative channels are open to any group or 
individual wishing to express a position on the 
proposal. 

Comments which raised questions • • requ 1r1ng 
written response are numbered in consecutive 
order throughout the series of letters. The 
responses correspond in number to the comments 
and immediately follow each letter. Since similar 
questions were posed by severa I reviewers, the first 
time a question appears in the series of letters, 
it is fully answered. From then on, responses to 
the similar questions are in many cases referred 
back to the first answer. To facilitate this referral 
system, letters are organized by category and 
placed in alphabetical order with in each category 
as follows: Federal government agencies, State 
agencies, Federal-State agencies, other 
govern men ta I agencies, Native corporations and 
associations, organizations, and individuals. 
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TABLE XII 

INDEX OF CORRESPONDENCE RECEIVED, 
(Not included: Individuals) 

FEDERAL AGENCIES 

Department of Agriculture 
Forest Service 
Soil Conservation Service 

Department of Commerce 

Department of Defense 
Alaskan Command 
Corps of Engineers 

Department of Health, Education and Welfare 

Department of Housing and Urban Development 

Department of the Interior 
Alaska Power Administration 
Bureau of Indian Affairs 
Bureau of Land Management 
Bureau of Reclamation 
Geological Survey 

Department of Transportation 
Federal Aviation Administration 
Federal Highway Administration 

Environmental Protection Agency 
Alaska Office 
Washington Office 

General .Services Administration 
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STATE AGENCIES 

State of Alaska 

FEDERAL-STATE AGENCIES 

Joint Federal-State Land Use Planning Commission for Alaska 

OTHER GOVERNMENTAL AGENCIES 

Fairbanks North Star Borough 
Kenai Peninsula Borough 
Seward City Council 

NATIVE CORPORATIONS AND ASSOCIATIONS 

Cook Inlet Region, Inc. 
Doyon Ltd. 
Port Graham Corporation~ Land Selection. Committee 

ORGANIZATIONS 

Alaska Center for the Environment 
Alaska Conservation Society - Tanana-Yukon Chapter 
Alaska Geological Society 
Alaska Wildlife Federation and Sportsmen's Council 
Bryan Outdoor Resources Group 
Business and Professional Women's Clubs, Inc. 
The Conservation Foundation 
Ecology Center of Southern California 
Exxon Company, U.S.A. 
Fairbanks Environmental Center with Friends of Earth 
Friends of Earth, Arizona Branch 
International Pacific Halibut Commission 
International Pacific Salmon Fisheries Corrmission 
National Association of Countries 
National Society of Professional Engineers 
National Wildlife Federation 
Nature Conservancy 
Northwestern University-Public Lands Project 
Saguaro Ecology Club 
Seward Chamber of Conmerce 
Sierra Club 
Society of American Foresters-Alaska Section 
Society of American Foresters-Juneau Chapter 
Society of Ameri ,can 'For,esters-Sitka Chapter 
University of Alaska, Institute of Social, Economic 

and Government Research; Victor Fischer 
University of Alaska, Institute of Arctic Biology, Lawrence Irving 
Western Wilderness Association 
The Wilderness Society 149 
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICUL1.URE 

FOREST SERVICE 

Washington, D. C. ·20250 

Mr. Theodor R. Swem, Chairxnan 
Alaska Planning Group 
U.S. Department of the Interior 
Washington, D.C. 20240 

Dear Mr. Swem: 

I 

JUL 2 2 1974 

Here are our connnents on the remaining ~ legislative proposals 
reconnnended by the Secretary of the Interior pursuant to the 
Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act (P.L. 92-203). Comments on 
the first six proposals were transmitted to you in June. 

5510 

Our comments are organized ir1 a ''general comments'' section which 
applies to all 28 proposed units of National Parks, Forests, 
Refuges, and Wild and Scenic Rivers and in ''specific comments'' 
sections covering each Park, Refuge and Wild & Scenic River 
proposals. We have not connnented on the National Forest proposals 
since we will be involved in cooperating and assisting you in the 
preparation of the final statements for those. 

We suggest that the general section of coc1n11ents be included in the 
Final Environmental Statement of all the proposed units and the 
specific section be included only in the Statement to which it 
applies. 

General Coccnnents 

Relationships Between Proposals 

The 28 statements, in a sense, are related since they are a product 
of ANCSA. Collectively, the proposals create a significant impact 
not only on the State of Alaska as a whole but nationally as well. 
The individual statements describe the various impacts involved for 
that unit, however, the cumulative effect of the impacts of the 
several parks, forests, refuges and wild rivers is not discussed. 

I 



An example is the impact on sport hunting. Planning or curtailing 
hunting on one National Park may have a minor effect on guides, 
sportsmen and hunted populations whereas closing, carefully 
restricting or possibly closing eleven units within 10 years could 
have a major impact and could result in serious lo.ng-range conse
quences by directing intense hunting pressure into areas remaining 
open. Secondary effects on subsistence living could be severe. 
The State of Alaska can take steps on oth~r lands to reduce possible 
adverse results but it should be forewarned by complete discussion 
of possible cumulative impacts. 

In each instance where land is withdrawn from some for1n of current 
or recent public use (e.g., mining, entry, hunting, travel) an 
evaluation should be ma.de in each Statement based on the assumption 
that many or all of the units will be approved so the impact of the 
individual proposal can be related to the other units in the legis
lative package. 

The approval of 83 million acres of reserved Federal system lands 
is another example of cumulative impact that should be addressed. 

I 
This action makes a long-tercc1 connrtitment of land and eacl1 unit 
should not be considered in isolation. It would be pertinent to 
point out in t .his regard that the ANCSA also makes a positive 
cou11titment of some 45 million acres to private (Native) ownership. 
In making the Settlement, the State of Alaska will be free to 
complete its 103.5 million acres entitlement -- another long-ter1n 
allocation of Alaska land and resources. The part each unit plays 
in the total commitment to environmental quality, national economic 
development and regional development should be displayed so that the 
relationship of the proposals to the entire State can be more easily 
understood. 

In this regard, some of the refuge proposals show the relationship 
of waterfowl populations to the entire North American continent. 
These kinds of relationships should be emphasized. 

The geographic relationships of Federal reserves in Alaska should 
also be discussed. For example, the continuum of Park and Refuge 
status proposed through the Brooks Range from the Canadian border to 
the Chukchi Sea, broken only by 48 miles along the pipeline corridor 
and 16 miles at Noatak Village, should be discussed with relationship 
to the impact it may have on the future of the Arctic. These total 
impacts may be viewed positively or aaversely but they should be 
revealed. 

• 

I 
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Additionally, the impact of 'these proposals on the management systems 
to which they are added should be discussed. 

We plan to include such discussions in the Final Environmental State
ments for National Forest proposals. 

Multiple Use - Sustained Yield 

The descriptions of multiple use given in the several statements 
vary in their accuracy and objectivity and, in several instances 
are conflicting. In addition to co11nc1ents we have given in those 
specific instances we wish here to quote the definition of multiple 
use as contained in the Multiple Use-Sustained Yield Act of 1960 
(P.L. 86-517) as well as the definition of sustained yield. Any 
discussion of this subject is incomplete without these definitions • 

• 

''Sec. 4. 
following 

As used in this Act, the following ter111s shall have the 
• meanings: 

(a) ''Multiple use'' means: The management of all the various 
renewable surface resources of the national for~sts so that they are 
utilized in the combination that will best meet the needs of the 
American people; making the most judicious use of the land for some 
or all of these resources or related services over areas large 
enough to provide sufficient latitude for periodic adjustments in 
use to conform the changing needs and conditions; that some land 
will be used for less than all of the resources; and harmonious and 
coordinated management of the various resources, each with the other, 
without impairment of the productivity of the land, with considera
tion being given to the relative values of the various resources, 
and not necessarily the combination of uses that will give the 
greatest dollar return or the greatest unit output. 

{b) ''Sustained yield of the several products and services'' 
• 

means the achievement and maintenance in perpetuity of a high-level 
annual or regular periodic output of the various renewable resources 
of the national forests without impair111e11t of the productivity of 
the land.'' 

We appreciate the opportunity to corm11ent. 

Sincerely,,, -

e~ 
R. MAX PETERSON 
Deputy Chief 

Enclosures 
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HARDING ICEFIELD-KENAI FJORDS NATIONAL MONUMENI' PROPOSAL 
(DES 73-86) 

Specific Co11ments 

1. In the Legislative Action section (p.2) a clear definition 3 
of subsistence hunting is needed so that the impact can more objectively 
be deter11tined. This is especially true since page 131 states, ''The 
extent of subsistence use here, if any, is unknown ••• ''. 

2. The statement in ''Transportation and Communication'' (p. 111) 
that ''The highways provide a major impetus for development of a 
tourist industry.'' Appears to be inconsistent with viewpoints expressed 
in the other National Park proposals. (e.g. Gates of the Arctic, Katmai, 
Lake Clark, etc,). 

3. The ''Probable Future of this Envirorunent if Proposal Is Not 
Enacted'' section (p. 111) offers little justification that '' .. ·~ the 5 
developments called for in this proposal possibly would not occur, 
at least not as soon and tourist visitation to the area would not 
increase as rapidly or as immediately.'' 

4. Statements in section on ''Impact on Land Use Patterns'' (p. 113) 
appear to conflict. For example one statement concludes that "Hiking, 
camping, and rock climbing may occur, but the areas rugged inaccessibility 
limits these activities.'' However, in the next paragraph it is concluded 
that ''There is potential for far more recreational use of the land area 
and potential also exists for.increased mineral exploration and timber 
harvesting.'' 

5. The ''Impact on Vegetation'' section (p. 116) contains statements 
which appear emotional and which the given statistics fail to justify. 
For example on page 117 it states, ''The NPS will prohibit the cutting 
of timber and other uses which may lead to massive destruction of plant 
life in the monument.'' This statement is made even though on page 116 
it states ''of all the vegetative cover in the area, only one-half of 
one percent (5,000 acres) is suitable for timber harvesting, though such 
harvest is not envisioned by present land managing agencies on the 
peninsula. 

7 
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RESPONSE TO S BY 
' 

U.S. FOREST SERVICE 

1. In passing th.e Alaska Native Claims Settlenent Act of 1971, 
Congress itself gave very clear attention to the regional, 
state and national effects of the Alaska land transfers 
necessary to provide Native claim settlenent, to :rceet the 
outstanding requirenents of Alaskan statehood, and to provide 
the continuing administration of the public lands. It 
directed the Secretary to withdraw lands for the Four Systems 
of National Parks, Forests, Wildlife Refuges and Wild and 
Scenic Rivers after other factors were taken into accormt in 
the planning process. Congress further provided for the 
establishnent of a Joint land Use Planning Conmission and the 
orderly implenentation of the plarming process concerning 
areas planned and best s11i ted for permanent reservation in 
Federal ownership. It called for recomrrendations to insure 
that economic grcwth and developrrent wa.s planned in an orderly 
and compatible way with State and national 
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environrcental objectives and the public interest in public 
lands, parks, forests, and wildlife refuges in Alaska, as well 
as economic and social well-being of the Native people and 
other residents of Alaska. Agreenent was reached with the 
State on the general area of tlte Four System proJ;X)sals nore 
specifically set forth here. These considerations and steps 
were examined and implerrented prior to the individual develop
IlEnt of Federal prop)sals with finite boundary lines and 
acreage limits. The need to consider ClilllUla ti ve impacts was 
recognized also during thE; developrrent of the environrrental 
impact statercents on the detailed prop:)sals. The ClilllUlati ve 
as?=Cts of each proposal, where they could be detected with 
reasonable assurance of significance, are noted in the 
eval1iations of that proJ;X)sal. Appropriate analyses in the 
statercents are develofe(i on a regional basis for sorre proposals 
and in other cases, on a statewide or broader basis. It 
would be repetitive to rmdertake an additional EIS to the 28 
already conpleted. 

Anyone wishing to ascertain overall effect, ma.y do so by reading 
the aggregate impact of all or part of the proposals that would 
be involved and considering tl:.em the sane as tl1e sum of the 
impact discussed in each of the environrrental staterrents. The 
staterrents are being issued and are ayailable on the basis of 
sets of 28 • Where the total ClilllUlati ve impact in a region or 
the State appears particularly significant in relationship to 
a given proJ;X)sal, the subject staterrents involved are m::xlified 
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2. 

3. 

to include any additional impact considerations not previously 
described anong the analyses involved. It is the considered 
opinion of the Department that these foregoing actions and the 
staterrents themselves taken together do constitute a good faith 
effort at providing a fair and accurate evaluation of aggregate 
or cumulative impact on major regions, the State and the 
Nation as a whole. 

It is re<X>gnized that the proposed. Harding Icefield-Kenai Fjords 
National Monument wiould have an aggregate impact on the Kenai 
Peninsula region when considered in conjunction with the 
proposals for the Seward National Recreation Area, the additions 
to the Chugach National Forest and the proposals for wilderness 
on the Kenai :Mc>ose Range and the Nellie Juan Wilderness Area 
(in the Chugach Forest). These five proposals, in addition to 
the existing Chugach National Forest and Kenai National MCXJse 
Range, in many areas overlap, but do cover about two-thirds 
of the lands on the Kenai Peninsula. Each pro!:X)sal and existing 
area varies sanewhat in the nature of its restrictions and 
managerrent policies. 

In the case of Harding-Kenai specifically, the impacts section 
of Chapter III:Fl,F3,F4,F5,F6,F7 and G, as well as other 
sections of the statement, have been revised to examine regional 
aspects of these impacts. This includes sport hunting 
(Chapter III:F4), even though the regional impact is considered 
to be very slight--as it involves less than 10 goats taken 
annually and surrounding federally owned areas are open to 
hunting. The aggregate impact on land ownership patterns and 
availability in the region that WJuld result fronL implementation 
of Harding-Kenai and the other prof.X)sals has been discussed in 
section III :Fl. The aggregate impacts on subsistence uses 
have been discussed in III:F3; sport hunting and recreation in 
III:F4; timber harvesting and the market economy in III:FS; 
community social and cultural life in III:F6; mining industry 
in III:F7; and on transportation in section III:G. 

The "No Action" and "Multiple Use" alternatives in Chapter VIII 
have been revisoo to include this information and to present a 
rrore balanced view of :EX)tential use rnanagarent. (See Chapter 
VIII, sections ]\ and C. ) 

Subsistence activities are re<X>gnized as a traditional, dynamic, 
cultural activity within the general region of the proposal. 
Significant subsistence uses of lands prop:)sed for inclusion 
in the rronument or AOC are presently unknown to the National 
Park Service. It is also recognizErl that no definition of 
subsistence, as such, has been establishoo. The Park Service 
will ~rk with all concerne:1 State agencies, carmunities, and 
affected individ11als in arriving at an equitable and yX)rkable 
understanding for a rranagement plan for subsistence resource 
uses in the prop::,sed rronurrent. 
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Additional discussion of le<Jislative and administrative 
pro:posals for subsistence management has been added to 
Chapter I, sections A and B. Also, a discussion of 
cooperative efforts concerning subsistence has been added 
to section C of Chapter I. 

4. The City of Seward, irrmediately east of the Harding-Kenai 
proposal, is currently accessible year-rourrl by paved 
highway. This road, in conjunction with other transrortation 
facilities available in the area, makes the proposal readily 
accessible to visitation fran the State's population center 
at Anchorage. This accessibility, in turn, is judged by the 
Park Service to be one of the major assets of potential tourist 
developnent in the area. The proposed rronument, itself, 
has been planned and designed to take the present accessibility 
and :rx>tential tourist visitation into full account. This was 
the reason for the statE!llent in the ''Transportation and 
Carmunication" section of Chapter II. 

We do not believe that it is inconsistent with the other NPS 
proposals, because those prop:>sals are not at present readily 
accessible by car or, for that rna.tter, by any other fortct of 
cheap and convenient access. In view of the fact that they are 
not readily accessible or close to Anchorage, the developnent 
concepts for those areas were based on long-range developnent 
potential. Often, these developnent concepts had to be 
worked out on the assumption that road access would be a very 
long time in caning, if at all. Thus, tourisrct and related 
facilities have been planned for these areas within a 
framework of no road access. 

5. The ''Probable Future" section of Chapter II (section C) has been 
rewritten to rerrove any bias and to present a more balance:i 
viewpoint. 
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While it is true that· similar developrtent of recreational 
resources in the area could occur under private as well as 
FErleral management, we believe that there are potential 
differences in prErlictable develoµnent patterns which can be 
discussoo at this time. These differences (essentially 
between :rx>tential NPS and non-NPS developnent) are primarily 
ones of degree. 

First, one can surmise that if recreational developnent were 
to occur, essentially the same developtEnt plan \\Ould be 
followoo by rcost of the fX)tential future rna.nagers of the area: 
local groups or governrrents, the State, the NPS, or other 
Federal agencies. Second, it is difficult to predict the 
differences in future visitation to the area if it were includE:rl 
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in a national recreation area, a private developnent, the 
pro!X)sed. rronument, etc. However, based. on experience at 
Mt. McKinley National Park and with parks and recreation areas 
in the lower 48 States, it can be speculated that visitation 
to other than a national park or monurrent WJuld grow less 
rapidly, thus visitation related impacts, ooth beneficial and 
detrimental, ~uld occur to a lesser degree. An NRA, or other 
developnent, might recieve less publicity in the lower 48 or 
within Alaska itself, than would a monument, and the resultant 
lc,wer visitation vJOuld lessen the impacts of recreational 
developnent. 

6. The "Impact on Land Use Patterns" has been rewritten (see 
Chapter III, section Fl, "Land Ownership Patter11s" ) • Much of 
the area is difficult of access and thus hardy, wilderness-type 
recreation is in order. However, prop:>sed. tranSp:>rtation to 
the surface of the Icefield itself plus lx>at or plane access 
to the coastal areas would open much of the rronurrent for 
increasErl recreational use by less hardy souls. (See Chapter 
III, sections F4 and FS; _and Chapter II, B 7. 

7. The "Impact on Vegetation" section has been rewritten. State
rrents referring to p)Ssible disruption of the natural resources 
in the prop:>sal referred. in general to localized, critical 
ecosysterct disruption. It is true that on an area-wide basis, 
the :potential for disruption of large areas the natural 
environment frac1 such uses as mining and lumbering is relatively 
low as rrost of the proJ_X)sed. nonUITEnt is covered with barren 
rock and ice. However, where timber stands do occur, rrostl y 
on steep slopes, destruction of vegetation would be significant. 
Further, it is conceivable that mining could occur on a fairly 
large scale in the area if significant deposits of economically 
developable ore were discoverErl. With new teclmolCXJical 
developnents such mining could even occur near the perimeter 
of the Icefield, and although it row seans unlikely, this could 
involve significant destruction of the natural values of the 
area. 
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 

SOIL CONSERVATION SERVICE 

204 East 5th Avenue, Room 217, Anchorage, Alaska 99501 

Mr. Theodor R. Swem 
Chairman, Alaska Planning Group 
U.S. Department of the Interior 
Washington, D.C. 20240 

Dear Mr. Swem: 

July 19, 1974 

The twenty-eight draft environmental impact statements for inclusion of 
federally-owned lands into four national systems - The National Parks, 
Forests, Wildlife Refuges, and Wild and Scenic Rivers, addressed to the 
Soil Conservation Service, Washington, D. C., on December 28, 1973, were 
referred to the Soil Conservation Service, Anchorage, Alaska, for review 
and comment. This response and attached specific remarks represent all 
corrunents of the Soil Conservation Service for the twenty-one statements 
requested by July 22, 1974. 

The task force that developed the proposals and environmental impact 
statements is commended. The statements reprlesent considerable effort 
in the collection of available basic data and in effective presentation 
of numerous pertinent facts. The following general comments are presented 
for your consideration. We suggest that they be reproduced for distribution 
with the specific comments which are attached. 

GENERAL COMMENTS 

1. Use of soils information. Soils information available in the 
form of published soil surveys and in the recently completed 11 Exploratory 
Soil Survey", which is being prepared for publication by the Soil Conser
vation Service, contains specific and general soils information which would 8 
be useful in evaluating potential land uses. The National Cooperative 
Soil Survey is a continuing activity between the Department of Agriculture, 
the University of Alaska, and other state and federal agencies. More 
detailed information will be available over a period of time and should be 
used in developing more specific plans for the areas under consideration. 

2. Alternative land uses. The range of choices for land uses on 
specific areas may be limited because of climate~ soils, and topography. 
Where such choices do exist, the areas should be analyzed in terms of 
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tradeoffs (benefits foregone and benefits realized) under various paten-
9 tial land use choices and combinations. The short-term versus long-term 

impacts on both natural environment and human environmental needs from 
potential uses should be por'trayed. 

3. Options for future use. Even if archeological values, historic 
values, unique land fonns, and fish, wildlife, and other natural environ
mental values may seem of highest priority at the present time, flexibility 
for accommodating different compatible uses in future years should be main- IO 
tained. Research, experience, and needs of people will need to be evaluated 
periodically and changes in land use priorities considered. It appears that 
only those systems which propose multiple use can provide for a full range 
of agricultural activities should it be determined in the future that this 
is the highest and best use of the land. 

4. Compatibility with land use plans. Land use plans for the State 
of Alaska are at an early development stage. A master plan for the State 
may be years away. Use of one-fourth of the land in the State for wild- II 
life areas, national forests, national parks, and scenic rivers may be well 
justified. However, the exact locations, sizes, and distribution of such 
areas should be compatible with and a part of the overall land use plan for 
Alaska. 

We appreciate the opportunity to comment. 

Sincerely, 

Weymeth E. Long 
State Conservationist 

Attachments 

cc: 
Kenneth E. Grant, Administrator, SCS, Washington, O.C. 
Council on Environmental Quality (5 copies) 
USDA Coordinator of Environmental Activities 
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PROPOSED 

HARDING ICEFIELD - KENAI FJORDS NATIONAL MONUMENT OF THE ALASKA NATIVE 
CLAIMS SETTLEMENT ACT (ANCSA) OF 1971 (35 STAT. 688) 

SPECIFIC COMMENTS 

We have enclosed a map, prepared by the University of Alaska, which dis
plays potential grazing lands throughout the State. The potential grazing 
lands would be involved in Alternative D-2, a monument of 760,000 acres. 

Page 2 - Item (2) reads: "That except as may be otherwise prohibited 
by law, existing traditional subsistence uses of renewable 
resources be permitted until it is demonstrated that these uses 
are no longer necessary for human survival .... 11 

12 

Item 7 reads: "That the monument be closed to sport hunting." 
The allowing of su~sistence use of resources and prohibiting 
of sport hunting a~pears in conflict with section 4 (B) of )3 
PL 92203 which states "All aboriginal titles, if any, and claims 
of aboriginal title in Alaska based on use and occupancy, including 
submerged land underneath all water areas, both inland and off
shore, (underlining added) and including an~ aboriginal hunting 
and fishing rights that may exist, are hereby extinguished." We 
suggest the apparent conflict be explained or otherwise clarified. 

NOTE: The general comments are furnished with the cover letter, are 
applicable to this proposal, and should accompany these specific 
comments. 
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RESPONSE 'ID C°'1MENTS BY 
THE SOIL CONSERVATION SERVICE 

8. Infornation on soils and a soils ma.p have been adda:1 in 
Chapter II :AlO. Updated soils infonna.tion will be used 
as it becartes available during later stages of the planning 
and design process. 

9. Analysis of specific land uses for develoµnent sites, as 
outlined in the master plan, will continue throughout tre 
planning process. Limitations of climate, soils, and top:>graphy 
for develoi;nent sites will be analyzErl nore specifically in 
associated future envirornnental assessments and impact state
ments as discussErl in Chapters I and IV. Land uses under 
alternative managerrent systans are discussErl in Chapter VIII~c. 
The short-tenn versus long-tenn impacts are discussed in 
Chapter VI. 

10. Iong-te:rm cornnitrnents of resources by this prop)sal are 
discussed in Chapter VII_ Multiple use is not recognizErl as 
the only managenent systart which can provide options for future 
use of the area, nor is it likely that agricultural activities 
will be established. as the highest and best use of the area 
in view of the preponderence of permanent ice, barren rock, 
and steep-sloped toIXXJraphy. 

11. The intent of the NPS to continue to C(X)perate with any such 
future land use planning efforts has been discussed throughout 
Chapter I of this statement. The congressionally mandatErl 
tiroo frame for this proposal does not permit waiting for 
cartpletion of an overall land use plan for Alaska. However, 
overall statewide land use p::>tential was taken into careful 
consideration during- the At-CSA planning process by tl'E Secretary 
of the Interior and the Governor of Alaska and is reflected in 
their agreerent of Septanber 1972. Further, the Joint Federal
State Land Use Planning Cornnission perfor1c1ed an overview 
planning function as mandated in At-CSA and this planning has 
been taken into account with these d-2 proposals. 

12. The fX)tential grazing land for cattle or sheep, as shown on 
your enclosa:1 map, '\A,OUld involve a small i;ortion of the Area 
of &ological Concern·. The impact of the proposal on this 
grazing J?C)tential has been coverErl in Chapter III, section ·ps, 
"Market Econany. " 
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13. The NPS recognizes subsistence as a dynamic cultural activity 
and not as an aroriginal hunting and fishing right. The 
profX)sal contains no recamnendation for special privileges on 
the ha.sis of race or ethnic identify but rather recornnends 
provisions which ~uld pertain to all subsistence users. 
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These reco1c1cterrlations are made on the basis of acknowledgenent 
of the vital importance of subsistence activities and harvests 
for subsistence users and of the intent of Congress, in 
enacting A.l\JCSA, that the subsistence resources would be 
protected as necessary. The proIX)sal for continuoo subsistence 
activities is describa:1 in a revised discussion in Chapter I: 
A, B, and C. 

In its refX)rt, the congressional conference canmittee on ANCSA 
made clear that it did not exr:>ect that subsistence activities 
~uld be eliminated on lands managed by the Department of the 
Interior (see ANCSA, Joint StatE!Tlent of the Canmittee of 
Conference, section I:C2). On the other hand, the Act 
extinguished all aroriginal title and rights. This proposal 
does not grant or conf ir1t1 aroriginal title or rights. Also, 
traditional subsistence activities in NPS areas will be 
permitted without regard to race or previous aroriginal title 
or rights. 



UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 
The Assistant Secretary for Science and Technology 
Washington. O.C. 20230 

July 3, 1974 

Mr. Theodor R. Swem 
Chairnian, Alaska Planning Group 
U.S. Department of the Interior 
Washington, D. C. 20240 

Dear Mr. Swem: 

The draft environmental impact statement for ''Proposed Harding 
Icefield - Kenai Fjords National Monument, Alaska,'' has been 
received by the Department of Cor1m1erce for review and comment. 

The statement has been reviewed and the following conmients 
are offered for your consideration. 

Summary 

1. An overall environmental impact statement is required 
covering the cumulative impact of all 28 proposed withdrawals. 
Section 1500.6(d)(l) of the Council on Environmental Quality 
Guidelines states: ''Age·ncies should give careful attention 
to identifying and defining the purpose and scope of the 
action which would most appropriately serve as the subject of 
the statement. In many cases, broad program statements will 
be required in order to assess the environmental effects of a 
number of individual actions on a given geographical area." 
This is one Federal action - not 28 - and the impact is 14 
aggregate. Particular emphasis should be placed on the ben
efits of environmental protection versus the costs to other 
national goals such as ''Project Independence'' with its heavy 
reliance on Alaskan petroleum. Consideration should be given 
to the effect of reduced domestic minerals supply on the 
overall economy in light of Secretary Morton's Foreword to 
his 1973 report to the Congress under the Mining and Minerals 
Policy Act where he stated that" ... energy and minerals are 
the lifeblood of our industrial economy. . . '' and ''. . . develop
·ment of our domestic resources is not keeping pace with our 
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2. The 28 draft environmental impact statements do not fulfill 
the Natfonal Environmental Protection Act requirements as set 
out in the decision of the D. C. Circuit Court in the Calvert 
Cliffs case construing the requirements of Section 102(2)(C) 
to include an economic and environmental cost/benefit analysis. )5 
Page 27 of the decision reads as follows: ''In each individual 
case, the particular economic and technical benefits of planned 
action must be assessed and then weighed against the environ
mental costs. . . '' The decision clearly calls for cost/benefit 
analyses which are not contained in the draft environmental 
impact statement in even rudimentary form. 

3. Section 1500.2(b)(3) of the CEQ Guidelines state that: ''In 
particular, agencies should use the environmental impact state
ment process to explore alternative actions that will minimize 
adverse impacts and to evaluate both the long- and short-range 
implications of proposed actions to man, his physical and social 
surroundings, and to nature.'' Consideration of man's social 
(economic) surroundings are completely deficient in the 28 1,6 
statements. 

4. Section 1500.8(a)(l) of the CEQ Guidelines requires that : 
''The interrelationships and cumulative environmental impacts 
of t~e proposed action and other related Federal projects shall 
be presented in the statement." The 28 statements, on the con--. 
trary, ~completely disaggregate all impacts, social and 17 
environmental. 

5. Section 1500.8(a)(2) of the CEQ Guidelines specifically 
requires impact statements to cover ''the relationship of the 
proposed action to land use plans, policies and controls for 
the affected area. This requires a discussion of how the 
proposed action may conforr11 or conflict with the objectives 
and specific terr11s of approved or proposed Federal, State and 
local land use plans, policies and controls.'' The draft state
ments do not discuss the recommendations of the Federal-State 
Land Use Policy Commission, nor do they make any evaluation of l8 
the impact on the State of Alaska transportation plan. The 
responsibilities of the State and the Department of Commerce 
under the Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972 (P.L. 92-583) 
should also be considered in the statement. 
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6. Section 1500.B(c) of the CEQ Guidelines requires each 
statement ''be prepared in accordance with Section 102 (2) (A) 
of the Act that all agencies of the Federal government 
'utilize a systematic interdisciplinary approach which will 
insure the integrated use of the natural and social sciences 
and the environmental arts in planning and decision making 
which may have an impact on man's environment. ''' Social 
science (economic) input, essential to balancing the needs 19 
of man's environment against the environmental needs of flora 
and fauna, is not apparent in the statements. 

General Co11a,1ents 

The aggregate ''Four Systems'' acreage is included in 28 separate 
proposals as follows: 11 additions to National Park Service 
areas, 32.2 million acres; 9 additions to the National Wildlife 
Refuges, 31.5 million acres; 4 additions to National Forest 
areas, 18.8 million acres; and 4 Wild and Scenic Rivers areas 
proposals, totalling approximately 1 million acres. 

If these proposals are realized, Alaska will contain nearly 
85 percent of the National Wildlife Refuges, 61.5 percent of 
the National Park lands and 16 percent of the National Forests 
as its portion of the total U.S. areas for the reserves. The 
distribution of the proposal areas will furtherrriore, become a 
serious obstacle to further resource and economic development 
in the State. 

Taken independently, most of the proposals are excessively 
large for single use designation. When taken as a group, and 
in addition to other existing excessively large, single-use 
Federal land withdrawals in Alaska, the combined pattern inter
dicts a much greater area by restricting use and access. When 
the areas are also combined with another classification intro
duced in the proposals (areas of environmental concern, to be 
managed in a manner complementary to the initial proposal area), 
the total exceeds twice the stated withdrawal area. The 
restrictive areas include resource-rich but undeveloped areas 
which could be supporting prosperous regional economies as 
well as contributing essential raw materials to the gross 
national product. 
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Alaska's contribution to the national prosperity is currently 
limited by surface transportation and land classification 
problems. The proposals will compound these problems. Mean
while, a recent set of figures states that for every Federal 
dollar collected in Alaska, 23 are spent in the State. This 
is far from a contributory position and raises questions of 
how withdrawals can be justified which perpetuate this eco
nomic dependency. 

At the time of enactment of the Alaska Native Claims Settlement 
Act, less than 0.5 percent of Alaska was in private ownership. 
With full selection by the Native corporations and individual 
Natives, 10~7 percent of Alaskan land will be in corporate or 
private Native ownerships. State selections entitled under 
the Alaska Statehood Act should eventually reach 27.4 percent 
of the land area. This land currently stands at 9.7 million 
acres patented and 4.3 million acres tentatively approved. 
Patenting of Native lands has just begun. 

The approach taken in preparation of the individual statements 
ignores the cumulative effect of its impact in addition to each 
of the other proposals and existing withdrawals. Each dis
cussion, furthern~re, approaches its area with single or 
limited resource purpose as its objective, and with a purely 
agency oriented interest. Assumptions far outnumber facts in 
discussions of alternatives and these assumptions conm1only 
apply only if the subject area were the single representative 
of its category. 

The cumulative result will be more serious, as noted. The 
effect would not only cripple Alaskan economic development, 
but would also restrict the growth of the national economy 
by withholding sorely needed mineral raw materials from develop
ment. Present estimates are that Alaska can provide a continuing 
supply of mineral products on an orderly basis using · only 0.3 
percent of the surface area provided most of the required 0.3 
percent is not locked up. in single purpose withdrawals. 

Some long-tern1 environmental interests are ignored. These 
vast areas of scenery and wildlife habitat are restricted to 21 
the use and enjoyment of a handful of those physically or 
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financially able to enter the undeveloped wilderness. The 
great· majority of people can only receive their impressions 21 
from the records and writings of the privileged few. 

The 28 draft environmental statements are completely descriptive 
with little or no analysis. In all but the four National 
Forest additions, they use the argument that preservation is 
necessary for preservation's sake. Neither alternative uses 
nor the multiple use concept are weighed. Cost/benefit rela
tionships are not attempted. 

Specific Objections 

Section 17(d)(2) of the Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act 
directs the Secretary of the Interior to withdraw ''up to, but 
not to exceed, eighty million acres.'' The ''Four Systems'' 
proposals total 83.5 million acres. In addition, most of the 23 
impact statements define ''areas of ecologk·al concern'' sur
rounding the proposed withdrawals. These ~reas appear to 
have no legislative authorization, are given no convincing 
rationale and further confuse an already aomplex land use 
policy issue. 

The Joint Federal-State Land Use Planning Corrnriission, 
established by Section 17 of the Alaska Nattive Claims Settle
ment A~t, made recorrnnendations to the Secretary of the Interior 
in July 1973, regarding areas to be withdra,wn and under what 
conditions. These recommendations have been substantially 
ignored; particularly the multiple use management concept and 

4 the recommendations that specific language providing for con- 2 
tinuation of subsistence hunting and fishing be included in 
all withdrawal actions. Many of the withdrawals are far too 
excessive for the stated purpose. Mineral and petroleum eval
uations on the withdrawals are minimal and go largely on the 
basis that if it has not been mined or drilled, it probably is 
not there. Even on this basis, significant resources are 
shown for many of the withdrawals. More inforniation on which 
to base a legitimate cost/benefit relationship exists in: 

a. U.S.GoS. Bulletins Number 1246, 1374, 1242-B 
b. Reports soon to be printed by the Federal-State 

Land Use Planning Commission 
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c. Extant information from the Division of 
Geological and Geophysical Surveys, Depart
ment of Natural Resources, State of Alaska. 
Open File Report Number 44 is particularly 
applicable to petroleum resources 

d. Senate Interior and Insular Affairs Co1nn1ittee 
Report, Mineral and Water Resources of Alaska, 
1964 

While hard infor111ation 0n mineral and petroleum deposits is 
generally scanty, indicators are not and our inforn1ation is 
that the Department of the Interior (Park s:ervice and Bureau 25 
of Land Management) may be inhibiting State·, Native and even 
Federal (U.S.G.S.) attempts to further quantify deposits in 
the withdrawal areas. 

The proposed withdrawals would seriously restrict proposed 
transportation corridors to the detriment of a viable trans
portation infrastructure of the State. In June 1973, the 
Alaskan Highway Department prepared a map showing proposed 
transportation system extensions plotted against extant and 26 
"Four Systems" Federal withdrawals. While the proposed cor
ridors have been modified somewhat in the interim and the 
proposed withdrawals plotted at the same time have been sign~ 
icantly expanded, the map graphically illustrates the problem. 
While the Secretary of the Interior makes mention of this --I.. 

problem in his letter of December 17, 1973> transmitting the 
"Four Systems" Bill to the Senate, it is not provided for in 
the legislation itself. Without specific provision, any 
attempt by the Secretary to allow a transportation corridor 
through withdrawal areas would come under the National Environ
mental Protection Act with ensuing ''quality of life review'' 
and possible court actions such as was faced by the Trans
Alaska Pieplines. 

With the exception of the cities of Anchorage and Juneau, 
Alaska as a whole is classified by the EcofllOmic Development 
Administration as a depressed area. No _indications of aggre- 27 
gated economic impact are supplied. Local economic impacts 
are mentioned only in passing and then freq.uently play up 
visionary benefits from tourist dollars and employment by the 
Department of the Interior. 
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Economic Potential 

The environmental impact statement should consider the 
economic potential of the area. This would consist princi
pally of resource development, the qualitative importance of 
which is recognized but the quantitative significance of which 
is inadequately assessed. The environmental impact statement 
should address the question: How essential are the available 
resources for national economic needs and well-being? Thus, 
the environmental impact statement should go beyond citing 
the existence of potential mineral resources. It should 
report on the potential contribution of mineral resources to 
national needs in ter111s of volume, volume relative to total 
national production and imports, and value. It is essential 
to know whether there is an actual or anticipated need for 
these minerals and whether these resources can be tapped 
readily. These considerations need also to be addressed with 
respect to timber and other resources within the area. 

The potential development of mineral or other resources will 
set in motion forces that will alter the income and employment 28 prospects of the area. Therefore, the potential gains in 
income and employment ne~d to be assessed, quantitatively to 
the extent possible. In the event that potential mineral 
development is precluded by the use of the land forct:her pur
poses, ~the income and employment foregone should be included 
as a cost. 

The process of resource development and income generation 
requires both capital and manpower resources. Capital may be 
obtained from within the State by being diverted from other 
uses (opportunities foregone should be noted) or capital may 
be obtained from outside the State. With respect to manpower, 
a full 9iscussion is necessary of the area's (and the State's) 
manpower resources to meet the growth potential. This neces
sitates an examinationaf prospective population growth, both 
natural and through migration. 

Potential development of the area's resources will mean 
community development in the forn1 of transportation facilities, 
structures (schools, etc.), and other infrastructure. Since 
these entail both benefits and costs, the net benefits or 
costs should be ascertained. 
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Costs Associated with the Development of Economic Potential 

Set against the benefits to be derived from development of 
the area's resources are the costs of doing so. 

The environmental impact statement should discuss in concrete 
ter111s how much environmental protection would be lost by 
resource development -- in ter111s, for example, of land area 
displaced, wildlife killed or displaced, and vegetation 
destroyed. Whenever possible, quantitative estimates of the 
costs should be included. 

The environmental impact statement should also evaluate how 
much control over environmental preservation would be lost 
if resource development should take place in the area. 

Environmental Protection 

2.9 

The environmental impact statement should document how 
essential environmental preservation of the area is and will 
be to the Nation's needs and well-being in terms, for example, 
of the preservation of wildlife, preservation of vegetation , 30 
and preservation of the culture of the area's inhabitants. 
This part is emphasized in the environmental impact statement, 
but is is not balanced against considerations relating to eco
nomic ROtential. 

The environmental impact statement should then consider, if 
the environment is preserved, what derivative benefits accrue, 
for example, through tourism and recreation. To say that 31 
tourism wtll be fostered is not enough. The gains from tourism 
need to be measures against the losses from other economic 
activities that are foregone. 

Costs Associated with Environmental Protection 

The question must be asked: How much economic potential 
would be lost by environmental preservation? The answer would 32. 
be derived from the estimates of development potential that is 
available and would not be exploited because of the setting 
aside of lands. 
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The environmental impact statement should also present an 
evaluation of how much control over potential economic develop
ment would be lost as a result of environme·ntal preservation 
measures. One aspect of this question that m~st be addressed 
is the interrelationship between preserved areas. The envi
ronmental impact statement cannot be considered in isolation; 
it must take account of the economic effects that may arise 
from environmental preservation covering a broader land area. 32 
The environmental impact statement should address the ques-
tion: How much of the State's economic potential will be 
shut off from use if this and other protected areas are 
established. 

The framework suggested above would not militate against 
economic development or environmental protection. It would 
place each of these objectives in a more balanced perspective. 

Fisheries Impact 

With regard to meeting the provisions of Section 102(2)(C) of 
the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, Public Law 
91-190, we believe the proposed action will have no significant 
adverse environmental impact upon the marjne, estuarine, inland 
commercial, or certain anadromous fishery resources and their 
partic~lar environments for which we have responsibility. 

Our only specific comment deals with the monument proposal as 
it relates to other projects and proposals (p. 17-18). The 
Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972 (P.L. 92-583) has estab- 33 
lished a national policy and program for the management, 
beneficial use, protection and development of the submerged 
lands of the territorial sea and uhe adjacent shorelands having 
a direct and significant impact on such waters. The Act calls 
for the 'Department of Conmierce to administer the program in · 
conjunction with partic~pating states and carry out extensive 
consultation and coordination with all Federal agencies on 
management programs presented by individual states prior to 
their approval. In turn, the Act calls for all Federal agencies 
engaged in programs affecting the coastal zone to cooperate and 
participate with state and local governments and regional 
agencies in effectuating the purpose of the Act. We believe 
the proposed establishment of any Federal refuge, monument, 
park or forest including coastal zone lands should take cognizance 
of the pending development of a coastal zone management programj 
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by the State of Alaska and should provide for the full 
coordination of any such Federal action with the State in 
accordance with provisions of this Act. 

Thank you for giving us an opportunity to provide these 
connnents which we hope will be of assistance to you. We would 
appreciate receiving a copy of the final statement. 

Sincerely, 

-, . /J . /' ~ 

/ I ,,_ ( j u/ ,)ii {l .. /1 
\., / 

(' ,. <-~ ,\..l, 1 -, . / '- . . 
V ll.,

1 
{ ,1 J • '-'° c)\ :t 1-~~:.., 

Sidney R. Galler 
Deputy Assistant Secretary 
for Environmental Affairs 
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RESPONSE 'ID CCM-1ENTS BY 
THE U.S. DEP OF Co-1MEOCE 

14. In passing the Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act of 1971, 
Congress itself gave very clear attention to the regional, 
State and national effects of the Alaska land transfers 
necessary to provide Native claim settlarient, to meet the 
outstanding rC<IUiretents of Alaskan statehocrl, and to provide 
for the contin11] ng administration of the public lands. It 
directed the Secretary to with:lraw lands for the Four Systans 
of National Parks, Forests, Wildlife Refuges, and Wild and 
Scenic Rivers after other factors were taken into account in 
the planning process. Congress further provided for the 
establishment of a Joint Land Use Planning Car1ctission and the 
orderly implementation of the planning process concernin<J areas 
plannErl and best suited for permanent reservation in Federal 
ownership. It called for recorrrrtendations to insure that 
econanic growth and developnent was planned in an orderly and 
compatible way with State and national environrrental objectives 
and the public interest in public lands, parks, forests, and 
wildlife refuges in Alaska, as well as economic and social 
well-being of the Native people and other residents of Alaska. 
An agreement was reachErl with the State on the general area of 
the Four Syste:n prop::>sals more s:pecifically set forth here. 
These considerations and steps were examined and implemented 
prior to the irrlivid11al developnent of Federal prop)sals with 
finite lx>undary lines and acreage limits. The need to consider 
cumulative impacts was recognized also during the developnent 
of the envirornnental impact statements on the 28 detailErl 
proposals. The cumulative as:pects of each proposal, where 
they could be detectErl with reasonable assurance of significance, 
are noted. in the eval11ations of that proIX)sal. Appropriate 
analyses in the state:nents are developed on a regional basis 
for sarte prop::>sals and in other cases, on a broader bctsis. It 
'iJOuld be repetitive to undertake an additional FIS to the 28 
already complete::l. 

Anyone wishin<J to ascertain overall effect, may do so by reading 
the aggregate impact of all or part of the proI_X)sals that 'iJOuld 
be involvErl and considering them the same as the sum of the 
impacts discussed. in each of the environrrental statements. The 
statE!Tents are being issuErl and are available on the basis of 
sets of 28. 'Where the total curmilative impact in a region or 
the State appears particularly significant in relationship to 
a given prop::>sal, the subject statatents involved are rrodifiErl 
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to include any additional impa.ct considerations not previously 
described among the analyses involvErl. It is the considered 
opinion of the Department that these foregoing actions and the 
state.rtEnts themselves taken t()(Jether do constitute a gcxx:1 faith 
effort at providing a fair and accurate evall1ation of aggregate 
or cumulative impa.ct on major reg-ions, the State and the 
Nation as a whole. 

It is recognizErl that the prOJ?OSed Harding Icefield~Kenai 
Fjords National Monument v;ould have an aggregate impa.ct on the 
Kenai Peninsula region when considered in conjunction with the 
prop:>sals for the Seward National Recreation Area, the additions 
to the Chugach National Forest and the proJ?Osals for wilderness 
on the Kenai Moose Range and the Nellie Juan Wilderness Area 
(in the Chugach Forest). These five proJ?Osals, in addition to 
the existing Chugach National Forest and Kenai National Moose 
Range, in many areas overlap, but do cover arout tw:>-thirds 
of the lands on the Kenai Peninsula. Each prop:>sal and 
existing area varies sartewhat in the nature of its restrictions 
and manage.rtEnt policies. 

In the case of Harding-Kenai specifically, the impa.cts sections 
of Chapter III: F-1, F-3, F-4, F-5, F-6, F-7 and G, as well as 
other sections of the statartent, have been revised to examine 
regional aspects of these impacts. The aggregate impact on 
land ownership patterns and availability in the region that 
v;ould result frart implar1entation of Harding-Kenai and the 
other pro:EXJsals has been discussed in section III: F-1. The 
aggregate impacts on subsistence uses have been discussed. in 
III: F-3; sport hunting and recreation in III: F-4; timber 
harvesting and market econarty in III: F-5; corrmmity social 
and cultural life in III: F-6; mining irrlustry in III: F-7; 
and transJ?Ortation in section III: G. 

15. By directing the Secretary of the Interior to withlraw up to 
80 million acres of land as units of the four national systems, 
Congress recognized the desirability of providing envirornrtental 
protection and ma.nag anent for sarte of the natural resources in 
Alaska under recognized and existing national rnanagerrent 
systarts--systerns with a spectrum of different objectives and 
emphasis in their management, not all economically oriente:1 or 
subject to the quantification of cost-benefit analysis techniques. 
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This does not mean that Congress failed to consider environmental 
costs and envirormtental benefits or even economic costs and 
economic gains, for it clearly did recognize and consider them 
in the review and planning proce:lures established in the Act 
and in the differing objectives set to be met by tre Act's 
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implanentation. Nor does it mean that the Department .of the 
Interior failed to consider econanic or envirornnental benefits 
and costs in the planning process of developing these proposals 
in res:ponse to the congressional mandate. It is true that the. 
environrcental statenent itself does not contain a quantitative 
and traditional cost-benefit ratio of the type referred to in 
the alx>ve car111ent, for very good reasons; but it is not 
correct, as implied, tha.t the planning process did not consider 
econanic as well as environmental implications in advancing 
the prop:>sals. 

Thus, the Department's planning and decision process is 
consistent with the Calvert. Cliffs decision which indicatErl 
that NEPA requires that " ••• the p:3rticular economic and technical 
benefits of plannErl action must be assessed and then weighErl 
against enviror nrtental cost •••. " Calvert. Cliff ' s Coordinative 
Corrm' n, Inc. , v. United States Atomic Energy Carnet' n, 4 4 9 F. 
2d 1109, 1123 (D.C. Cir. 1971). 

lt>reover, the Depart:rrent has carrpliErl with that section of the 
CEQ Guidelines which states "in each case the analysis should 
be sufficiently detailErl to reveal the agency's cornparative 
eval11ation of the envirornnentaJ (aciphasis supplied) benefits, 
costs and risks of the proposed action and each reasonable 
alternative." (CEQ Guidelines, August 1973, F'IC Vol. 38, No. 147). 
This F()rtrayal of the envirorJirtental benefits, risks and costs 
is undertaken in these statements, even if not in quantifiErl 
for111. 

Each prop::>sal and alternative attenrpts to identify as canpletely 
as :possible, with the available inforrration, the identity and 
scope, trend or tendency, and size or relative significance of 
any significant envirornriental costs or envirorllrtental benefits 
inherent in the particular action or alternative. Where risks 
and uncertainties are involved, they too are nota:1. The nature 
of the actions thE!USelves and the frequent lack of data involva:1 -
in the different subject areas do not always lend this treatment 
to quantitative presentation, but it is undertaken qualitatively 
so that objective description is provided to the reader and 
comparison by the reader is made possible. 

It should be notErl tha.t the Department of the Interior does not 
habitually prepare econanic cost-benefit analyses of land and 
recreation resource actions, land transfers, and land classifi
cation actions. This is the case for the econactic and teclmical 
reason that many aspects of such actions deal with the econartic 
concept of "public goods.'' Public goods not being trada:1 in the 
marketplace frequently deal with aesthetic and other intangible 
values of the environm?nt not subject to readily agreErl up:>n or 
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rigorously disciplined. systans of marketplace evaluation and 
quantification. Further, the incaccplete evaluative nature of 
the econcmic cost-benefit ratio as a decision t(X)l has been 
widely recognizErl even where it is usErl. 

16. The socioeconanic environment of the Harding-Kenai area is 
examined. in Chapter II, B. The socioeconactic impacts of the 
prop:>sed nonument and~ have been discussErl in Chapter III, 
sections F-1, F-2, F-3, F-4, F-5, F-6, F-7, and G. All of 
these sections, especially those in Chapter III, have been 
rewritten to include additional analysis and infonnation. 

17. See the resp::>nse to question 14 of this letter. 

18. The recalUttendations of the Joint Fed.era! -State Land Use Planning 
Caanission were taken into consideration by the Secretary in 
making his recamrenclations on all of the d-2 lands. In addition, 
info:rmation gatherErl during the studies was augmenta:1 with 
infonnation at the FErleral-State Iand Use Planning Canmission 
public hearings on use of the 17 (d) (2) withdrawal lands. The 
National Park Service had representatives at the public hearings 
to identify and take note of special problems requiring 
consideration. Carments receivErl as a result of the public 
review of the draft environmental statactent have also been 
considered in developnent of this final staternent. Recognition 
of the Corrmission' s reca:nrctendations is discussErl in Chapter I, 
C. Impacts of the proposal on pro{X)sErl transportation and 
utility corridors are discussErl in Chapter III, G. 
Responsibilities of the State of Alaska and the De t of 
Co1r1cterce under the Coastal Zone ManagE!lEnt Act of 1972 are 
recognized. in Chapter I, C. 

19. See the response to question 16 of this letter. 

20. The statement is an analysis of the Department's management 
prop::>sal for Harding Icefield-Kenai Fjords National Monl.IlTlent. 
Analyses of the proinsal in Chapters III through VII are 
necessarily oriented to that management profX)sal. The discussions of 
alternatives have been revisErl to provide a more indepth analysis. 
See resp:::>nse 14 of this letter for discussion of the issue of 
cumulative effects and aggreg-ate regional impacts of the 
Harding-Kenai and neighooring proposals. 

21. The master plan proposals are specifically designed. to provide 
for visitor use of the rconurrent. ProposErl visitor use 
facilities and a transportation systE!ll are describErl in Chapter I, 
B. The rconument will provide for both backcountry and more 
structured visitor use. In view of the accessibility of the 
area by autanobile, it is certainly reasonable to expect that 
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large nmi:>ers of visitors can reach the area and, with the 
proposai recreationa] develoµyents, that they could enjoy 
the m:murent itself. (See Chapter III, F-4 and F-5.) 

22. Chapters III through VII present analyses of the impacts of the 
managarent pror.osal • This study reccmnerrls lands and 
resources for preservation managanent as a unit of the National 
Park Systect under marrlates by Congress in section 17 (d) (2) of 
NCFA for the four systens studies. Managanent alternatives 
for wildlife and rrultiple use managenent are discussed in 
Chapter VIII, A and C. See resr.onse 15 of this letter for 
discussion of a::>st-benefit analysis. 

23. ''Areas of Ecological Concern" are just that, areas of inter
deperrlent relationships to the proposal area in tenns of 
wildlife habitat maintenance, maintenance of visual and scenic 
integrity, protective buffers around key waters and shoreline 
and significant areas of cultural (archrological, historical 
and sociological) relationship to the pror.osal or an adjacent 
Native culture or p:>pulation. It is hopa:1 that specific 
cooperative agreenents can be negotiatErl with any adjacent 
landowners and managers within tre Areas of Ecological Concern 
to insure cactplerrentary protection of the values and resources 
of the proposal, with control and managanent of such lands 
retained by the owners and managers. 

Managerrent of the proposals, as well as the Areas of Ecolog-ical 
Concern, should include a mut11al 1w0rking dialogue between 
Federal landowners and surrounding land managers. It is 
reasonable that if landowners in areas of ecological concern 
are to consider managing their lands in a manner canpa.tible 
with prop:>sal values, then in return, their views should be 
considered, within the limits of applicable laws and regulations, 
in the managarent of Federal lands. 

It should be noted that agreactents regarding Areas of Ecoloqical 
Concern represent only one approach to protection of FErleral 
lands and tha.t the broad authority given tre Secretary under 
43 U.S.C. 1363 rana.ins unaffecta:1 by the legislative proposal. 

24. The recac11terrlations of the FErleral-State Iarrl Use Planning 
Ccrrmission have not been ignored and are discussed in Chapter 
I, C. Also, see response 18 of this letter. The multiple use 
managanent alternative has mt been ignorErl and is discussed 
in Chapter VIII, A and C. Provision for continua:1 subsistence 
activities is includa:1 in the prorosal. This provision is 
descril::>Ed in Chapter I, A and analyzErl throughout the statanent. 
The discussion of potential mineral resources in the Harding
Kenai area has been revisa:l and contains current infomtion 
from the literature and open mine files, as well as tre ccmnents. 
Evaluation of the impacts of the prop)sal on potential mineral 
resources is discussed in Chapter III, F-7. ,, 181 
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25. It is agreed that there is not enough info:rnation available 
on the hard rock mineral potential in the proposoo rconument 
arrl AEC; however, a discussion of the types of mineral 
research that YtOuld be allowed is includErl in Chapter IV. 

26. The proposed Harding Icefield-Kenai Fjords National Monument 
could affect tvAJ transportation and utility corridors in the 
area. The seriousness of this impact wUuld depend on the 
p:)tential routing and on the application of section 4(f) of 
the D.O.T. Act of 1966. There is no provision in the 
leg-islation which \vOuld preclude the applicability of NEPA 
to any transportation or utility pro:[X)sals in the area. 
A discussion of the impact of this proposal on transportation 
corridors is providErl in Chapter III G. 

27. The impact of the proposal on the area and regional economy 
is recognized and is discussed in Chapter III, F-5, which 
has been rewritten to reflect a irore corrprehensive analysis 
of the econacty. 

28. The purpose of the envirorunental statement is to analyze the 
.impact of tre proposal on the natural and human environment 
of the area. It is not the intent of the statement to 
eval11ate the economic p:,tential of the area. The supply and 
denand of resources by the national econany is a function of 
the economic systart. Eval11ation of the national economic 
syste:ct is not a responsibility of this environmental stat ertent. 
Potential alteration of economic forces in the area with 
resource developnent activities is recognized and discussed 
in Chapters III and VIII. (See response 15 of this letter 
for further discussion on cost/benefit analysis). 

29. The environmental costs of resource developnent for elements 
of the proi;osal are recognizoo arrl discussErl throughout 
Chapter III. In addition, when developnent plans are preparoo, 
those plans will also be analyzoo through the NEPA process. 
This intent is diocussed in Chapters I and IV. 

30. The environmental statement is an analysis of the Department's 
management proJ?Osal for Harding-Kenai pro:[X)sal • If the 
documentation you request were providoo, it would involve 
the envirornr1ental statement in a justification of the proJ?C)sal, 
arrl this we do not consider to be part of the purpose of the 
staterrent. We do not consider these documents to be prop:,sal 
justifications, but our best effort with li.mitE=d. information 
and time to present the p:,ssible future environmental impacts 
which could reasonably be expected to result from the proposed 
changes in land status and management. These statements were 
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developed in accordance with NEPA requirements and cm 
guidelines and in our opinion make a good faith effort to 
consider and display all relevant and important impacts, even 
on alternatives that were sanetimes enviror1I11entally nnre 
advantageous than some pro:p::>sals. Items raised in review have 
been substantially changed to rE.m)ve any significant justificatory 
tone notoo to us in the review process. 

31. The economic and other kinds of impacts related to increased 
tourisrct, roth beneficial and detrimental, as well as other 
economically related impacts of this pro:p::>sal are discussoo 
at length in Chapter III; F-1, F-2, F-3, F-4, F-5, F-6, F-7, 
and G. 

32. The EConanic :p::>tentials foregone by implementation of the 
pro:p::>sal are discussed in Chapter III, F and V. The aggregate 
impacts of the Harding-Kenai pro:p::>sal and the other 27 system 
four proi;x::>sals and the objective analysis of environmental 
costs and benefits have been discussed in res};X)nses 14 and 15 
of this letter. 

33. Enactment of this prop)sal will result in the transfer of some 
authorities and. jurisdictional res};X)nsibilities to the 
Congressionally designatoo Fooeral managing agency. Under the 
legislative prop)sal, lands contained within the prop:>sal 
ooundary which lie al:x:>ve mean high tide are considered to l:::e 
under Federal jurisdiction. The leg-islative proi;x::>sal for 
Harding-Kenai does not adjust any Federal-State jurisdictional 
resp:)nsibilities, nor does it amend, by implication, the 
S11l1t1erged lands Act or the Coastal Zone Manageirtent Act. A 
discussion of :NPS C(X)perative relationships under the Coastal 
Zone Act is discussed in Chapter I, C. 
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HEADQUARTERS, ALASKAN COMMAND 
APO SEATTLF 9e7~2 

Mr. Theodor M. Swem 
Chairman, Alaska Planning Group 
U.S. Department of the Interior 
Washington, DC 20240 

Dear Mr. Swem, 

Reference Department of the Interior letter, serial 
2650(911), dated 16 January 1974, and subsequent 
press releases extending the deadline for comment 
to 22 July 1974. 

. 
Co11anents pertaining to 21 of the Dra.tt Environmental 
Impact Statements are presented below. Our comments 
for the remaining seven areas were furnished to your 
office by our letter of 19 February 1974. It is 
assumed the maps shown in the published proposals 
accurately depict the areas under consideration. 
Copies of these maps are attached in Attachments 1 
and 2. Changes in the area boundaries will require 
review to update our comments. 

The following conunents pertain to all 28 of the areas. 
The enacting legislation should: 

a. Allow the yearly resupply of Air Force instal
lations by Cool Barge (sealift barge) and conunercial 
barges by coastal and inland waterways as scheduled 
without change of route or docking area unless agreed 
to otherwise by both government agencies. 

b. Provide authorization to operate military 
controlled aircraft below 1,000 feet altitude when 
required for emergency/rescue operations, and for FAA 
agreed low-level training routes. 

c. Provide for the removal of all land use restric
tions during a national emergency. 

More detailed 
mental· Impact 
73-101, Yukon 
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comments are presented for Draft Environ
Statements 73-84, Katmai National Park; · 
Delta National Wildlife Refuge; 73-100, 

34 
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• 

Togiak National Wildlife Refuge;' 73-96, Iliamna National 
Resource Range; 73-103, Porcupine National Forest; and 
73-105, Yukon-Kuskokwim National Forest in Attaclunent 2. 

cerely, 

1'·f .\ ur..rCE L. CLQUS"Sl1 
Colont;l. USA 
Se.cretary 

~~,:;,,- ~ 
2 Atch 
1. Maps of Areas (14) 
2. Additional Comments OQ 

6 Specific Areas 

SEE MAP 35 
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RESPONSES 'ID COM-1ENTS BY 
~ARI'ERS' ALASKA ~'"JI 

34. We see no conflict with the requirattents of the Alaska Corrmand 
for resupply activities, flight altitudes as stipulated in 
the carunent and land use restrictions during true national 
energency. The Harding-Kenai prolX)sal does not affect the 
areas served by barge supply. The Department recognizes and 
vJOuld seek cooperation with the Federal Aviation Administration 
authorities over flight path regulation, and the De t 
recognizes and vJOuld respond to national anergencies. 
Therefore, we see no necrl for additional legislation. 

35. The Bradley Take powersite witlrlrawal, as shown on your map, 
is discussed in Chapter I, C, and III, D-1. The land status 
of the Bradley Take township however is nCJf.Jv d-1 instead of 
power wi t:trlrawal. The Seward Recreational Annex is also 
discussed in Cha.pter I, C, and Chapter II, B-7. 
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. 
REPLY TO 
ATTENTION OFa 

DAEN-CWP-W 

Mr. Theodor R. Swem 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF ENGINEERS 

WASHINGTON, O.C. 20314 

Chairman, Alaska Planning Group 
U.S. Department of the Interior 
Washington, D. C. 20240 

Dear Mr. Swem: 

30 July 1974 

This is in ft1rther respo11se to your letter of 28 December 1973 to the 
Executive Director of Civil Works, Chief of Engineers, concerning the 
Draft Environmental Statements in regard to the Alaska Native Claims 
Settlement Act of ·.1·97·1.· . ·-rri 1rty: letter '=o·f ·15 Februa:ry···1g74 ·to yo·u;-:· ·r 
indicated that: (1) the proposals contained in the seven Draft Environ
mental Statements for which the review period ended 20 February 1974 did 
not adversely affe~t the water resources development program of the Corps 
of Engineers; and (2) that comments of a substantive nature would be 
furnished you on one or more of the remaining proposals. 

The State of Alaska is dependent upon its many waterways for transportation 
and communication. These waterways not only fonn a vital part of the 
existing socio-economic welfare of the people but also are necessary to 
future development of the State's resources. The Corps of Engineers has 
not made a detailed study of the Alaska waterways for navigability 
cl~ssification. Thus, we cannot specifically comment on each proposal 
as to its exact effect on navigable waterways. While many of the land 
withdrawals will curtait natural resource development within the proposal 
area, the potential ,.;ill still exist for resource development to take 
place upriver of the protected area. This resource development, in most 
cases, will be contingent upon an efficient means of import and export 
transportation; i.e., river traffic • . Thus, future development may require 
river traffic through the proposal areas. Most of the proposals indicate 
that regulations may be imposed for connnercial and recreational use of 
waterways affected. Thus, it appears that tl1ese proposals will have a . 
future impact on river navigation development and use when resource 
development occurs. 



• 

. ' 

The 1969 Federal Power Surv~y assessed the potential of hydropower in the 
State of Alas~a. It is quite apparent that the proposed land withdrawals 
will have a significant adverse impact upon further hydropower develop-

• 

ment in Alaska. Inclosure 1 is a listing of proposals and hydro projects 
affected. Inclosure 2 is an analysis of the effect on hydropower. The 
first ·category tabulation shows 11 sites would be completely eliminated 
from further hydropower consideration due to ~eomplete overlap of withdrawal 
areas on potential dam and reservoir locations. These 11 potential 
projects total approximately 39 percent of the li~ted hydropower potential 
as appraised by FPC. It should be noted that over l1alf of this 39 percent 
is attributed to one project, Rampart .Canyon. An additional eight sites, 
Category 2, or 36 percent of FPC total hydropower potential would be 
affected to the extent that the projects would possibly need to be 
rescoped in size or location. It should be recognized that future 
detailed studies may find a large number of these projects not compatible 
with the proposed land use. Category 3 lists two sites as being above 
withdrawal proposals and hence would have downstream effects on proposed 
withdrawals and would involve about 1.2 percent of the listed hydropower 
potential. In summary, a total of about 76 percent of the potential 
hYdropower 'j)r6·j·ec·es ··ih .. Al·as.ka wi·11 be · directly o·r indirectly affe·cted by__. · 
the Department of the Interior's proposals. Impacts on existing and 
potential transmission line routes were not evaluated. 

Of primary concern to us is the major adverse _impact prop~sed land with
drawals will have on the State of Alaska's future potential energy 
resources. Outright elimination of 39 percent of the State's hydro 
potential, coupled with an unknown impact on an additional 36 percent of 

37 

. 
this resource could greatly constrain available options, and result in Z>~ 
consumption of large amounts of rapidly diminishing non-renewable energy 
resources, and could adversely affect the social, economic, and environ
mental welfare of the State of Alaska. We believe that further studies 
should be made to properly evaluate the magnitude of the trade-offs and 
losses in preserving one resource for another. Therefore, on this basis, 
we recommend that the 21 proposed land withdrawals not be made at this 
time. 

2 Incl 
As sta~ed 

S j_ncere ly, 

Major Gene ral, USA 
tJctn;y Director of Civil Works 
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DES 73-87 

. DES 73-83 

DES 73-86 

DES 73-84 

nEs 73-91 

DES ·73-93 

DES 73-92 

DES 73-89 

DES 73-90 

DES 73-101 

DES 73-99 

DES 73-95 

DES 73-97 

DES 73-100 

190 

POTENTIAL HYDROPO~ER AFFECTED IN DES!s 
S•,O~·J 1 NG 

FPC H)'DROELECTf~ IC POTENTI;\LS 
DATED 
1969 

• 

CAPE KRUSE~JSTERN t~1'\T ro:~AL r,~o:-:ur,~tNT 
(1) Agashashok 

. 
MOUNT r~cKI ~JLEY N/\TION,it. PARK 
No listed sites affected by main proposal 

• ~{ARDING ICEFIELO-KEt~AI FJORDS ~!ATIOi·IAL ~~or,JUMENT 37 CONT. 
No listed sites affected by main proposal 

.KA T~1A I N/\ TI ON/\L PARK 
( 30) Naknek 

GATES OF Tt![ ARCTIC NATIONAL PARK 
No effect on viable sites. 

CflUKCH I- I MURUK NATION,'\L RESERVE .. 
(·~) Tuksuk 

YUKON-Cf!/\R'LEY r~AT ! o~~AL RIVERS 
(22) Wood Chopper 
(20) Ran1part 

LAKE CLARK NATIONAL PARK 
(27) Tazimina 
( 28) I ngerso 1 

. (31) Crescent Lake 
( 32) Chakache1nana 

WRANGELL-ST ELIAS NATIONAL PARK 
{53) Wood Canyon 

YUKON DELTA NATIONAL WILDLIFE REFUGE 
No listed sites affected by main proposai 

SELAWIK NATIONAL ·WILDLIFE -REFUGE 
No listed sites affected by main proposal . 

ARCTIC fJATIO;~AL i·JILDLIFE REFUGE 
No listed sites affected by main proposal 

KOYUKUK r~ATIONAL WILDLIFE. REFUGE 
(6) Holy Cross 
(7) Oulbi 

TOGIAK NATIO~AL WILDLIFE REFUGE 
' No listed sites affected by main proposal 



, ··s 73-1n2 c.Jt. J 
• 

OES 73-96 

DES 73-98 

l)ES 73-109 

O;:S 73-110 

DES 73-103 

DES 73-105 

l. EGEt~D 

Ylt ~/o' I • ~ ' •• f 

(21) 
(2?) 
(76) 
(20) 

FL AT S ~ ~ ;\ ·:-! 8 ~ :,; L ~! I L D L I FE REFUGE 
Por~ur.,i r1~ 
\·Iood.c }·:c ;:, p ~ r 
Yu I( on Ta i }' a --
Rampa r·t 

. 

I l_ I ,~,~~;-J,l\ ~~AT I o~~/\L RESOUf{CES n;,tiGE 
( 2 6 ) La kc I l i a 1:1 n a 
(27) Tazir1ir.a 
(28) I ngerso 1 (LacJ~tJ'Jna Lake) 
(29) Kukaklek 

~~OAT1\K r;~P,TIO::f~L f"RCTIC Rr\~~GE (i·!OATAK ~~/1,TIO~!,\L ECOLOC;ICAL R.A:~GE) 
I 

Tt1rcc potential t1.1·dro.:..electr'ic sit:es--one name given 
( 1 ) /; g a s ha s }·i o :( 

F Of z-, '{: ·; i L t r ~ r~ -r J O;: f, L ~·l I L D R 1 VE R 
( 23) F , r tyn, i i e 

U •. 1 ,.., i " t/ .. r- E- ~ ' ' -I I O • 1 1 L '.·J I L D R I '·' F R I ,K ~/-\,, L t I I I ( \ I ' : •• -

No 1 is i;c:d sites u ff ec ted by main proposa 1 

PORC\JP I :-iE 
{ 2()) 

~~ATI0:~1\ L FOREST 
Ra~par-t 

( 2 '1 ) 

(22) 
(7o) 

(6) 
(11) 
(24) 

Po i--c L, o i r. e 
I 

\·lo od c t1 of' per 
YuJ~on- Ta iya 

KUS ~ Z O ~ ~ · ! J ~, 1 t ! l\ T I Ori !\ L 
Holy Cross 
Ruby 
Cr'ookc~j Creek 

,., 

F"OREST 

T\·1en ·ty-·onc (11) listed FPC sites affected of listeci 76 tot2!l 
for stcte of J~l0Si(c1 . Affccts--Yukon Ri\1 er, Kusf~oi(\", i r:1 Ri,1et', 
t~ a ~c n ~ k R i v er' , No a ta 1 R i \' er , Po r cu p i , 11 e R i \' er , a nd o t hf.~ l~ s .. 

( . ) Der,o t es . rrc site . nurriber 
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CATEGoR·r -1 

I 

. IF Pf{OPOSAL GOES Tf1ROUGH THE FOLLOi·!l tJ8 PROJECTS v!OULD [3[ co;~1PLETEL Y 
ELI11Ir~1\·rED. 

Data compiled from 1969 Federal Power Con,11ission study.& DES's 

23 

6 

11 

24 

30 

7 

28 

31 

29 

26 

192 

SITE 

Forty ~1i 1 e 

~!o ly Cross 

Rt1by 

Crooke,J Creek 

Dubli 

I 11gerso 1 

Kuka kl ek 

la k e I 1 i a inn a 

Rampart 

TOTAL 11 Sites for 

% of FPC listed Fi rm Ener'gy 

K\•!l·f x 1 0 6 
-

723 

12s30Q 

6,400 

9,400 

473 

1,070 

630 

179 

232 

1,370 

·34 ;200 

66,977 = 39.0% 
171,840 

• • 
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CATEGOl~Y-2 

IF PROPOSAL GOES THROUG~I T!1E FOLLO~·Jlt-~G PROJECTS v:OULD ~IAVE TO BE RE-SCOPED 

NOTE: As 1·i~itcd study has been acco~plished on below list projects, f~ture 
deta i 1 cd study Jflu.Y fi 11d so~1c i r1coinpa tub 1 e \'Ii th 1 and \·1i thdrav1a ls and e 1 irni r1ated 
as h)1dr·opo\v'er' pote11tial. 

1 

5 

27 

53 

76 

22 

21 

32 

s1·rE -

TuksL1k 

Taz i n1i r1,1 

\~ood Ca r,yor1 

Yu 1~ o r1 ·r a i ya 

\·lood Chopper 

Po1--cu i i"i ne 

C t1a ka c hamna 

TOT1\l 8 Sites 

% of FPC 1 isted Fifm Energy 

820 

289 

224 

21,900 

21,000 

14,200 

2,320 

1,600 ---
62,353 

'62,353 = 36.3% _ .. ____ _ 
171, 840 
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CATEGORY-3 

IF PROP.OSt1L GOES THROUGH, FOLLOl·JH/G PROJECTS WOULD HAVE QQl,f;JSTREAM EFFECTS 

8 

9 

SITE 

Ka nut i 

TOT /\L ?. Si t e ~ 

% of FPC 1-' s ted Fi r'nl Er1er'9}' 

' 

___ .. ___ _ 
482 

1,6!2 - ·-·-
2,094 

2 , 0 9 4 :.-: 1 . 2 ~; -,-,..,..----·-171 ,84(} 

• 



RESPONSE TO CCMMENTS BY 
OF DEF'ENSE CORPS. , OF ENGINEERS 

36. Navigable waters are recognized in Cha.pter I, C. 

37 . Al though, as stated in your letter, there are no hydro
electric sites or proposals affected by the profX)sErl rronument, 
there is a possibility that the Area of Ecolasrical Concern in 
this proposal could affect the Bradley Take proposal to some 
degree. The impact of the pro:posal on this site has been 
disctisscrl in Chapter III , D-1. (For further discussion see 
resp:>nses 43 through 48 of the Alaska Power Administration 
letter) • We recognize, however, that a large number of the 
identified hydroelectric prop:>sals are not canpatible with 
the four systans pro:posals. 

38. There are no existing power transmission lines in the area. 
The impact of the prop:>sal on fOSsible future transnission 
lines is oow discussed in Chapter III, G. 

39. Since the nonument \\Ould likely have little or no direct 
impact on the Bradley Take project (depending on final 
disposition of AOC lands involved with the project), it \\Ould 
make only a rrarginal contribution, if any, to the recognized 
statewide impact of the four syste:ns proposals on hydro
electric profX)sals. (Note that the listing on page three of 
your camnent shows no sites affectErl by Harding-Kenai). 
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DEPARTMENT OF HEAL TH, EDUCATION. AND WELFARE 
REGION X 

ARCADE PLAZA BUILDING 

1321 SECOND AVENUE 

SEATTLE, WASHINGTON 98101 

July 15, 1974 OFFICE OF THE REGIONAL DI RECTOR 

Mr. Theodor R. Swem 
Chairman, Alaska Planning Group 
U.S. Department of the Interior 
Washington, D.C. 20240 

Dear Mr. Swem: 

This letter is in response to the 28 draft Environmental Impact Staten1ents 
prepared by the .Department of the Interior for the disposition of some 
83,5 million acres of public land in Alaska. T~is land became av~ilable 
to the Federal government under terms of the Alaska Native Claims Settle
ment Act of 1971, Public Law 92-203. 

Several persons within the Regional Office have reviewed various statements. 
Because the actions are fairly similar, involving the placement of land 
under the protection of the National Park Service, I find it most appropriate 
for DHEW to make general corrments applicable to the actions in total. 

In this vein, I must confess that I found the magnitude of the material 
submitted almost overwhelming. I am sure that the Do! must have had some 
master plan guiding the proposedmsposition (or designation) for each of 
the 28 areas. I believe Doi should have provided an overall sunmary of the 
total effects of all these actions upon Alaska, especially upon the social, 
economic, and cultural framework of Alaskan Native life. In this regard, )fo 
I refer you to Section 1500.6(d) of the Council on Environmental Quality's 
"Guidelines for the Preparation of Environmental Impact Statements" (Federal 
Register, Wednesday, August l, 1973, pp. 20550-20562) . 

• 

DHEW Region X finds the intention of these actions laudable, recognizing 
in them the desire to protect and maintain both the wildlife and topography 
in a natural state. In this respect, the proposals are well conceived. 

As mentioned previously, DHEWs concerns center around the impact of these 
actions upQn the ·Native population. I did not always find it clear what 
restrictions the various land designations would place upon the Native•s 
subsistence or cultural activities. 

I wouJd like to ,quote comments made by Region Xs Indian Health Services 
liaison person: 
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"Review indicates that the subjects of 'subsistence' and 'Native 
cUlture' are dealt with in varying degrees. both in the general 
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text and al·ternatives of the proposals. While the purpose of 
the proposals are laudable relative to enhancing the environ
ment of the areas discussed, it must be remembered that the 
Alaska Native and his culture are important component~ of the 
total scene and must be dealt with accordingly. It is my Ll,l 
fondest hope that the proposers do not assume that the ANCSA 
lands distribution will solve all oroblems of Native cultural 
retention and subsistence. 

11 To assure and insure that cultural· retention and subsistence 
activities are guaranteed, this should . be spelled out and 
factored into each alternative so that acceptance of any one 
alternative will not destroy the Native features of the en-
vironment." 

Another reviewer is concerned that consideration be ~iven to the concept of 
training and utilizing Alaskan Natives as professional staff for the 
various new positions created to manage these lands on a protective basis. Jf1.. 
Page 20 of the EIS for the proposed Arctic National Wildlife Refuge indi-
cates that Native employment will only be in non-professional capacities. _..... 

Region X DHEW appreciates the opportunity to comment upon· these proposals. 

Sincerely, 
( 

David P. Miller 
Acting Regional Environmental Officer 
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RESPONSES TO c~s BY 
OF HEALTH, EDUCATION AND WELFARE 

40. A thorough discussion of the need for an overall summary 
impact statanent is providecl in the reslX)nse to question 1 
of the Forest Service letter. In relation to the aggregate 
impact of this proposal; it is recognized that the prolX)sed 
Harding Icefield-Kenai Fjords National nonument y;ould have 
an aggregate impact on the Kenai Peninsula region when 
considered in conjunction with the prop:)sals for the Seward 
National Recreation area, the additions to the Chugach 
National Forest and the proposals for wilderness on the 
Kenai r.tx>se Range and the Nellie Juan Wilderness area (in 
the Chugach Forest). These five prolX)sals, in addition to 
the existing Chugach National Forest and Kenai National M(X)se 
Range,in many areas overlap, but do cover aoout two thirds 
of the lands on the Kenai Peninsula. Eacp prop:>sal and existing 
area varies somewhat in the nature of its restrictions and 
management p::>licies. 

In the case of Harding-Kenai specifically, the Impacts sections 
of Chapter III: F-1, F-3, F-4, F-5, F-6, F-7 and G, as well 
as other sections of the statement, have been revised to 
examine regional aspects of these impacts. The aggregate 
impact on land ownership patterns and availability in the region 
that ~uld result fract llllplectentation of Harding-Kenai and 
the other prop:,sals has been discussed in section III, F-1. 
The aggregate impacts on subsistence uses have been discussed 
in III, F-3; sport hunting and recreation in III, F-4; timber 
harvesting and the market econany in III, F-5; on camnunity 
s~ial and cultural life III, F-6; on the mining industry F-7; 
and on transportation in III, G. 

41. Subsistence IX>licies and C(X)perative management concepts have 
been re~rked in Chapter I: A, B, and C. They state in part 
that, except as nay be otherwise pI.'Ohibited by Federal or 
State law, existing traditional subsistence uses of renewable 
resources will be permitted until it is detennined by the 
Secretary that utilization of these resources is neither 
econanically nor physically necessary to ma.intain human life 
and necessary to provide opp:>rtunities for the survival of 
Alaskan cultures centering on subsistence as a way of life. 
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If it is deronstrated. that continuecl subsistence uses may 
result in a progressive reduction of anima.l or plant resources 
which could lead to long range alternations of e<:!osystems, 
the managing agency, follONing consultation with the Alaska 
Department of Fish and Game, corcmunities and affected. 
individuals, shall have the authority to restrict subsistence 
activities in part or all of the rconument. 

Also, an analysis of the proposal's impact on social, e<:!onomic, 
subsistence, and cultural activities is provided in Chapter 
III sections F-1, F-4, F-5, F-6, and H. 

42. It is the intent of the NPS to cooperate with nearby Native 
landowners and villages in the developnent of recreational 
resources for the nonument, AEX: and J_:X)ssibly other lands in the 
imnediate vicinity of the proJ_:X)sal. Specifically, purrose number 
four of the legislative prop:>sal reads as follows: "To foster 
Native participation in, and benefit from, the provision of 
facilities for visitor use." We vJOuld also anticipate Native 
cooperation in the management of the proJ_:X)sal and nearby lands. 
Specific agreenents with respect to these cooperative considerations 
"WOuld re v.0rked out during the ongoing planning process for the 
rronument. 
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REGION X 

DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT 
ARCADE PLAZA BUILDING, ·1321 SECOND AVENUE 

SEATTLE, WASHINGTON 98101 

February 12, 1974 

Office of Community Planning 
and Management IN REPLY REFER TO: 
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MS 307 

Mr. Theodor R. Swem 
Chairman, Alaska Planning Group 
U.S. Department of the Interior 
Washington, D.C. 20240 

Dear Mr. Swem: 

' Subject: Draft Environmental Impact Statement, Number 73-83 thru 73-110 

We have reviewed the appropriate portions of y9ur draft statements 
submitted with your December 28, 1973 letter. 

The statements include proposals covering 28 different sites in Alaska. 
Your proposals are to preserve significant archeological sites, preserve 
and investigate geological and biological features, encourage the 
preservation of native cultures and in general to d~velop an adu1il1is
trative and management plan for each site! You also tndicate the planning 
process to include state, local and citizen input. We find nothing in 
your proposals that would have a significant adverse i1npact in our 
areas of concern. Thus, we have no objection to .your proposals. 

Thanks for letting us co,mnent. 

Sinc~r~JY, 
,1 
'- ~ 

. ,' I • ' ) , . I I I 

\ 
• ,";y: J o'fin R. Merri 11 

{;, Ass.istant Regional Administrator 
for Couonunity Planning and Management 

cc: CEQ (10) 
Miller 
Moore 
Peyton 
Riddell 
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IS Pf.PLY RE..ft:R TO ' 

700 

U nitcd States Dc1)artmc11t of the I11terior 
ALASKA POWER ADMINISTRATION 

P 0 . BOX 50 
JUNEAU ALASKA 99801 

July 16, 1974 

AIRMAIL 

To: Chairman, Alaska Planning Group 
Department of the Interior 

From: Administrator 

Subject: Review of Draft Environmental Statement., Proposed 
"Harding Icefields-Kenai Fjords National Monument", 
DES 73-86 

The subject draft statement covers one of ~e Department's proposals 
under Section 17(d) (2) of the Alaska Native Clairn.s Settlement Act. 

We have reviewed the draft from the viewpoint of Alaska Power 
Administration program areas of water, power, and related resources 
planning. 

The proposal involves, in addition to establishing the new National 
Monument, creation of· sizeable area of ecological concern "on 
neighboring lands and establishing primitive area management in 
the area of ecological concern. The draft statement does not discuss 
the environmental,economic, and resources implication of establishing 
the "area of ecological concern" and determining its management. 

Our other comments concern the Bradley Lake Project and its relation
ship to the proposal. 

~. At page 18, the reference to Bradley Lake should be 
changed to indicate ·that the project was authorized in the 
1962 Flood Control Act based on investigation by the U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers, that economic factors since that 
time have precluded construction, and that there are 
current studies underway to reappraise project feasibility. 
The project would affect relatively small areas within the 

. 
proposed area of ecological concern. 

43 

• 

44 
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2. We note that the description of environment, resources, and 
econon1y contains no information on Bradley Lake· or its 
relative significance. A copy of materials previously 
furnished on the pro.icct is enclosed for refere11ce if it is 

,. 

decided to include this information on the final statement. 

3. At parre 120, under tl-ie subheading "Impact (of the proposal) 
on Air Quality", the drait has tv,o paragrapl1s discussing 
impacts on l1ydroelcctric potcntia.l. \'Ve assume the outline 
problem will be corrected in the ~nal statement. 

The first paragraph \.tnder hydroelectric potential at page 
120 should be revised to indicate some featu1·cs of the Bradley 
Lake Project \vould in".rolve lands proposed for inclusion 46 
in the a1"ca of ecological concern, but tl1at the project 
would not involve lands proposed for the 11onument. 

The neA1: paragraph should be modified to indicate the 
effects tl1at establishing the area of ecological concern may 
have on the Bradley Lake Project. If it is the intent of 47 
tl1e pro1)osal to preclude power facilities wit"'iin the area of 
ecological conce1n, the impact would be a significa11t re-
dt1cti.on of the powe1· potential of the project, and such 
reduction could affect ove1"'all project fE,asibili ty. 

4. The statement provides no indication that development of 
the Bradley Lake Project would in any way detract from 
tl1e resources involved in- the proposal l\lonumcnt. \Ve 
would anticipate that a review of this ma.tter would indicate 
that the project is compatible ,vith the Monument. 

Enclosure 

cc: Assistant Secretary -- Energy and 1finerals 
Attention: Mr. J. Emerson Harper. 
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Report No. 16 

Bradley Lake 

Project: 

(50.) Bradley Lake 
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Bradley Lake Project 

l. Relationship to River Basin and Reqional Develooment 

l-8-73 
APA Draft 

Rev. 1-17 -7 3 

The Bradley Lake hydroelectric project was autJ1orized by 

the Flood Control Act of 1962. The project is located at the 

head of Kachemak Bay, on the Kenai Peninsula, 25 miles north of 

Homer, Alaska. The proposed plan would fully develop the hydro 

potential of the small drainage basin and also use water diverted 

from two adjacent watersheds. 

The transmission line would serve Anchorage, but would also 

tie into an existing transmission system which extends from 

Anchorage to Seward and on around the coast from Kenai to Homer. 

In addition to being close to the existing load center, the project 

would firm up reliability of the existing system by providing gen

eration capacity at the far end of tJ1e line 

Although Bradley Lake is the best hydroelectric potential on 

the Kenai Peninsula, the energy is not presently marketable due to 

prevailing high interest rates, and the small size of the market. 

2. Project Description 

The most recent project plan is presented in a 1971 Corps of 

Engineers' draft reanalysis report. Figure l is a map overlay show

ing the major features of the project. The plan contemplated a 

concrete gravity dam 110 feet high Hith a 315-foot crest across the 

Bradley River at the natural outlet of Bradley Lake, a 375,000-
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kilowatt underground peaking plant, penstock, and 3.3-mile tail

race tunnel discharging near tidewater. The plan included 

necessary transmission facilities to deliver power to the Anchorage 

area. Access roads would be required across the Fox River and to 

the damsite and power station, Two small diversion dams would 

divert \·1ater from adjacent \'Jatersheds into the Bradley Lake drain

age, increasing the drainage area from 54 square miles to 87.8 

square miles. The reservoir would approximately double the natural 

lake area to 3,960 acres. The maximum water surface would be at 

elevation 1,168, providing 297,000 acre-feet of active storage. 

The continuous power potential of the Bradley Lake Project 

is 47,000 kilowatts. The 1971 reanalysis studies considered 

alternative plans for peaking installations of 187,000, 210,000, 

280,000, and 375,000 kilowatts. 

3. Current Status 

The 1971 reanalysis contemplates tnarketing Bradley Lake power 

in the Kenai Peninsula and Greater Anchorage market areas. The 

375,000-kilowatt alternative was found the most feasible based on 
. 

the power benefits from FPC load projections. A 100-year period of 

anaJysis with a discount rate of 2 1/4 percent was assumed. 

At the request of the Corps of Engineers, Alaska Power Admin

istration prepared an analysis of the marketability of the power 
. 

in 1971, which concluded that the nature of the daily peak loads in 
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the Anchorage area is a prolonged daytime peak, making it difficult 

to optimize the low load factor capacity of the project. I11 addition, 

the project power would cost too much to be marketable because of 

prevailing repayment criteria of 5 7/8 percent interest and 50-year 

payou·t. • 

Tt1e status of the land involved in the project is that it is 

currently withdrawn for power purposes. The land was first withdrawn 

in 1955 by the Geological Survey through Powersite Classification 

436. Later, in 1966, the land required for project constrt1ction 

and operation \•/as \~ithdra\~n by the Army Corps of Engineers as 

described in Public Land Order 3953. Copies of the two land actions 

describing in detail the land withdrawn are attached as Exhibits l 

and 2. 

The Bradley Lake P.roject has been studied extensively. The 

Bureau of Reclamation did an on-the-site reconnaissance in 1953, 

followed by a similar reconnaissance in 1954 by the Corps of 

Engineers. Personnel of the U.S. Geological Survey did a recon

naissance and physical mapping of the site in 1955 and pub 1 i sr1ed 

an open-file report and river sheet map in 1956. Streamflow data 

on Bradley River was measured by the USGS from 1957 through 1969. 

Additional geologic studies, drilling and seismic investigations 

were accomplished by the Corps in 1959 and 1969 . 
. 

The study that became the basis for ·tf1e 1962 project author-

ization \'las the Army Corps of Engineers I Interim Report tJo. 2, 

Coo~ Inlet and Tributaries, Pc1rt i~o. l, l·lydroelectric Po~·,e,, BrJdl ey 

1.ake, Alaska. 
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• The Federal Power Commission discussed two plans using Bradley 

Lake in the 1969 Alaska Power Surve~. Subsequently, a reanalysis 

by the Corps in 1971 presented a revised plan based on data gathered 

since authorization. 

Alaska Power Administration prepared the power marketing 

Appendix described above. The project remains viable and subject 

to development should a population increase occur, and a decrease 

in interest rate. 

In addition, the project would provide a sizeable regulated 

water s~pply near tidewater. 

4. Project Operation 

Project operation would likely be remotely controlled with 

only a few personnel full-time at the powerhouse. 

Power releases would be made as the demand for energy or peak

ing capacity occurred. 

5. transmission Lines 

The transmission line to Anchorage is planned to bypass the 

Kenai r~ational t·loose Reserve as much as possible. Other\·1ise it 

would use the existing transportation corridor routes of the exist

ing highways and pipeline. Precise location has not been made. 

Existing 115-kilovolt transmission lines connect Anchorage and 

Kenai with a smaller branch to Se\·1ard. A 69-kilovolt line connects 

Kenai and ~lomer, \'lhi ct1 is about 25 mil es from Bradley Lake. 
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6. Access Roads 

An access road \·1oul d be constructed from the end of the 

planned state highway near the head of Kachemak Bay to the under

ground powerplant access tunnel, and to the damsite . . A spur road 

f~om the main road would lead to the tailrace tunnel outlet. 

Temporary roads to a glacier outwash or a river \·1ould be required 

for hauling construction material. 
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GetJ1ogical Svrvey 
DRADLn LAKr. AtASXA 

• 
POWt& Srt& CLASSJ'FICATlOl'f HO. 43-8 

P,,rsu<,flt l<.1 r.uUlortty vest,·d in m~ by 
the- ntt of ~•~ rch 3. 1879 < 20 Stnt. J94; 
43 U. S . C. 31). and by D<'partmcnt~l 
Ordr.r Nt,. ~3Jl of Jun~ 10. 1947 C43 
CTR 4.623; 12 P.R. ~015l. tl·,c folloy,• ... 
In,: d~ril~d lnnd Is hereby cla.~ifird n.s. 
J>0v-·cr silt's 11,~ofar as title th£'reto T<"
mal11~ in LJ.1c United States nnd subject. 
to yalid t};i!;llt)J: rt:;h ts: nnd lll i.s cln~si .. 
ficntion sltf\ll hl\Ye !uJt !orce ar,d effect 
t11,dcr the 1;ro,·lslons of sec. 24 of tlle ac~ 
cl June 1 Ci. 1920, ns {t rnt'11ded by sec. 21 l 
or tile net ol A\tgusl 26. 1035 < lG U.S. C: 
81&>: 

Victfff"t'r c;r •fl\rAtfCVU.l"tOtf S1'.\TIOtt SHtEP' 

LAt1t,;d~·:· s~·-to·32.1ss··. 
Lon.:I\.U<lC': JC,O •f>;t'IJ .6l3'•. 
CI) ~ .. 11 1Rnds ~ tthan y. mltc C\( Dr2dlet 

n,.~, front llA ,nouth to llrl\dlcy I.,Rlce. 
C2t All l,'\ot\, '4·ithln ~< mile oC l·lorth I'or~ 

Drnd!t-y Ri,·~r fr,ln\ tu C<.1nflutnrc vlth Br:\G
l~y-nlvf"r ( •) f "dhit..nM-t:- oC :1. mll<""s up.~lreAm .. 

(3t All lt\nd.s wtthln ~ rntl~ o! l3,"\ttls
Crc:-ek frorr. l~ moul.h to the- l:.!00-!oot. cle ... 
•~tton a,a.~ l<-1\dtr.s: to TJrndltt L.">ct". 

(-1) All lt\Hds 11.dJatent to J3r~Jlf"1 Ihke 
"hlch llt ~t fin clct"~tlon o! lcu &J,:, u l:JOO 
fttt. obovt: llt<'fUl aca level. 

(~) AJl lrtr,ds within 1.'t mlla or N,,k~ 
JllT~r tro:n It'( so\\r ... o •t too oc Drf\dltJ Oltt.• 
~ler to.>. polu..t l mlle dov:s,,.\tream tber~f coo .. 

The nrca dcscrlbt"d 1~ cstlll'U\lcd to os;;-
crc~ale nbou ~ 10,000 acres. 

Dnted: Au~ust 29. 1955. 

A1t11,u11 A. DA><£a. 
A'cting Director. 

1r-. n. Doc. 6$-7177; Fllt'd. s~pt. o. t9$5: 
e:t.s a. m.J 
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r\,b l i"\,c<l: 3/22/66 Vol.t 31 
P"UOI 4793 No,1 55 

(PUbltc L.°'nd Order 30~l) 

l Ancl,orl'\&b 0601.(0} 

AlASK/\ 

\Vitl,dro\vol for Orcttllc:y Lok~ 
~l,·clro cI~,tri<: r· to jc ci 

Dy \'lrl\1c of ll,c n\ttl,orlty vc.~tcd !n lllo 
rrt~ldr1, l "l\(\ 1)\\ r~\\Nl \. lo t'xrcn llvo. 
Order No. 103~,5 or ~tny 2G. 1D5J <17 P.R. 
~831), tt ,~ orctcrcrl C\..\ follo\\·~: 

I. ~\ll>Jrt·t lo vnll<\ ~xl:,ll,111 rlr.l,L~. lllO 
tollo,,·ln1~ dr~crl\>cd public l:\nrl:-i 11, /llfl~ .. 
kn nro 1,crcby wtll,clr{\.\Vn C\.$ tnd\cC\lcd, 
nnd r-c:~c1-vrd under Jttr15c\lcl1ot\ or tho 
Corp.J of En~l nc-cr.i. Dc11nrtn1c1, t. or tho 
Arn1..v. !or trac Drndlcy Lnk~ 1Iydroclcc .. 
trlc Project. n..s nutl,orl:cd by the Flood 
Control Act or 19G:l <'1G Stn.~ 1103): 

(n) 1-~ron1 tJl tonn~ o! o.pprop:1nt!on 
under ll1c publl~ ln.nd l~w<>, including t.ha 
mlnln~ li>.~~ (~!1tlo 30 U.3.C •• Ch. 2). bu~ 
no1 fron\ lc::uln~ ~"ld~r llie mL-.cral l.i~J.o· 
Jnila\'iS: 
I 

S~WA.ll.l )J::t>t,l.\)f (h~) 

... ~ ~ s.~ t'~ 8 \V;. 
Sec. l,: 
~ 'C ••o \VII• 
"'- • - • I J t 

Sec,=~. ~\V V<: 
Scc3. ~o :\ ncl l 1. 

'r. GS., lt.. 0 \V~ 
Sec.&. S\V~~; 
Sec. G: 
Sec. 7, EYi nnd N\t/)41 
Sec. u: 
Sec. 0~ S\V~f 
Sec. lC, \VY.a t..nd ~Yil 
ecc. 1 i: 
Sec. lJ, ~~'Al 
'-. #"," '. 11 • .... co. - v, .. , / J~ 

~cc. ~l. ~·h· 
~.I.~ •• It.. 0 \V,, 

~~c~. 23 ~ 3,, tn~ 
~. 6 s .. ;\. O \V >t 

S:e. 3, Sl:O ~: 
6 tt -,, • ce.~.~'J• 
Ceca. G, ?. nn~ 81 
nl!o,o.aY1: 
t;cc.10; 
8cc. 11. !J\VV.: 
c~. 1:11!.;~; 
f.icu. 1·1 io 10, lncl .: 
.... 1,,.,, •c.·•11• ucc. 'J, ., , l ~r.(. v..., t>. , 
~~c. :o, ~;yJ nn.<! SW~t 
s~c. ~ 1. ~ 'l.1: 
S:e. 2~. ~~~ nr.d S\V~: 
Seu. :J. 2'7., onu ::t~: 
s~c. ~J. ;-1 11, ~nd 6W~I 
u.-e.1::>, ~\'I Yt; 
&c. :o. ~4J v~. 
6cc. :?G, r: Y,. 

'l' 'a s .• n.. \0 \'/., 
Sec. 1.:;, ~Col <:1-lt or $hHp Crt~~: 
See. j;,, oll :oulh oC i<~'h)tnll'l :9.J.]1 
Cc:c. :;,~ 

7:.ftS.,lt..10\\'., 
:'.°>C"C.A. 1 t.o 4. l ncl.: 
r~c ,.. ,-,,. 
~ " "'• •"1i..,,1 I i t 

Sc-u. 10 to li. tncl,i 
6~o. JG, };Y.t6:;'Al 
60~ :l1, :-;yl. 

J\of ctcncu No, 

PLO No, s 
JJntc Pl,0 nigneds 

Cb) ?ro1-.\ nll (orm:> o( ~p;)ro;>,·ln.t!on 
\11,dc-r t~,~ puhllc );\11<1 ll.,v:., c>.:CCi)~ ll1:\t 
t.:lo ):·.nc!.s !,!1:\ll bo open lo O;>(:r:\1.lon ol 
t!1c U.S. n,lntn:r )~\'1s:,;{1l>j~-ci-toU10 
l>rovl:;lonJ o( t\10 t-t:~ ot AU;:1J;.t 11. 10~5 
(G~ St:\t. GJl; lO U.6.0. Gll-025), M(l 
61):\ 11 bJ opr:r\ to- l( ;1,1.1nz VrltlOt th~ ~J....'14 

Ct~\I fc;.:J1,;;-lnv.1.i':. _,_ 
6t."W.\nr> }.()~T•U)t (:Pi\~) 

·~·." n .. r ... o \V.; 
Ucc.03, 

T, () .r.., n.. o \\/., 
:h:r11. 1 t\n,l ::i: 
:;1.'C• o. ~y.,. O\V}.t' 
:;cc. I.; 
£•,..c ,. ~,,. 
n... • .., • • • • J • 
~ "' ,. t' • .. ~cc,, .... , 1;. 

Seo. 11. N~~. 6X~i 
[;ce. 12; 
Scc, 13,:-;~,,: 
Sec. l!>, S\V~~ I 
Scc.:O,SC~;. 
Sec. ~ 1. S '/,; 
S ~~ t ·r• 111 CC, '4..i 1 v l '~ ,·\ t 

Sec. 2G. s::; Y.: 
Sec:. ~7 nnd ze: 
Sec.~,. F. ','1. 6W 1-4 t 
St.-<:, 30. \'IY~. SE~; 
t-cca. 31 t.J J.;, lncl.; 
see. o 1.#, \ v ~'i. 

T. -1 Z. 1 j~ 10 \'/., 
Sec.::~. ~rcC\ ~·,it C>t St.c,op- ()too~ 

T. 5 s .• ~ 10 W., 
Sec. lo. SW~. 
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RESPONSE TO CCM-1ENI'S BY 
THE ALASKA POWER ADMINISTRATION 

43. The discussion of irctfacts in Chapter III in sections C, D, 
D-1, F-1, F-3, F-5, F-7 and G, has been amended to consider 
resources and impacts in the Area of Ec!ological Concern. 

44. Information on the Bradley Take project has been added to 
Chapter I under section C. 

45. The outline has been changed. ''Hydroelectric Potential'' is 
now section D-1 under Impact on Water Quality. 

46. This language has been changed accordingly. See Crapter III, 
section D-1. 

4 7. The analysis of the iropa.ct on hydroelectric rx>tential has 
been rcodified to reflect this information. 

48. A discussion of the relationship of the prop::,sed roc>nument on 
the Bradley Take project has been included in Chapter III, 
section D-1. The Park Service rcaintains that construction 
of diversion dams and ditches on lands which could be added 
to the monurrent ~uld create a substantial impact on the natural 
and unaltered character of the area. In addition, pJWer 
transmission lines, unless constructed with careful considerat ion 
of the impact on the vis11al integrity of the landscape, could 
cause signficant impairment of the scenic value of the area. 
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United States Department of the Interior 

IN RJ.:PLY REFER TO: 

Trust Facilitation 

Memorandum 

BUREAu 01;- INDIAN AFl-.,AIRS 
WASIIINGTON, D.C. 20242 

OCT 8 1974 

Subject: Review of Draft Environmental Statement for Proposed 
Harding Kefield-Kenai Fiords National Monument (DES 73-86) 

In response to memorandum dated December 28, 1973, this Bureau has 
reviewed the proposed ANCSA D-2 withdrawal environmental statement 
identified above with respect to its effects upon the Native 
Alaskans and the trust responsibilities of the Department. The 
following comments are provided for your consideration: 

General Connitents: Attached is a general statement. 

~pee if ic Conn,ients: None. 

Enclosure 
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ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENTS ANCSA D-2 WITHDRAWALS 

Introduction: 

The Bureau of Indian Affairs has reviewed ·the severaJ. proposed ANCSA D-2 
withd::-awals for manage1ncnt in the four Federal systems - National Forest, 
Nationul Park, National Wildlife Refuge, National WiJ.d and scenic Rivers, 
as it nffects Native Alaskans and Bureau pi:·ogram activities. This is 

• I 

done from the viewpoint of how the proposed land ownership and related 
use may affect Natives, first, as Native 1unerican.s and secondly, as 

citizens of the State of Alaska. 

rt is difficult to assess impacts of Federal land use plans before Native 
and State selections are kno,..rn. The lands to be taken for the four 
systems ,vill be excluded from seJ.ection and 1nanage1ne11t by the Villages, 

Regions, and the State. 

These j_1npaci.: staten1enJcs are concerned primarily with natural or bio
physical cnviron1ne11t and seldom attempt to deal con1prehensively \·1i th 
social, economic, legal, and Federal management impacts of four Agencies 
(USE'S, NPS, FWS, and BLM) on t11(~ AlasJ<:an Native popl1la·tion. 

49 

Revie,vcd i11di vidually, the iin_pact staterl1ents do not reflect the tota 1 
impa.ct: of a.11 such \vj:t.hdrc1wa).G on the l~u t:i \re cul tt1rc, lifes·tyle, resources, 
and eco11on1y. The to~a.1 environ1nental i1npac t could better be evalua.ted if 50 
there were one stD.ter:1ent for ec1cl1 systcrn, plus a surrmc1ry of the co1nbi11ed 
environ1nental impact of all four systems as they relate to Native-o\vned 
lands, fisl1ing, hu11ting, and \·later right.s as well fl.S hj.story, culture, 

and J_if estyle. 

over2.J 1 General Conu"nent.s: 

The impacts and implications of these withdrawals (20 totnling some 84 
milJ.i .on acres) on t~ati ve-ovmed lands, tlJeir fishing, 11unti11g, trap1.)i ng, 
and ot11er 1neans of subsistence are not clearly def l11t-:d. Nei t.hex: are 51 
"t-lati vc enti tlerncr1ts to water, timber, grazing, trapr>ing, or access 
thro11cJl1 proposed syst.ems or to Native J_<1nds within them. Most state1nents 
do not deal wi ·tl1 a8cess to cemeteries, historical sj.tes, pr:~rr.ary reside11ccs, 
allot)nents, or irn_pi!C t of J?ea.eral 1nanage1nen l: on adjacent or nearby Native 

or state lands and resldentsJ 

'rhc vj_J lage and I{egi.onal corporation managements arc considering every 
conceivable pos~~ibi].i ty fo:r. i 11come fJ::'01n t,11.eir lands c111d funds - reindeer 
a.11d c,t11cr li vesi.-:ocJ,, tj_mbe:r:· , st:ocking of fisheries, tourism, tra11spor
tatio11, etc,,, as \-v<:~J_l as mincl~a1s ir1cludi.11g petroJ cu.m. 
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Generally Alaska rc~sources, especially those that are renewa.ble, are 
both re1note from markets and widely dispcr~ed. With higher prices 
world-wide, especially for foods, furs and timber products, these 
resources may no longer or continue to be submarginal in places where 
they have been previously. Vollli~e is essential for profitable harvest
ing, processing, tr&nsportation, and marketing. Conunercial feasibility 
often may be detennined by t11e ability ·to combine resources from large 
blocks of land that may in n1ar1y insta.11ces i11clude both Native lands and 
adj accnt or nearby lan(]S in or1e or more Federal syste..rns. The management 52 
policy an<:i land use of a J?edcral system mc1.y sometimes largely a.etermine 
the time and extent of resource development on Native lands in the 
vicinity. The importance of this situation is not reflected in most 
impact. statements. 

"Subsist:ence" for the future, needs to be clearly and precisely 
defined for eacl1 sys·tern. Also the role, if any, of local residents in 
makirig policy, regulations, and in enforcement. Their preference as to 53 
employ1nent and incon1es gener,lted by each ,vitl1drawal often is not clearly 
indj.catcc1 . How lnt1cl1 Native involvement c=;tnd self-de1:e1.,ninatj_on and how 
it will be acl1ieved j_n tl1e man2Lgernent a11d use of each Federal systen, 
often is not discussed in t]1ese statert1ent s • 

• 

In the 1.,ast Nati VP. life ,.,as supported corr12letely \t7i th acti ,,i tics now 
tcr111ccl "subsistc11ce 11 • Fishing, hunti11g, :111d gathering provic1ed food, 
cJ.o tl1i.ng, shel te:r:·, fuel, implC!lrlents for h'J1ne and 11unting, etc .. 
T11rougl1 hartering, j_tcms su.plus to needs or acquired for trade \'1ere 

I 

usec1. -~-r.) obtain gcJ0(1S from o the:c ?lati ves a 1c1 then l.a.t er :f:rom t.he "ot1.tside" 
traJer. 

These ac~tivities establisl1ed a culture an,:l lifestyle dependent on 
nearby rcsourct~s of the wate r ,111d land wl1i..ch should be fully co11si(1ered 
in public la11d OVtncrship and mar1agement p :t.anning. This "living off the 
la11d" is still lnore essential for Natives and rural Alaska11s t11an in 
otl1er States. 

Sttbsj.ste11cc and corunercial activities often are complementary and 
esr:ent.ial for con,tplcte use of resources. It is difficult to determine if 
the meat for a fan1ily of seal, walrus, ):)eaver, etc., is more important 
th;1n cash from tl1e sale of skin , fur, ivory, or crafts made from other 
parts. (This distinction may Le relevant to game and other resource 
manuge1ncnt policy a11d rcgulr.\tions) • 

Tl1c c~l1ar1ge fro1n a subsistence to · a cash economy may depend 011 the possi
bility of turn:i.11g former subsistence resources into products for sale . 
Fisl1 £01.,nerly used to fcE~a sled dogs Tt1ay now be solr1 for inco111e to buy 
gas for travel s11ov1rnobilcs . or, timber once harvef, L".ed for l1ousi11g ancl 
fueJ. may provide jobs in lo~rg ing , processing a"t1d t1:.<J11sportion .. In sorn<~ 
areas on or near Fec1eral or state l,:inds ii.: is cc,nc<!L\rabJ.e thc:tt berrj_es, 
other plants, or ani.1nals r10\~ 0 a trlered for food, si1c~1 t:cr , et.c ., in the 
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future could be harves·ted for sale. Resources once used for subsistence 
may be used to provide crafts, acconnhodations or services for tourists. 
Helping to provide facilities and to manage the land resources on nearby .54-
Federal systems can also provide jobs and income but will require compat-
ible policies, goals and plans including infonnation, education, training, 
recrui bnent and coordir1a·tio11 wj.th other },ederal and state Programs if 
maximum local or Native hire is realized. 

J..Jocal imvoJ.veinent in -'che u.se a11d managemen.t of adjacent Federal ).ands 
is vital j_11 many a.reas of the state for Natives to exist and to maintain 
the desired parts of ·their culture. This is essential for fulfillment 
of the ANCSA and Depa r ·tmen·tal reguJ.atior1s and promises. rt also may be 
essent.ial for sound Federal land management with maximwn sustained 
benefits from natural resources. All this will not occur without definite 
goals, policies, plans , commitments, and special efforts by administrators 
of each proposed systems of Federal lands. 

The conunents and sta·tements of No.tive leaders generally suggest tl1e need 
for more f,1ctual an<l comprehens i ve impact st.atements,. Undoubtedly the 
l)resstlro of ot.l1er.· Jnorc eminent issues and deadlines relating to the 
ANCSA l1as J.imi ted 'thcJ.r rev1ew· and' comments~ 

un·til e ach respectj_ve Regiona.1 Corporation a11d l'~I!1N indicate their approval 
or ti,.e J?Oints raised above are more corttpletely ana. clectrly answe:ced, we 
consider roost of the impac·t statE:n--.cnts incomplete and ina.dequate,. 
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RESPONSE TO Ca.1MENTS BY 
THE BUREAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRS 

49. This pror:osal addresses coordination with potential Native 
landowners in Chapter I sections A, B and C. The impa.cts 
on subsistence uses and on social and cultural life in 
general are examined. as thoroughly as !X)Ssible with the 
limited informa.tion and tllre period available. (See Chapter 
III section F-3; also F-1, F-4, F-5, F-6, F-7, G and H). 

50. A thorough discussion of the need for an overall StmtTiary 

impa.ct statement is provided. in the response to question 1 
of the Forest Service letter. In relation to the aggregate 
impa.ct of this pror:osal; it is recognized that the pro:p)sed 
Harding Icefield-Kenai Fjords National rronument wou 1d have 
an aggregate impa.ct on the Kenai Peninsula region en 
considered in conjunction with the pro:posals for the Seward 
National Recreation area, the additions to the Chugach 
National Forest and the pror:osals for wilderness on the 
Kenai Moose Range and the Nellie Juan Wilderness area (in 
the Chugach Forest). These five proposals in addition to the 
existing Chugach National Forest and Kenai National Moose 
Range in many areas overlap, but do cover al:x)ut t\4.0 ,thirds 
of the lands on the Kenai Peninsula each prop:>sal and existing 
area varies sanewhat in the nature of its restrictions and 
management r:olicies. 

In the case of Harding-Kenai s}?eCifically, the Impacts sections 
of Chapter III: F-1, F-3, F-4, F-5, F-6, F-7 and Gas well 
as other sections of the statenEnt, have been revised to 
examine regional aspects of these impacts. The aggregate 
impact on land ownership patterns and availability in the 
region that 1iM:>uld result from implementation of Harding-Kenai 
and other proposals has reen discussErl in section III F-1. 
The aggregate impa.cts on subsistence uses have been discussed. 
in III, F-3; sport hunting and recreation in III, F-4; timber 
harvesting and the rrarket econany in III, F-5; canmunity 
scx::ial and cultural life:III, F-6; the mining industry:III, 
F-7; and transportation:III, G. 

51. The relationship of this proposal, as well as cooperative 
agreernents with the Native ownerl lands or lands withdrawn 
for Native selection are outlinErl in Chapter I sections A, 
B, and C. The status of Native allotments is discussed 
in section D of Chapter I. Access will of course re allowErl 
to legally patentErl. allotments. 
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52. The i.nlfx)rt.ance of CCX)peration and authorization to seek 
CCX)perative agreements between Native, Federal, as well 
as other adjacent landowners is danonstrated throughout 
Chapter I. 

53. Subsistence activities are recognized as a traditional, 
dynamic, cultural activity within the general re<:Jion of the 
pro:[X)sal. Significant subsistence uses of lands proposed 
for inclusion in the monument or AEC are presently unknown 
to the NPS. It is also recognized that no definition of 
subsistence, as such, has been established. The Park Ser-
vice will y;ork with all concerned State agencies, 
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canmunities and affected individ11als in arriving at an 
equitable and -workable understanding for a management plan 
for subsistence resource uses in the proposed monument. 

Additional discussion of le<:Jislative and administrative 
proposals for subsistence managertent has been adderl to 
Chapter I, sections A and B. Also a discussion of c(X)pera
tive effort.s concerning subsistence has been added to section 
C of Chapter I. 

54. Proposals for CCX)perative developnent and managectent of 
visitor facilities in the AEC and on the periphery of 
the rconurrent have been outlined in Chapter I section B. 



lN REPLY R£Fl:..R 1 0: 

DES-73-86 

Memorandum 

United States Department of the Interior 
BUREAU OF l .. A~D MA~AGE~1ENT 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20240 

JUL 2 2 1974 

To: Chairman, Alaska Planning Group 

From: Director, Bureau of Land Management 

Subject: Harding Icefield-Kenai Fjords National Monument 

We have reviewed the draft environmental statement and offer the 
following comments: 

Maps 

Lack of coordinates makes it very difficult to compare the maps with 
other maps. 

Description of the Proposal 

P. 9, last paragraph. The AEC contains water areas, some of which, if 
not all, are ,state-owned. The natives cannot select most of these 

55 

water areas. ~6 

This paragraph should be rewritten to reflect the need for a cooperative 
agreement with the state of Alaska, if the state owned waters are to 
be included in the proposed monument. 

P. 22, item 3, Native Allotment Lands. This section seems misleading. 
We sugge.st it be rewritten as: ''Native allotment lands are those 
lands to which individual natives are given title. ANCSA revoked 

57 the Alaska Native Allotment Act of 1906 (34 Stat 197), and precluded 
any native covered by the provisions of ANCSA from applying for lands 
under the Act of February 8, 1887 (24 Stat 389), or the Act of June 25, 
1 1910 (36 Stat 363). Un,der the provisions of the 1906 act, a native 
could secure title of up to 160 acres (in up to four separate tracts) 
of land which he had substantially used and occupied." 
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''ANCSA also provided that allotment applications which were then 
pending before the Department of the Interior could continue to be 
processed. A native with an allotment application covering his 
primary place of residence had the option, through September 18, 
1973, of continuing his claim under the allotment acts cited, or of 
obtaining title under st1bsection 14(h) (5) of the Alaska Native Claims 
Settlement Act, if the lands involved were located in an area available 
for such purpose.'' 

"The BLM has now recorded and is examining and processing the native 
allotment applications throughout Alaska. Within the proposed Harding 
Icefield-Kenai Fjords National Monument, there are two recorded 
applications; one has gone to patent. Applications which go to patent 
will have the status of private land and will include the right of 
access.'' 

Q_escription of the Environment 

P. 108, last sentence (concluded on p. 109). This should be rewritten 
to read: "The enterprise ended when the BLM served a trespass notice 
on the operator, who had begun and was conducting his operations during 
a period of time when the lands were withdrawn from public domain status 
by Public Land Order No. 4582. No application for a Special Land Use 
Permit had been filed prior to co11m1encement of operations, nor was 
any filed after the trespass notice ,vas served.'' 

57 

58 

P. 111. The d-2 lands which revert to d-1 would carry the same 59 
restrictions as the d-2. In actuality, considering the terrain .,and 
location of the area, the environment is likely to change very little 
under any of the management alternatives. 

The Env~ronmental Impacts of the Proposed Action 

P. 121, Impact on Mining, first paragraph. The mineralized areas are 
outside the proposal in the ''area of environmental concern.'' 

P. 121, Impact on Mining, second paragraph. The two options are not Go 
necessarily exclusive. The NPS minerals roan (seep. 56, last paragraph) 
spent many years with Kennecott before going to NPS. He does not 
consider small-scale mining significant, whereas others do. It is a 
matter of judgment. Certainly none of the better known mining companies 
would be attracted to the area. According to Richter, USGS (seep. 52), 
small-scale mining is possible. 

P. 122. The EIS refers to mountain goat hunting and states: " ••• local 
hunters estimate that no more than 10 are taken in the area annually." 
We have checked with a local guide who works in that area and he has f>I 
consulted several fellow guides. They estimate the mountain goat 
harvest to be between 150 and 200 animals per year. 
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• 

We suggest that the EIS should be corrected to show a hunter harvest 61 
of at least 100 animals. 

Alternatives to the Proposed Action 

P. 149, No Action Alternative. See comments, p. 111. 62 

Assistant Director 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENI' BY 
THE BUREAU OF LAND f1ANAGEMENI' 

55. Coordinates have been placErl on the Proposal ma.p. 

56. Such cooperative agrearents are coverErl in paragraph (4) 
a.rove the paragraph you referrErl to and in Chapter I, A. 
''Legislative Action" provision number 4. 

57. The section has been rewritten. See Cha.pter I, D: ''Back
ground''. 

58. The passage has been rewritten. See Chapter II A-2: 
"Recreation and Tourisct''. 

59. The technical point on land status is recogniza:1; however, 
it is our assumption that no action on the proposal is nost 
likely to result ultimately in some type of public ITn.Iltiple
use rranagernent for these lands. 

The section has been rewritten to correct the statetent on 
the status of d-2 lands which revert to d-1. 

60. The section on the Impact of Mining has been rewritten. The 
rnineralCXJical areas are also shown on the ''Minerals Map'' and 
descr] bed in Chapter II ''Economic Geology. '' 

The NPS assessctent of mineral :[X>tential has been dropped. 
See Chapter III, F-7: "On Mining Industry." 

61. The Alaska Departrrent of Fish and Game rep:>rts that 9 hunters 
took 4 goats in the area in 1973. We are accepting their 
infonnation as they are tre agency reslX)nsible for management 
of hunting in the area. We have deletErl, at their request, our 
reference to estimates of harvest. 

62. The ''No Action Alternative'' section has been rewritten. See 
Chapter VIII section A. 
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OFFICE OF THE DIRECTOR 

United States Department of the Interior 

BUREAU OF ~1INES 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20240 

. 
June 6, 1974 

DES 73-86 

Memorandum 

To: Chairman, Alaska Planning Group, Office of the Secretary 
~ 

o,pu\9, . /' · ,.,,,, 1.0,11' 
Through: Assistant Secretary--Energy and Minerals / \.. ~ \. I\ ,~ 

From: Director, Bureau of Mines 

Subject: Draft environmental statement, National Park Service, proposed 
Harding Icefield-Kenai Fjords National Monument, Alaska 

• 

The draft environmental statement for the proposed national monument was 
reviewed by our Alaska Field Operation Center, Juneau. The proposed 
monument would include 300,000 acres plus up to 460,000 acres to be designated 
from an area of ecological interest. The proposed monument would be withdrawn 
from appropriation and entry under the public land laws, including the mining 
and mineral leasing laws . 

We again note that by including an area of ecological interest larger than the 
proposal itself, the true area proposed for withdrawal is not the 300,000 acres 
to be charged against the 80 million-acre limit under ANCSA, but actually 
could reach 760, 000 acres . 

The Bureau of Min,es and the Geological Survey have not made a mineral evalua-
tion of the area proposed for withdrawal. Because of the indications of mineraliza
tion within the area, we continue to believe that a wilderness-type mineral survey &1-
be made of the area in order for Congress to fully assess the resources involved 

• 

in the proposal. Other comments, criticisms, and suggestions are: 

Pages 52-61, Geology and Mining: Why are maps showin,g coal and petroleum 
presented but no map showin,g metallogenic provinces or mining claim groups? ~ 
Coal and petroleum are outside the proposed monument, ,even outside the area 
of ecological concern, whereas metallic miner,als with potential exist within the 
area. 
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Page 55, 1st paragraph, 2d sentence: 11 
• • • Alaska gold and copper metallogenic 

province. 11 Alaska has a number of metallogenic provinces which contain gold and ~ 
copper. This sentence would better read " ... area lies in a gold and copper 
metallogenic province. 11 

Page 56, line 10: At today's gold prices, the value of Nuka Bay production ~7 
would be nearly $1. 3 million instead of $166, 000. 

Page 57, lines 14-17: The evaluations of the Joint Federal-State Land Use 
Planning Commission for Alaska, as the agency established by AN CSA for these 6g 
evaluations, should be described at the beginning of the section on Mining. 

Page 112, 2d paragraph, 2d sentence: 11 
• • • there are no commercial ore 

bodies in the area . . . . 11 This decision cannot be reached with present data. 
Also, there is no indication that mining ceased because of ore reserve depletion-- fo9 
rather, because of economic conditions. At today's price of gold, the long idle 
mines could well be in commercial ore bodies. The "present indications" 
judgment of no commercial ore bodies in the area has no relationship to 
potential future development that may be foregone by the withdrawal. 

Page 121,, 1st sentence: This statement does not agree with the page 57 evaluation 70 
by the JFSLUPC which considered not only the Geological Survey opinion but 
those of other Federal and State agencies. 

Page 121, Impact on Mining, 2d paragraph, 1st and 2d sentences: How are 
differences of opinion, as to the feasibility of profitable mining, an impact on 
mining? It has been established that mineral deposits occur within the study 71 
area, that mining has taken place, and that diligent prospecting could well discover 
additional mineral deposits. Whether or not a mineral deposit can be economically 
developed at the moment should not be a consideration; the long term-effects 
of closure to mineral development are what is important. The sentences in 
question should be eliminated. 

Page 121, Impact on Mining, 3d paragraph, 3d sentence; "There are five mineral 
claims within .... 11 There are a great many more than five claim locations. 72. 
Five claim groups may be applicable to locations on which up-to-date assessment 
work has been filed. If so, this should be stated. As is, the sentence in question 
is grossJy in error. 

224 



Page 137, Mitigating Measures Include in the Proposed Action: Why dosen 't the 
proposed research program include all natural resources? The increasing 
demands for minerals is outstripping most of the others. 

73 

Page 141, pagargrah D: This analysis reflects a complete lack of understanding 
of the effects of prohibiting mineral exploration and extraction. From the national 
point of view we are only secondarily concerned about the adverse effects of such 
prohibition on individual miners or mining companies. We are concerned--and 
the environment statement ·should stress this--that the materials needed to sustain 74-
our economy and consequently our people's physical well-being are being with
drawn and made unavailable without a thorough evaluation. The Nation is 
becoming increasingly dependent on insecure foreign sources for minerals 
and mineral fuels. To the extent that domestic minerals are made unavailable 
for use, the ~ration must put more strain on its already unfavorable balance of 

\ 

trade. This analysis should be completely revised. 

Page 147, 1st paragraph: We do not believe this thinking meets the intent of 
CEQ guidelines. Such withdrawals as these must be assumed to be in perpetuity 
and therefore the commitment of resources also must be assumed to be in 75 
perpetuity. In a previous environmental statement on an Alaskan proposal 
(Kobuk ~alley National Monument, p. 215) , the Park Service used wording which 
we believe is equally appropriate here and should be used: 

The proposed action would prohibit all mining and mineral 
entry within the monument boundaries. This will have no 
impact on the present day economy since no production 
currently takes place. However, there would probably 
be a substantial impact on future potential for economic 
developments since there appears to be a high mineral 
potential in the area. Since prospecting would not 
be allowed, .there may never be a complete inventory 
and analysis of these resources. Therefore a full 
assessment of the impacts of the proposal's preclusions 
of resources removal would not be carried out. 
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In sum, based on present knowledge of mineral resource 
• 

potential, this proposal will have a major impact on future 
mineral development in the region. 

Acting Director 
• 
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RESPONSE TO BY 
THE BURFAU OF .MINES 

63. "Areas of ecolCXJical concern" are just that, areas of 
interdependent relationships to the proposal area in key 
wildlife habitat maintenance, maintenance of vis11al and scenic 
integrity, protective buffers around key waters and wildlife 
populations, interrelated vegetative and wildlife use patterns 
where degradation of one element seriously alters the other 
and significant areas of cultural (archeological, historical 
and sociol(XJical) relationship to the proposal or an 
adjacent Native· culture or :[X)pulation. It is hoped that specific 
cooperative agrea11ents can be negotiated with any adjacent 
land managers and owners within the Area of Ecological Concern 
to ensure canplementary protection of the values and resources 
of the proposal, with control and managettent of such lands 
retained by the owners and managers. 

Managenent of the proposal as well as the Area of FcolCXJical. 
Concern should include a mut11al vX)rking dialogue between 
Federal landowners and surrounding land managers. It is 
reasonable that if landowners in Areas of Ecological Concern 
are to consider managing their lands in a "manner canpatible 
with prorx:>sal values," then in return their views should be 
considered within the limits of applicable laws and regulations, 
in the managerrent of Federal lands. 

It should be noted that agreanents regarding areas of 
ecological concern represent only one approach to protection 
of Fed.eral lands, and that the broad authority given the 
Secretary under 43 U.S.C. 1368 renains unaffecte:1 by the 
legislative prop:>sal. 

For further information on the Area of EcolCXJical Concern see 
Chapter I section B. 

64. In regard to the request for a research program to inventory 
mineral pJtential in this area, the rronurrent proJ;X>sal provides 
that prospecting, mining and the extraction of minerals or 
the rerroval of soil, sand, gravel, and rock will not be 
pennitted, except where carried on pursuant to valid existing 
rights. 
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The National Park Service encourages and will participate in 
appropriate ways in the study of geological resources within 
proposals. Geological studies by recognized educational or 
scientific institutions, professional personnel of other 
FErl.eial agencies, and accreditErl individ11als will be permitted 
and encouragErl when in consonance with the purposes of the 
area and the policies of the Service. ProcErlures which might 
result in damage or alteration to the resources v0uld not be 
pennitted. 

Furthf=r discussion of the p::>tential for mineral exploration 
is discussed in Chapter IV. 

65. A ma.p of metallic minerals fX)tential and locations has been 
addErl. See ''Minerals" map. 

66. The sentence ras been changed accordingly. See Chapter II 
section "Fconanic Geology." 

67. The infonnation has been addErl. See Crapter II "Fconanic 
Geology." 

68. The evaluation by the Joint FErleral-State Iand Use Planning 
Camnission discussErl here was incorrect. The "high p::>tential" 
province runs west of the prop:>sErl nonument. The section has 
been changErl accordingly. See Chapter II "Fconanic Geology." 

69. The section has been rew.ritten and the sentence excludErl. 

70. The section on IIcipact on Mining has been rewritten. Also, as 
discussErl in question F above, the JFSIIJPC statatLent has been 
correctErl. (See Chapter III , F-7 • ) 

71. The differences of opinion were includErl in order to provide 
infonnation on future mining potential for the area . Know
lErlge of future IX)tential is very relevant in tenns of 
detennining the significance of the proi;:x:>sal's impact on 
mining. However, this section has been rewritten to renove 
any bias in these assessments. The new assesstLents are ba.sed 
primarily on USGS infonration. 

72. This .infonnation was incorrect, we rave changErl it to "9 
claim groups." The number and acreage in these claim groups 
is discussErl in Chapter II ''Fconanic Geology. " 

73. A statarLent concerning potential mineral exploration has been 
addErl to Crapter IV. (For further discussion see reS!X)nse 
64 of this letter) • 



74. In making D-2 land witlrlrawals and the r ations to the 
Congress for managerrent of these larrls, a basic dilema was 
faced which is implicit in a decision involving mineralo
gically unexplored lands such as those in Alaska. This 
dilenma was the choice between possible values of developable, 
nonrenewable resources such as minerals, and the resource 
values inherent in natural and ecological systects. 

In developing the final recomnendations to Congress, the need 
to leave mineral resources available for develoµnent was 
given careful consideration. In the first place, sane of 
the Systens themselves herein advanced by those proposals 
contain the authority and objective of mineral developnent. 
And, it should be noted that the selections already made by 
the State of Alaska and the prtorities provided the Native 
Claims under ANCSA have excluded frart "Four Systeict" consideration 
vast areas of mineral potential already. In many cases, 
lx>undaries of proposals were redrawn to place mineral belts 
of prime potential outside proposals with restrictive 
management categories. In other cases, management options 
were left open to mining where identified mineral J;X)tential 
was sufficient to warrant such action, and where mineral 
extraction 'vX)Uld not prove overly damaging to the envirornnent. 
However, in order to comply with the intent of section 17(d) (2) 
of the Act and in order to afford adequate protection of these 
outstanding areas, sane areas which do have rossible mineral 
potential were recac1111ended for protective managanent that \\Ould 
exclude mining and mineral entry. These prorosals reflect 
a need, set forth in AOCSA as a Congressional marrlate, to 
preserve certain outstanding natural and ecological areas of 
national interest apart from mineral develoanent. 

Again, in regard to the request for a research program to 
inventory mineral pJtential in these areas, this proposal 

provides that prospecting, mining, and the extraction of minerals 
or the renoval of soil, sand, gravel, and rock will not be 
permitted., except where carried on pursuant to valid existing 
rights. 

Tl"E National Park Service encourages and will participate 
in appropriate ways in the study of geological resources 
within proposals. Geological sttrlies by recognized educational 
or scientific institutions, professional personnel of other 
Federal ,agencies, and accredited individ11als will be permitted 
,and encouraged when in consonance with the purposes of the 
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area and the policies of the Service. Proced.ures which 
might result in damage or alteration to the resources ~uld 
not be permitted. For the arove reason, Chapter V, paragraph 
4 has not been rewritten. 

75. The analysis of impacts on mining in Chapter III has been 
rewritten on the basis of new infonna.tion and has considered 
a conmitrcent of these resources on a perpet11al basis. Thus, 
we have analyzed. our impact on the assumption that that 
impact vX)uld be pennanent. Ho\\ever, we do not agree that it 
is improper to cite Congress' power to rro:pen these areas to 
develoµnent. In fact, such reopening of park lands has 
occurred; for example, Katmai National Monurrent was opened 
for extraction of coal and pumice from 1949 to 1964. 

However, further discussion of the impact of prohibiting 
mineral extraction has been added. 
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IN REPLY 
llEPER TO: 

120.1 

United States Department of the Interior 
t 

BUREAU OF RECLAMATION 
t 

WASHINGTQN, D.C. 20240 

150 

Mr. Theodor R. Swem 
Chairman 
Alaska Planning Group 
Department of the Interior 
Washington, D.C. 20240 

Dear Mr. Swem: 

JAN 241974 

This is in reference to your December 28, 1973, transmittal of 
the 28 draft environmental statements in regard to · the Alaska Native 
Claims Settlement Act of 1971. 

Since we have only peripherai experience in the subject matter 
covered by these statements anp considering the fact that we have no 
jurisdiction in Alaska, we do not plan to review and c<Jrmnent on these 
statements. 

Sincerely yours, 
, 

--
' / 

I. 

L 
/ , 

/ .. 
• 

Co11n1Li s s ion er 
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United States Department of the Interior 

GEOI.,OGICAL SUI~ VEY 
RESTON, \ t' IRGI.>IIA 22092 

OFFICE OF T llE DIRECTOR 
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DES 73-86 

r•1emorandum 

To: 

T11rough: 

From: 

Subject: 

P,llG 1 2 \S7 4 

Chairman, Alaska Planning Group 

tant Secretary--Energy and Hinerals 

• 
Director, Geological Survey 

Revie,~ of draft environ.IBental statemei1t on tl1e Prouosed 
Harding Icefield - Kenai Fjords ~ational lfonument 

\·le have revic,,ed t}1e subject draft environmental statement as you re
quested in a memorandum of December 28. 

In general, rather tban a clear and objective descriution of the environ
ment and impacts of t11e proposal, tl1e statement presents a descrip tion 
which appears to emp~asize and advocate aspects 'justifying implementation ~(c; 
of the proposal. Discussions of possDlle adverse effects receive less 
attention and tend to be described in phrases designed to de-emphasize 
these effects. F.eferences to sources of statements are, in r.1any cases, 
incomplete, misleading, and inaccurate. 

The impact of the proposed action on the water resources and related as
pects of the environ~ent and existing conditions seem to be adequate and 
almost accur2te, generally. 

t-Tith reference to mineral potential of tl1e proposal area, ~ve believe 
the small ~.;ithdrat:vals along the coast (fjords) are least favorable for 77 metallic mineral deposits. TI1e !-larding Ice£ ield covers an area· ,.:r!-lich 
is geoloeically favorable for the occurrence of gold, copper, and chro
mite. The withdra~1al is at tne intersection of t't-10 structural tre11ds 
favorable for mineralization. 

Our specific, detailed comments on these matters are attached. 

-
'Xct1ng irector 

Attachment 



Specific Comments on 

Iiarding Icef ield - Kenai Fjords ~!ational ~-fonument 

DES 73-86 

Pn.0 c 5: 'J11e statcncnt sl1ould indi.catc ,;;i~etJ1er or not the po~,rcr site 
,.,i tl1dra-:-1als for Lost T.1n1:e and Cooper Lav.e arc still i.n existence. 

Pa~e 19, paragrap11 2, and pa~c se, para~raph 2: , T,J\1at j_s the l)asis of 
t11c s taterient tl1at avcrar,e yearly precj_pi tat ion is 40() inches, as rain- 79 
fall? A recently prc1>ared l:ational T·1eatl1er Service map sl1orTs /~')0 incl-ics 
of sno1:.1f all and IGO incl1es of precipitation to l)e yearJ y nvera~es for 
soMe of the area. 

Pai;e 27: The stater.1ent, ''It is t·1ithin • • • tl1e JZenai-C~1.u~ach !fountains 
,hysio~rapl1ic province. This province is JT1ade u!' of tl1e Ch\1gacl1 ?'oun-·- 8C) 
tains geosyncline," is poorly ,;,:orded. A pl1ys ioe;ra!)hic province r.1ay oc-
cupy an area t11a t ,;.ras occupied by a geosyncline dur:tno; an earl1.cr time, 
but cannot be made up of a geosyncline. 

Page 36, J.as t para~raph: 
the gl.aciers of ~he Kenai 

1:·!l1at is the at1tJ1ority for tl1e stateMent 
Peninsula are receding rapidly? 

t:iat 

Poge 47, paraerapl1 1: There is plenty of water as precipitation, but 
tl1ere May be no natural stora·ee. 

81 

82. 

Pace 47: m1at is the source of the quotation by D. P. Ricl1tcr? j8! 

Page 47, last parairaph: The reference should be to the TJ. s. r.color.;i- 184-
cal Survey, not U. S. Coast and Geodetic St1rvey. 

Pnr,e l•S: Tl1e sentence, "Tl1e 1nonumcnt is near the axis of the C1-,uv.ac'1 
::0L1ntai11s ' geosynclj_nc, a very nctive area tectonica1.1y often exoosed 
to t s unnra1_s, '' is mj_s] ca<ling in st1ggesting a relationsl-tip bet~.Teen the 
;resozoic to e:-trly Cenozoic Cht1~:1c!1 ?fountains ~cosynclir1e and tl1c prP..s
ent-dny tectonic acti.vity and t s unamis in the area. 

Page:~ '•8, last paragrn.J)ll: Tl1ere is plenty of fresh 11ater as precipita
tion, bttt s tora1;e is rninimal. .,.\lso, t11e lal~es mentioned empty into tl1e 
Crulf of Alas]:a, not Cool : Inlet. 
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P~ies 52-54: Th e section on ~colo~y i s poorly or~aniz c~ ~nf as arc
s u].t i s conft1s i_n :'; to the r cacl e r. 'T'hc fir s t t,.,o parar.raol1s st1T'f\marj_zc 
briefly tl1e main r oc1: types of tl1e ent:Lre J:enai Peninsula. Tl1e dis
cus sions of tl1e n ext four pnragra~1s sec~ to be givin~ additional de
tailed descrip tions of rocl: ex~os ures in or near the proposal area. 
l!o,,cvcr, t 11is is not T11cntionc d and unles s t11c reader is f amj_linr ,.,:j_th 
t11c locnl geolor,y and t~1c sources fron rr111_c11 t1""!.e c cscriptionB nr~ 
quoted (11i t hout r c fcr cnc0.s) t'.d. s is not clc nr. J',eca usc the Cescr:!.p- f!7 
tions are appa r ently . tal:en out of context fron descri.ptions hy differ-
ent autl1ors , -1!10 t-Iere describinr; dif fercnt J.ocalities, at ]_east one of 
\·7hj_c11 i s not even j_n the propos al, tl1e result is a confusin~ r1ixtt1rn 
of descriptions. There is no indication of ,,11et11er or not these 
descriptions apply to bcdrocl: ,,,ithin t11e proposal ~r :i.f it ,-,as examined 

durinc the study. 

PaGCS 54~55: Statements about the geologic investip,ations and mineral 
resource evaluations are misleading. In actuality, none of the area of 
the proposal is covered by modern Re olo~ic napping, except for ~~o~t 
9 miles of tl1e s11orcline of Surprise Bay, mappe<l by 'Pic11ter (1970, 88 
Geology and lode-gold deposits of the ~uka Bay area, Kenai Peninsula, 
Alasl(a: U.S. Geel. Survc)1 Prof. Paper 62l~-n) • Other geolog1.c surveys 
made "sj_nce the turn of tl1e century, 1' according to the statement, ,,,ere 
reconnais sance studies made in the early 1900's that were rnajnly liMi-
ted to shoreline investigations. 

TI1e reader is led \'..O assume t11at the statement, ''The r.iineral belt in 
tl1is area is considered to havl} moderate potentiaJ_ for snnll dc;>osits 89 
of r,recious metals and copper, but lo"·J for large <lc!posits, 

1
' is a tr. S. 

Geological Survey (!Valuation. There is no refe rence ho,,1evcr and 1t•7e 
do not Jeno,., tl1e source of the statement. Tl1e source sl1ould be speci-

fied. 

Other statements on pages 55-5G are direct quotes from D. H. ~i.cl1tcr's . 
1970 rc1)ort on :\1t1l:.a Bay. llov1cver, t11ese are not given as CJUOtat1.ons 
and are mixed in tl1e snne pa1·agrapl1s ~\1itl1 statements tl1at are not from 
Ric11ter 's paper. One s tatcmcnt in partj_cular, ''Since 1·1orld l-7ar II in
terest in ~lul:a B,1y nold e\inin~ has not 1)cen rev:tve<l and today t:11e area 
ap1)ears to 11ave bce11 virtually foreotte11, ,i is i11 direct conflict '"itl1 
inforr.1ation on recent interes t in t11e area descri.l)CCT by P.i .c11tcr in l1is 
report. Yet tl1is stateMent is follo~-,ed by a sentence (,;.1itl1out quota
tion marks) fron ~ichter's report and n .reference to Richter, 1970, sug
gestin3 that t11e statemerl.t \vns nade l)y T'.ic}iter. 

Pa3e 57: TI1e statement, '~ series of prospects extendinz nort~~ard l9f 
alonn the l1i211i1ay from Set,rard and soutl1 alonR Rest1rrection nay can be 
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largely discounted because of tl1eir lonR standing proximity to exccl
lcn t transporta ti.on f [tcili ti0.s ancl lnhor st1pp].y ccn tcrs, '' leacls to co11-
fusion. 1)oes tl1is ncnn t11.at t11e pos:1i1)i].i.tv of ftttt1rQ ,..,rocl11ct:!on fr0m 

• 
tl1cse dcposj.ts can be discou11tc<l, or that tl1cy also can be <lisco1.111ted 
as indications of the types of minerals tl1at may occur in tl1e less ac
ccssi1)1c ~rcns of tlic proposal? TI~c first r1ay be true, ~-.ut t 11c J.att0.r 
cannot be discounted. 'fhe tlssertion leans one to qticst:i.o;, t1: c bnsj_;; 
for t1lc state11cnt nttrj_l)uted to C";lcnn ~ced, in the prccc.clir.0 para~rap~1, 9/ 
t11at .. "mineral rcsourc~ potc11tial of t 11c area pro1)oscd for rionuncnt 
ctatus is corr1pnrativcly r:1cn~cr." Because the area of the pronosaJ. 1.s 
not covered by nodcrn fleologic, geoc!1emical, or gnophysi.cal nappin~, 
i& dlscountinr: tl1c sig11ificanc~ of 1:nor,m occttrrcnccs :tn 1)etter lzno~111 
arean adjacent to the proposal the basis for the state~ent? Is there 
nny evidence that undiscovered economically significant deposits of 
the same or related types of minerals do not exist? If no, ~1at is 
the evidence? 

Pa3cs 109-110: The report discusses potential for recr~ational oppor
tunitj_es nt great lcnstl1 but dis1nisses minin~ potential ,.,ith a brief 
statenent and a reference to the previous <lisct1ssion of 1~i~ing in the 
environr.1cntal section. Tl1e pote11tial for mineral deposits l1as not 92 
been adequately evalt1atcd and there is no tray to predict r.;l1etl1er mj.nj_ng 
\·Joul<l or \:ould 11ot be a signif ica11t economic consideration in t11e fu-
ture without mineral resource assessnent. These factors should be 
discussed. 

Page 112: In spite of the statement on page 54 that ''exploration has 
l>een insufficient to assess mineral values properly," a stater1cnt is 93 
made l1ere that "present indicatio11s arc tl1nt t11cre are no commercial 
ore bo(lics in the area." Tl1is lcind of conclusion is not valid t·Jl1en 
mineral resources l1nve not been evaluated. 

Page 119, last sentence: On paee 128, it is stated that 2,500 vjsitors ~ 
per day n1ay visit tJie area. Tl1is implies tl1at t11ere ,,,iJ.1 l)e l7aste dis- ;rr-
))Osal p1·ol>len1s, a sul> j ec t t1l1icl1 s11ot1ld be ad<lrcssed in t11e statement. 

Page 121: The U.S. Geological Survey has not evaluated the economic 
possibil.j.t)' of prof i tabJ.c mini11g in tl1c re~j.on surrounc1inr, ancl inclucling 
tl1e proposal. r.icl1ter 's state1nc~nt tl1at ''diligent small-scale mining may 
be econo1nically l)OS f;:i.bJ.c," t·1as t-!rittcn in reference to t11e :,1uka Bay area 
ns dcfi11c<l an<l outliricd in tl1e rc1)01-t quoted. It ,-1as cJ.c.arly not in
te11dcd to npJ)ly to tl1c entire rc~ion surrot111cling and including t11e pro
J)Osal as j.s j_nferrcd i.11 tl1e in1pact statement. 
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Page 145: The economi.c consequences of postponr.lent of mineral resource 
extraction arc discussccl. Ilo\1ever, t11.c possi1).le economic consequences 
of ~·1ithdra~-1al from mining an<l mineral entry of an area for ~-1hich ade-
quate mineral res ource assessments have not been made i .s not considered. 96 
T11e effect of t1it}1dra~·.ral on prospecting in the area and tl1e ar.iount of 
lead tir1e that ,,ot1l<l l)c needed f roM tl1e tir.ic the area might be opened 
to mining in response to future needs unfil any minerals could be pro-
duced should also be discussed. 

Page 150 ~ 1-ric st n tcncn t, ''The area • • • is not ,.,ell endo,;-1ed ,.,i th 
natural resources other than scenery and wildlife," is not consistent 97 
,,ith tl1e enrlier staten1ent (p. 54) tl1at exploration has been insuffi-
cient to assess mineral values properly. 

Page 2l~l: The reference to Capps is incorrect. It should be ''Capps, 
S. R. , 194'), Geology of the Alas lea Railroad region: U.S. Geological 
Survey Bulletin 907, 201 p. '' 98 . 
Page 243: The reference to Ulchter is incorrect. The publication is 
Professional Paper 625-B, p. Bl-B16, not Bulletin 277. 
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RESPCNSE 'IO BY 
THE U.S. GEDLJ:X;ICAL SURVEY 

• 

76. The iI1rpacts sections of the statarent as well as the geology 
sections of Chapter II have been rewritten in order to rectify 
these deficiences as much as :EX)Ssible. Sec section F-7, Chapter 
III and also Chapter II ''Geology'' and ''&:x:>nanic Geology.'' 

77. This infonna:tion has been inclmed in Chapter III under ''Inrpacts 
on the Mining Ind11stry'' and Chapter II under ''&:x:>nanic Geology. '' 

78. The Alaska Power Administration did not indicate in their letter 
that there were any active power site proIX)sals affecting the 
proposal except Brad] ey Take. 

79. The infonna.tion has been corrected. 

80. This section has been rewritten and included in the ''Geology'' 
section of Chapter II. 

81. This statarent was based on analysis of USGS 1:250,000 scale 
ma.ps of the are.a done during this century and of present 
know'ledge of the area. It was found that lands shcMn on older 
maps (as recent as 1930) show areas covered with ice which are nc,.f/ 

barren n:>cks • 

• 
82. The infonnation has been included under Chapter II ''Geology. '' 

83. This reference was incorrect. The source is Lemke, R.W. 1967, 
''Effects of the of March 27, 1964 at Seward, Alaska. 
(See ''References'') • 

84. The reference has been changed accordingly - sec Chapter II 
''Geology.'' 

85. The passage has been rewritten - see Chapter II, ''Geology.'' 

86. The information has been included and the text changed. 
{See Chapter II, ''Hydrology. '') 

87. These paragraphs ha.ve been rewritten and the section on geology_ 
reorganized in an attetcg;,t to clear up this confusion. Much 
of this text was offered by D. H. Richter of USGS in his original 
ccmnents on Chapter II of an early draft of the EIS. (June 15, 

• 

1973). Fa.ch paragraph of descrption which was paraphrased or 
quoted frat1 Richter's ccmrents is referenced accordingly at the 
end of the paragraph. 

88. The section on Geology has been rewritten to reflect this infonnation. 
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89. The source is Clark et al 1972, ''Metal Provinces of Alaska, 
U.S.G.S. Open File ReJ;X>rt, 3p and 3 maps; also Alaskan Geology 
Branch, 1972. ''The Status of Mineral Resource Infonnation of 
the Mcljor Land Withdrawals of Alaska Native Claims Settlarent 
Act of 1971. U.S.G.S. Open File Report (See References). It 
has been noted in the text, Chapter II ''Econanic Geology" and 
Chapter III '' Impact on Mining Industry. '' 

90. All paragrphs quoting or paraghrasing Ricter have been 
referenced. The language ''Since World War II ••••• virb1ally 
forgotten'' has been raroved to clear up the inconsistency. 
However, this language was a direct quote fraci Richter's 1970 
report on Nuka Bay and appe!ars on Page Bl paragraph 1 of that 
report. 

91. This statarent was intended to mean that the possibility of future 
production could be discounted, :hc:Mever, the statectent has been 
rEMritten, becat1se although the stat:em:mt could be true, it is 
ba.sically speculation and should not be included. In addition, 
the quote has been a·,upped. 

92. This section has been rewritten (see Chapter II section B-8, ''r.tining 
Ind11stry . '') 

93. This section has been rewritten, accordingly. 

94. This impact is covered in Chapter III section D "Impact on Water 
Quality.'' 

95. The section has been rewritten and this language has been deleted. 
Sec Chapter III section F-7 ''On Mining Industry. '' 

96. Appropriate discussion has been included (See Chapter VI, B). 

97. The statanent has been deleted. 

98. The references have been co:rrected. 
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DEPART,,1E~~T OF TRANSPORTATION 
FEDERAL AVIATIOi~ AD~lilNISTRATION 

JUL 12 1974 

Mr. Theodor R. Swem 
Chairman, Alaska 
U.S. Department 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear Sir: 

Planning Group 
of Interior 

20240 

ALASKAN REGION 
632 SIX TH AVENUE 
ANCHORAGE, A LASKA 99501 

TELEPHONE 272-5561 

This letter is in response to the request that we review the Draft 
Environmental Statement pertaining to the proposed Harding Icefield -
Kenai Fjords National Monument. 

We wish to bring to the Planning Group's attention that in any 
consideration of the airspace above the public lands in question there 
exists a public right of transit through navigable airspace and that 
the authority to control the use of navigable airspace and to regulate 
both civil and military operations therein lie solely with the Secretary 
of Transportation. This exclusive responsibility and authority is 
statutory (49 U.S.C. 1303, 1347, and 1348). 

While each land withdrawal for specific public purposes has its own 
individual characteristics, each should be viewed in relation to the 
composite effect of restricting the use of land in exceptionally large 
tracts or restricted uses that abut upon each other. In addition, 
there are site location circumstances that occur from time to time 
wl1ich require that electronic aids to air navigation be located in 
areas for which there is not always an acceptable alternate location. 
In such circumstances, we would request that every effort be made by 
federal agencies responsible for land management to cooperate in the 
public interest in the safety of airways, just as agencies are asked 
to cooperate with federal objectives in land management. 

We appreciate the enormity of the task that faces your group. We also 
appreciate the opportunity afforded us to ~omment upon the proposal. 

Sincerely, 

---="9!~ /~~~~~~--11'-&.L _...~_.------

irec tOr 
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RESPONSE 'ID ~S BY 
THE .E'F!I >ERAI.. AVIATION ArMINISTRATION 

99. In the case of navigable airspace the Park Service's concer11 is 
that unrestricted air traffic over certain areas of the proI_X>sal 
could impinge UI_X>n the natural character of the area which the 
proI_X>sal is designed by protect. On the other hand, we realize 
the need for air travel in the area and the value of navigation 
aids in maintaining air safety, especially in view of the large 
volume of air traffic in the general Anchorage-Kenai Peninsula 
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• reg.1.on. 

While · allowing ainple opportunity for safe and convenient air 
travel in the area, we would seek cooperative agrearents with the 
FAA to insure preservation of the values of the nonument. Further, 
we believe that such agreercents might involve · · overflight 
altitudes, traffic corridors, and designated landing zones as well 
as Irn.1tually acceptable installation of air safety and navigation 
aids. 

• 



U. S. DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPOR1ATION 
• 

FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 
412 Mohawk Building 

222 S. W. Morrison Street 
Portland, Oregon 97204 

July 15, 1974 

Mr. Theodor R. SWem, Chairman 
Alaslca Planning Group 
U. S. Department of the Interior 
Washington, D. C. 20240 

Dear Mr. Swem: 

IN REPLY REFER TO 

10-00.33 

Your December 28, 1973 letter provided copies of DEIS #73-86 to the 
FHWA for review and comment regarding the National Park Service's 
(NPS) 300,000 acre proposal, Harding Icefield-Kcnai Fjords National 
Monument, on the south coast of the Kenai Peninsula in Alaska. We 
appreciate 'the 120-day extension for review, which now ends on 
July 22, 1974. In general, we consider this area to be a beneficial 
addition to the Nation's national park system because of its glaciers 
and unparalleled beauty. It will give tourists an unforgettable ex
perience. Implementation of this NPS proposal will be beneficial to 
the tourist industry of Alaska and an economic aid to Seward's re
covering economy. 

Our comments on t .he staten1ent are enclosed for your consideration in 
furtt\er planning and preparation of the FEIS. 

Thank you for the opportunity to participate in this review. We would 
like to receive a copy of the FEIS when completed. 

• 

Enclosure 

Very truly yours, ,,. 

Dale E. Wilken, Assistant Director 
Office of Environment and Design 
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FHWA REVIEW CO}t"1ENTS 
, ON 

HARDING ICEFIELD-KENAI FJORDS NATIONAL }10NUMENT 
DEIS #73-86 

(1) Chapter I - DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSAL: 

~ It would be helpful to reviewers if a brief discussion could be 
included in the FEIS regarding the land use planning activities under 
the provisions of the Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act. Specifi
cally, we would appreciate a discussion of subsection 17(a){l) of the 
Act which established the Joint Federal-State Land Use Planning Com
mission for Alaska (LUPC). There was no mention in Chapter I regard
ing LUPC's input in planning for the wise use and .disposition of lands 
in Alaska. In addition to assisting the Federal study teams in the 
withdrawal identification process of areas proposed for federal owner
ship, UJPC was given the responsibility under subsection 17(b){l) of 
the Act to identify public easements (or transportation corridors) 
within the lands selected by village and regional corporations. 

The LUPC is developing statewide transportation system propos~ls and 
has received from the Alaska Railroad and Alaska Department of High
ways (ADH) proposals on surface transportation and utility corridors. 
The LUPC held public hearings in April 1974 at various locations 
throughout the State to present surface transportation and utility 
corridor proposals, · and to obtain input on native concerns regarding 
surface transportntion. We recommend that the NPS review the LUPC 
proposals, the public testimony resulting therefrom, and provide fur
ther discussion in the FEIS regarding the effect of National Monument 
classification on surface transportation corridors recommended to serve 
the Kenai Peninsula. 

J2l We noted the NPS's legislative proposal contains a provision that 
with the concurrence of appropriate Native corporations, the Secretary 
of the Interior may revise the boundary (of the proposed National 
Monument) to include not to exceed 460,000 acres of lands and waters 
identified on the Proposal Map on page three as Area of Ecological 
Concern. Any such lands within this Area of Ecological Concern and 
not selected by the Native corporations would thus become part of the 
national monument. We are concerned by what appears to be an effort 
by the Department of Interior to expand the land area under control 
of the NPS · (and subject to NPS land use .restrictions on utilization) 
even though the land may not initially be formally designated as part 
of tlle National l1onument. This aspect of the NPS' s proposal could 
affect surface transportation planning on the Kenai Peninsula. As 
noted above, the July 1973 proposed surface tr~nsportation and utility 
corridors were submitted by Alaska Railroad and ADH to LUPC. These 
proposals included surface transportation system connections to 
English Bay, Port Graham, Seldovia and Halibut Cove on the south
easterly side of Kachemak Bay. The affect of this Area of Ecological 
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Concern designation on the planning and implementation of transporta-
tion facilities should be thoroughly addressed in the FEIS, including / 02 
the Department of Interior's position regarding applicability of Sec-
tion 1653(f) of the DOT Act of 1966 to such Areas. 

(2) . Chapter II - DESCRIPTION OF TI{E E~1VIROKMENT: On page 29, we rec
o~r~nd the Regional Transportation Map be revised to show the surface 
transportation corridors proposed to serve the Alaskan villages men
tioned above along the southeasterly side of Kachemak Bay. Also, we 
suggest the legend for '' proposed highways'' be· changed to ' 1 proposed 
surface transportation corridors", since these were joint proposals 
of the Alaska Railroad and the ADH in July 1973 to the LUPC. 

On pages 99-100, we noted that in a 1968 survey, one of the special /()3 
characteristics of Seward area communities and their people, as iden-
tified in the Comprehensive Planning Program for the Kenai Peninsula 
Borough, was the concern over transportation and the fact that an 
efficient transportation system integrated with the State transpor-
tation network was recognized as essential to the proper development 
of the area. However, the NPS does not discuss the on-going state-
wide transportation planning process on pages 110-111 under Transpor-
tation and Communication which is designed to better serve not only 
the Kenai Peninsula but the whole State of Alaska. We suggest the 
FEIS contain such a discussion. 

(4) Chapter III - THE ENVIR0~1EN1'AL IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION: __________ lb _________________ _ 

The discussion on pages 132-134 under l}1PACT ON TRANSPOl!TATION sl1ould 
be revised to reflect the possible affects of designating the Area of 
Ecological Concern on proposed surface transportation corridors along /04-
the southeasterly side of Kachemak Bay. While these surface transpor
tation proposals to serve English Bay, Port Graham, Seldovia and Hali-
but Cove were not part of the transportation proposals presented to 
the LUPC in January 1974, we feel the benefits of any proposed trans
portation corridor should be given due consideration by the NPS in the 
FEIS. 

(5) Chapter VIII - ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED ACTION: Alternative 
C-1, Multiple-Use Ma_nagcment, would be less restrictive as an alter
native rn,111agcment sys teen than C-2, I~WillDIATE \·lILDERNESS DESIGNATION 
concerning surface transportation planning for the Kenai Peninsula. 
We, therefore, recommend no further consideration be given to Alter
native C-2. 

Alternatives D-1 through D-3 on pages 157-167 deal with optional 
bo,1ndary proposals. Alternate D·l involves the Monument proposal of 
300,000 acres includi11g llarding Icefield, Coastal and Island Areas 
a11d exclt1ding tl1e Area of Ecological Concern. Alternative D-2 in
volves a proposed Monument of 760,000 acres including tl1e Harding 

,oc 
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Icefield and the Area of Ecological Concern. Alternative D-3 involves 
a proposed Monument of 284,000 acres comprising only the Harding Ice
field. The only apparent conflict with. surface transportation corri
dor proposals on the Kenai Peninsula involving Alternatives D-1 through 
D-3 would be with Alternate D-2. Perhaps upon further investigation /~ 
and detailed planning by the NPS and other concerned transportation 
planning agencies, this matter can be resolved. We suggest the FEIS 
include a discussion of any further investigation and planning by the 
NPS regarding this possible conflict between surface transportation 
systems and the Area of Ecological Concern in the vicinity of Kachemak 

Bay. 
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RESPONSE 'ID BY 
~I J HIGiWAY AIMINISTRATION 

100. This discussion has been added. to Chapter I,C. 

101. The t of the Interior has reviewed the Land Use Planning 
cacrn.i.ssion r, tions in Alaska, and public hearing testinony 
resulting therefront. The De t recognizes that further 
infonnation is needed to reflect Alaska's transportation and utility 
ra:J11jraoonts. Public Law 93-153 directs the Secretary of the 
Interior to review the need for a natioral systac1 of transportation 
and utility corridors across Ferleral lands. After studies are 
canpleted, r tions for transportation corridors will be 
sul:mitted to Congress. We would expect these reca11cendations to 
give full oonsideration to data collected by the land Use Planning 
a . . 

:lt1tll.SS10n 

In addition the infonnation on pro!X)sed transportation and utility 
oorrioors has been added to Chapter II, ''TransIX)rtation and 

11'-U ·cation'' and to Chapter III, G: ''Impact on Transportation 
Systeri. '' 

102. If the landsinvolved were not selected by the Natives they 
would not autanatically becx:me part of the nonument. They 
would have to be chosen for incl11sion by the Secretary of the 
Interior. Nevertheless discussions of the proIX)sal' s impacts 
on these transportation corridors has been included in Chapter III, 
G: "Impact on Transportation Systans. '' 

With regard to the impacts of the AOC on transportation corridors, 
these ~uld depend on the applicability of Section 4(f) of the 
IX1l' Act of 1966. S~cific detennination of the applicability of 
Section 4(f} of the IXY.I' Act of 1966 as arrended (49 use 1653(f)) 
is within the authority of the Secretary of Transp::>rtation, and 
would be based. U{X)n the facts of reoord at that tine, i.e. land 
CMnership and land use . 

. 

103. The map has been so revised and the transportation plans for the 
reg-ion have been included. in the section on ''Transp:,rtation and 
Camrunication. '' 

104. This has been done. (See question 102 arove). 

105. This has been done. (See question 102 arove). 
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U. S. E N V I R O N M E N T A l P R O T E C T I O N A G E N C Y 

REPLY TO 
ATTN Of: 

Mr. Theodore R. Swem 

ALASKA OPERATIONS OFFICE 
Room G66, Federal . Building 

605 West Fourth Avenue 
I 

Anchorage, Alaska 99501 

July 18, 1974 

Chairman, Alaska Planning Group 
U.S. Department of the Interior 
Washington, D. C. 20240 

Dear Mr. Swem: 

Subject: Draft Environmental Impact Statements 
as listed on Page 3 

The Environmental Protection Agency has reviewed the subject draft 
environmental impact statements and does not anticipa~e any significant 
environmental impacts resulting from these proposed actions as related 
to EPA's areas of expertise. The major impacts will be primarily economic 
due to the limited use these lands will be subjected to. We assume that 
if these lands are reclassified or if specific developments are authorized 
on these lands at some future time, an environmental impact statement will 
be written which considers the environmental effects of the new proposed 
land uses and EPA would provide cooooents at that time. 

We are concerned, however, that these lands will be managed on an 
individual basis rather than in association with other surrounding 
lands and other planning agencies. Thus, for a given region where one of these /nL 
proposals is located there will be at least three planning groups - - VV 
the Federal Government, the State of Alaska and the Regional Native Cor
porations. We suggest that provisions be provided that will allow· 
the implementation of regional planning which would provide for the 
most effective resource management. 
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These draft impact statements have been classified as Category L0-1. 
The classification and the date of EPA's comments will be published in 
the Federal Register in accordance with our responsibility to inform 
the public of our views on proposed Federal actions under Section 309 
of the Clean Air Act. 



Definitions of the categories are provided on the attachment. 
Our procedure is to categorize our comments on both the environmental 
consequences of the proposed action and the adequacy of the impact 
statement at the draft stage. 

If you have any questions concerning our categorization procedures, 
please let us know, 

cerely yours, 

Director 
Alaska Operations Office 
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DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENTS 

Cape Krusenstern National Monument 

Mount McKinley National Park 

248 

Harding Icefield-Kenai Fjords National Monument 

Katmai National Park 

Gates of the Arctic National Park 

Chukchi-Imuruk National Reserve 

Yukon-Charley National Rivers 

Lake Clark National Park 

Wrangell-St. Elias National Park 

Yukon Delta National Wildlife Refuge 

Arctic National Wildlife Refuge 

Koyukuk National Wildlife Refuge 

Togiak National Wildlife Refuge 

Yukon Flats National Wildlife Refuge 

Iliamna National Resource Range 

Noatak National Arctic Range 

Fortymile National Wild River 

Unalakleet National Wild River 

Porcupine National Forest 

Yukon-Kuskokwim National Forest 

Wrangell Mountains National Forest 
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RESPONSE 'ID BY 
THE ENVIID~AL P~ION AGER:,Y 

(~ OFFICE) 

106. Provisions have been made, both in the Legislative and Administra-
tive proposals as outlined in 01.apter I of this, t, for the 
Secretary of the Interior to seek coo:perative agreanents with 
other federal agencies, State and local governrrents, and others 
in the region. These agreanents \o.Ould, in addition to facilitat
ing soundmanagerent of the proposal, also lead to cooperation 
in the land 11se planning for the region . 
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
WASHINGTON. D.C. 20460 

22 AUG 1974 

Mr. Theodore R. Swem 
Chaiz:1ctan, Alaska Planning Group 
U.S. Department of the Interior 
Washington, D.C. 20240 

Dear Mr. Swem: 

OFFICE OF THE 
ADM I NIST RA TOR 

This is intend~d as an addendum to EPA's comments 
of July 18, 1974, on the draft environmental impact 
statements (EIS's} on the "Alaska Native Claims 
Withdrawal Proposals." We are enclosing several 
additional comments on the individual EIS's, however, 
you should be aware that these additional comments 
do not change the earlier rating as expressed in the 
July 18, 1974, comment letter. 

We do not feel that the cumulative impact of the 
withdrawals upon the Alaskan environment has been addressed 
by these separate statements. Accordingly, we believe 
that it would be appropriate for DOI to prepare an 
overview or summary EIS to accompany the individual 107 final EIS's which would address these cumulative 
impacts. The overview statement might include a 
map displaying the scheme of the area withdrawals 
in relation to areas of prime ecological concern and 
to the existing National Parks and Forests in Alaska. 
A view such as this would facilitate the reviewers' 
understanding of the total area involved. It would 
also be useful to differentiate between the management 
practices and authorities at National Parks, Forests, 
and Refuges within the overview statement. The EIS's /08 
relating to National Forest proposals, for example. 
included a useful chart summarizing the current 
management practices under National Forest and Wildlife 
Refuge administration. This chart might be expanded 
to include National Park and Wilderness Area 
administration. 

' 
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Comments on Withdrawals Under the Alaska Native 
Settlement Act Draft Environmental Impact Statements 

Harding Icefield - Denai Fjords National Monument 

Under the discussion of the alternative which excludes the 
Area of Ecological Concern from the monument, the statement 
is made that this "alternative would eliminate some of the 109 
controversy associated with the selection of Native Withdrawal 
lands." This is the only indication that a controversy exists. 
The final statement should explain the nature and extent 
of the controversy. 

Arctic National Wil9life Refuge 

The discussion of utility routes is incomplete. This ·EIS 
mentions a proposed trunk line from Prudhoe Bay to the 
Mackenzie River delta and proposes two alternative routes, 
one along the Arctic Coast, and the other southeast from 
Prudhoe Bay to Mackenzie Valley. Neither of these routes 
is marked clearly on the transportation map on page 39. 
A third corridor, outlined in other DOI Alaskan EIS's 
(Yukon Flats National Wildlife Refuge, and Beaver and Birch 
Creek National Wild Rivers), runs down the west edge of the 
proposed area, due south from Prudhoe Bay. This route 
was not mentioned in this EIS even though it would have less 
impact on the refuge. 

Cape Krusenstern National Monument 

This EIS mentions a tower of spruce logs with marker 
panels and a blinking light located within the proposal 
area (p. 88). On page 122, it is suggested that this 
tower be reconstructed for visitor use. It is noted 
on page 137 that the Coast Guard denies that this is 
an official aid to navigation. A call to Coast Guard 
Headquarters reveals the Cape Krusenstern Light 
(Pacific Coast Light List No. 227.50) appears to fit 
this description. Inquiry should be made of the 17th 
Coast Guard District Office before any action is taken 
to alter or remove this tower. This should also 
be clarified in the Final statement. 
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We appreciated the opportunity to review and 
comment on these proposals, and ask that this letter 
and attachment be considered part of EPA's official 
comments on the subject impact statements. 

Attachment 

, 
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Sincerely yours, 

Sheldon Meyers 
Director 
Office of Federal Activities 
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~~ 'ID BY 
.......... ~ P.EOl'&:rION AGEtCY 

'LI .... OF'E'ICE) 

107. In passing the Alaska Native Claims Settlem:mt Act of 1971, 
Congress itself gave very clear attention to the regional, 
State and national effects of the Alaska land transfers 
necessary to provide Native claim settle111en~ to neet the 
outstanding r · ts of Alaskan statehood, and to provide for 

the continuing administration of the public lands. It 
directed the Secretary to wi tlrlraw J ands for the Four Systems 
of National Parks, Forests, Wildlife Refuges and Wild and 
Scenic Rivers after other factors were taken into account in the 
planning process. And, Congress further provided for the 
establishment of a Joint land Use Planning Ccmnission and the 
orderly irrplarentation of the planning process concerning areas 
planned and best suited for pennanent reservation in Federal 
ownership. It called for r tions to insure that 
eoonanic growth and developnent was planned in an orderly and 
cx:mpatible way with State and national envi 1"0nnental objectives 
and the public interest in public lands, parks, forests, and 
wildlife refuges in Alaska, as ~11 as econanic and social well 
being of the Native people and other residents of Alaska. And 
qgreernent was reached with the State on the general are.a of the 
Four Systact prolX)sals nore specifically set forth here. These 
considerations and steps were examined and irrplarented prior 
to the individ11al develoµnent of Federal prolX)sals with finite 
l:x:>undary lines and acreage limits. The need to consider cumulative 
irrpacts was recognized also during the develoµnent of the environ
rrental irrpact statanents on the 28 detailed. proposals. The 
cumulative aspects of each proposal, where they could be detected 
with reasonable assurance of significance, are noted in the 
ev~11ations of that proposal. Appropriate analyses in the state
rrents are developed on a regional ha.sis for sare prop:>sals and in 
other cases, on a statewide or broader ha.sis. It 'NOuld be repetitive 
to urrlertake an additional EIS to the 28 already canpleted. 

Anyone wishing to ascertain overall effect, ma.y do so by reading 
the aggregate impact of all or pax L of the proposals that would 
be involved. and considering thact the same as the sum of the impact 
discussed in each of the environnentaJ statanents. The statarents 
are being issued and are available on the basis of sets of (28) 
each. Where the total cumulative impact in a region or the State 
appears pa1Licularly significant in relationship to a given 
proIX)sal, the subject· statanents involved a·re m:xlified to include 
any additional ilc(fact considerations not previously described 
anong the analyses involved. It is the considered. opinion of the 
Depart:nent that these foregoing actions and the statectents, them-
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selves taken together do constitute a gcxxl faith effort at 
providing a fair and accurate evaluation of aggregate or 
cumulative impact on ma.jor regions, the State and the Nation 
as a whole. 

It is r~zed that the prorosed Harding Icefield~Kenai Fjords 
National ~numen.t -would have an aggregate impact on the Kenai 
Peninsula region when ronsidered in conjunction with the 
prorosals for the Seward National I:ecreation Area, the additions 
to the Chugach NationaJ Forest and the proposals for wilderness 
on the Kenai ~se Range and the Nellie Juan Wilde1:ness Area 
(in the Chugach Fbrest.) These five proIX)salS in addition to 
the existing Chugach National Forest and Kenai NationaJ ~se 
Range in many areas overlap, but do cover about tvK:> thirds of 
the lan:is on the Kenai Peninsula. Each proposal and existing area 
varies scnavhat in the natt1re of its restrictions and management 
policies. 

The impact chapter (Chapter III) has been roorganized and 
rewritten to give additional oonsideration to regional impacts. 
In particular this has been done in the sections dealing with the 
impacts on ''Social and Eoonanic Characteristics.'' It was felt 
that this is the area where the greatest aggregate impacts will 
occur. (See Chapter III, F and G). 

In addition, more information has been added to Chapter I, section 
C, to clarify this proposal's interrelationships with other land 
management projects or proIXJsals. The cumulative impacts of these 
have been considered in Chapter III; section F-1. 

108. The management IX)licies prop:>sed for this area by the NPS are 
outlined in Chapter I under ''Administrative Active" (section B). 
General rnanaganent IX)licy under ''multiple use'' has been covered 
in Alternative C-1 in Chapter VIII. Similar infonnation on 
wilderness managecLent is discussed in Alternative C-5 ~ 

109. This language was inaccurate and has been rercoved.. The qeneral 
impact of the proi;osal on lands in the Areas . of Ecological Concern 
has been discussed. in Chapter III. 
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 

GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION 

r:r:s 1 t 13-1,~ 
Mr. Theodor R. Swem 
Cl1airman 
Ala$ka Planning Group· 

WASl~INGTON. DC 20405 

U.S. Department of the Interior 
Wasl1ington, D. C. 20405 

Dear Mr. Swem: 

As requested in your December 28 letter, the Gener.al Services 
Administration has reviewed the draft environmental impact 
statements in regard to the Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act 
of 19'71. 

0,1r review of these draft environmental impact statements discloses 
no problems of concern to tl1is agency. 

rely, 

LARRY F. ROUSH 
Deputy Administ1·ator for 
Special Projects 
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OFFICE OF TUE GOVERNOR 
STATE PLANNING ANO RE SEARCH 

. 
Mr. Theodor Swem. Chairman 
Alaska Planning Group 
U.S. Department of the Interior 
\Vashington, D.C. 20240 

Dear i\.1r. Swem: 

July 22, 1974 

WILLIAM A. f GAN, GOVERNOR 

Phone 465-351 2 

POUCH AO-JUNEAU 99801 

Attached nereto is the response of the State of Alaska to the 28 draft Environn1ental 
Impact Statements submitted by your office for review on January 3, 1974. 

W3 3.ppreciate this opportunity to comment on the draft statements, and hope 
th~: cu1-- review will be helpful to the Department of the Interior in the preparation 
of a comprehensive final Environmental Impact Statement relative to the proposed 
legislation known as The Alaska Conservation Act (S. 2917) • prepared and submitted 

by Secretary Morton .. 
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R. W. Pavitt, AIP 
Director 

• 
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STATE OF ALASKA 

Response to the Draft Environmental Impact Statements for l~nds ,.11ithdra,,1 n ,1nclP.:r 
Section 17 (d) (2) of the Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act, and proposecl by 
the Department of the Interior for inclusion in the National Parks# F'orests. ,vildJife 
Refuge and \Vild and Scenic Rivers Systems. 

Juneau, i\las l~a 
July 22, 1974 
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I. OVERVIE\\/ 

The comments contained in this report and the attachments thereto should be 

considered as the State's formal response to the Department of Interior's recommen

dations regarding land withdra\vn pursuant to Section 17 (d) (2) of the Alaska 

Native Claims Settlement Act (Public Law 92-203) . The comments a.pply to all 

28 of the Draft Environmental Impact Statements and include the State's comments 

on seven of the proposals which were submitted on June 22"' 1974. 

The one overriding area of concern relating to all of the proposals is that each 

individual statement deals with a small area of Alaska and does not look at the 

impact on the State as a whole, nor even on a major region. The "n1ajor federa1 

action" involved in the proposed implementation of Section 17 (d) (2) is the addition 

of over 83 million acres (130,000 square miles) of land in Alaska to the over 

47 million acres already included in the National \\7ildlife Refuge, N8.tiona1 Park, 

National f"'orest and v\lild and Scenic River l\Ianagement Systems. Although individual 

environmental impact statements can and shculd be reqtlircd fo::' individual 

federal actions, it is obvious that in this inst2nce a single compr2l1ensive environmental 

impact statement relating to the social, econo1nic, physical and environn1ental 

consequences of the proposed federal action concerning 83 million acres is needed 

to comply with the provisions and intent of the National Environmental Policy 

Act. The State. will demand and require that such an impact statement be prepared, 

as the examination of individual parts of the overall proposed action do not give 

a fair and accurate evaluation of the impact upon the State as a whole, and upon 

the nation as well. 

The ultimate effect of the approval of the proposed actions \\"Ould be to divide 

the State into .a number of isolated enclaves l1aving little or no relationship with 

each other. Such fractionalization can and vvill lead to serious administrative 

problems at federal, state and local levels, tend to break dovvn the p1·evailing 

coope:rative· spirit for the solving of problems, and can only lead to serious adverse 

social, economic, and environmental consequences for Alaska. 
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Recognizing the imminent shortage of metals and minerals, Congress enacted 

the Mining and Minerals Policy Act of 1970. This Act requires an annual report 

to Congress from the Secretary of Interior on the state of the mineral industry 

both domestic and foreign, apprising the nation of domestic shortcomings. These 

reports have pointed out the increasing world demand and decreasing future 

supplies of necessary and strategic minerals. In his 19 73 report to the Congress, 

Secretary Mol"ton pointed out: 

1. Energy and minerals are the life-blood of our indu~trial economy ... "; 

2. "Development of our domestic resources is not keeping pace with 
d " our nee s ... 

The emphasis by the Secretary on these increasing mineral deficiencies both 

domestic and worldwide appears inconsistent with the creation of the proposed 

vast National Parks, Refuges and \V'ild and Scenic Rivers in Alaska's rich mineral 

potential areas. Many of the Draft Environmental Impact Statements have indicated 

that mining and mineral exploration will be one of the first activities which will 

be restricted or completely forbidden within the newly created man.agcment areas. 

In fact, the proposals of the Department of Interior contained in S. 2917 actually 

employ language tl'1at would prohibit geological and geophysical studies to identify 

and evaluate the mineral content of many of these areas; even by the Department 

of Interior. 

The State of Alaska has been described as one of the major remaining untapped 

storehouses of mineral wealth in the North American continent~ Yet, only a very 

small part of the State has been geological mapped or subjected to geophysical 

exploration to determine the mineral potential. In nearly all of the Draft Environmental 

Impact Statements,. a subtle argument has been presented suggesting that not 

knowing the mineral potential in an area is tantamount to it not having potential. 

This is then used to justify statements to the effect that the closure of these 

areas to mining and exploration will have only a slight impact on the State or • 

the nat~on. This is, of course, a completely fallacious a1"g·ument and must be 

most strenuously objected to. 

//2 
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It is the position of the State of Alaska that if long range plans are not de"'eloped 

no1vv for the careful inventory of mineral resources and provision for supervised 

e}~traction of resources within the propose8. ,.vith.dra\vals, as ,vell as the remainder 

of the State I the time will eventually con1e v:hen the minerals \vill be exploited 

un9-er conditions of extreme national pressure, and with little regard to the ecology 

which they were proposed to protect. It is necessary tl1at stipulations be reached 

to allow scientific research, inventory, and planned supervised extraction of 

natural resources as needed and reqt1ired by the State and the nation prior to 

the final classification of any of these areas. 

Within each of the 28 Draft Environme11tal Impact Statements there is a reference 

to a number of hearings \vhich were held by the Joint State-Federal Land Use 

Planning Commission in regards to that particular proposal. However, the hearings 

held by the Land Use Planning Commiss ion in l\1ay and June of 1973 were primarily 

concerned with eliciting the feelings and views of tl1e 1"'esidents of the State of 

Alaska on \Vhat the appropriate land use would be for the (d) (2) \vithdrawals. 

At the time of the Land Use Plan11ing Commission hearings, the specific intentions 

of the federal agencies for classification of the (d) (2) \Vere not known to the 

public (and probably not to tl1e agencies themselves). One of the underlying 

purposes of the LUPC hearings was the possibility of the development of innovative 

management systems within the withdrawals \vhicl1 could accommodate the needs 

and wishes of the peoples of Alaska and of the nation as· a whole. 

Since that time the Depa1·tment of Interior has distributed its proposals for classifi

cation of the (d) (2) lands, and the public has become more ,aware of Interior's 

intentions. l\.1any people would like the oppor-tu11ity to voice their opinions on 

the Department of Interior's controversial proposals at a public hearing. To 

facilitate this purpose, the Departme11t of Interior, in all fairness, should hold 

public hearings on each of the specific proposals in the area to be affected, to 

obtain and consider public opinion in tl1e over2ll envitonmental assessment. 

If this course of action is not taken, it can only be assumep that the Department 

of Interior is not interested in public vievvs and does· not \:i:1ish to expose itself 

tq opposing elements. 
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• 'Th~re appears to be a tendency in each proposal to propose withdra\val and classifi

cation of land areas vastly exceeding that necessary to protect the features and 

qualities which prompted the action. An example, of this tendency is the proposed 

Kobuk Valley National I\r1onument where the Department has seen fit to recommend 

the withdrawal of 3 _ 000 square miles to protect 30 square miles of sand dunes. 

ll+ 

The Draft Statements uniformly fail to justify the need for the classification~ boundaries 

and size of the proposals_ although most of the reports imply that controls and 

regulations are needed for even an expanded area \tJhich would extend beJro11a 

the boundaries of a given withdrawal to avoid significant impacts on the area 

withdrawn. To justify these extraterritorial areas of cooperati:ve management, 

the Department of Interior has created tl1e term "Area of Ecological Concern". 

although no basis can be four+d in Section 17 (d) (2) of the AlasJ.~a Native Claim 

Settlement Act authorizing such a land classification. 

The concept of an "Area of Ecological Concern" established in conjunction \f.rith 
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a national park or a wildlife refuge is in theory quite commendable, and rep1~esents 

an innovative step on the part of the Department of Interior. As has been stated 

many times in the (d) (2) environmental i1npact statements, the arbitrarily dra \.vn 

straight boundary lines \vhich encompass parks 
I 

refuges 
I 

etc. many times do I t6 
not provide an effective management area for the protection of ecological features. 

The (d) (2) proposals indicate that in theory the Areas of Ecological Concern 

would be administered by cooperative agreements between the managing agency 

of the federal withdrawal and the adjacent lando,vners within the Area of Ecological 

Concern. This can be an effective and important management tool for the protection 

of these areas as long as the affected land o\vners are considered and treated 

as an equal partnel' in the relationship. Equal partnership. hovvever 
I 

means 

that the Department must be as willing to let its neighbors kno\~/ and affect \Vhat 

it proposes to do inside ·of the federal withdrawal as the neighbors in turn must 

be willing to comply \vith federal requests and rest1'ictions. 

A factor not adequately addressed in any of these pro1)osals and vvhich 111D.kes 

it ·imperative that a single draft environmental staten1ent for the entire 83 111i llion l \ 7 
acres be pr·epared concerns .the cost to the American taxpayer for administe.1:·ir1g 
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the regulations, restr"ictions and management syst~ms \vhich will be in1posed 

if these areas are designated by Congress as addifions to tl1e ''Four S)rstems. 11 

At the present time., all four of the n1anagement agencies in questio11, i.e., the 

National Pa1"k Service, the National Forest Servi,ce, the BuI·eau of Sport Fisher·ies 

and ·,vildlife, and the Bureau of Land 1\1'.lanagement are all \lnderstaffed and underfunded 

in fulfilling their responsibilities in Alaska. It is only \Vith extreme difficulty 

that these agencies presently operate ,vithin the State, and it will require radically 

expanded staffs and funding in order to adequately administer the new areas 

It is incumbent upon the Depa:rtrnent of Interjor to prepare a fiscal note as a p art 

of the Draft Environmental Impact process \vhich adequately addresses the b en c·fi~· / cost 

ratios of these proposals and an indication of the sources of funding fo1-- each. 

In these times of national energy shortages, careful scrutiny shoulcl be given 

to the manner in which the author agencies have consiste11tly and .glibly passed 

over potential sources of fossil fuels, geother1nal and hydroelectric energy. 

The Alaska Po,ver Administration has indic.ated that potential hydroelectric si i< ~~ 

occur in 20 of the proposals, potential geothermal sites in 9 of the p:r·oposals 

and potential petroleum reserves are in 19 of the proposals. As the Nation's 

requirements for fuels haying lo\v pollution characteristics become greater, an cl 

are mandated by law in the future, it is mo1~e and more important that adeqt1ate 

provision be given to the inventorying and development of these potential energ·y 

sites. If the potential of these areas is not adequately developed, it ,vill becor11e 

increasingly necessary to substitute other energy sources with high pollution 

characteristics in the very areas of the nation \Vhere improvement is most req lti1~ed. 

One of the major shortcomings in the approach to preparing these Draft Environn1entc1l 

Impact Statements is the failure to consider on a regional or statev,ide basis, 

the significance and impo1"tance of the untapped energy potential in tl1ese withclx·a,vn 

areas. 
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\ 18 

Of great concern to tl1e State of Alaska is th.e \Vithdrawal of millions of acres of 

tide and submerged lands belonging to the State under the Submerged Lands 

Act and the Statehood Act and similarly, the designation of other tide lands and 
• 119 

navigable \vaters as Areas of Ecological Concern. This raises the serious question 

of preemption of the right of the State of Alaska with respect to these lands and 

navigable Vlaters, and in some instances can be considered as expropriat10:1 
• 

of State property. 
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The apparent jealousies, and lack of confidence and trust among the various 

federal agencies is made abundantly clear in the -analysis of these documents. 

The advocative inference that only through a particular agency's n1anagement 

system can the national interests in a particular proposal be truly protected does 

little to instill confidence in the federal management system. 

Although it is to be expected that an individual agency would lobby· \Vithin the 
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Draft Environment Impact Statements for the establishment of its particular management 

system, this advocacy has unfortunately been allowed to co]pr their analysis 

of information and throws serious question as to the validity of their conclusions 

and recommendations. The draft statements are replete with incorrect, biased 

ar1d mis interpreted information. Agencies have suppressed information \Vhich 

disagreed \Vith their predetermined positions, and have resorted to the use of 

emotional cliches and outright distortion of facts in an apparent attempt to display 

their environmental fervor. 

The lack of knovvledge of the ag·encie~ with respect to the subject of subsistence 

is appalli11g and appears to ignore the fact that the Native people o: Alaska hav-e 

survived for literally thousands of years in a hostile environment only because 

they practiced the type of sustained yield management that is the ultimate objective 

of conser\'"ation. St1rely the imposition of bureacratic federal regulatory measures 

on this exemplary balance of man and his environment is unwarranted. unjustified 

and unsupported by any factual information contained in the dr~ft statements. 

The fold-out map follo\ving this over\riew is an accurate scale representation· 

of the State of Ala ska superimposed on a map of the coterminous states drawn 

to the san1e scale (1 inch = 135 n1iles) . The proposals, as outlined in the draft 

statemcn ts , will dran1atically affect land use, transportation, subsistence, co1nmun

icatio11s , recrea tion a11d other factors that relate directly to the quality of life 

and the viabjlity of Alaska as a sovereign state. It is felt that only by portra).rir1g 

graphically the exis ting federal \.Vithdra\vals and their g eographic relationship 

to th e propos ed ad cli tions to the "four sys tems " can the tr l1e impttct of the sj zc 

and impo1·tance of thes e proposals be fully understood 

\22 
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The State of Alaska is gravely concerned that nothing in these draft statements 

addresses the goals and objectives of the Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act 

which is., after all, the vehicle by \vhich these "National Interes t I-'ands" are 

being evaluated for possible inclusion in the Four Systems. In a number of cases., 

the constraints that are proposed for these (d) (2) lands and the impact of those 

constraints on other lands in a region will cause traumatic disruption of travel, 

access, hunting and subsistence patterns that have existed for time .immemorial. 

The land grant provisions withir1 both the Alaska Statehood Act and the Alaska 

Native Claims Settlement Act were intended by the Congress to assist in the develop

ment of a viable economic base for the people and the government of Alaska. 

If the proposals for these (d) (2) lands effectively prohibit the Native peoples 

from beneficially enjoying the lands granted to them under the Claims Settlement 

Act, the will of the Congress of the United States in adopting this landmark piece 

of legislation will have been thwarted. 
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HARDif~G ICEFIELD-KENAI FJORDS NATIONAL MONUME~IT 

, 
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I-JARDING ICEFIELD-KENAI F JOllDS NATIONAL l\10NGi\1ENT 

General Comn1ents 

Tl1is is a fine example of a "\vritten b)r a committee" report. Here a1·e some examples 

of the inconsistencies: 

1. On page 54 someone \vrote that the "area has been incompletely explored 

for extractable minerals," and that "all of the sources agree that exploratio11 

has been insufficient to assess the mineral values properly. 11 Page 56 125 
quotes a NPS engineer, "the mineral resource potential of the a1·ea ... is 

comparatively meager." On page 121 1,ve read "1':t>S geologists consider 

mining activity here totally impractical; the U.S. Geological Survey estimates 

that 11 diligent small-scale mining may be economically possible." 

2. Under EXISTING ENVIRONMENT on page 91 is the statement, "At present, 

no properties now listed in the National Register of Historic Places will 

be affected by the proposed monument." On page 125, where in1pacts a1--e 
12~ 

• 

supposed to be described, much of the history given in the earlier section 

is repeated but no mention of impa.ct is made. 

3. Almost every section under the title ENVIRONI\IIENTAL IiVIP ACTS describes 

what no\v exists. It appears that the author/authors of this portion of 

the report had not read the EXISTING ENVIRONI\1ENT, felt the descriptions 

were needed to complete the picture, or used them for body v.rhere there 

,vas really nothing to say. 

127 

'l'l1e relationship of this proposal to other concurrent ones in the area is not adequately 

considc1·ed. Otl1c1" pending efforts, to create a Seward National Recreation Area, 

tl1e Nellie Juan \'lilderness A1·ea and a ,vilderness proposal for the Ke11ai l\1oose 

R,111ge, nre mentioned but not analyzed. Any impact of this propos,11 on the State 

a11d/ 01- tl1e local ar·cas ,vould be changed by the c1·eation also of one or mor·e of 

the othe1~ proposed federal cont:rol areas. 

'fl1e ~11'oposal bounclnries include large salt\vater ar~eas includi11g bays, arn1s 

a11d <)per1 \Vate1' bc.~t\veen l')ye Isl~111d and Cl1is\vell Island. Does the J)arl.;: Serv·ice 12') 

12.8 
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conside1:· these ,vaters subject to their control? Do they intend to include beacl1es 

and tidelands as part of their n1anagement responsibility? If so, the intent of 
129 

the Statehood Act is being \"iolated. 

Park Service plans call for construction of visitor facilities in Restlrrection Valley 

at several locations along the outer coast. Also contemplated is construction 

of a tramvvay to the Ice Field. Ho\vever, the EIS is silent as to the cost of these 

facilities - both initial cost and annual maintenance· and operaticµ. Considering 

the present concern about federal expenditures, the statement should certainly 

address this perpetual and irretrievable com1nitment. 'l'he stateme11t also failed 

to address the probable administrative costs of the proposed monument . 

130 

The discussion of alte1·native management systems only convinces the reader 

that the NPS objective is to "save" the lands from development. It is not difficult 

to see tl1at multiple-use management would provide the same benefits advocated 

by the National Park Service without tl1e severe adverse impacts of NPS management. 

NEPA compliance demands a candid look at more progressive management systems. 

If this is beyond NPS ability, perhaps some other agency shot1ld be requested 

to make an objective study of alternatives. 

The statement refers to hearings held by the Joi11t Federal-State Land Use Planning 

Commission. It is incredible tl1at the Department of tl1e Interior \'<Jould not hold 

hearings on its O\vn recommendations. 

The base map used throughout the EIS should be extended to include Prince \'1illian1 

Sound. Since the environment and the cultural sites there are relevant enough 

to be discussed in this report, the area should be shown on the map. 

The concept of the "Area (s) of Ecological Concern," in this and other EIS's, 
I 

is of n1ajor concern to the State of Alaska. In this particular case the AEC is 

larger thar1 the proposed rr1onument. Statements such as : 
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... to insu1·e that the Areas of Ecological Concern is managed in a manner 

compatible with the purposes of the n1onument; (page 10) 

... to help Natives develop a tourist industry on tl1eir lands .... (page 

132) 

lbl 
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are hardly justification for appropriation of Native lands. Nor is the fairly standard 
con1n1en t (page l38 in this repo1 .. t) : 

The NPS \\rishes to assist O\vners of contiguoL1s lands in planning, construction 

and maintenance of facilities complementary to those \vithi11 the parl( lands. 

Every effort will be made to encourage coordinated and cooperative development 

of facilities outside, but adjacent to the park to assure 1ninimum environn1ental 

destruction \vithin the area set aside for preservation. 

What authority does NPS l1ave to take over and mar.1age lands outside of park 

boundaries? We read nothing in the Alask.a Native Claims Settlement Act that 

gives NFS or any other federal agency the right to decide how Nati'\1e lands shall 

be used after title is given to Native people or organizations. 

134 

Finally, and perhaps this should have come first, is the fact that no consideration 

has been given to the question of wl1ether a need eYists for a new monument. 

The proposal area is surrounded by state parks, a national wildlife refuge and 

national forest. There appears to be no benefit to be gained from designating 

the area as a national monument, rather than wildlife refuge or forest, except 

that the "image appeal" of a monument may speed development of the Harding 

Ice Field. The! benefits of the Forest Service-Bureau of Sport Fisheries and 1Vildlife 

proposals, such as less impact on hunting and fishing, are not discussed . 
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HARDING ICEFIELD-I(ENAI FJORDS Ni-\TIONAL l\lONUi\IENT 

Specific Co111n1ents 

Page 5 

Page 7 

Page 27 

Page 29 
and 31 

Page 32 

Page 36 

Page 47 

Page 52 
to 57 

Page 54 

Page 56 
and 57 

Page 65 

270 

The eastern boundary of the English Bay/Port Gral1am/Seldovia N'ative 
village \Vithd1'a\~tal area should be moved· eastward to the Range 12/ 11 
West line. 

The report does not demonstrate that implementation of the five listed 
purposes \Vould rest1lt from the proposed management or from designa
tio11 as a n~~tionaJ monurnent. 

Fishing is also recreation. The last sentence of paragraph 2 should 
read: "such as hunting, fishing, scenic viewing. and beacl1con1bing." 

Present ferry routes shown on the map are wrong. Anchorage is not 
connected to Se\vard by ferry; in 1973 it was possible to ride a ferry 
from Anchorage to Seward but the trip \vould be via Kodiak. Now, in 
19 7 4, the ferry does not go north of Homer in Cook Inlet. 

This section entitled "geomorphology" should be included in "geology" 
of \.vhich it is a branch. 

(Last sente11ce) "It appears that the glaciers of the Kenai Peninsula 
are receding at a rapid rate." On \vhat data or study is the staten1ent 
based? 

(Paragraph 2) "Tectonic movement" does not refer to a geomorphic 
process, but to disturbances \vithin the earth's crust. 

(Paragraph 3) To be technically correct the discussions on tectonic 
movement and subsidence.should be separated. They are related but 
different phenomena. 

136 

137 

\3S 

1~9 

J+D 

141 

142 

rfhe section on geology and mining is inadequate. Because of sparse 14-3 
geologic data any qualified statements about mine1"al potential are un
realistic. This factor mal(es the impact statement incomplete. 

!\"TS writers do not justify their reasons for desiring to place in \vil-
derness classification substantial acreage of pote1'\tially mineralized 144 
lands. This is surprisi11g in light of the increasing national a\vareness 
of the need to develop new domestic sources of key n1inerals. 

1"'11e statement "that certain metalliferot1s lodes in the area are no longer J45 
economicall)r attractive" should be proven or deleted .. 

In the last paragraph, "habitat" sl1ould be changed to "ecosystem" and 
"~1a

1
rborh seal; ld{ing ,kd ungen

1 
ess 

1
~nchl tan

1
dnebr crdadbsd; shrimp; herring; .f fb 

p1 n ·;:: , c um an soc eye s a mo n s ou e a e . 
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Page 75 

Page 76 

Page 77 

Page 78 

Page 79 

(Paragraph 4) F'ish species present in the a1·ea of ecological concern 
would be the same as those found in the Resurrection River system. /f 7 
T:qese are Dolly Vat·den; sil,1er, red, chum and pinl{ saln1on; and a 
few rainbo\v t:r·out. 

(Last paragraph) Alaska Fish and Game personnel counted one ram in 148 
1968 and five rams in 1972 in the Sheep-Katcher.oak creeks ar·ea during 
aerial s ur\reys. 

(Paragraph 3) Delete "probably" fron1 the first sentence. The second 
sentence is inaccurate; in the summer months, goats frequent high 
alpine meadovvs ,vhere they graze on grasses, sedges and low shrt1bs. 
In winter , they migrate to lovver elevations and spend ct considerable ,~ 
amount of time at or belo\v timberline. On clear, mild days goats move 'J 
up to snov,,-free slopes to feed, returning again to timberline late in 
the day. 

(Paragraph 4) There are no records of wolf occurrence in the study 
area. 

(Paragraph 1) There are a fe\v brovvn bears along the southwest side 
of Resurrection River and the east side of Katchemak Bay north of 
China Poot Bay. Black bears are found throt1ghout the study area, in 150 
addition to the concentrations along fish streams. It is doubtful that 
brovvn bear occur throughout the area. 

(Paragraph 2) \\Thite-tailed ptarmigan are not rare. They are abun-
dant within their habitat limitations. There is only one species of 15 l 
spruce grouse; there are three sub-species of v1hich one occurs i11 the 
area, the Valdez spruce grouse. 

(Paragraph 3) Change "Outer Fishing District" to "Outer District of 
the Cool< Inlet Com1nercial Fisheries l\JTanagement Area." 152 

The commercial salmon catch by species is given for the outer district 
which i s a much l arger area than the area of ecological concern. Be- lb3 
cause this is included, a sumn1ary of Resurrection Bay salmon sport 
catch n1ay a lso be of interest. 

P..d3urrection Bay SaLrio.:i Spor! Harvest, 1361-1972 

Yexr Silver Scl.lr.-:on Pin!t Sa]~on Kin~ Saloon Toto! 
1981 5,.0 50 140 100 5.290 1932 14,.480 1.310 100 15.980 13dJ 7,.290 380 260 7.910 198:1 2,970 840 130 3.940 
19a5 4,.020 310 230 4.560 1aae 9.590 1 .. 700 240 11,.530 1087 17,330 460 70 17,910 1958 22. 500 1,870 380 24,810 
1800 151 0.;o 450 600 18,.090 1070 14,870 3,.750 660 19,.2ao 1n11 20,.600 '/50 2,.390 23.740 1972 15, 2·~ 0 1.~so 1,.640 18,310 

Tot:il 1.;e.,o~o 13.400 a. ago 169,.360 

?.!:e~ 12 J 1:2•} 1,117 57.~ 14.115 
r::::rcent 80.0 '/. 0 4.1 100 .0 

-:;ourcc: Aln:;ka f >.::o:u·tr.!r.:n ~ o( 1-·1~h arid (:;~!:Jc. JJiv1~io:1 01 ~po!·t f ir;}1 • 
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Page 108 

Page 109 

Page 111 
and 112 

Page 113 

Page 113 

Page 114 

Page 114 
and 115 

Page 121 

272 

(Paragraph 2) rrhe 30,000 man-days of rec1·eational fishing is for 
silver salmon effo1·t only. 1'otal 1·ecreational effo1·t in salt \vater is 
estimated at 40,000 man-days by the Alaska Departn1~nt of Fisl1 and 
Carne. This error is 1·epeated several times in the report. 

(Paragraph 3) Statement of the nur11ber of hunters utilizing the area 
is inaccurate. Departme11t of Fish and Game records sho\v that only 
9 goat hunters l1unted the area in 1973; but success was high, at 
44. 4 percent. Quotes from unnamed "lcno\vledgeable sources" have 
no place in this proposal. Pye Islands do not ha"'e goats, so goat 
hunting is not so popular there. 

Caines J-Iead State Rec1·eation Area on J:lesur·rectic)n Ba)' is c>n1itted. 
There is also no mention of the Sevvard Nation<ll llecreatio11 ArE!a Bill 
(S. 829) \vhich was introduced by Senator Ted Stevens and relates to 
the Harding Ice Field portion of this p1--oposal. 

A series of speculations are made regarding the probable future of 
this area if the proposal is not enacted. The staten1ents are t1nsup
ported. The NPS contention that developments described would not 
occur if the proposal is· not i1nplemented is invalid. Civic and other 
groups in the area have been promoting a tram\vay to the edge of the 
Harding Ice Field for a number of years; the NPS master plan merely 
mirrors this earlier work. 

(Paragraph 1) ,vhat is the NPS justification for eliminating hunting 
which is the primary use of the area? Is it that tl1e Park Service con
dones l{illing fish but not warmblooded animals? 

(Paragraph 3) How were the figures of 150,000 visits and 225,000 
visitor use days per year derived? The estimates seem improbable 
when cornpared to the Resurrection Bay fishery, the largest in the 
state, which has only increased from 6,000 to 30, 130 man days in a 
12-year period. 

155 

IS6 

157 

(Paragraph 3) Here is an admission that the area might not b e disturb
ed for a long time. (Disturbed apparently meaning upset of the present 
de facto wilderness cha1--acter.) The author seerns to be aware that his fS9 
proposal is not needed at this time if ever. If this addition to the Na-
tional Parks System is desirable, it has not been proved here. 

(Paragraph 4) Black bear, wolf and dall ·sheep are NOT scarce. Black 
bears are abundant. \Volves are not l<no,vn to occur in the area but may I b() 
be present. Dall sheep do not occur in the area. See also page 122. 

On what data did NFS geologists evalt1ate mining activity ,vithin the 
area as "totally impractical?" Is their expertise greater than U .S .G .S. lb l 
which said it may be "economically possjble?" 

' 
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Parre 122 
~ 

Pnge 122 

Page 125 

Pag·e 126 

Page 128 
to 131 

Page 130 

Page 131 

I'age 132 

• 

(I)arag1,aph 2) See note for I)ag·e 114. The statement tl1at black bears 
a1~e_sc,1rce rnust !Jc for effect, to justif)· eli111ination of l1t1nting . 

(Pa1·agraph 5) Absurd! Goats are among the easiest of animals to cen
sus, rna1~ing it easy to monito1~ changes and effects of hunting . 

Impact on Cultural Tiesources? The section says nothing about impact. 
Page 91, under I-Iistory, does. Statement sl1ould be added here: "The 
proposal has no direct impact on sites listed in the National Register of 
I1istoric Places or on other l1istoric or a1~chaeological sites listed in the 
state\vidc inventory." 

Paragroph 1 ignorc:s the fact that historicai or archaeological investiia·· 
tion is not dependent upon Park Service control. 

\hl. 

163 

(Paragraph 2) Sport fisl1 enhancement ,vorl< is currE!11tly 11ot contem-
plated by the ADFt:G in the p1·oposed monument borders . The area of 
ecological concern does include Delight, Desire and ~ther lakes in the 166 
Nuka Bay area \Vhich provide excellent Dolly Varden and salmon an-
gling . These remote waters will become in'creasingly important in the 
future with expansion of recreational fishing. If 1\'TS denies float plane 
access to this area sport angling 1,vill be essentially eliminated. 

NPS prornises to increase recreational use of the area., but proposes to 
eliminate the only recreational use the area now receives, hunting . 

Tl1e impact of increased water travel on cornmercial fisl1ing is not dealt 
with. Also the impact on Seward and other comr.-iunities is not realis- f b 7 
tical]y explored . 

Five thousand acres of merchantable tin1ber \Vithin the proposed monu
ment are not expected to "ha,:e a significant effect on the l'egional or 
city economy . "? This judgment is premature. The alternative sources f~ 
of timber on the Kenai peninsula are shrinking due to proposals for a 
Se\vard National Tlecreation, increased competing resource demands 
(recr·eation) ., the proposed Nellie Juan \\Tilderness Area, and a \vilder
n css proposal for tl1e lCenai l11oos e Range . 

(Parag1~aph 2) It is not trt1e tl1at increase in demand for recreation-
connected services and goods in the proposal area is a logical effect f b9 
of tl1is proposal . The City of Se\vard and its Chan1ber of Commerce 
has long been aware of the recreation potential of the area. They only 
lack i11\restn1ent capital. NFS has not sho\1:n that its manage1nent ,vould 
be superior to that of any other appropriate agency 01 .. organizatio11 . 

The Park Service proposes to help N<ltives develop a tourist industry 
throt1g·l1 trans1101"tation and overnight facilities on thei1" lands. Did 
they ::isk the Natives'? Such developments might occur .sooner and pro-
vide greater benefits to Natives and others under some other type of l7D 
1nanc:1gen1e11t system. The EI.S should e\.,.aluate alternatives, not just 
advoc;ate tl1e NPS proposal . 
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Page 132 

Page 134 

Page 132 
to 134 

274 

(Paragraph 5) Automobile travel time bet\l1een Anchorage and Se\\'ard 
is given as '1less than two and one-half hours . '' rl'he combination of 17 I 
speed limits and normal t1~affic conditions n1al~e this i1npossible. And 
conditions \vould certainly not improve \vith double the amou11t of 
traffic. 

No mention is made of the impact of small settlements, indust1""ies and 
individuals already establisl1ed along the route nor of the in1pact this I 7 2 
increased g1 .. ound transportation vvould have on the abutting Chugach 
Forest. 

(Paragraph 6) The text says "Se\vard also has an airst1·ip suitable for 
small aircraft .. . " rrhe airport is actuaJl)r stritable fo1-, and has accom ·-
modated, heavy commercial aircraft. 173 
Virtual!)' no mention of the extensi\re gen.e1--al aviation net\vo1·k is made 
anywhere in the report, ignoring the fact that many planes criss-cross 
the area and circle it on nearly all sides. 

The report states "If commercial air service becomes profitable, airport 
improvement vvill be necessary . " Commercial air service available for J74-
Sev1ard is already profitable . The authors may have confused ff com
mercial" air service with "scheduled service by a CAB certificated 
carrier." v\1hat type of airport improvements will be necessary are not 
mentioned and, hence, cannot be evaluated in the transportation impact. 

The discussion of transportation impact is largely lin1ited to preclictions 
of increases in traffic on the Anchorage-Seward IIigh\vay and to the 
necessity of developing local transportation facilities in the Sevvard 
area. Actually, traffic between Seward and Anchorage is expected to 
increase regardless of NPS ·actions. Hovlever, the Park Service ig-
nores the effect of its proposal upon the possibility of a high\vay up 
the Resurrection Valley . Such a high\vay has long been advocated by 
Sewa1--d and other cities on the Kenai Peninsula. If Resurrection River 
is the northeastern boundary of the proposal area, such a high\vay 
would probably have to 1--emain north of the river. This ,vould add an 115 
unl{nown but substantial amount of money to its constrt1ction cost. 

The EIS should p1--oject the estimated number of visitors and travelers 
that \vould be using transportation and related facilities in the proposed 
a1 .. ea. Otherwise, impact on the facilities cannot be measured. Based 
on present inforn1ation, particularly regarding passenger service on 
the Alasl{a P~ailroad, there may be a problem of cro\vd.ing and ove·rtax-
ing the eYJsting highway and marine transportation systems, to the 
detriment of residents at other areas -along these routes. Alternatives, 
such as reconstruction and expansion of highvva)'-s and increased ser-
vice on n1arine routes, ma),,. have substantial impacts on capital and 
operati11g budgets of the State, local gove1"11n1ent, and l)l'i vate trnns-
portation fir-ms. 
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Page 135 
and 136 

Page 137 

Page 13.8 

Page 19G 

Page 207 

Page 223 

• 

No nle11tio11 is rnDde of in1pact 011 tl1e sn1all boat harbor facilities in 
Resurrection Ba\· 01· eJse\vhe1·e; si1nilarly, no reference l1as bee11 macle . ' 
to the need for i111p1·ovecl navigational facilities and rescue stations as 
rnay be necessa1·)1 to n1eet 1ninimum safety requirements promulgated 
by the Coast Guard. 

Past actions, son1e in ter1·itorial days, gave the State title to rights-of
way for a nun1ber of surface tI·ansportation routes \Vithin tl1e bound
aries of the proposed monume11t. State and Territorial legislatures 
also gran tecl to Alaska a righ t-of-,v ay on n1ost protracted section lines 
within the proposal area. rrhese rights-of-\vay can11ot be e}.::tinguished 
by the Federal Govei'nment and \vill continue to exist even if the pro
posal is imrJJc,m011ted. F~lectjo11 to use these 1~ights-of-\v ay for road 
construction would be at the sole discretion of the State. 

A proclivity to d1·a\,1 conclusions based on t1nfounded supposition is 
evident in the discussion of expected impacts on the City of Se\vard. 
Some factors are ig·nored, such as social and economic impacts, parti
cularly related to police and fire protection, \\raste disposal, etc. They 
are dismissed ivith the comment on page 136 that "The extent of this 
impact, 1101.vever, depends upon 'the Sev.rard residents' temperaments 
and ,villingness to ou tmigrate . " 

Researcl1 efforts to mitigate "l1azardous animal-human interactions" is 
an admirable goal. Hovvever, a recent article by Dr . Frank Craighead 
in the Sn1ithsonian n1agazine strongly criticizes NPS for its suppression 
of his grizzly bear. research in Glac;ier and Yello1.vstone pa.rlrs. 
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(Paragraph 3) "The NPS wishes to assist owners of contiguous lands 
in planning, construction and maintenance of facilities complimentary j 7g 
to those \vi thin t}1e payk lands ... to asstire minirnum environmental 
destruction \.Vitl1in tl1e area set aside for preservation." \\lhose land 
is this? 

Canachites Canad en sis, Hudsonion Spruce Grouse is not found south \
7
9 

of the 11ortl1 slope of the Chug·ach 1\1ountains. 

There are no reco1~ds of wolv-es in the area of concern; ho\vever, 
wolves may be occasional visitors or may be present in small numbers. ISO 
Bro,v·.t1 bears are not l<no"\1 n to inl1abit any other part of the area. 

~pus othus, the tunci.ra hare, cloes not occur in the area. Neither do lO.J 
reincleer nor bar1'er1 ground caribou. o 
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Add an appendix for fresl1 \Vater fisl1es as follo\vs: 

Common name 

Dolly Varden 

Rainbo\v-steelhead trout 

Red salmon 

Silver salmon 

Chum salmon 

Pink s alrr1on 

Threespine stickleback 

Prickly sculpin 

Coastrange sculpin 

Slimy sculpin 

* 

I 

* 

Scientific name 

Salveli11us malma 
• 

Salmo gairdrieri 

Oncorh:,rnchus nerka 
• 

Oncorhynchus kisutch 

Oncorhynchus keta 

Or1corhynch~~ gorbusch~ 

Gasterosteus aculeatus 

Cottus asper 

Cottus aleuticus 

Cottus cognatus 

* 

' 
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RESPONSE 'ID BY 
'!HE STATE OF AIASKA 

110. In passing the Alaska Native Claims Settlanent Act of 1971, 
Congress itself gave very clear attention to the reg-ional, 
State and national effects of the Alska land transfers necessary 
to provide Native claim settlanent, to meet the outstanding 
r~1i ranents of Alaskan statelx:>od, and to provide for the con
tin11i ng administration of the public lands. It directed the 
Secretary to withdraw lands for the Four Systans of National 
Parks, Fbrest, Wildlife Pefuges and Wild and Scenic Rivers 
after other factors were taken into account in the planning process. 
And, Congress further provided for the establishrent of a Joint 
Land Use Planning Cucrrd.ssion and the orderly implanentation of 
the planning process oonceming areas planned and best suited for 
pennanent reservation in Federal ownership. It called for recan
irendations to insure that econanic growth and developnent was 
planned in an orderly and cacpatible way with State and national 
envirormental objectives and the public interest in public lands, 
parks, forests, and wildlife refuges in Alaska, as well as 
econanic and social well beiilCJ of the Native people and other 
residents of Alaska. Agreanent was reached with the State on the 
general area of the Four Systat1 proposals rcore specifically set 
forth here. These considerations and steps were examined and 
implanented prior to the individ11al developrent of Federal 
proposals with finite boundary lines and acreage limits. The 
need to oonsider cumulative impacts was recognized also during 
the developrent of the envi:rormental impact statanents on the 
28 detailed proposals. The cumulative aspects of each proposal, 
where they could be detected with reasonable assurance of signifi
cance, are noted in the evaluations of that proI.X)sal. Appropriate 
analyses in the statanents are developed on a regional basis for 
sane proposals and in other cases, on a statewide or broader basis. 
It ~uld be repetitive to undertake an additional EIS to the 28 
already canpleted. 

Anyone wishing to ascertain overall effect, may do so by reading 
the aggregate impact of all or part of the proposals that ~uld 
be involvecl and considering thact the sama as the sum of the impact 
discussed. in each of the envirornnental statanents. The statanents 
are being issued and are available on the basis of sets of (28) 
each. Where the total cumulative impact in a reg-ion or the State 
appears particularly significant in relationship to a given 
proI_X)sal, the subject stataoonts involved are m:rlified to include 
any addi tionaJ iicipact considerations not previo11sly described 
anong the analyses involved. It is the oonsidered opinion of the 
De t that these foreg-oing actions and the stataoonts than-
selves taken together do constitute a good faith effort at 
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providing a falr and accurate evalt1ation of aggregate or cumula
tive iir,pact on ma.jar regions, the State and the National as a whole. 

It is recogniza:1 that the p:rop:>sed Harding Icefield-Kenai Fjords 
National M:>nument v.0uld have an aggreg-ate impact on the Kenai 
Peninsula region when considered in conjunction with the p:rop:,sals 
for the Seward National Recreation Area, the additions to the 
Chugach National Forest and the pro?)sals for wilderness on the 
Kenai Mx>se Range and the Nellie Juan Wilderness Area (in the 
Chugach Forest). These five proposals in addition to the existing 
Chugach NationaJ. Forest and Kenai National Mx>se Range in many 
areas overlap, but do cover about~ thirds or the lands on the 
Kenai Peninsula. Each proposal and existing area varies sancwhat 
in the nature of its restrictions and managanent p:,licies. 

In the case of Harding-Kenai specifically, the impacts sections 
of Chapter III: F-1, F-3, F-4, F-5, F-6, F-7 and G, as well as 
other sections of the statement have been revised to examine 
regional aspects of these impacts. The aggregate impact on land 
O.V.L.i.drship patterns and availability in the region that 'WOuld result 
fract implementation of Hardi ng-Henai and the other proposals has 
been discussed in section III, F-1. The aggregate impacts on 
subsistence uses have been discussed in III, F-3; SJ;XJrt hunting 
and recreation in III, F-4; t]Jnber harvesting and the market 
eoonomy in III, F-5; ccmnunity social and cultural life: III, F-6; 
the mining industry: · III, F-7; and trans:portation in III, G. 

Further discussion on this subject is given in question 1 of the 
Forest Service CattnEmt. 

111. We do not believe that the 28 pro:EXJsals ~uld divide the State into 
isolated enclaves having little or no relationship with each other. 
The prop:,sals were prepared within a cooperative planning effort, 
and cooperative management and planning with Federal, State, and 
local agencies and individ11aJ s is indicated throughout the statement. 
Also, reg-ional relationships with other Federal proposals are 
analyzed. in aggregate under specific topics in Chapter III as 
discussed in response 110, above. 

112. In making d-2 land withdrawals and the recarmendations to Congress 
for managanent of these lands, a ba.sic delemna was faced which 
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is implicit in a decision involving lands which have not been 
explored for minerals or petroleum such as those in Alaska. This 
dilemna. was the choice between J;X)Ssible values of developable, non
renvewable resources such as minerals and the resources values 
inherent in natural and ecolCXJical systans. 

In developing the final reccmnendations to Congress, the need to 
leave mineral and petroleum resources available for developnent 
was given careful consideration. In the first place, sane of the 
systems themselves herein advanced by these prop:,sals contain 
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113. 

the authority and objective of mineral developnent. It should 
be noted that the selections already ma.de by the State of 
Alaska and the priorities provided the Native claims under 
ANCSA have excluderl frart ''four systett'' consideration vast areas 
of mineral and petroleum potential. In many cases boundaries 
of protX)sals were redrawn to place areas of priloo mineral or 
petroleum potential outside pro!X)sals with restrictive management 
categories. In other cases, managanent options were left open 
to entry where identified mineral or petroleum fX)tential was 
sufficient to warrant such action and where extraction would not 
prove overly damaging to the environment. However, in order to 
ccmply with the intent of section 17(d) (2) of the act and in order 
to afford adequate protection of these outstanding areas, sate 
areas which do have !X)ssilile mineral or petroletnn J;X)tential were 
r Erl for {X)rtective managanent that ~uld exclude entry. 
These proposals reflect a need, set forth in NACSA as a congres
sional mandate, to preserve certain outstanding natural and 
ecx)logical areas of national interest af:)art frat1 mineral or 
petroleum developnent. 

In reg-a:rd to the request for a research prograJ.t1 to invento:ry 
resource !X)tential in these areas, this proposal provides 
that prospecting, mining and the extraction of minerals or the 
raroval of soil, sand, gravel and rock will not be pennittecl, 
except where caxried on pursuant to valide existing rights. 

The :NPS encourages and. will participate in appropriate ways in 
the study of geolCXJical resources within the proposals. 
Geological studies by reoognized educational or scientific 
institutions, professional personnel of other Federal agencies, 
and accrerli ted individ11al s will be pe.nnittecl and encouraged when 
in consonance with the pu.q:oses of the area and the IX)licies of 
the Service. Procedures which might result in damage or alteration 
tD the resources would not be pennitted. 

The value of public input and consultation with local residents 
and others in planning the new proposals is reoognized. Some 
contacts were made with local representatives and organizations 
during the limited study period designated by congress. However, 
the oontacts were solely to obtain infonnation and in a f<:M cases 
to seek reaction to possible alternatives for use of the land 
involved in absence of any specific proposal. Since final 
descisions were not made within the De t of the Interior 
until November 1973 cu · g the specific park, wildlife refuge 
and scenic and wild rivers pro!X)sals, there was no way to go to 
the public for cx:rment on the pro!X)sals nntil the draft environmental 
statanents and plans released in ~ember. The Forest Service, in 
the Department of Agriculture, which was involved in studying 
possible additonal nationa] forests, did present specific proposals 
to the public in a series of rreetin<Js that tood place in the areas 
of concern. 
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Inforrration gathered during the studies has been augmented with 
cannents fran transcripts of the Federal-State Land Use Planning 
Ccrrmission public hearings on use of the 17 (d) (2) withdrawal 
lands. The Fed.era! agencies also had representatives at the public 
hearings to identify arrl take note of special proble:ns requiring 
consideration. Car1r1ents received. as a result of the public 
review of the draft envirornttental state:cients have also been 
considered in develoµnent of the final environmental statanents. 

114. We do not believe that the Harding-Kenai proposal recac1r1ends 
withdrawal of lands exceeding that necessary to protect the 
features and qualities of the nationally significant resources. 
In fact, an Area of Ecological Concern has been proposed along 
with the rront:nnent itself, because its lands and resources are 
recognized as being interrelated to the features and qualities 
of the proposed rronurrent. This Area of Ecological Concern has 
been proposed in order to assure, to the degree possible, the 
protection of interrelated. resources through CCX)perative 
rnanaganent. 

115. The environrrental statement should not be a justification for 
the prolX)sal; it is an analysis of the .impacts of the prolX)secl 
area concerned. It also presents an analysis of tlE alternatives 
considered during the planning process and their .impacts, in 
addition to prudent and viable alternatives brought up in the 
review process. The statements were developed in accordance with 
NF:PA requirecients arrl CEX2 guidelines arrl in our opinion make a gcxxl 
faith effort to consider arrl display all relevant and important 
.impacts, even on alternatives that were sacietirnes environmentally 
more advantageous than sa11e proposals. Items raised in review have 
been substantially changed to rarove any significant justificatory 
tone noted to us in the review process. We do not consider these 
staterr1ents to be proposal justifications, but to be our best 
effort with limited information and time to present the possible 
future environmental .impacts that could reasonably be expect ed to 
result frac1 the proposed changes in land status arrl management. 

116. ''Areas of Ecological Concern" are just that, areas of interdependent 
relationships to the proposal area in tenns of wildlife habitat 
maintenance, maintenance of visual and scenic integrity, protective 
buffers around key waters arrl wildlife populations, interrelated 
vegetative and wildlife use patterns where degradation of one 
elanent could seriously alter the other, arrl significant areas 
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of culb1ral (archeological, historical arrl sociological) relation
ship to the proposal or an adjacent Native culture or population. 
It is hoped that specific CCX)perative agreements can be negotiated 
with any adjacent land marlclgers and owners within the "Areas of 
Ecological Concern" to insure canplementary protection of the 
values arrl resour.ces of the proposal, with control and manage:cient 
of such lands retainErl by the owners and managers. 

' 
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l Management of the pro}?Osals as well as the Areas of Ecological 

Concern should include a mutual y;orking dial(XJUre between 
Federal larrlowners arrl surrounding larrl managers. It is reason
able that if landowners in Areas of :Ecological Concern are to 
consider managing their lands in a "manner canpatible with 
profX)sal values,'' then in return their views sho11J d be con
sidered within the limits of applicable laws and regulations, 
in the management of Federal larrls. 

It should be noted that agreements regarding Areas of Ecological 
Concern represent only one approach to protection of Federal 
lands, and that the broad authority given the Secretary under 
43 U.S.C.; 1363 ranains unaffected. by the legislative proI,Osal. 

117. A similar question was raised. by the Department of Callnerce, an:1 
you may wish to refer to re5p:>nse 15 for an in-depth discussion 
of the issue of cost-benefit analysis. We do not believe that a 
cost-benefit analysis is appropriate to the proposals. 

118. For a thorough discussion of the mineralogical considerations 
involved in the d-2 pro}?Osals, see the response to question 
112 of this letter. Specifically, the Harding-Kenai state:11ent 
clearly addresses the impact of the proposal on potential hydro
projects in Chapter III, Section D-1. tbne of the ccmnents, 
including the Alaska Power Administration, have identified. any 
potential for gE=Othennal or petroleum developnent in the proi;osal 
area. Chapter III, F-7 does nCM address the impacts on regional 
mining potential. 

119. We do mt anticipate conflict with the State of Alaska authorities 
over Sl1l111ergErl lands on the coastal areas reccmnended for addition. 
However, enactment of this proposal will result in the transfer to 
sane authorities arrl jurisdictional responsibilities to the Congres
sionally designated. Federal manageing agency. 

Under the legislative proposal, lands contained within the proposal 
ooundary which lie arove mean high tide a:re considered to be under 
Federal jurisdiction. The legislative proposal does not adjust any 
FErleral-State jurisdictional resp:>nsibilities, nor does it amend, 
by implication, the Sul:merged Lands Act. Further discussion of 
sul:rnerged larrls jurisdiction is includErl in Chapter I, section C. 
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120. Chapter I-VII of the document are an analysis of the NPS rnanaganent 
proposal. Alternative management systens are discussed in Chapter 
VIII, A and C. These sections have been rewritten to rEIIOve any 
bias toward one managactent systect. The statanent is not, as has 
been mentioned before, intended to advocate or justify the pro
posal. (See response to question 115 of this letter for full 
discussion) • 

121. As stated in the response alx>ve, the statement is an analysis of 
the NPS management proposal and is not intendErl as a document 
for lobby purposes. Inadvertantly incorrect, biased, or rnis
interpretErl information has been correctErl in this Final Statement 
in response to deficiencies brought forth by the review process. 
The statertent has been edited to remove any tone of bias, and 
inforrration in the Statanent is based rrostly on published sources 
and canments received. 

122. The lack of adeg:uate infonnation on subsistence in this statement 
is acknowlErlged.. The NPS reaffinns its intent to corrluct studies 
to and identify subsistence users and levels of use and to arrive 
at an equitable and \\Orkable managecient plan for subsistence and 
resource uses in the proi;x:>sal area. 

This is discussErl in Chapter I, Band C and Chapter III, F-3. 
At present, it is thought that subsistence uses of the proposal 
area are few, if any. (See Chapter II, section B). 

123. A reproduction of this map has been includErl with this carment. 

124. We believe that the proposals represent the goals and objectives 
of Section 17 {d) (2) of ANCSA whereby Contress mandated the agencies 
to undertake the 4 systems studies and make recannendations for 
inclusion of up to 80 million acres of lands in national systems. 
They are not designErl to prohibit Native use of their own selected 
lands or to prevent develoµnent of a viable econanic base for 
Alaska. 
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[ 125. The variety of statements concen1ing mineral rotential was 
included to indicate the differences and range of opinion on 
the mineral J;X)tential in the area. However, sane have been 
proven to be inco:rrect and have been deleted. In addition, 
the Geology and Mining sections in which these statectents were 
included have been revised and reorganized. (See Chapter II, 
section A-2 "Geology", A-3 ''Economic Geology", A-4 "Hydrology'', 
and B-8 ''Mining Industry'' • Also, Chapter III , section F-1. 

126. Impacts discussion has been added. tmder Chapter III, section H. 

127. The brief descriptions of the existing resources were included 
in each section of Chapter III for the convenience of the reader. 
They are designed to give a quick review of the facts before 
impacts are discussed so that the reader will not have to read 
or reread all the factual details in Chapter II unless he so 
desires. Much of Chapter III has been rewritten and reorganized 
in order to improve the impacts discussion; however, brief factual 
descriptions have been left in where it was felt they are useful. 

128. Further discussion of these areas has been added to the "Inter
relationships'' section of Chapter I, section C. 

129. Under the le!<Jislative prop:>sal, lands contained. within the 
nonument boundary which lie above high tide are considerec1 to be 
under Federal jurisdiction. The legislative proposal does not 
adjust any Federal-State jurisdictional resIX)nsibilities, nor 
does it amend, by implication, the Sul:merged Lands Act or the 
Statehood Act. Thus sul:merged offshore lands, beaches below 
rrean high tide, and other tidelands would not be included in 
t-Il?S jurisdiction by enactment of the present rconument proposal. 

130. All develo:rm=nts called for in the master plans set forth in 
these proJ;X)sals are conceptual in nature. They are subject to 
change during congressional review and further developnent 
after enactment of the proposal. They are intended as guidelines 
for consideration of proJ;X)sal developnent and not as unchangeable 
rules for future development. Therefore, this proJ;X)sal has not 
included specific cost estimates for these development proposals. 
Smuld Congress take action on this pro:EX)sal, it is assumed that 
cost estimates \\Ould be taken into consideration and appropriations 
for administration and development approved by Congress. 
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131. The discussion of ''multiple use managactent" and ''no aqtion'' 
alternatives has been rewritten to correct any bias and to 
reflect ccmnents by rrul tiple use agencies. (See letters fract 
U.S. Forest Se:rvice and Bureau of land Management.) However 
while it is true that similar developnent of recreational 
resources in the area could occur under private as well as 
Federal managem:mt, we believe that there are potential 
differences in prErlictable developnent pa.tterns which can be 
discussed at this time. These differences (essentially between 
i;otential NPS and non-m>S developnent) are primarily ones of 
degrre. 

First, one can sunn.ise that essentially the same recreational 
developnent plan ~uld be followed. by rrost of the i;otential 
future managers of the area: local groups or governrrEnts, 
the State, the NPS, or other Federal agencies. Second, it is 
difficult to prroict the differences in future visitation to 
the area if it were included in a national recreation area, a 
private developnent, the proposed nonurnent, etc. However, based 
on experience at Mt. McKinley National Park and with pc1rks and 
recreation areas in the lower 48 States, it can be speculated 
that visitation to other than a National Park or M:>nurnent ~uld 
grow less rapidly, thus visitation related impacts, both 
beneficial and detrimental , would occur to a lesser degrre. 
An NRA, or other developnent, might receive less publicity 
in the lower 48 or within Alaska itself, than \\Ould a rronument, 
and the resultant lower visitation ~uld lessen the impacts of 
recreational developnent. 

132. The value of public input and consultation with local residents 
and others in plaruring the new proi;osals is recognized. Sare 
oontacts were made with local representatives and organizations 
during the limited study pericxl designated by Congress. HCMever, 
the oontacts were solely to obtain infornation and in a fetl 
cases to seek reaction to possible altelllatives for use of the 
land involved in absence of any specific proposal~ Since final 
decisions were not made within the Department of the Interior 
until Novanber 1973 concerning the specific Park, Wildlife 
Refuge and Wild and Scenic River proposals, there was no way 
to go to the public for ccmnent on the proposals until the 
draft environm:mtal impact staterrents and plans were released 
in I:ecember. 
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Infonna:tion gathered during the studies has been augnented 
with cc:mnents fracl transcripts of the Joint Federal-State 
land Use Planning carrcli.ssion public hearings on use of the 
17 (d) (2) withdrawal lands. The Federal agencies also had 
representatives at the public hearings to identify and take note 
of special problems requiring consideration. Comments received 
as a result of the public review of the draft enviror11clental 
impact statanents have, of course, also been c.nnsidered in 
developnent of the final envirormentaJ impact statenents. 

Hearings on these proEXJsals, which are IlOW' before Congress, will 
be held during the period designated for le<Jislative reviev. 
The De twill participate in those hearings held by 
Congress and anticipates that the public will be given arr1ple 
opportunity to express their opinions. The Depar brtent expects 
to obtain considerable input fratl the public by this methcxl 
and therefore is not at this time planning to hold its own set 
of hearings. 

133. The Prince William Sound area was excluderl frart the base ma.p 
as a matter of expediency. Inclusion of this area on the base 
would have resulted in the proposal being shown at a rruch srnaller 
scale than it is presently, with a resulting loss of detailed 
infonnation on the ma.p. However, the Prince William Sound area 
is shown on the Regional Transportation map and on the Geographic 
Features map. 

134. We assurre that in referring to the NPS proposal to ''take over 
and manage lands outside of park ooundaries , '' you are ccmnenting 
pr.im3.rily on the proposal Area of F,cological Concern. 

"Areas of ecolCXJical concen1'' are j11st that, areas of inter
dependent relationships to the proposal area in key wildlife 
habitat ma.intenance, maintenance of visiial and scenic integrity, 
protective buffers around key waters and wildlife populations, 
interrelated Ve<Jetative and wildlife use patterns where 
degradation of one element seriously alters the other and 
significant arms of cultural (archeological, historical and 
sociolCXJical) relationship to the proposal or an adjacent 
Native culture or population. \ It is hoped that specific 
cooperative agreements can be negotiated with any adjacent land 
managers and owners to ensure car1plec1entary protection of the 
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values and resources of the proposal, with control and manage:ctent 
of such lands retained by the owners and managers. 
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Management of the proposal as well as the Area of Ecological 
Concern should include a mutual v0rking dialogue between 
FErleral landowners arrl surrounding larrl managers. It is 
reasonable that if larrlowners in Areas of Ecological Concern 
are to consider managing their lands in a ''marmer compatible 
with proposal values," then in return their views should be 
considerErl within the limits of applicable laws and regulations, 
in the managanent of Federal larrls. 

It should be notoo that agreements regarding Areas of Ecological 
Concern represent only one approach to protection of Fed.era! 
lands, arrl that the broad authority given the Secretary under 
43 U.S.C 1363 ra:nains unaffecte:1 by the legislative profX)sal. 

The NPS is rot atte:cipting to "take over'' Native larrls nor to 
direct how they will be usErl. When referring to developnents 
outside the nnnument, the NPS is assuming that many of these 
developnents \\Ould be ownErl arrl operated by private interests 
operating as concessioners or independently. It is ho}?Erl 
that the NPS could be useful to those private, non-concession 
operators by participating in planning arrl C(X)rdination of area 
recreational developnent. 'Any lands outside the proIX)sed 
monument or AOC where the :NFS felt it nC'CrlErl to put in sacte 
nnnurnent-relatErl, fErlerally CM.nErl. developnent would be purchased. 
for that purJX)se and any single parcel v.OUld not excee:1 80 acres. 

135. The enviro1nctental statement should not be a justification for 
the proposal; it is an analysis of the impacts of the proposed 
manage:ctent and larrl use classification on the enviro1llttent 
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of the area concer11ed. It is also an analysis of the alter
natives considered during the planning process arrl their impacts, 
in addition to prudent arrl viable alternatives brought up in 
the review process. These statanents were develo}?Erl in accordance 
with NEPA requirements and CEQ guidelines arrl in our opinion 
make a gcx:rl faith effort to consider arrl display all relevant 
arrl important impacts, even on alternatives that were sactet.imes 
envirorllttentally more advantageous than sane proposals. Ite:ns 
raised in review have been substantially changed to re:nove 
any significant justificatory tone notErl to us in the review 
process • We do not consider these statements to be prof:X)sal 
justifications, but to be our last effort with l.imi.tErl info:rmation 
arrl time to present the possible future environmental impacts 
that could reasonably be expa:::ted to result frart the proposErl 
changes in land status and management. 

In regard to the impacts of manage:ctent proposals which \\Ould 
se:rve as alternatives to the monurnent, these are discussErl in 
the alternatives considerErl in Chapter VIII. 
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.. 136. The Iand Stat11s map has been changed to reflect the latest 
definitive land status infonnation provided by the Bureau of 
I.and Management. We are aware that the status of many 
townships ranains uncertain and open to litigation. As it is 
irrpossible to include all last minute changes and to reflect 
as yet uncertain status on the nap; August 31( 1974, was usErl 
as the final date for update of land status infonration. 

137. We do not believe that it 'iJOuld be appropriate in this environ
nental statenent to include this type of reasoning. In order 
to daronstrate that inplem:mtation of the proposal's purp:)ses 
~uld result fmc1 the proJ.)Osed management plan, the statement 
would have to, in effect, '' justify'' the proposal. As noted 
in the resJ.)Onse to question 135 alx>ve, the Depa1 bctent does not 
feel that such justification is appropriate in an enviro1nr1entaJ 
statement. 

138. The sentence has been changed accordingly. (See Chapter II 
section A). 

139. The Trans!X)rtation Map has been corrected to reflect this 
updated infomtion. (See Regional Transportation map). 

14 0. The two sections have been reorganized and rewritten. The 
discussion of ga:no:rphic features and processes has been 
included in the Geology section. (See Chapter II section A-2; 
"Geology"). 

141. This infonna.tion was based on U.S.G.S 1:250,000 scale maps 
which show areas covered with ice as late as 1930 which are n0v1 
no longer covered. 

142. The discussion of tectonic novanent has been revised; however, 
this section was rreant to indicate that tectonic rrovenent during 
the 1964 e has resulted in surface subsidence in 
sane areas. (Sec Chapter II section A-2 ''Geology''). 

143. These sections have been revised, based primarily on new input 
fran U.S.G.S and the Bureau of Mines. (Sec Chapter II section 
A-2; "Geology'', A-3; "&x>nanic Geology'', and B-8; ''Mining 
Industry'') • 

144. 'lb cb so would involve justificatocy discussions within an EIS. 
See response to question 135 of this letter for further 
discussion. 

145. It has been delete:i. (See Chapter II section A-3; ":Econanic 
Geology'') • 
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146. This information has been added (See Chapter II section A-7: 
''Major Ecosystems") . 

14 7. This infonnation has been added (See Chapter II section A-8: 
''Wildlife'') . 

148. Infonnation has been added (See Chapter II section A-8; 
"Wildlife"). 

149. These paragraphs have been changed to reflect this infonration 
(See Chapter II section A-8: ''Wildlife") . 

150. This information has been added (See Chapter II section A-8 : 
''Wildlife" ) . 

151. The discussion of Ptannigan has been changed to reflect this 
infonna:tion (See Chapter II section A-8: "Wildlife'') . 

152. The reference to the name of the district has been changed 
accordingly (See Chapter II section A-8: ''Wildlife''). 

153. This table has been added. to section B-7: ''Recreation and 
TouriSitt'', of Chapter II. (See Table VIII.) 

154. This estimate of man-days of recreational fishing has been 
corrected accordingly (See Chapter II section B-7, and Chapter 
III section F-4 and F-5). 

(Para 3). This infonnation has been corrected (See Chapter III 
section F-4, and Chapter II section B-7: "Recreation and Tourisrct"). 

155. Info:rmation on these areas has been included in Chapter II 
section B-7: ''Recreation and TouriSltt'' and Chapter I, section C. 

156. This section has been revised. In addition, further infonnation 
on non-fil'S developnent potential for the area has been included 
in Chapter I section C and in Chapter VIII, sections A and c. 
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While it is true that similar developnent of recreational resources 
in the area could occur under private as well as Federal 
managenent, the Park Se:rvice maintains that there are p:>tential 
differences in predictable developnent patterns which can be 
discussed at this time. These differences (essentially between 
potential fil'S and non-NPS developnent) are primarily ones of 
degree. 

• 



• 

, 

157. 

158. 

First, one can sw:mise that essentially the same recreational 
developnent plan \«)uld be followed by nost of the potential 
future managers of the area: local groups or gover.nm:mts, 
the State, the NPS, or other Fetleral agencies. Seoond, it is 
difficult tD predict the differences in future visitation to 
the area if it were includa:1 in a national recreation area, 
a private developnent, the proposetl nonurcent, etc. However, 
based on experience at Mt. McKinley Park and with parks and 
recreation areas in the lower 48 states, it can be speculated 
that visitation to other than a National Park or MJnurcent 
would grow less rapidly, thus visitation-relatErl. impacts, 
lx>th beneficial and detrimental, would occur to a lesser degree. 
An NRA, or other developnent, might receive less publicity in 
the lower 48 states or within Alaska itself, than would a 
nonurrent, and the resultant lower visitation would lessen the 
impacts of recreational develoµnent. 

(See response to question 135 of this letter.) An explanation 
of basic NPS, Fish and Wildlife Management policy has been 
included in Appendix I. In addition, fish and wildlife 
managattent policy as it related directly to the NPS 17 (d) (2) 
proposals has been included in Chapter I, section C. Note that 
although the prop::>sal for a Harding Icefield-Kenai Fjords 
National ~nurrent would not allow sport hunting in the proposed 
nonurcent, subsistence hunting would be allowed under the 
provisions outlined in Chapter I. 

Visitor projections are the product of our planner's best 
efforts considering many factors, incl1idi ng trends in outdmr 
recreation, lX)pulation in the age groups nost ccmronly parti
cipating in wildlands-oriented activities, public awareness 
of the proposal,' current estima.tes of numbers of visitors to 
the area and raJion, prel.iminaiy carrying capacity estimates 
of the proposal area. 

Obviously, many factors which will influence the numbers of 
people who ma.y wish to visit the region and the prolX)sal 
area are largely unpredictable. This is true even with areas 
such as the Kenai Peninsula which are presently accessible by 
road and have already received considerable recreational use. 
Visitor danand levels will be subject to change stercrning from 
such factors as the final for11u11 ation of statewide tranS!X)rtation 
studies and corridors, facilities and services within and 
adjacent to the proposal lx>undaries and other locations in the 
reg-ion, national and State trends in leisure tine and :personal 
incare, general national and State econanic conditions, energy 
I:X>licies and changing costs of travel. The rate of developnent 
of adjacent areas and the re<Jion as a whole will influence 
visitor projections as will any regional econanic and recreational 
planning efforts. 
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Studies are being initiated to refine preliminary carrying 
capacity estimates and short-te~ritl anticipated visitor 
datarrl levels. These estimates will include consideration 
of social and cultural factors, as well as biolCXJical factors. 

The preliminary estimates of visitation to the Harding-Kenai 
area which were given in the draft environmental statezctent, 
were based. primarily on projected levels of tourisrrt to the State 
as a whole and also upon visitation at Mt. ~ey Park which 
experienced fivefold increase (40,000 to approximately 200,000) 
in visitation in the 4 years since the ccmpletion of the 
Anchorage-Fairbanks highway. It was felt that the Harding-Kenai 
area under national. rronurnent designation would experience a 
similar increase in visitation due to its relative ease of access 
and its proximity to Anchorage. However, with recent developttents 
in the energy crisis, it can be assUIYEd that such visitation 
increases would depend to a greater degree on available mass 
transit and would develop over a longer :period of time. 

159. See reslX)nse to question 135 of this letter for a detailed 
discussion of justification of the proposal in an enviro1nttental 
statartent. 

Nevertheless, the need for a national park or mnurnent is 
dependent on the quality of the natural and historical resources 
of the area. Congress has articulated a national J;XJlicy of 
preserving the outstanding examples of the country's natural 
and historical resources for the benefit and enjo:yrnent of the 
people. (USDI, NPS, 1971). Congress has recognized this policy 
through the provisions of Section 17 (d) (2) of ~SA. 

160. The infonnation on black bear and wolves has been included (See 
Chapter III section A) . However, as noted in Chapter II 
section A-8, NPS personnel have sighted Dall Shrop on the 
Icefield and on Nunataks in the proJ;X)sal area during the 
surrmer rronths. Therefore, Dall sheep are noted in Chapter III 
as part of the fauna found in the proposal. 

161. This section has been rewritten to reflect a mre acqrrate 
assessment of mining potential ba.sed primarily on USGS comments 
and .impacts discussion (See Chapter III section F-7: ''On Mining 
Industry"). 

162. The assessment of the abundance of black bear has been changed 
to reflect the corrected infonna.tion you providErl.. At the 
time the draft statertent was written it was our information 
that black bear were scarce in the proposal area. This infor
mation was included because it was believed to be correct. 
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It was definitely not included "for effect". (See Chapter II;I 
section A.) 

• 
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163. The reference to goat censusing has been deleted (See Chapter 
III , section F-7: ''On Sport Hunting, Fishing, and other 
Recreational Uses'') . 

164. A discussion of these impacts has been added to this section 
(See Chapter III section H: ''Impact on ArcheolQCJic and Historic 
Pesources"). The suggested language has been adderl • 

165. It is recognized that h~storical and archeological studies of 
a responsible nature can presently be initiated without the 
aid of the Park Service. Any such studies undertaken by 
interested parties could occur if there were no rronument 
proposal. Authorized studies by professionals would be allowed 
if the nontment were established. The .inpact discussion on 
''Archeologic and Historic Resources'' (See Chapter III section H) 
is intended to indicate that the proposal \\Ould encourage this 
type of study and would undertake to inventocy the resotirces 
in the proposed rronument and AOC. Pursuant to the Antiquities 
Act of 1906 and subsequent mandates, notably the Historic Sites 
Act of 1935, the National I-Iistoric Preservation Act of 1966 
and Executive Order 11593 and to the administrative policies 
for historical areas, the NPS will atploy its staff of profes
sional historians, historical architects, and archoologists in 
locating, eval11ating, researching, protecting, and interpreting 
the cultural sites under its jurisdiction and affected by this 
proposal. As the chief custodian of the Nation's historical 
areas since 1916, the NPS has developed a high degree of 
professional canpetency for managarent of such areas. 

166. The section ooncenring impact on recreational uses has been 
rewritten and reorganized. (See Chapter III, section F-4: 
''On Sport Hunting, Fishing, and other Recreational Uses''). 
The infonnation on Delight and Desire lakes has been included. 

In reference to the ?)int ma.de concerning float plane access in 
the rronument and AEC, it is quite possible that float plane 
access to various parts of Nuka Bay and. the surrounding fresh
water lakes would be permitted on a controlled basis. The 
conceptual develoµnent plan does call for a fX)Ssible float 
plane and boat tenninus at Pilot Harbor in Beauty Bay, which 
shares a cx::mcon entrance with Nuka Bay. 

167. The .inpact of increased lx>at traffic on the ca:r1ttercial fishery 
is discussed. under Chapter III, section A: "Impact on Wildlife"; 
section D: "Impact on Water Quality''; and section F-5: "On 
the Market Econaey'' . The discussion of impacts on the City 
of Sewa~rd has been rt'Written and reorganized to make it rcore 
canprehensive (See Chapter III section F-4: ''On the Market 
Econaey''; F-6 "On Ccmnunity Social and Cultural Life"). 
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168. The impact of the proposal on the timber industry in the area 
is discussed in Chapter III section F-5: "On the Market 
Economy." In reference to the 5,000 acres of timber in the 
area, mucl1 of this is contained in the AEC, in small stands 
along the coast which are not considered viable for canmercial 
lumbering. Nevertheless, if these stands are selected by 
the Natives then they could be harvested for commercial, or 
more likely, for local use. Of the Resurrection Valley stand, 
only part is contained in the proposed rronurrent boundaries. 
The rest is in the Chugach National Forest. 

It is recognized that rerroval from potential production of 
any arrount of merchantable timber in a region reduces the 
overall regional potential for timber harvest. However, the 
Forest Service has detennined (as is stated in the impacts 
discussion in section F-5) that "standard lQ<Jging methods 
are not desirable on stands of white spruce in the Resurrection 
River Valley, within and adjacent to the northeast boundary 
of the proposed monument" ... They agree that adequate supplies 
of mercl1antable timber appear to be available in the region 
on lands outside the proposed munument boundaries. This judge
ment was made with full consideration of the other federal 
proposals in the region. 

169. We are unclear as to whether this carment is intended to mean 
that implementation of the proposal would result in no increased 
recreational demand whatsoever, or whether it would result in 
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no increased demand over and alx:>ve that which would normally 
occur. 

In response to the first interpretation, refer to question 158 
as responded to in this letter. Projected visitation to the monument 
within a five to ten year period, or possibly longer, is estimated 
to be 150,000 visitors annually for a total of 225,000 visitor 
use days. This will certainly create increased demand for 
recreational gcxxis and services. 

In response to the second interpretation, refer to question 131 or 
156 as responded to in this letter and also Chapter VIII section A. 
vJhile it is true that similar developnent of recreational resources 
in the area could occur under private as well as Federal managerrent, 
the Park Service maintains that there are }?Otential differences in 
predictable development patterns which can be discussed at this time. 
These differences (essentially between }?Otential NPS and non-NPS 
development) are primarily ones of degree. 

First, one can sunnise that essentially the same recreational 
developnent plan would be followed by most of the }?Otential future 
managers of the area: local groups or governments, the State, the 
NPS, or other Federal agencies. Second, it is difficult to predict 
the differences in future visitation to the area if it were included . 
in a national reacreation area, a private development, the 
pro}?Osed rronument, etc. However, based on experience at 11t. McKinley 
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National Park and parks and recreation areas in the lower 48 States, 
it can be speculated that visitation to other than a National Park or 
Monl.1m:mt would grow less rapidly, thus visitation related impacts, 
ooth beneficial and detrimental, would occur to a lesser degree. 

• 

170. 

An NRA, or other developnent, might receive less publicity in 
the 1Q\\7er 48, or within Alaska itself, than VvDuld a nonurcent and 
the resultant lower visitation would lessen the impacts of 
recreational developrent 

Tilre restrictions and last minute changes in land status 
prior to the December 18th recOiiil'endations did not pennit 
the NPS to consult fully with the Natives of Port 
Graham and English Bay. However, joint planning efforts, 
as outlined in Chapter I, would be undertaken during any 
future developrent planning. 

In regard to your point ·that this develoµnent might occur 
sooner under another manager11ent system, we refer to the 
discussion contained in the response to the previous question 
(169 of this letter). Alternative managerrent concepts are 
analyzed in Chapter VIII, sections A and C. We re:peat that 
these sections are not intended to justify our proposal. 

171. This time estimate has been revised. (See Chapter III section 
G.) 

172. Small settlements, industries, and service oriented businesses 
along the highway vJOuld receive increased demand for goods 
and services in a manner similar to that which would be 
experienced at Seward. Accessible reaches of the Chugach 
Forest along the highway would also receive increased use and 
visitor-related impacts. (See Chapter III, F-5 and G.) 

173. This information has been included in Chapter III, G. and 
Chapter II, A-1 and B-9 . 

• 

174. The information on carmercial air scheduling has been corrected 
and further discussion of impacts on airport facilities has 
been included in Chapter III, G. 

175. Proposed transportation and utility corridors in the region, 
ooth in the Resurrection River Valley and the south side of 
Kachemak Bay, have been discussed in Chapter II, B-9 and 
Chapter III, G. 

Discussion of numbers of visitors and related impacts on the 
market industries of the area is discussed in Chapter III, F-5. 
These visitor use levels will also apply to the transportation 
industry and facilities in the area. Impact on the srna.11 l:x)at 
harl:x)r is discussed in III, F-4. 
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176. All rights-of-way for roads and trails will be dealt 
with on an individ11al basis, oonsidering the facts 
and cirCtD:nStances of e.ach particular case. 

If the Harding-Kenai proIXJsal is inplanented, any road 
construction outside valid. existing rights-of-way and 
within the monument ooundary would require a review and 
a dete:rmination under Section 4 (f) of the IXJl' Act of 
1966 as amended (49USC 1653(f)). This would be in addition 
to environmental· irrpact statarents as required by NF:PA. 
These studies ~uld be to assure bona fide need for and no 
reasonable and prudent alternatives to the use of rronument 
lands for the road. 

Specific detennination of the applicability on lands in 
the AEC or ne.ar the nonument of Section 4 ( f) of the IXJl' 
Act of 1966 as airended (49 USC 1653(£)) is within the 
authority of the Secreta:ry of Transportation, and 1WOUld be 
based up:,n the facts of record at that time, i.e. land owner
ship and land use. 

177. The inpact on the city of Seward has been entirely rewritten. 
It is now contained in section F-5, F-6, and G of Chapter III. 
The inpact on the waste dis:EX)sal systan is covered. in section 
D of Chapter III. 

178. The land a.round the nontment and Native lands in the AEC 
would, of oourse, be rnanagerl by their owners. The NPS 
would ex_pect that planning for developnent of facilities 
outside the nonument would involve Itn.1t1:ially beneficial, 
voluntary, and reciprocal cooperation. 

179. The appendix has been corrected. · (See Appendix A) • 

180. This infonnation has been oorrected. (See Appendix A). 

181. This has been corrected. (See Appensix D). 

182. The appendix has been added. (See Appendix F) • 
-
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July 3, 1974 

Federal-Sk'1te 
Land Use Planni11g Commission 

For Alaska 

733 W. J."'OURTH A VENUE, SUITE 400 
ANCHORAGE, ALASKA 99501 

Mr. Theodore R. Swem, Chairman 
Alaska PlaIU1ing Group 
U.S. Department of the Interior 
Washington, D.C. 20240 

Dear Ted: 

In accordance with the Commission's letter of May 28, 1974, to 
Secretary Morton, I am enclosing copies of our technical comments 
on your draft Environmental Impact Statements for the following 
proposed areas: 

Cape Krusenstern, N.M. 
Fortymile, N.W.S.R. 

Arctic , N • W. R •. 
Chukchi-Imuruk, N.W. 
Gates of the Arctic, N.P. 
Katmai, N.P. 

Harding Icefields-Kenai Fiords 
Iliamna, N.R.R. 

Lake Clark, N.P. 
Noatak, N.E.R. 
Togialc, N. W.R. 
Wrangell Mountains, N.F. 
Yukon-Charley, N.R. 
Yukon Flats, N.W.R. 

Sincer~..1...,· rs, 

Bingham 
Exe utive Director 

TGB:vsc 

Enclosure 

Koyukuk, N.W.R. 
Mt. McKinley, N.P. 
Porcupine, N.F. 
Unalakleet, N.W.R. 
Wrangell-St. Elias, N.P. 
Yukon Delta, N.W.R. 
Yukon-Kuskokwim, N.F. 
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Technical Adequacy Review of Proposed 

Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

Completed Only For Chapter II Description and 
Chapter III Environmental Impact of Proposed Action 

Proposed Harding Icefield-Kenai Fiords 

Prepared by 

Resource Planning Team, FSLUPC 

May 1974 

• 
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Proposed Harding Icefield-Kenai Fiords 

Chapter I Description of the Proposal 

Page 1 Legislative Action 

Acreage Discrepancy 

, 

Conunent: The sununary indicates the proposed area contains 300,000 acres 

plus an area of ecol.ogical concern of 460,000 acres or a total of 

760,000, Page .31 states the two areas together contain 748,000 acres. 

Chapter II Description of the Environment 

Page 63 Climate of the Region 

''At Seward, on t11e westerrl edge of the study area, • • • '' . , er-
Coaanent: Should read ''eastern edge''. 

Page 95-110 The People 

Co1nment: The better part of 15 pages discusses only Seward. 185 

l 

l83 
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RESPONSE 'ID BY 
THE JOINr E'E!DEFAir-STATE LAND USE 

PLANNING cn.1MISSION FOR 
Af.ASKA 

183. The sun:mary has been changed to reflect accurate acreage figures. 
The pro!X)sal oontains approxinately 305,000 acres and the Area of 
Ecological Concern approxi.ma.tely 453,000 acres. 

184. The stat:arent has been changoo accordingly. 

185. The description of ''The People'' in the area concentrates on 
Seward because it is the only ropulation center in the ircrcaediate 
vicinity of the pro!X)sal and it is where we expect nnst of the 
impacts of the proposal will take place. 
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Nevertheless, general infomation on Port Graham and English Bay, 
as well as other villages in the region, has been included. 

These corrmunities are not near enough to becane directly involved 
with visitor novanents around the prop:>sed rronuments, nor does the 
NPS knav of any ma.jor use of the pro!X)sal area which is presently 
undertaken by these village residents. Thus the proJ_X>sal is not 
expected to have any substantial direct inpacts on these camn.mities. 
The ma.jor involvement of Port Graham and English Bay will be through 
the lands that they are entitled to select in the proi;osed Area of 
Ecological Concern Potential impacts in this area involving the 
people of these villages have been coverecl in Chapter III. 
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FAIRBANK 

Mr. Theodor R. Swem, Chairman 
Alaska Planning Group 
U.S. Department of the Interior 
Washington, D. C. 20240 

Dear Mr. Swem: 

OROUGH 

January 21,- 1974 

In response to your letter of December 28, 1973, regarding the Draft 
Environmental Statement (ANCSA) of 1971 (35 Stat. 688) d-2 lands proposed 
by the Secretary for inclusion in the National Wildlife Refuge, National 
Park, National Forest, or Scenic River System; our comments are: 

The listed parks, monuments, refuges, forests and ranges all 
merit a high level of protection; while bearing in mind the fact f8b 
that certain transportation corridors are essential to the unity 
and economy of the state, as designated in the various inputs to 
the Joint Federal-State Land Use Planning Commission. 

The specific area proposals list unavoidable adverse effects, 
including bans on mining and costly relocation of right-of-

187 way corridors. These should be qualified in the context of 
state-wide effect and compared with benefits. Where the cost
benefit analysis of restrictive measures appears to be negative, 
solutions should be sought for achieving compatibility between 
nature and a reasonable level of commerce. 

TAG:JAC:nic 

cc: Planning and Zoning 

Very truly yours, 

JOHN A. CARLSON 
Borough Mayor 
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RESPONSE 'IO O)~ BY 
THE FAIRBANKS r-DRl'H STAR BOIDUGI 

186. tions of the ·Joint-Federal I.and Use Planning Camri.ssion 
as well as the econanic needs of the State were taken into considera-
tion by the Secretacy in making his r dations on all of the 
D-2 lands. In addition, infonnation gathered during the studies 
was augrrented with informa.tion fract the Federal-State I.and Use 
Planning Camri.ssion public bearings on use of the 17(d) (2) with
drawal lands. The NPS had representatives at the public hearings 
to identify and take note of special problems requiring considera
tion. Ccmnents received as a result of the public review of the 
draft environmental statEment have also been considered in develop
ment of this final statEment. Recognition of the Ccrc1ctission' s 
re tions is discussed in Chapter I,C. Impacts of the 
proposal on proposed trans{X)rtation and utility corridors is 
discussed in Chapter III.G. 

187. In passing the Alaska Native Cla.iros Settlement Act of 1971, Congress 
itself gave very clear attention to the regional, state and national 
effects of the Alaska land transfers necessary to provide Native 
claim settlement, to meet the outstanding requiranents of Alaskan 
statehood, and to provide or the continuing administration of the 
public lands. It directed the Secretacy to withdraw lands for the 
Four Systems of National Parks, Forests, Wildlife Refuges and Wild 
and Scenic Rivers after other factors were taken into account in the 
planning process. Congress further provided for the establishment 
of a Joint land Use Planning Comnission and the orderly implanen
tation of the planning process concerning areas planned and best 
s11ited for pennanent reservation in Federal ownership. It called 
for reccmnendations to insure that econanic growth and develop:nent 
was planned in an orderly and canpatible way with State and 
national environmental objectives and the public interest in 
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public lands, parks, forest, and wildlife refuges in Alaska, as 
well as eoonanic and social well being of the Native people and 
other residents of Alaska. Agreement was reached with the State 
on the general area of the Four Sys tau proposals 100re specifica.11 y 
set forth in the 28 Environmental Impact Statements. These 
considerations and steps were examined and implemented prior to 
the individ11al develoµnent of Federal proposals with finite 
boundary lines and acreage limits. The need to consider ctnnUlative 
impacts was recognized also during the develoµnent of the environ
m:mtal impact statecients on the 28 detailed proposals. The cm
lati ve aspects of each p:ro{X)sal, where they could be detected with 
reasonable assurance of significance, are noted in the eval1:iations 
of that proposal. Appropriate analyses in the statements are 
developed on a regional basis for sane pro{X)sals and in other 
cases, on a broader basis. 

' 

• 



It is recognized that the prop::>sed Harding Icefield-Kenai Fjords 
National nonument would have an aggregate impact on the Kenai 
Peninsula region, and to a certain degrC:.'e on the State, when 
considered in oonjunction with other federal prop::>sals and 
existing uni ts in the region. Each proposal and existing area 
varies satEWh.at in the nature of its restrictions and manage
ment IX)licies. 

· In the case of Harding-Kenai specifically, the impacts sections 
of Chapter III; F-1, F-3, F-4, F-5, F-6, F-7 and G, as well as 
other sections of the statement, have been revised to examine 
retional aspects of these impacts. The aggregate impact on land 
ownership patterns and availability in the region that would result 
fract implementation of Harding-Kenai and the other prop::>sals has 
been discussed in Chapter III, F-1. The aggregate impacts on 
subsistence 11ses have been discussed in III, F-3; sp::>rt hunting 
and recreation in III, F-4; timber harvesting and market econany 
in III, F-5; on carmunity social and cultural life in III, F-6; 
on the mining industry in III, F-7; and on transp::>rtation in 
III,G. 

In relation to your reg:uest for cost-:benefit analysis of the 
proIX)sals; by directing the Secretary of the Interior to withdraw 
up to 80 million acres of land as units of the four national systems, 
Congress recognized the desirability of providing enviro:nnental 
protection and management for sane of the natural resources in 
Alaska under recognized and existing national management systerns-
systens with a spectrum of different objectives and actphases in 
their management, not all econanically oriented or subject to 
the quantification of cost-:benefit analysis techniques. 

This does not mean that Congress failed to consider enviro:nnental 
costs and envirormental :benefits or even econanic costs and econanic 
gains, for it clearly did recognize and consider thatt in the review 
and planning procedures established in the Act and in the differing 
objectives set to be met by the Act's implementation. Nor does it 
mean that the Department of the Interior failed to consider 
econanic or enviro1nctental :benefits and costs in the planning process 
of developing these proposals in resIX)nse to the Congressional 
mandate. It is true the envirormental statement itself does not 
contain a quantitative and traditional cost-:benefit ratio of the 
type referred to in the a.rove carment, for very good reasons; but 
it is not correct, that the planning process did not consider 
econanic as well as envirornnental implications in advancing the 
proi;:osals. 

This proposal, and the alternative oonsidered, attaupt to identify as 
ccmpletely as possible, with the available infonnation, the identity 
and scope, trand or tendency, and size or relative significance of 
any significant environmental oosts or envirormental :benefits inherent 
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in the particular action or alterriative. 'Where risks and 
uncertajnties are involved, they too are noted. The nature of 
the actions themselves and the frequent lack of data involved in 
the different subject areas does not always lend this treatment 
to quantitative presentation, but it is undertaken qualitatively 
so that objective description is provided to the reader and 
cauparison by the reader is made i;x::>ssible. 

It should be noted that the De t of the Interior does not 
habit1:ial ly prepare econanic cost-benefit analyses of land and 
recreation resource actions, land transfers, and land classification 
actions. This is the case for the econanic and technical reason 
that many aspects of such actions deal with the econanic concept 
of ''public goods. " Public goods not being traded in the market 
place frequently deal with aesthetic and other intangible values 
of the environrrent not subject to readily agreed upon or rigorously 
disciplined systems of market place evaluation and quantification. 
Further, the incomplete eval11ative nature of the econanic cost
benefit ratio as a decision tool has been widely recognized even 
where it is used. 

The econanic aspects and .inpacts of this proposal are examined 
in Chapter II,B and Chapter III, F and G. Serre of the econanic 
aspects of alternative proposals are examined in Chapter VIII. 
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We h;,vc attc!::pted to properly iden~ify. th.c sub jects and 
areas of current, or potC'ntial conflict for resource and 
land uses 1:j 1"l1in t;:e Kenai Peniasula Borough under federal 
propo~&ls for managcmertt of Public Lands. 

It is our i;,tent to fol] ow throur;h on each of our stated 
pos1 tJ o~s regarding t!1~ r~2.::1y pror'.)sals. This will not be 
done by si:::ply cnterin~; cur p2.pcr.·ork in.to the volw:1.cs 
fed to c,e various govcr:1:;icnt JH~per mii1s. i·:e cont.ir:uc 
tQ a~~raisc our borough assembly an<l our state offices, and 
the people they represent·, of the future· as h'cl-1 as ir:i:::ed
iatc ~[iccts, should rn~nr of the rroposals become effective. 
~~ bclj~vc · the reactions of our local citizens and their 
ren·· .-.c-.- ·-··~ .. ;, .. ,.,. ·1 ·cc t,T1.c~1 of 1-·1,"L '"he ''mc: - ic-'n peonlc i.., 
Je~~;~,--~~1~ · ;.irhi.;:t· lf ;~ ~~~-~~ ·,,:~~~cl;" 1tt-.r1 ~QC.~ ., 
'! ')::-:: ::- Jc·:: :·.~ ,-('~·-'. -::.;_,::~!; ,.· j_ l .J b0 .f c , :•:!rd c·d to ) ou as ti::1c-l:,: 
~::. tl~'"";· :-..... .. , fo 1·t!~ca:~:5 .. 1~~,.. 

~;j~. (!:::~~·,'/ 
Borou;_:h :·ia:.,or 

Inc l. Res. 74-15 

SFT: j b 
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KENAI PENINSULA BOROUGH 
Box 850 Phone 262-4441 

SOLDOTNA. ALASKA 99669 

Mat"Ch 19, 1974 

Mr. Theodor R. S~, Chairman 
~laska Planni~g Gourp 
q. S. Dept. of Interior 
Washington D. c • 

Re: Kenai Peninsula Borough Boundaries and 
Public Lands in Alaska 

Dear Sir: 

The enclosed photograph and Borough Resolutions 74-10, 
74-15 and 74-16 are submitted for your review and thoughtful 
consideration. 

rf the current voracious appetite for devouring the Federal 
Public Lands and creating perpetual single use domains for 
the many departments of the Federal government, is satisfied 
completely within our borough there will be very little land 
left for people. 

AS our borough, our state and our nation expand in population 
and the attendant need for resources, how will we provide 
for them? What provisions are being made for transportation 
corridors, resource utilization, future ports, future cities, 
and the well being of man in general? 

Please note on the accompanying data sheet the minor percent
age of the borough that is left as people land. Also note 
how Cook Inlet is effectively closed off as an access to the 
Alaskan Peninsula and other parts of the state. The areas 
of "ecological concern" are actually the exterior boundaries 
of the proposed specific withdrawals. 

If you have any questions about the details of our concern, 1190 
please contact us. 

~ 
Stanley F. Thompson 
Borouqh Mayor 
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KENAI PE~~INSULA BOROUGH . 

Box 850 Phone 262-444 1 

SOLD01NA. ALASKA 99669 . -

Mat"Ch 19, 1974 
STAN THOMPS<>N 

MAYOR 

Mr. Theodor R. s~, Chairman 
~laska Planni~g Gourp 
~- S. Dept. of Interior 
Washington , D. c. 

Re: Kenai Peninsula Borough Boundaries and 
Public Lands in Alaska 

Dear Sir: 

The enclosed photograph and Borough Resolutions 74-10, 
74-15 and 74-16 are submitted for your review and thoughtful 
consideration. 

. 

rf the current voracious appetite for devouring the Federal 
Public Lands and creating perpetual single use domains for 
the many departments of the Federal government, is satisfied 
completely within our borough there will oe very little land 
left for people. 

AS our borough, our state and our nation expand in population 
and the att'endant need for resources, ho~ will we provide 
for them? What provisions are being made for transportation 
corridors, resource utilization, future ports, future cities, 
and the well being of man in general? 

Please note on the accompanying data sheet the minor percent
age of the borough that is left as people land. Also note 
how Cook Inlet is effectively closed off as an access to the 
Alaskan Peninsula and other parts of the state. The are as 
of ''ecological concern" are actually the exterior boundaries 
of the proposed specific withdrawals. 

If you have any questions about the details of our concern, 190 
please contact us. 

Very t .ruly yours , 

Stanley F. Thompson 
Borouqh Mayor 
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Introduced by: Hulm 
Date: February 19, 1914 

KENAI PENillSULA BOROUGH 

RESOLUTION 74-10 

A RESOLUTION REGARDING TI-IE HARDING ICEFIELD/KENAI FJORDS 
NATIONAL ~10NU~1ENT PR0I'0SAL 

~EREAS, the intent of Congress was clearly expressed 
in committee reports for the Alaska Statehood Act, and 

WHEREAS, the stated intent of the Statehood Act set in 
motion a process of land selection which would place Alaska 
in control of its future as a state, and .. 

WHEREAS, the land selection rights granted to ·Alaska 
by the Statehood Act are rights belonging to all present 
anO future citizens of Alaska and the nation, and 

. WHEREAS, these land rights are .increasingly ignored 
or denied by actions of the iederal government acting 
through the Departments of Interior and Agriculture, and 

WHEREAS, many of the Department of Interior's proposals 
for D-2 and D-1 lands violate the intent of congress 
expressed in the Statehood Act by abrogating the state's 
right to freely select, or even influence the management 191 
of the lands necessary to its.future well being, and 

WHEREAS, the Kenai Peninsula Borough, by statute enjoys 
a la11d selection right equal to 10% of the states land wi thi:-i 
borough boundaries, and 

WHEREAS, the Kenai Peninsula Borough was established 
by state statute and charged with the responsibility for · 
1 and us e · p 1 a n n j_ n g ,vi th i n i ts b o u 11 d a r i es , and 

WHEREAS over 70% of the Kenai Peninsula Borough will (0.
2 be government owned and managed under a single use concept J 

as opposed to the multiple use -- sustained yield concept, and 

WJIEREAS, history rep ca tedly proves that rights can 
only be .exercised continuously by those who ha_ve the courage 
to defend tl1em, and 

' 
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t·/III~RE;\S Govcr11or l~g~t11 has pub] icly st~1tc<l that tl1e 
S ta t C J :1; l y g O t O . t }1 C C OU r t S 't O r C S O J. V C t 11 i S q U CS t i O n O f 
lan<l r_ights un<lcr tl1e St(1tel1oocl ..L\ct, and 

\V·l IE l{ EA S t rl c I I a r <l in g I c e f i c 1 d /Ken a i F j or d s Na t i on a 1 
Monument proposal, along with numerous wilderness proposals 
within the bor ough viol,1tes these land r ·ights as \vell as · 1~3 
prcclucling the us e of cc),:1mo11 sense and ot}1cr practical ' 
t O O 1 s ' s u C 11 a s t }1 e 1'1 u 1 t i l) 1 e us C - - s us ta in Cd y i C 1 d CO n CC p t ' 
in ·lancl use pla11ning in the inte1 ... ests of Alaska and the 
nation. 

l'-lO,AJ THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE ASSE~1BLY OF TlIE 
KENAI PENINSULA BOI~OUGII: 

1. To vigorously support both ·publicly and privately, 
the governor's stated intent to defend the land rights 
given .to the people through the Alaska Statehood Act. I~ 

2. To share directly, and pr9portionally, with the 
state any and all costs of litigation involved i11 
protecting these land selection rights within the 
Kenai Peninsula Borough. 

Copies of this resolution shall be transmitted to the 
I-Ion or ab 1 c \Vi 11 i am :\. Egan, Govcrno r of Al as ka; ~Iemb er s of 
the A 1 a sk a 1 e g is J. cl tu r c ; 'f c <l Bing 11 a1n , Ex cc u ti v e Dir cc tor , 
Land Use Planning Commission; Joe Josephson, state dcsignee 
to the Land Use Pl anning Commission; Secretary of the Interior 
Rogers C. B. ~1orton; Secretary of Agriculture Earl Butz; 
Theodor R. Swem, Chairman, Alaska Planning Group, U.S. 
Dept. of Interior; Senator Henry Jackson, Chairman, U.S. 
Senate Interior Insular Affairs Committee; Rep. James A: 
Haley, Chairman, House Interior Insular Affairs Committee; 
Alaska Senators Ted Stevens and ~like Gravel, and Alaska 
Representative Don Young. 

ADOJ)'J'ED B)' 'fJJ E ASSE: iBLY OF TflE KENAI PENINSULA BOROUGH 
Tl I I S 1 9 t 11 D. \ Y () l; F e b r u a r v , 1 9 7 4 . 

ATTEST: 

") . ; ' . 
J . .. 

- . ' > # , , : • I \ 

' I f " 
1

' I • ' .. ~ ~ , I i , I t • \. • 1 r " • 

' I 

.!I 
l' 

' 

I 

\ 

/ 
-/ 

) / ,/ ,/ ./. 

, , 

" , ~ - , ., ; . • ' ~ t , / , , ~ / , · ' ' ; , 

' ,, d f • • 

·· Assembly President 
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Chut;act1 :::ltio!lal }'ore:~t - Federal 
U"'"l)'J~o•"··; ·· • ·"'·~ - P:~l,1 i ,-: Donn.in •• "' ' - l - .. .... .. ... • - -

. Stat c ~ l'ri\'atc O·xncrs~.ip 

Katmai Nation~l ~onu~eot - Fe4eral 
ltcNeil R~,·t:.\ r State G:t.~::! Sn.11ctu~r·y - State 
Tuxcdni =~ ~L tional ~ildlifc Il~ngc - Federal 
Iliau111~-Cool~ IrJ.lct Segregation - Federal 
l!oou~\;\';:i I~di:t:1 ~::..-scr\·:tt'ion - Federal 

• • Unao~ro~~i~t~ct - Public D0~a1n . . -
State & Private Ownership 

Land Areas 
(approximate only) TOTAL LA~1) A·REA 

KENAI, PENir{SULA BOJ~OUGH . . . . 

2,700 
1,900 
1,870 
2,230 

8,700 squ~rc mi ~Js · 
5,568,000 acres 

250" 
130 

10 
3,900 

40 
1,960 
1,530 

7; 820 square r:ii l es 
5,004,800 acres 

16,520 square mi~es 
10,572,800 acres 

EXISTI~G & PROPOSED 
FEDER!\L ,1:ITriDR:,~';/i.J .. S ACREAGES 17ITIIIN KEt.fAI PENirrsur ... .\ BOROl.-~:r 

EXIS1'ING PltOPOS ED _.;)D: :- : c::s 
Kenai Kational l~ose Ran~e 
·d2-30 Kenai South (Proposed) 

Chu~~ch r;atiot1al Forest 
f:Tell i_:) ."t ·-; - c~·•r.nc,r.- ·.,·!) 
.1 J.. - "J - •• - - - - - .. - - - -

Harding Ice Pield-lenai Fjord~ 
National iiontL'llent (Proposed) 

Iliamna National 
Resource Rar.~e (Proposed) 

Lake Clark P~o~osed 
Nation~l Park.~~;400,000 acres 

Proposed , 

total) 

Area 

1,750,000 
61,600 

1,400,000 
""-A o-o , I • . . • • ........ , ... 

None-? 
300,000 

None-? 
~1s·, 200 

None-? 

of Ecological 
1,889,280 

Co11cern- 737,280 

Katmai Xational Park (4,600,000 acres total) 92,160 (approx.) 414,720 
Chisik Island Bi~d Refucc 

( app !'O:":. ) 

(app::'o~:.) 

C01(8IXEJ) AHEA O.F ECOLOGICAL COXCER:1 BET\rEE!'{ KAT!,1llI liND ILIA~:x.-\ PROPOSALS - 69:, ~()0 

• ARE:\ OF ECOLOGICAL COXCER~ .I\DJ:"ic==xT TO }I.~RDIXG ICE FIELD-1:E~AI FJORDS 

ST,\TF. \·:JT!JDR,\~\'.\T.S 
• 

McNeil River State Game Sanctuary 

J~nc!1<:m:tl~ Dn}' St:itc Par}: & \\'ild0rness 

-

69,120 (approx.) 

299,520 (approx.) . 

~~ri\.L~ Ft:>l~J!;\1 • . i\l;~:.\,S:·.O}" ·£r...o.r .0(~ I CAL,,co:~C£J!)l · ··- 1 1-•. 101 .• )20". :lDJ}roxirnate 

- 3r,3 r-~ 0 "" , _,, -
( appl"O;•:. ) 
. 

7. 589,200 -;- 10, 572·, 800 = 71. 8% OF TIIE 'KENAI PENINSULA . BOROUGH 
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RESPONSE 'ID IEITERS E'IOM THE 
KENAI PENINSULA BOIDUGH 

188,190,191. The value of public input and consultation with local 
residents and others in planning the new profX)sals is 
recognized. Sane contacts were made with local repre
sentatives and organizations during the limited study 
pericxl designated by Congress. However, the contacts 
were solely to obtain infonnation and in a few cases 
to seek reaction to i:ossible al ter11ati ves for use of the 
land in'VOl ved in absence of any Spec!if ic proi:osal. Since 
final decisions were not made within the De t of 
the Interior until Novenber 1973 concerning the Spec!ific 
Park, Forest, Wildlife Refuge and Scenic and Wild Rivers 
proi:osals there was no way to go to the public for 
cament on the profX)sals until the Draft Envirornnental 
Impact Statements and plans were released in Decenber. 

Infonnation gathered during the sttxli es has been aug
rrentoo with caments fran transcripts of the Joint
Federal State Land Use Planning Ccmnission public hearings 
on use of the 17 ( d) ( 2) withdrawal lands . The Federal 
agencies also had representatives at the public hearings 
to identify and take note of special problems requiring 
considerations. Ccrrments received as a result of the 
public review of the Draft Enviromnental Impacts 
Statements have also been considered in developre:nt of 
the Final Enviromnental Impact Statements. 

189. The National Park Service will be in further contact with 
the Kenai Peninsula Borough as plarming intensifies to 
work with therL as cooperatively as possible in developing 
C(X)rdinatoo regional land use planning. 

192,193. Although the Harding-Kenai profX)sal would add significantly 
to the lands under primary use managarent in the Kenai 
Peninsula Borough. March of the other federally owned 
land in the area currently allows rrultiple-use managarent 
of the area. The Chugach Forest, plus its college Fjord 
addition are in rrul tiple-use managarent. Also, hunting 
and mineral leasing are pennittoo in the Kenai MJose 
Fange. 

194. "As notErl in 189 above, the NPS will ccx:>perate as ItUch as 
possible with the Kenai Peninsula Borough to share infor
mation and cmrdinate future planning for the proi;x:>sed 
monument and the region. 
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Introdttced: ~ / ~5 ; ·74 

IN THE SE.i~ CITY COUNCIL. Br B • C • HU LJ.~ 

R.E.50LUTION NO. 899 

BE IT rlESCLVED BY THE Sll/Alili CIT'I COUNCIL: 

A resolution OPf::OSir1e t.he Harding 

Ice Field/Kenai Fjords National 

Monument Proposal (DE3 1~0~ 73-86) 

vrrIEfl&\S. the National Park Service' proposal recognizes that., the 

Harding I.ce P'ield/Kenai r'jords area has not been com!)letely explored for it's 

mineral potential (USGS lli.chtPl' says "mcderate r,otential for smal 1 'Je!)osits" -

1 0 I.and Use Pl~"ln:ing Commission states "high potential") yet the Natif'nal Park 

l: · Service• proposal concludes the area's mineral reeource is meager and not. 

, ; feasible for development; and 

1 1 1/HEhr:AS, the National Park Service' proposal infers that mining is 

1 :~ unlikely and unfeasible, timber harvest is not feasible and hunting i~ 

·, ~ ii 

'!. 5 f\ ~ rnin1n.aJ, :,et their renort concludes that ~1ul tiple Use }~anagemer1t WC·lJJ.d likely e 

~ ~ ' 1 t ] ~ cn~a~ t! s5_PJ1ificant disr,1pticl:-: 0 1" resources and eccosya t,ei!ls_ The case does not,; 
"' • it_·· t • •, ~ 

l 7 I I support their conclusion; and 

1 s I \'IHLhEAS, $27, (X)() in Gold was taken in 1973 from a m.lning opera tioh 

1 <j, within ifthe area of ecological concern" along the Kenai Peninsula's :--~01Jthern 

~ f) littoral, where an investment of $230,()(X) has been made in this or'eration in 
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~l 

2 2 

2 J 

24 

2 5 

2 6 

• 

reeent -ye a~ : ~h,l 

1% is suit,ar.:le for timber harves r.. ll5(><) acres j, the .->o.rK ~)ervice wo~d 

pr~ibit tne cut tine of ti.1nber and other uses (?) which may lead to nias&tve 

destruction of plant life in the ntonument." If one-half of L<t 0r l~()() 1('~R 

I 
A 

Jqg 
I 

>,. 
{ 
t 

2 7 of timbei- were cut 1.mder Multiple Use l'Janagement, this could not be consider·• I 
,.) 8 •• ''massive destruction" of olant- life in a JOO,()(X) acre area; anci 

WHEREAS, contrary· to the National Park Service' proposal, coHmon 

knowledge dictates and it is axiomatic that biological productivity 

does not lend itself to pennanent perpetuation because of the enac~men~ of 
. 
l~~islatian establishing a national monument. BioloRical productivity is 

dependent on such facton as- habitat, predation, disease and rerhaps h11nting 

pressure on a particul.ar species; and I 
i 

' 

2 9 

3 0 

3 1 

3 2 

3 J 

3 4 

3 ~ ~1iEI?EAS, the Seward City ,~ouncll and the Citizens of the ~~cward area~ 

3 6 j s,1,,r>0rt the concept of a Seward National Recreation Area for the Hardi11e Tee 

3 7 r'ield/Kenai Fjords area because of the unique terrian characteristics whi.ch 

J 8 lend themselves to yeal"-round boating activity, professional, amateur a~d 

3 9 
1 

~ cross-cou11try ~~ ing, an~ other unlimited snow-oriented rccrca!. ion~l ~ :'l ·.'t. · :; ; 
t 

• . .. 
L ;, \ • ,.. ... ...; ..., - . ,, ..1. . ~ 

t \ 

4 1 I ! ~ . • t~ .~. ~ .. .... ..... . ~, Seward has been officially design~ted by the State of 

4 2 I I A.laska as the I Fun Capital of Alaska I because of our outstanding surrow,,iing· 

i 

.. 

• • ' ... .. 
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4 .3 

44 

l. 5 

4 6 

4 7 

48 

4 9 

5 0 

sea and land characteristics so auitable for recreational purposes, which 

have and will continue - given a chance - to enhance Seward's and the Kenai . 

Peninsula Borough's econa1dc future; and 

WHEREAS, officials of the National Park Service DID NOT official)y 

contact·the Seward City Council, Seward's Advisory Planning Canmiesion, the 

Kenai Peninsula Borough Administration, Kenai Penins11la Borough PlarJling 

Conmission, or the Kenai Penin~ula Borough Assembly, to detennine our input 

for the best use of the Harding Ice Field/Kenai Fjords area. • 

5 l NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RF.SOLVED that it is the will of this Seward 

S 2 City ~ounci.1 that we oppose the Harding Ice Field/Kenai Fjords Nat1orHu. 

.I 

5 3 Mor1ument proposal by the ~Jational Park Service because .we support the Multiple 

5 4 Use Management philosophy for this area. 

5 5 COPIFS _of this resolution shall be transmitted to the Honorable 

5 b ~ Richard M. Nixon, President of the United States; the Honorable Earl Butz, 

5 7 Secretary of Agriculture; the Honorable Rogers C. B. Morton., Secretary of the 

5 8 rnterior; the Honorable Mike Mansfield. Senate Majority Leader; the Honorable 
i I 

5 9 ! f :arl Albert, .Speaker of the }fouse of Representatives; Chainr!Bll of the {T. S. ,. 
l ' 
• • 

6 l · . ltl.ke Gravel; t~he Honorable Ted Stevens; Honorable :on Y. oung, Alaska ts 

6 2 

6 3 

6 4 

6 5 
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• 

Congressional Uelega t ion ; the Honorable wil liam A. :Sgan, Governor o.t" Alaska·; 

all members of the Alaska :..egislature ~ Mr. 'red Bineh·am. ~-:Xecutive Director of 

the I.and {Jse fla.>;:1in~ l,oil1IU8Sion; Mr. Jet Jo5ephson, Jtate designee to the 

· Land Use Plarmir1g Commis!;ion, and ¥.r. Theodor ItJwem, l!haj fflM3.n, Alaska 

.. 

• 
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6 6 

J 

~ .. 
• 

Planning Group, u. s. Department of the Interior. 

I • 

A.DOF'l'ED BY THE SE'l'IARD CITY COl..'NCIL ffiIS 1'1{~ DAY OF ........ J. .. ,~ .. '..,· ... , ... ·c_.°')..-.--t.lal91974 
L '..I I 

,'\ 
A TT: t.'~L (! 

uv·1· / ( ' 

,6 ,/\/\; t - -~ ~ 
I .. 

Seward City Clerk 
. ' \ . 

• 
'.l.. • • 

, 
. ' . \ .... ' ; .,, .. . . " 

}~YOF.. Or' SEwA.RD 

I 

>aO .. ~laP ee a • :a a 
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RESPONSE 'ID OOMMENI'S BY 
'IBE SEWARD CITY CDUNCIL 

• 

195. The assessment of mineral !X)tential in the region and the 
p:roposal itself has been revised to include a nnre balanced and 
up to date assessment of resources. Further, the sections in 
Chapter II or ''Geology" and ''Econanic Geology'' have been rewritten 
to reflect this assessment. Also the section on Impact on Mining · 
Industry in Chapter III has been entirely rewritten, and, we hope, 
reflects an accurate of the potential minerals-related irrpact of 
the proposal. 

196. Statements referring to possible disruption of the natural 
resources in the proposal area referred in general to localized 
critical ecosyste:ct disruption. It is true that on an area....iwide 
basis, the potential for disruption of large areas of the natural 
environment frat1 such uses as mining and 11.mlbering is relatively 
l0vv as nost of the p:roposed nontment is covered with barren 
rock and ice. However, where timber stands do occur, nostly on 
steep slopes, destruction of vegetation vJOuld be significant. 
Further, it is conceivable that mining could occur on a fairly 
large scale in the area, if significant deposits of econanically 
developable ore were disCDvered. With new technological develop
ments such mining could even occur near the perimeter of the 
Icefield, and although it now seans unlikely, this could involve 
significant destruction of the natural values of the area. 

197. This infonna.tion has been included in Chapter II "Econanic 
Geology'' and Chapter III, F-7: ''On Mining Industry''. 

198. The reference to massive destruction applies to the effect on an 
ecosystem in a localized area. The one half of one percent 
figure applies to the entire study area, i.e. the rrontnnent and 
AEC, and thus the acreage involved. is roughly 5,000 acres, not 
1,500. (See response 196 alJove for further discussion. ) 

199. The value of public input and CDnsultation with local res idents 
and others in plarming the new pro:[X)sals is recognized. Sane 
contacts were rrade with local representatives and organizations 
durmg the limited study period designated by Congress. However, 
the contacts were solely to obtain info:rmation and in a few 
cases to seek reaction to possible alternatives for use of the 
land involved in absence of any specific proposal. Since final · 
decisions were not nade within the Department of the Interior 
until Novenber 1973 CDncerning the specific Park, Forest, 
Wildlife Refuge and Scenic and Wild Rivers proposals there was 
no way to go to the public for canrnent on the proposals until 
the Draft Enviro1nnental Impact State:nents and plans were released 
in December. The Forest Service, in the Department of Agriculture, 
which was involved in studying possible additional national forests 
did present specific proposals to the public in a series of meet
ings that took place in the areas of concern. 

" 
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Infonna:tion gathered during the st11dies has been augmented with 
CCITIY61ts fratt transcripts of the Joint-Federal State I.and Use 
Plarming Comnission public, hearings on use of the 17 (d) (2) with
drawal lands. The Federal agencies also had representatives at 
the public hearings to identify and take note of special problans 
requiring consideration. caments received as a result of the 
public review- of the Draft Enviro:nrcental Impacts Statements have 
also been considered in develoµnent of the Final Environmental 
Impact Stat.Ernemts. 

During the ongoing planning process for this proposal, the NPS 
will be oonsulting with the Seward City Council as well as other 
local government's as much as possible to exchange info:r.rnation 
and ideas and also to coordinate planning efforts for the region. 
Such CXX)perative planning intent has been outlined in Chapter I 
sections A and B. 
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Refer· to: 360 
Attn: Ralph A. Johnson 

Mr. Albert G. Henson 
Project Leader 
National Park Service 
Alaska Task Force Office 
524 W. Sixth Avenuet Room 201 
Anchorage, Alaska 99501 

-Dear Mr. Henson: 
• 

January 28, 1974 . 

·· Thank you for the Park .Service Master Plans for Lake Clark, - Harding 
Icefield, and Mt. McKinley forwarded in your letter of January 17, 
1974. 

As you are aware, Cook Inlet Region, Inc. is involved in litigation with 
the Department of Interior regarding lands adjacent to and within these 
Master Plans. We contend that some of these lands should be made available 
for Cook Inlet Native selection. We herewith request that further 
planning and public input regarding these lands be held in abeyance 
until our .lawsuit is resolved, since public misconceptions about the 
availability of these lands for park development tend to damage Cook 
Inlet Regio~, Inc., and thus aggravate our already serious deficienc~ 
withdrawal problems. 

cc: 
Secretary of the Interior ' 
Senator Stevens 
Senator Gravel 
Rep. Young 
Senator Jackson 
Rep. ?-ieeds 

Sincerely, 

'---------· 
President 

.. 

519 D STREET o A:tlCHORAGE, ALASKA .•- PHON·E 274-7575 . . . . 

• 

, 
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John Colberg, Jr. 
Cbo&nnan of the Board 

• 

Refer: 713 

Mr. Theodor R. Swem 
Alaska Planning Group 

,r~ 

. ,...r .... 
,,.rI'J 

-'COOK INLET 

~ 

-.REGION, INJ-

. r 
;,, 

July 17, 1974 

Ralph A. Johnso~ 
Pteaidem 

U.S. Department of the Interior 
Washington, D. C. 20240 

Dear Mr. Swem: 

Re: Environmental Impact Statements 
• 

Cook Inlet Region, Inc. would like to conunent on the draft environ
mental impact statements in general, and the Lake Clark National 
Park proposal in particular. 

Al though the statements represent considerable . \'7ork (and certainly 
an impressive volume) they also seem to be ful~ of factual errors 
and incomplete data. 

Regarding the Lake Clark proposal, we feel that it is improper to 
consider this proposal until acceptable deficiency withdrawals 
without (d) (2) override in the Lake Clark area have been made for 
Native selections. 

Sincerely, 

COOK INLET REGION, INC. 

' .,, 
"'-.... ·- --

/ . /' 
~ ·- / .. ' 

...;.·--....... · - · --.~~/ - '-----.:...· i- · L I .. " 

Larry' M.Toskolkoff / .~ 
Land Manager -' -

/ ' 

• • ,,, .... . / ' / 

I 

. I I I • 

cc: AFN 
11 Regions 

LMO:vc 

2636 ,SPENARD ·ROAD· • ANCHORAGE~ ALASKA. ;99503. • PHONE:~274-8638· . . . . . .. 
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RESPONSE 'ID ffiMMENTS BY 
CXX)K INIEr REGION INC. 

200. The draft statement for Harding Kenai prop:>sal has been rewritten 
to a considerable degree, especially in Chapters II, III, and 
VIII, to reflect ccnments frart the public, to correct factual 
errors and to round out the data available. 

• 
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S27 /YZ,?tc/ (.,cY/P€nu-e 
~- , ~d<l' tP~?C./ 

1·1r·. Tl1eodor R. Swem 
Alaska Planni~g Group 
U.S. Departmen ~ of the Interior 
Washin~ton, D.C. 20240 

Dear- I·Ir. Swem: 

June 12, 1974 

Environmental Impact Statements 

Doyon, Limited has reviewed in some dep th all o ± 
draft environmental impact statements relating to thf-~ 
called (d) (2) "Four Sys-cems" land withdrawa2s in c•t.1. : ~ 

·region. This letter is our response to your recru.::-:s ·-· 
comments by interested and .effected parties. 

. .. 
! t': 0 --~-- '--
'. -.. ") 

. \ .. ~ 
• 

Each of the draft statem~nts reflects c o~sid2r ~::: 
study and analysis by tl1e prospective managers . Cc:.t: :: .:~2.27 

the over-all goals and objectives cannot be critic.: 7 ,2·;-~ ~ 

unfortunately, however, the proposed methods of deter 
mining and implementing \,.rhat is "good" for Alaska ( and 
the nation) ranges from the ludicrous to the sublime . 
Concep·tually we can support a number of the proposals 
but would strongly object to the enactment of others. 
To e11dorse any at this time would tend to dilute our 
strongest criticism of the statements as they now exist. 

\ve have pending ti:1e result of an 83 million acre l c].n:i 
grab. Intentionally or othenvise, each of the "Four 
Systems " ,.-1as encourage d t o compete for and justify, in 2.r2:· 
way the y could, why they should be allowed to manage a 
given area. Bureaucratic objectivity is que stionable 
regardless of the stated goals and objectives. Assuming 
the areas are to be administered as propose d, over 200 
million acres of the nation's most valued lands, as well 
as a high percentage of Alaska's Coastal areas, will be 
withdrawn and placed unde r varying restrictions, of,vhich 
the total effect has not yet bee n conside r ed . We vi e w the 
propos a ls as a first step toward n e eded l a nd use pl a n njng ; 
it seems prudc~11t , l10,,1c\12r , t o no'\,1 conside r tl1e o,1crc1l l 
impac t (soci a l a nd econoreic) to the state a nd .the nation 

20\ 

2D3 
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as a whole. The combined impact of the prooosal~ is .a I _2.0~ 
necessity not to be ove rlooked. ~ 

At this stage, Doyon, Limited can endorse only the 
need for an overall rational and coherent land use plan 
which will preserve and protect \vithout frustrating 
reasonable de vclooment e:<oectations. Please let the 

~ -
record indicate that vie· are using ti1is let--c:er as a 
ve~1icle to indicate t:1a t vle feel another step shoul<l be -incorporated prior t o Congressional action on the 
pro po3als. Th2 r e i s ~ow a need for another environmental 
impact stateme nt, on(J t~1at will encompass all t\ve nty
cig~t proposals and thGir effect upon the state anu the 
nation·as a whole. 

We appreciate the opportunity to espond. 

,,.~r£t l{. I [ -
/ ' , 
. . ' Sam Kito, Jr.~ / 

Executive Director 

SK/mm 

• 

• 

, 



r 

• 
I • 

' RESPONSE 'ID (Y"'\A/fP,.J 

OOYON LTD • 
BY 

201. By directing the Secretary of the Interior to withdraw up to 
80 million acres of land as units of the four national systems, 
Congress recognized the desirability of providing environrrental 
protection and management for sane of the natural resources in 
Alaska under recognized and existing national rnanagerent systems-
systems with a spectrum of different objectives and a:crphases in 
their rnanagerent. 

During the process of developing tions, each of 
the ''four systaci'' agencies, as well as the BIM, 'WOrked closely 
together in the Alaska Plaruring Group in order to develop 
cmrdinated and well planned. proposals for individt@l regions, 
the State as a whole, and the Nation. However, conflicts are 
inevitable in this type of plaruring effort, and in such cases 
the Secretary made his final r tions while considering 
all r::oints of view and weighing all factors involved in the 
particular area. 

All of the proposals call for continued. CCX)peration in developing 
regional and statewide land use plans, as well as individ11al 
developnent plans for each area. Such C(X)peration would be sought 
not only arrong the federal agencies, but also with the Native 
organizations, the State and local goverTlltalts, and interested 
area residents. 

202. We are assuming that your reference to the withdrawals of over 
200 million acres is intended. to refer to the acreage in the 
proposed Areas of EcolCXJical Concern as well as that in the 
pror::osals themselves. 

"Areas of EcolCXJical Concern" are just that, areas of interdependent 
relationships to the prop::>sal area in terms of wildlife habitat 
ma.intenance, maintenance of vis11al and scenic integrity, protective 
buffers around key waters and wildlife p::>pulations, interrelated 
vegetative and wildlife use patterns where degradation of one 
elerent could seriously alter the other, and significant areas of 
cultural (archeological, historical and sociolCXJical) relationship 
to the prof;X)sal or an adjacent Native culture or IX)pulation. It 
is hoped. that specific exx>perative agr~ts can be negotiated 
with any adjacent land managers and owners within the ''Areas of 
:Ecological Cbncern'' to insure cacrplernenta:ry protection of the 
values and resources of the proposal, with mntrol and rnanaganent 
of such lands retained by the owners and managers. The AEC' s 
are not an attempt to rerove valid land managerent rights fract the 
Natives or other groups. 
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. 
Managarent of the proposals as well as the Areas of Ecological 
Concer11 should include a Im.ltual working dialogue between Federal 
landowners and surrounding land rcanagers. It is reasonable. that 
if landowners in Areas of Ecological Concern are to consider , 
rcanaging their lands in a "manner canpatible with pmp:>sal values", 
then in return their views should be considered within the limits 
of applicable laws and regulations, in the rcanagarent of Fa:leral 
lands. 

It should be noted that agreements regarding Areas of Ecological 
Cbncern represent only one approach to protection of Federal 
lands, and that the bmad authority given the Secretary under 43 
U.S.C.;1363 remains unaffected by the legislative proposal • 

• 

203. In passing the Alaska Native Claims Settlarent Act of 1971, 
Congress itself gave very clear attention to the regional, State 
and national effects of the Alaska land transfers necessa:ry to 
pmvide Native claim settlanent, to rooet the outstanding require
ments of Alaskan statehood, and to pmvide for the continuing 
administration of the public lands. It directed the Secretary to 
withdraw lands for the Four Systems of National Parks, Forests, 
Wildlife Refuges and Wild and Scenic Rivers after other factors 
were taken into account in the planning process. And Congress 
further provided. for the establishment of a Joint I.and Use 
Planning camnission and the orderly .i.rrplarentation of the planning 
process concerning areas planned and best suited for pennanent 
reservation in Fed.era! ownership. It called for recacrctendations 
to insure that econanic grcMt:h and developoont was planned in 
an orderly and mnpatible way with State and national environmental 
objectives and the public interest in public lands, parks, forest, 
and wildlife refuges in Alaska, as well as economic and social well 
being of the Native people and other residents of Alaska. 
Agreement was reached with the State on the general area of the 
Four Systect prop::>sals nore specifically set forth in the 28 
Envimnrnental Irrq;iact Statements. These considerations and steps 
were examined and .i.rrplarented prior to the individ11al developrrent 
0£ Federal pmp:>sals with finite boundary lines and acreage limits. 
The necrl to consider cumulative .i.rrpacts was recognized also during 
the develoµnent of the environrnental .i.rrpact statements on the 28 
detailed pmp:>sals. The cumulative aspects of each pmp:>sal, 
where they could be detected with reasonable assurance of signifi
cance, are noted in the eval11ations of that proposal. Appropriate 
analyses in the statements are developed on a regional basis for 
some proposals and in other cases, on statewide or a broader basis. 
It v.X)uld be repetitive to undertake an additional EIS to the 28 
already canpleted. 

Anyone wishing to ascertain overall effect, may do so by reading 
the aggregate impact of all or par.~L of the proposals that would 
be involved and considering than the same as the sum of the .i.rrpacts 
discussed in each of the environrnental statements. The statements 



' are being issued and are abai lable on the basis of sets of (28) 
each. Where the total cumulative impact in a region or the State 
appears particularly significant in relationship to a given 
proJ.X)sal, the subject statanents involved are mxlified to include 
any additional irrpact considerations not previo11sly described 
anong the analyses involved. It is the oonsidered opinion of the 
De t that these foregoing actions and the statanents thect-
selves taken together do constitute a good faith effort at 
providing a fair and accurate eval,:iation of aggregate or crnnulative 
impact on Illcljor regions, the State and the Nation as a whole. 

It is recognized that the proposed Harding Icefield Kenai Fjords 
National nonmnent vJOuld have an aggregate impact on the Kenai 
Peninsula region when oonsidered in conjunction with the proposals 
for the Seward National Recreation Are-a, the additions to the 
Chugach National Forest and the proposals for wilderness on the 
Kenai Mx>se Fange and the Nellie Juan Wilderness Area (in the 
Chugach Fbrest). These five p:rofX)sals, in addition to the 
existing Chugach National Forest and Kenai National Mx>se Fange, 
in many areas overlap, but do cover about n-;o thirds of the lands 
on the Kenai Peninsula. Each proposal and existing area varies 
sanewhat in the nature of its restrictions and management 
policies. 

In the case of Harding-Kenai specifically, the impacts sections 
of Chapter III; F-1, F-3, F-4, F-5, F-6, F-7, and G, as well as 
other sections of the statanent, have been revised to examine 
regional aspects of these impacts. The aggregate impact on land 
ownership patterns and availability in the region that 'WOuld 
result frorct implementation of Harding-Kenai and the other 
profX)sals has been discussed in section III, F-1. The aggregate 
impacts on subsistence uses have been discussed in III, F-3; 
sport hunting and recreation in III, F-4; timber harvesting and 
market econany in III, F-5; carmunity social and cultural life 
in III, F-6; the mining industry in III, F-7; and transportation 
in III, G. 
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Hr. Theodar R. ~wem 

Chairman, Alaska Planning Group 

U.B. Deryartment of the Interior .. 
:::a shington D.C. -20240-

. 
7 , --1 I ~J (; ~ ~~1.. T -VLt:'t ,c.. .. ~ /l'l.. ~ t' -~'1-.Jl · l ~ I.:. .. .... >1,., 

Land Selection Committee 

Port Gr=l11ar.i, Via 

.Homer, Alaska 

7 }·!arch 74 
-9960.3-

~e, The Port Graham Corporation Lund Selection Committee strongly 

oppose the Harding Ice Field Kenai FJords National Monument due to the 

fact tha t it takes a,.:•ay the land from our Village and Regionial. Deficency 
Lands. 

• 

Pres. 

· rii H. 1-Iooni 

Commit tee 1-.;embe.rs 

cc: Port traha rn VillaBe Corp. 

Cecil Barnes, .~(.E":11tJi"NT 

C M ~ 6-A, H ~ M7' av i' A £'6-1 o Iv , J w (. • 
Dick Anahonak 

Tin 1v1al c ho ff 

~ ,J/ ;:.,(,__ '"+~~ >'1'., (: 1 l, ~ ~k.. 
Carl D. l~ur1c hucl~ 

1-'iickey :·i.o nin 

Llo ·1·anap e 

(fj,: • I r7J.,4-,·:,A;..,, 'c '1.-(' e 
Ben l•Ier;ana ck 

{' J.4 . '-3,. '2,< ~-,.,_,'- • 
Alex 1-ioonin 
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RESPONSE 'IO fYY...Jru_ 

THE LAND SET,FC11ION CCM4I'l'l*E:E:, PORr GRAHAM, C.DRPORATION 

204. All Native Village and Regional ·Deficiency lands which are 
included in the prop::>sal are contained in the Area of Ecological 
Concern. All those lands are available for Native selection. 
Only those lands in the AOC which were not selected by the 
Natives could then be included in the rronurrent, unless the 
Natives chose to include sane of their own lands. 

"Areas of Ecolog-ical concern'' are just that, areas of inter
dependent relationshps to the prop::>sal area in tenns of wildlife 
habitat maintenance, mantenance of visua1- and scenic integrity, 
protective buffers around key waters and wildlife p::>pulations, 
interrelated vegetative and wildlife use patten1s where degrada
tion of one elerrent could seriol1sly alter the other, and 
significant areas of cultural (archeological, historical and 
sociological) relationship to the proposal or an adjacent 
Native culture or population. It is hopEd that specific cooperative 
agreerrents can be negotiated with any adjacent land managers and 
owners within the "Areas of Ecological Concern" to insure 
complerrentary protection of the values and resources of the 
pro:EX)sal, with control and managerrent of such lands retained 
by the owners and managers. 

Managerrent of the pro:EX)seals as well as the Areas of Ecolog-ical 
Concern should include a ITR.1t11al working dialogue between Federal 
landowners and surrounding land managers. It is reasonable that 
if landowners in Areas of Fmlogical Concern are to consider 
managing their lands in a "manner compatible with proposal values", 
then in retmn their views should be considered within the limits 
of applicable laws and regulations, in che managerrent of Fed.era! 
lands. 

It should. be noted that agreerrents regarding Areas of Ecological 
Concern represent only one approach to protection of Federal lands, 
and that the broad authority given the Secretary under 43 U.S.C.; 
1368 remains unaffected by the legislative proµ:>sal. 

325 



326 

The Alaska Center for the Environment 
913 West Sixth Avenue 
Anchorage, Alaska 99501 

July 21, 1974 

·Mr. Ted Swem 
Chairman, Alaska Planning Group 
U.S. Department of the Interior 
Washington, D.C. 20240 

Dear Mr. Swem: 

Enclosed please find our comments on the second set of draft 
environment impact statements for proposed d-2 land desig
nations in Alaska. 

Included are comments on lliamna, Unalakleet River, Fortymile 
River, Togiak Refug~, Koyukuk Refuge, Harding Icefield/ Kenai 
Fiords, Yukon Flats Refuge/Porcupine National Forest, Katmai 
National Park, additions to Mt. McKinley National Park 

We thank you very much for the opportunity Cb make 
the statements and sincerely hope that some of our 
will be implemented. 

truly yours, 

Vicky J. Frankfourth 
/Alaska Center for the Environment 

Enclosures 

comment on 
• suggestions 



ALASKA CEl'lTER FOR THE E1IVIRON~NT 

cor~IIvIENTS ON THE DRAFT EiiVIRONM.ENTAL IIvlP1\.CT STATEi\1ENT 

FOR THE 
I-IARDiliG ICEFIELD - KENAI FJORDS NATIOli1\.L MOl~Ui\11El'lT 

• 

Title page, attached erratum: V/hy was the joint liational ?-OS 

Park service-Fish and Wildlife Service jurisdiction dropped in 

favor of sole NPS jurisdiction? T~e proposal for joint NPS

Native cooperative agreement needs more definition. 

Pages 1-7: With respect to the waters in the proposal: 

(a) ~hat is the extent of these waters? 207 
. 
(p) What is the nature of the jurisdiction the National Park 

Service will have over these waters? 

(c) What is the relationship of that jurisdiction to the 

state-owned tide and submerged lands? 

(d) In the event of conflict between NPS and state objectives 

in these waters, how will the conflict be resolved? 

( e) V,hat are the environmental impacts of including these 

waters? Of excluding them? 

Page 5: The map is labeled "Laud status prior to December 18, 

1973." What is the land status after December 18, 1973? Native 

village withdrawals shown are inaccurate. English Bay, Port 

Gualum, and Seldovia should be shifted further east. 

Page 8: #3 weakens the proposal. For example, commercial 

kelping could affect natural processes, as could over-fishing of 

species used by sealt se lion, otter, etc. Se lion have a major 

ground on Chriswell Islands. 

Page 13: Ferry to Valuez/Cordova from Seward not mentioned or 

.. 

208 
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indicated. 

Page 18: More needed onCaines Head State Recreation Area, 7.5 

-miles south of Seward. Master plan of State Division of Parks 

includes Visitor Center. "NPS-Forest Service Visitor Center" 

in Seward needs clarification. Also on page 18, a trail from 

Kodi I.3ay State and Wilderness Park and Caines Head is probably 

not feasible due to rugged terrain. 

Pages 19-25: A summary of changes in land status is also 

necessary for a complete understanding of the "background" of 

the current proposal. This summary should include, with maps 

for each, the land status: . 

{a) as of December 18, 1971 

(b) following the January 1972 selections by the Egan 

administration 

(c) as a result of Secretary :~orton's ~larch 1972 d-2 and 

d-1 withdrawals 

(d) following any changes in Native deficiency withdrawals 

(e} in September 1972, upon settlement of the suit brought 

by the Egan administration against the federal government 

2,0 

(f) after Secretary Morton's final recommendations to Congress 

on December 18, 1973 

(g) in the legislation referred to on page 17 placing much 

of the proposal in the Wildlife Refuge system. 

2ll 

Pages:19, 36: ••so rare are such vast areas of ice that 

Harding Icefield has been suggested for recognition in NPS's 

National Register of Natural Landmarks"(p. 19). ''The Harding, 

Sargent, and Bagley Icefields are entirely in the United States, 

212 
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and the Juneau Icefield lies in Alaska and Canada" (p. 36). It 

should be noted in the final .t;.I. s •. that the Sargent Ice field is 

already partly covered by the Nellie Juan Wilderness Study Area, 

and the Forest Service proposes to add the rest of the icefield 

to the Chugach National Forest; possibly it will go into the 

wilderness study area too. In its Vlr-angell-St. Elias National 

Park proposal, the Interior Department Tecommended the entire 

Bagley Icefield for national park status. But . Harding Icefi~ld 

is slated for a tramway and mechanized tours--what environmental 

degradation might these uses give rise to? 

What percent of the Harding Icefield-Kenai F j ords is ice 

and barren rock? 

Page 29: There is also a proposed highway' around Kachemak 

212 

213 

Bay to Seldovia. T~e Depar~ment of Highways plan should be added 210 

to the map and discussed, as it will closely approach the boundary 

of this proposal. 

Page 49: ••Earthquake Damage" ma:p is poorly labeled. Natural 

phenomena does not "damage"; it "alters". Climate section, parti- 2lb 

cularly ''Winds'', needs more information, as it affects boat/plane 

access. 

Page 69: There are probably no wolves or wolverines on the 2.17 

outer islands. 

Page 88: Add Koniag to first sentence • 
• 

Page 89: Paragraph thre·e. Unixkugmiut were replaced by 

Tangena over most of their territory. 

Page 104: Seward Fisheries Inc. is now the largest processor 

of halibut on the West coast. 

Page 107: Seward small boat harbor has 750 ships. Nearly 

all are for pleasure craft 
329 



Page 126: What would the impact on this proposal be of a 

passenger rail service to Seward on weekends? 

the recreational potential? 

How would it affect 2 21) 

Pages 127-128: V/hat does the phrase "well over half" the 
22..l 

monument mean? 60%? 75%? 90%? 

Pages 159 ff, alternative boundary proposals: At least two 

obvious alternatives are overlooked. First, the proposed Kenai 

~jords National Ecological Reserve of s. 2918 of January 30, 1974; 

a map and a summary of the provisions of this alternative prop~sal 

should be included in the final E.I.s., and its impact briefly . 

discussed. A second alternative boundary would be the exclusiqn 

of the Harding Icefield, with the coastal and island areas being 

placed in the proposed Coastal National Wildlife Refuge. Lands 

within the area of ecological concern not selected by Native 

corporations could be added to the refuge immediately after 

Native selections were completed, or after further study and a 

recommendation to Congress by the Interior Department. 

Generally, the boundary is ppor. The fractured lines will_ 

create management problems. In general, we recommend the area 

222.. 

' 

as a National Monument with exclusive NPS management, but subjec~ 

to close cooperation with BSFW. Also, the Department of Commerce, 

which has a close connection with marine mammals and their products, 

will be concerned from the marine mammal standpoint. · 
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205. 

RESPONSE 'ID C~ BY 
THE ALASKA CEN'l'ER FOR THE ENVIRONMENT 

An environnental staterrent does not require docunentation 
of the study process prior to its release for public review 
nor should it atte1npt to justify why the prop:>sal has arrived 
at its present for1ct. 

These statenents were developed in accordance with NF:PA 
requirenents and CEQ Guidelines and in our opinion make a 
gcxxl faith effort to consider and display all relevant and 
i.mp)rtant inpacts, even on alternatives that were sonetirces 
environrrentaJly rrore advantageous than sane prop:>sals. Items 
raised in review have been substantially changed to rerrove any 
significant justificatory tone noted to us in the review 
process. We do not consider these staterrents to be prop:>sal 
justifications, but to be our best effort with limited 
info:rma.tion and tirce to present the p:>ssible future environ
nental ~cts that could reasonably be exi;>ected to result 
from the prop:>sed changes in land status and managerrent. 

Although this proposal would be part of the National Park System 
only, it nevertheless rerrains proposed for joint managerrent 
under the National Park Service and Fish and Wildlife Service. 

206. At this tirce, no definitive joint agreerrents have been worked 
out. HCMever, further m.scussion of potential cooi;>eration 
between the NPS and the Natives has been added to Chapter I, 
A, B, and C, as well as appropriate parts of Chapter II and 
Chapter III. 

207. There are approximately 147,000 acres of offshore waters within 
the prop:>sed rronurrent boundarjes and approximately 311,000 acres 
of offshore waters within the proJ?Osed AFC boundaries. 

Enactrrent of this prop::>sal will result in the transfer of sane 
authorities and jurisdictional resp:>nsibilities to tte 
congressionally designated Federal managing agency. 

Under the legislative prop:>sal, lands contained within the 
prop:>sal lx>undary which lie above nean high tide are considered 
to be under Federal jurisdiction. The legislative proposal 
does not adjust any Federal-State jurisdictional res:ponsibilities, 
nor does it arcend, by inplication, the Subrrerged I.ands Act. 

The impacts of the prop::>sal on the various resources in these 
waters are covered in Chapter III, sections A, D, and F4. 

208. See the res!X)nse to question 136 of the State' s letter. 
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209. The infonna.tion has been included (see Regional TransJ.X)rtation 
map) and Chapter II, B-9. 

210. lt>re information on nearby proi;osals and areas has been 
included in Chapter!, section C. In regard to the potential 
trail access of the area, the National Park Service will study 
all feasible alternatives and CClllply with NEPA before 
initiating any developnent. 

211. An environrrental impact staterrent does not require docurrentation 
of the study process, including chronology of changes that were 
made in a proposal prior to its release for public review. 
This staterrent reflects the land status that was correct at the 
time it was prepared for printing. Such info:rmation is available 
uron request fmrt the Bureau of Iand M:magement and is a matter of 
public record th.rough the Public land Orders issued and the 
"Base E" land status maps developed by the Bureau of land 
M:magement. 

212. The infonna.tion on the icefields has been included in 
Chapter II , A-2. 

213. These impacts are discussed in Chapter III, section C. 

214. Approximately 80 percent of the lands proposoo for inclusion 
in the nonument can be described as ice or barren rock. 

215. This infonna.tion has been included. in the Trans!X)rtation map. 

If implemented, the proposed highway -would border on the 
northwest corner of the proposed AEC. See Chapter III, G, for 
further discussion. 

216. ''Earthquake Dama.ge'' is the accepted geological ter1ct. The 
''Clima.te'' section of Chapter II has been amended (see 
Chapter II, A-5) • 

217. The map was not ireant to indicate that wolves or wolverines 
occur on the outer islands. It is designed to indicate the 
general range of these manmals and not specific occurrence. 
(See also question 160 of the State's letter.) 

218. We cannot detennine where you intend the reference to Koniag 
to be added. 

219. Infonna.tion included in appropriate sections. (See Chapter II, 
B-1, B-4, and B-7) 
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220. One could speculate that the establishnelt of this prolX)sal 
and a related large increase in the 'VOlurce of visitati011 to 
the area could increase passenger train service danand to the 
point where seasonal passenger service ~uld be reinstated • 

• 

Rl:)g11l ar train service, especially year round, would greatly 
enhance the potential for travel to the area and on recreational 
develoµyent of it. 

221. This statarent was left genei:al by design. P.ather than estinate 
a percentage of the nonurrent which vJOuld be managed for wilderness 
character, the passage directs the reader to the I.and Classification 
map. It is felt that this will give the reader a better idea of 
the extent of primitive lands than ~uld an oversimplified percentage 
figure. 

222. This alternative has been mapped and discussErl. (See Chapter 
VIII, section D-4. ) 

223. This alternative is oovered by our Alternative C-3. If the 
lands in the AEC and the coastal areas were excluded fract the 
nonurrent, as in Alternative D-3, they could then be considered 
by Congress for inclusion in the Coastal Refuges proposal. 
(This oould occur even though the Icefield rauained a 

nonurrent. ) Also, if Congress took no action on the Ha-roing
Kenai proposal, it could still include coastal lands in the 
Coastal Refuges proposal. 

In addition, the incl11sion of these lands in the proposed 
Coastal Refuges has al59 been considered in the EIS on that 
proposal. (See Chapter VIII of Final Environmental Statarent 

1 on Alaska Coastal National Wildl~fe Iefuges.) 

l 
( 
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July 22, 1974 

TANANA -YUKON Ct-iAPTER 

Alaska Conservation Society 

Box 80071 
College, Alaska 99701 

Theodor R. Swem, Chairrrian 
Alaska Planning Group 
UoSo Department of the Interior 
Washington, D. C. 20240 

Dear Mr. Swem: 

, 

The Tanana-Yukon Chapter of the Alaska Conservation Society 
appreciates the opportunity to co111111ent on the draft Environ
mental Impact Statements for the proposals on the D-2 lands 
in Alaska. Copies of our co1nments on the proposals listed 
below are attached. 

Sincerely, 

Yukon Flats National Wildlife Refuge 
Yukon-Kuskokwim National Forest 
Yukon Delta National Wildlife Refuge 
Porcupine National Forest 
Mt. McKinley Park Extensions 
Alaska Coastal National Wildlife Refuge 
Cape Krusenstern National Monument 
Arctic National Wildlife Range Extensions 
Noatak National Arctic Park 
Katmai National Park 
Additions to Chugach National Forest 
Harding ·-Icefield-Kenai Fjords National Monument 
Yukon-Charley National River 
Gates of tl:E Arctic 

TANANA-YUKON CHAPTER, ACS 
__.ir-----, 

U1& 
Tina Stonorov for 
Richard H. Bishop 
President 

• 
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For the Tanana-Yukon Chapter, Alaska Conservation Society 
By Larry Mayo July 1974 

• 

Technical errors abound in this proposal and environmental impact 
statement. The approach is that the Harding Icefield is a remnant 
ice cube left over after the Pleistocene Icesheet melted away. As 
such, it should be treated with museum curiosity. Baloney! 

Visitor use to the Icefield is proposed via Exit Glacier near 
Seward. A visitor center would be built and skiers, hikers and 
snow machiners will embark upon their icefield journeys from 
there. Exit Glacier is highly crevassed, and the sudden onset and 
long duration of whiteout conditions there will mean that essen
tially no public safety or participation could result. It is 
doomed as a costly failure. 

A group of novices from Tennessee threw this one together haphaz
ardly. Its a glaciological absurdity and their coUcepts bear only 
little relationship to the real country west of Seward. 
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RESPONSE TO BY 
TANANA-YUKON OF THE AIASKA CONSERVATION S0CIE•!1Y 

224. The dcx::urtEnt has been rewritten where corrnents p::>inted out 
fact1ial errors, bias, or omissions. In addition, any pertinent 
information whichbecarre available to the National Park 
Service after conpletion of the draft staterre:nt was 
included in the final docurrent when possible. 

, 
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ALASKA GEOLOGICAL SOCIETY 
P. 0. BOX 1288 

ANCHORAGE, ALASKA 99501 

June 24, 1974 

Mr. Theodor R. Swem . 
Chairman-Alaska Planning Group 
U. s. Department of Interior 
Washington, D.C. 20240 

The. Alaska Geological Society, affiliated with the American 
Association of Petroleum Geologists, recognizes its obligation to speak 
and act on environmental problems. The responsibilities of the earth 
scientist as stated in the AAPG Environmental Policy include: 

1) Maintenance of a qua~ity environment, 

2) Provision of man's material needs by planning and super
vising the extraction of mineral resources, and 

3) Participation in the conservation and wise use of resources. 

In this context the Society respectfully submits the following 
general conunents for your consideration concerning the Draft Environmental 
Impact Statements prepared for lands withdrawn for classification pursuant 
to Section 17 (d) (2) of the Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act. We 
also plan to submit additional comments on individual draft statements 
under separate cover. • 

GENERAL COMMENTS 

Certain problems are apparent in all of the draft EIS's. The 
major problems are: 

1) ' The geologic descriptions provided are inadequate. In 
each case the descriptions merely emphasize the lack of 
basic resource data available for the proposed withdrawal 
areas. For example, the statement prepared for proposed 
additions to the Chugach National Forest does not even 
mention the word "Geology". Nine sentences purport to 
describe the "Minerals, Oil and Gas" of an area comprising 
672 thousand acres. 

22S 

2) The impact statements do not meet the same high standards 
of scientific re's ear ch required of industry by Federal 
agencies. A typical example is the statement for the 
proposed Selawik National Wildlife Refuge. In the des
cription of the environment, an unreferenced list of 
mineral occurrences" in certain areas of the Kotzebue 
Sound Region" highlights the geological section on page 
76. The bedrock of the region is undescribed, as are 
the geologic structure, seismicity and groundwater 
potential. 
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3) The impact statements . seem designed to justify the 2 27 
proposed actions rather than to analyze objectively the 
far-reaching implications of each proposal. The reasoning 
under "Impact on Mining and Mineral Entry" of the proposed 
Kobuk Valley National Mon~ent is revealing: 

"Since prospecting would not be allowed, there may 
never be a complete inventory and analysis of these 
(mineral) resources. Therefore a full assessment of 
the impacts of the proposal's preclusions of resource 
removal would not be carried out." (from page 215; 
emphasis added.) 

4) Many of the statements dismiss the impact of banning 
mineral exploration and production as minj#mal because 
of the supposed low potential or relatively small area 
of the proposed withdrawal. Such reasoning ignores a 
fundamental characteristic of mineral deposits: their 
limited areal extent. The cumulative effect of all 
withdrawals is also ignored. 

The Selawik proposal again is representative: 

"However, in our judgment it is doubtful that fore
going the extraction of the deposits would have more 
than minimal impact on the industry or on the industry 
or on the total need of the nation since the potential 
is believed to be low within the refuge and not suffi
cient to affect the nation's supply and demand for the 
resource." (from page 171; emphasis added). 

These comments cover a virtually unexplored area of 1.4 million 
acres adjacent to another (Kobuk) proposed withdrawal of 1,850,000 acres . 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

. Before large tracts of land are closed to mineral entry, the U.S.G.S. 
should pass judgment that ore deposits or petroleum fields are not likely to 
be present. In order to make this judgment, the U.S.G.S. should supervise 
detailed geological, geochemical, and geophysical exploration by its own 
personnel, other State and Federal agencies, and private industry. With- 2:z() 
drawals accomplsihed without this judgment will be subject to great pressures 
for future exploration and development when commodity shortages intensify. 
It will be easier to maintain park and refuge integrity if the U.S.G.S. can 
prove that further exploration would be either fruitless or economically 
infeasible. 
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When the d (2) proposals are given further consideration, additional 
studies should more carefully refer to existing geological literature. Most 
important is the series of resource evaluations now being conducted by the ~I 
Alaska State Division of Geological and Geophysical Survey. If existing 
literature is not fully utilized, the impact statements could easily become 
the objects of protracted litigation. 

We appreciate this opportunity to comment on behalf of the membership 
of the Alaska Geological Society. 

RLM:cw 

Yours very truly, 

·Thomas Wilson, 
President 

By:Robert L. Mccollom 
Environmental Conunittee Chairman 
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S BY 
THE Al/SKA G.EDIDGICAL SOCIF:TY 

225. The mineral and geologic descriptions in Harding-Kenai have 
been rewritten to reflect considerable anounts of new 
infonnation provided in the connents, especially those frat1 
the U.S. Geological SUrvey and the Bureau of Mines. In 
addition, the consideration of mineralogical impacts fra11 
the pro:[X>sal has been completely rewritten to present a rcore 
accurate assessrrent of their significance. (See, for further 
information, Chapter II, A-2, A-3, B-8, and Chapter III, F-7. 
Also, note the new ''Minerals'' map.) 

226. The shortness of the tine limitations which were imposed on 
these studies often led to inadvertent errors or omissions 
in the draft docunents. Every effort has been made to improve 
the quality of factual data in the final statercents. 

227. These statenents were developed in accordance with NF!PA 
reql1irercents and cm Guidelines and in our opinion make a gcx:x:1 
faith effort to consider and display all relevant and inport:ant 
inpa.cts, even on alten1atives that were saretines environnentally 
rcore advantageous than sorre proposals. Items raised in review 
have~ substantially changed to renove any significant 
justificatory tone noted. to 11s in the review process. We do 
not consider these statercents to be proposal justifications 
but to be our best effort with limited information and tine 
to present the possible future environnental impacts that 
could reasonably be exi;ected to result from the proIX)sed 
changes in land status and nanagercent. 

228. In regard to the subject of a research program to inventory 
mineral potential in these areas, the park prorosals provide 
that prospecting, mining, and the extraction of minerals or 
the rerroval of soil, sand, gravel, and rock will not be 
pennitted, except where carried on pursuant to valid existing 
rights. 

340 

The National Park Service encourages and will participate in 
appropriate ways in the study of geological resources within 
proposals. Geological studies by recognized educational or 
scientific institutions, professional personnel of other Federal 
agencies, and accredited individ11aJ s will be pennitted and 
encouraged when in consonance with the purposes of the area 
and the rolicies of the Service. Procedures which might result 
in damage or alteration to the resources would not be pennitted. 
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In making d-2 land withdrawals and the~ dations to the 
Congress for managerrent of these lands, a basic dilemna was 
faced which is implicit in a decision involving mineralogically 
unexplored lands such as those in Alaska. This dilenma was the 
choice between µ:>ssible values of developable, nonrenewable 
resources s11eh as minerals, and the resource values inherent 
in natural and ecological systems. 

In developing the final~ dations to Congress, the need 
to leave mineral resources available for develoµtent was given 
careful consideration. In the first place, sorre of the systems 
themselves herein advanced by these proIX)sals contain the 
authority and objective ot mineral develoµtent. It should be 
noted that the selections already made by the State of Alaska 
and the priorities provided the Native claims under AOCSA have 
excluded front ''Four Systems'' consideration vast areas of 
mineral potential already. In many cases, boundaries of 
pro!X)sals were redrawn to place mineral belts of prine potential 
outside pro!X)sals with restrictive managerrent categories. In 
other cases, managerrent options were left open to mining where 
identified mineral potential was sufficient to warrant such 
action, and where mineral extraction would not prove overly 
damaging to the environrrent. · However, in order to comply with 
the intent of section 17(d) (2) of the Act and in order to 
afford adequate protection of these outstanding natural areas, 
sorre areas which do have possible mineral IX)tential W=re 
recormended for protective managerrent that would exclude mining 
and mineral entry. These pro!X)saLs reflect a need, set forth 
in ANCSA as a congressional mandate, to preserve certain 
outstanding natural and ecological areas of national interest 
apart from mineral develoµtent. 

229. The section on the "IIcrpact on the Mining Ind11stry'' (Chapter III, 
F-7) has been rewritten to reflect mineral I?Otential in 
unexplored areas as well as those which have been prospected. 
The type of reasoning you refer to has, we believe, been 
reno,,ecl. The aggregate iinpact of the Harding-Kenai prop::>sal 
in conjrmction with other Federal areas in the region has also 
been discussed in Chapter III, F-7, and other sections. For 
a thorough discussion of aggregate impact analysis in the 
environrrentaJ staterrents, sec the resp::>nse to question 14 
of the re t of Cacrcerce letter. 

230. For the reSfX)nse, refer to the discussion of mineralogical 
exploration that would be J;X=nnitted in this proIX)sal which 
is given in the res:ponse to question 228 of this letter. 

231. Refer to question 226 of this letter. 

341 

• 



• 

' 

' 

·' . 

' • 

' • 
\ 
\ 

\ 
r I 

• 
• 
I 

' 
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Nalton League 

Range Association 
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• Rifle & Pistol Club 
kan Rod & Gun Club 
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Guides Association 

rage Sportsman's Association 
Jska Valley 
11an's Association 
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, Valley 
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.rial Sportsmen, Inc. 

342 

March 15 , 197 4 

Mr. Theodor R. Si,.rem 
Chairman, Alaska Planning Group 
National Park Service 
Department of Interior 
Washington, D. C. 

De e,r t.fr. Swem: 

Re: Harding Icefield 
Kenai Fjords 

, 

We prefer to delay our final· recommendation on the above 
subject until legislation is proposed. We do not believe 
the document supports the concept of the area involved, that 

""" of national significance. We are also concerned about conflicts 
with the recommendations of the Federal-State Planning 
COinnission and the denial of' state and native selection. 

We do recommend that the Pye and Chiswell Islands and the lower 
. ' 

Harris and Aialik peninsula.s be established as part of the . . 
coastal National Wildlife ·Refuge. 

Sincerely, 

A. W. "BucJ}! Boddy, Executive Director 
Alaska Wildlife Federation and Sportsmen's Council 

cc: National \vildlife Federation 
Council members 

• 
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233. 

l 

RESPONSE TO F.R:M 'lliE 
AIA<,KA WIIDLil'E F'F!I >ERATION 

The proposal \\Ould not ''deny'' any State or Native land selection 
rights. There are no State withdrawals within the nonument or 
AOC. The only Native withdrawal lands involved in the 
proposal are contained in the Area of Ecological Conoom. All 
tlX>se lands are available for Native selection. Only tlX>se larrls 
in the AF,C which were not selected by the Natives could be included 
in the 11onument unless the Natives crose to include sare of their 
CMn lands. 

~,,.., during the planning process for this proposal, the 
Secretary took careful consideration of the JFSUJPC ri tions 
before making his final ~ tions to Congress. Provisions 
for futi1re cooperation and coordination with the J.FSLUPC are provided 
in Chapter I , C. 

' 

This alternative is considered in Chapter VIII, C, ''Alterr1ative 
Managerent Systans. '' The Harding-Kenai proposal, itself . 
provides that these areas be under Joint NPS-FWS managerrent 
( Sre Chapter I) . 
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·rHE 
NATIOf'JAL , 
FEDERATION 
OF 

BUSINESS AND PROFESSIONAL WOMEN'S CLUBS, INC. 
of the United States of Arnerica 

~F&PVIC~ 
:s:::: - .. 

Mr. Theodor R. Swem 
Cl1airman, Alaska Planning Group 
U.S. Department of the Interior 
Washington, D. C. 20240 

Dear Mr. Swem: 

, 

2012 MASSACHUSETTS AVENUE, N. W. 
WASHING.f.ON, D. C., 20036 

293-1100 

February 8, 1974 

I have recieved your letter requesting The National Federation of Business 
and Professional Women's Clubs, Inc. to submit recommendations on the Draft 
Environmental Statements of the Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act (ANCSA) 
of 1971 (35 Stat. 688). Our organization is involved with many legislative matters, 
however this is not an item on tl1e current platform. Therefore we can not take 
a position for or againist the statement pertaining to the Alask?, Native Claim 
Settleme~t Act. 

. Thank you for giv~ng us an opportunity to recieve the material. 

Sincerely, 

I 

-~·- t ,c ~-c.LC.e ~t--t--?'-(~/J 

Mrs.) Lucille Shriver 
Director 

LS:c;lmp:i 
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TIIE CONSERVATION FO UNDArfION 
1717 Massachusetts Avenue NW Was}1ington DC 20036 • (202) 265-8882 Cable: CONSERVIT 

• 

Mr. Theodor R. Swem 
Chairman 
Alaska Planning Gr~up 
u.s. Department of the Interior 
Washington, Do Co 20240 · 

Dear Mro Swem: 

January 22, 1974 

I wish to acknowledge your letter of December 28, 1973, 
and its transmittal of draft environmental impact statements 
on 28 Department of the Interior proposals under Section 17(d) (2) 
of the Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act. The Conservation 
Foundation has a long background of interest in, and studies 
concerning, Alaska and w~ are following closely the tremendously 
significant proposals for the creation of new National Park, . . 

Wildlife Refuge, National Forest and Wild and Scenic River 
areas there. We appreciate your forwarding the impact state
ment to USo 

• 

As M~. Atkeson has explained to you, we ourselves expect 
to undertake a one-year study of the management issues involved 

• 

in Congress~ final designation of the D-2 areas. Rather than 
make isolated comments 6n the impact statements on the basis . 
of the infor111ation available to us now, we propose to prepare 
a systematic report on these managem~nt issues that will take . 
account not only of the impact statements but also the forth-
coming reconunendation·s of the Federal-State Land Use Planning 
Conunission an~ our own .field survey .of selected D-2 areas in 
Alaska. we will keep you advised of the progress of ou~ study 
and hope to work in ·close cooperation with both the .Department 

, 

and the Land use Planning Commission. 

. 
I ~ould like at ~his time, however, to compliment your 

Alaska Planning Group on the excellent work in the impact 
statementso Our preliminary ieview indicates that they are 
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both thorough and usefulo In particular we wish to compliment 
the exposition of alternatives on the various areas and the very 
clear identification of "areas of ecological coricern 11 extending 

' 
beyond the boundaries of the particular D-2 area'proposalso These 
-aspects assure that the public and the Congress will have available 
to them the type of impact and policy analysis intended by the 
National Environmental Policy Acto 

one observer has already identified the Alaskan D-2 area , 

designations as having as great long term significance for the 
Nation as the original adoption of the National Park concept at 
Yellowstone 100 years agoo We concur in this view of the importance 
of your work and will hope to play a helpful role on ou~ part 
in clarifying the issues involved in the ultimate decisions to 
be made by the Congresso 

ncerely, 
. -

William Ko Reilly 
President 

cc: The Honorable Rogers Co B. Morton 
The Honorable John Co Whitaker 
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tE~{ON COMPANY. U.S.A. 
POST OfFICE BOX 120 • DEt~VEA, COLORADO 80201 

EXPLOAATION OEPAATMENT 
WESTERN DIVISION 

Cf'ANOALL O JOtlES 
MANAGER 

June 4, 1974 

Mr. Theodore R. SWem 

Re: Draft Environmental Statements 
''Four Systems'' Lands 
State of Alaska 

Chairman, Alaska Planning Group 
United States Department of the Interior 
Washington, D. C. 20240 

Dear Mr. Swem: 

Pursuant to the ''Notice of Availability of Draft Envirorrnental Statements'' 
which was published in the Federal Register, 38 FR 35508, December 28, 
1973, as amended by ''Notice of Extension of the Review Period'' which was 
published in the Federal .Register, 39 FR 7817 February 28, 1974, Exxon 
Company, U.S.A. makes comments as follows: 

We have examined the twenty-eight Draft Envirorrnental Statements and i.t 
appears to us that the statements accurately assess the impact of the planned 
uses on these lands. We feel, however, that since the proposed plans would 
have the effect of closing to entry approximately 64 million acres under the 
public land laws, including the mineral leasing laws, the alternative to this 
(i.e., allow mineral leasing) should be given more consideration in these 
statements. • 

While there may be time in th8 future for public expression on the desirability 
of the legis lative proposals, it is our opinion that once the Envirorrnental 
Statements are finalized it becomes extremely unlikely that the plans will then 
be amended to provide for mineral leasing of any lands within the withdrawn 
areas. 

Millions of acres of Alaska lands have been unavailable for oil and gas explora-
. 

tion for several yeat':'s du~ to the Native claims. Now that the ti.me for Native 
selection of lands is near·, pursuant to the Alas ka Native Claims Settlement Act, 
it seems to us that now is also the time for the Secretary of the Interior to se r
iously ·consider an orderly opening of public domain lands to mineral leasing as 
opposed to permanently withdrawing these lands from oil and gas exploration. 
While much of the land, proposed to be withdrawn from mineral leas ing under 
the "Four Systems'' plans., does not presently appear to have an oil and gas 
potent\al ., future information may considerably alter this. The critical st,ortage 
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of oil and gas in the U.S.A. i.s, in our opinion, cl strong reason for the 
Secretary of the Interior to carefully consider the oil and ga;5 potential 
of these lands prior to placing them in classifications which would permanently 
withdraw them from oi.l and gas exploration. 

We shall sincerely appreciate your consideration of our aboye commen-cs. 

Very truly yours, 

CDJ:mws 
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RfSPONSE 'ID FKM 
EXXON CDMPANY, USA 

234. The minerals and goology sections of this stat.anent have been 
rewritten to reflect a nore accurate view of potential 
in the area. The proposal ' s impacts on the Mining Ind11st:cy are 
discussoo in 01apter III F-7, includinJ aggregate impacts of this 
and other federal pro:EX)sals on mining in the region. 

235. The De t had originally intended to produce final EIS's 
with these legislative proposals even though the cm Guidelines 
offer the option of 11sing drafts in cases like this. However, 
it SCX::>n became obvio11s that we could not accanplish this within 
the severe tine frane allCMed, i.e. before the December 18, 
1973 date specified by the Act. Nevertheless, final statatents 
will be caupleted and sent to Congress and the Native organi
zations for oonsideration in the actions which have yet to be 

• 
taken. Sul:mission of a d1-aft with new legislation does not 
shut off the opp:>rtunity for full public review and disclosure 
of those review results. In the ANCSA case, particularly, those 
results will be before the Congress in the Final Environmental 
Statanents and it will undoubtedly be scree tine before Congress 
can act due to the tine allowed for the village and regional 
OOrfX)ration selections. Final Environmental Statenents will be 
available considerably before that tine. The opportunity for input 
to the decision process, as in all leg-islation, ranains catpletely 
open to the public throughout the legislative process yet to 
cane. Congressional He.arings will rrost likely be held and public 
cament sought. 

, 

349 



FAIRBANKS ENVIR01'JMENT AL CENTER 

James E. Kowalsky, Director 

?-fr. Tl1eodorel S1-rem 
Chairman 
Alaska Planning Group 
National Park Service 
US Denartmerit of the Interior .. 
Washington, D.C. 20240 

Dear l1r. Swem, 

B ox 1796 
1-'airbanks. Alaska 99707 

(907) -4&2-3312 

July 22, 1974 

Enclosed are the conmen ts 011 seventeen (17) Draft Environmental Imr•act 
Statements for Secretary Morton's recommendations for the National 
Interest Lands v1ithdrawn for study purposes in Alaslca under Section 17 d-2 
of the Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act of 1971. 

350 

Our comments are made after r eview of the Draft Statements by members of 
our center, other raembers of the community, and other citizens froo other 
areas in Alaska. Junong the reviewers are people personally familar with 
the areas under study and some ,.,ho live near them in several cases. Others 
are professional biologists of various specialities, geologists and others 
from among the science comounity. 

Our comments on these remaining seventeen (17) Drafts are submitted jointly 
with th~ Friends of the Earth whose Alaska Field 'Representative has a ssisted 
in coordinatio~ of the reviews and drafting of the corranents. The comments 
are generally a review of th~ technical adequacy of each impact statement. 
In ma~y instances certain questions are asked about the adequacy of data in 
attempts to get the full story on how certain proposal decisions were r.1ade. 

The Fairbanks Environmental Center is happy to take part in this process 
of citizen participation in what we feel is one of Alasy..a's, and the nation's) 
greatest land plann.ing opportunitieso \·le hope that our cot'!'l..rnents will be 
helpful, and that our questions will be fully answi red. 

Sincerely, 

(:> cuilinAC,, 1fl., f o.v0:AJ{: 
Barbara Tabbert 
President 
FAIRr-:,ANKS ENVIROfiliENTAL CENTI:R, Inc. 

, 
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FRIENDS OF THE EARTH 

JIM KOWALSKY, Auuka Representatioe 

Mr. Ted Swem 

• 

DA v10 llRO\VER, Presiclent 

Rox 1796, F AIRDAr-.TJCS, A1:ASKA 99707 

(907) 452-3312 

Chairoan, Alaska Planning Group 
National Park Service 
US Departraent of the Interior 
~ashington, D.C. 20240 

Re: Comrnents on remaining d-2 statements 

Dear Mr. Swem, 

July. 22, 1974 

I am very pleased to enclose the comments on the remaining seventeen (17) 
Draft Environmental Im1)act Statements. Tl1ey are submitted jointly for 
these seventeen (17) only by Friends of the Earth and the Fairbanks 
Environmental Center. 

The comments reP.resent the personal reviews of the Drafts and separate 
comments of Alaskans from many walY..s of life and from many areas of 
Alaslr~. These people range from professio11al scientists and resource 
managers to students, to FOE members of all walks of life. I am 
personally pleased that the NEPA process allows Alaskan citizens and 
others the chance to take part in this process. 

In addition to the corranents as they appear in each set, Friends of the 
Earth makes these additional remarks. 

The areas below are I1ereby proposed by Friends of the Earth, Inc .. to be 
placed into the United Nations World Heritage, an international program 
conceived at the recent UN Stockham Confeience on the Human Envirornnent. 
Further information on the United Nations World Heritage may be ob~ained 
from David R. Brower, Chainr~n Friends of the Earth International, 529 
Commercial, San Fransisco, California 94111. 

The areas we propose are~as follows (certain of these are within s.2918): 

National Parks and Monuments 
, 

Gates of the Arctic (or Nunamuit substitute) 
Yukon-Charley Rivers 
Cape Krusenstern 
Wrangells 
Lake Clark 
Aniakchak Calder:· 
•tount ~1cl~in 1 ~y 
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Nat' 1 Parks and ~1onuments con "t 

Katmai 

Ecological jteserves 

Noatak 
Chukchi-Imuruk 
Kenai Fiords-

National Wildlife Refuges 

Alaska Peninsula National Brot-1n Bear Range 
~ukon Delta National llildlif e Range 
Koyukuk National Wildlife Range 
Coastal 
Yukon Fla ts National \-lildlife Range 
lliarona National Wildlife Range 
Togial National \?ildlife P~nge 
Arctic National l·7ildlife Range 

FOE will propose certain wild rivers for the World Heritage at a later date. 

c:c David R. Brower 

Enclosures 

Sincerely, 
' 

turU-~/;;, ___ 
Jim Kowa ls Icy 
Alaska Representative 
FRIENDS OF TlIE I.:ARTH, Inc. 



t 

L 

su pport 
, 

the creation of thls ~ational Monument as described 1n 

the Draft Environmental Impact ~tatement, with the follow

ing addttions. corrections and clarifications: 

Title page, erratum- Why was the joint N.P.S.-F.w.s. 

jurisduction modified in favor of s .ole N.P.S. jurisdiction? 

Page 2- who will determine and how will it be de

termined that subsistence uses of renewable resources in 

the monument "are no longer necessary to human survival"? 

Pages 1-7- With respect to waters included in the 

proposal, 
a) Wha·t are the boundaries of these waters? · 
b) what kind of jurisdiction will N.P.S. have 

• 

over these waters? 
c) In the event of conflicts between N.P.S. 

and state goals in these waters, how will 
conflicts be resolved? 

d) What are the environmental impacts of in
cluding these waters or of excluding them 
from the monurr.ent? 

Page 5, map- What is the land status after Uecember 

18, 197)? What environmental relationships exists between 

the monument and adjacent lands? How will the monument. 

once developed as proposed, impact these adjacent lands? 

Page 9-
. 

How were the bo~ndar1es of. the Area of Ee-

ological Concern determined? The resources within this 

area need to be discussed and analyzed as to monument impact 

upon them. 

Pages 19-25- A summary of changes in land status ls 
, 

U1 

also necessary for a complete understanding of the "background" 2iJ 

of the current proposal. This summary should 1nclude, with 
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maps for each, land status: 

a) as of Uecember 18, 1971; 
b) following the January 1972 selections by the 

Egan administration; 
c) as a result of ~ecretary Morton's March 1972 d-2 

a11d d-1 withdrawals: 
d) following any changes in Native deficiency with-

drawals; 
e) in September 1972, upon settlement of the suit 

brought by the Egan admlnistration against the 
federal government; 

f) after Secretary Morton's final recommendations to 
Congress on December 18, 1973; 

g) in the legislation referred to on page 17 placing 
much of the proposal in the Wildlife nefuge System. 

Page 125- There has been almost no archaeological 

research done in the proposal area. There is no ·assurance 

the "N.P.S. would undertake studies to identify all cultural 

sites. especially archaeological remains of the Unixkugmiut'' 

(p. 126). A definition timetable covering proper archaeo

logical survey and evaluation needs inclusion in the Final 

E.I.S. 

Page 131- When will ~ative subsistence use be studied, 

and the monument's impact upon it be determined? 

24-l 

243 

Page 132- "N.P.S. proposes to help Native develoPment of 

a tourist 1ndustry ••• on their lands." 

"Ben1fits from the anticipated increase in tourism 

thus may accrue to tne ~atives and perhaps lessen the need 

for subsistence uses by converting part of the !-.ative 

economy to a cash base." 

Has it ~een fo~nd how the Natives feel about abandoning 

more of their subs1stence culture for participation in a 

cash culture? Should not N.P.S. inform the Natives of the 
• 

many detriments accompanying the development of a tourist 

• 



industry- the by-products of that industry- and. the con

version to a cash based economy? 

Page lJJ- A tramway or any mechanized access to the 

top of the icefield should be prohibited, as should track 

vehicle traffic on the 1cef1eld. It should remain access

ible by hiking. Inaccessibility is one of the monument's 

prime values as a wilderness monument, and it should remain 

inaccessible to mechanized traffic. 

A map depicting possible trails within and beyond the 

monument should accompany the Final E.I.S. Any trails 

should be carefully and frugally laid out. 

Pages 159, ff- The Kenai F'jords National Ecological 

rteserve of s. 2918 (Janµary JO, 1974) should be included 

in the alternatives section of the Final E.r.s. 

be mapped. described and its impact analyzed. 

, 

It should 

24-S 

Zt-7 
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RESPONSE 'ID BY THE FAIRBANKS 
ENVIID™AL c_:F:l'/rER, rnc. AND FRIENOO OF THE EARrH, rnc. 

236. An environmental state.nent does not require tation of 
the study process prior to its release for public review nor 
should it attaupl to justify why the proposal has arrived at 
its present fo.aci. 

These statements were developerl in accor:dance with NF:PA require
ments and CBJ guidelines and in our opinion make a gocxl faith 
effort to consider and display all relevant and important 
inpacts, even on alternatives that were saretines environmentally 
irore advantageous than sare proposals. !tans raised in review 
have been substantially changed to racove any significant 
j11stificatory tone noted to 11s in the review process. We do not 
consider these statements to be prop:>sal justifications, but 
to be our best effort with limited info:rmation and tine to 
present the possible future environmental inpacts that could 
reasonably be expectetl to result fran the prop:>sed changes in 
land status and management. 

Although th.is prop:>sal \\Ould be pa1 l of the National Park Systaci 
only, it nevertheless remains proposed for joint managenent 
under NPS and FWS. 

237. The subsistence use policy has been ravorded as follows: 

Except as may otherwise be prohibited by Federal or State law, 
existing traditional subsistence uses of renavable resources 
will be permitted until it is detennined by the Secretary 
that utilization of these resources is neither economically 
or physically necessary to maintaim human life nor ne~JSarv 
to provide opportunities for the survival of Alaskan t:ures 
centering on subsistence as a way of life. 

If it is daoonstrated that oontinuetl subsistence uses ma.y 
result in a progressive reduction of animal or plant resources 
which could lead to long range alten1ations of ecosystems, the 
managing agency, following consultation with the Alaska 
IE t of Fish and Garre, camnrnities and affected individuals, 
shall have the authority to restrict subsistence activities 
in pa1 L or all of the nonurrent. 

' 



The de tion of 'what restrictions, if any, will be 
placed on subsistence 11ses of nnnurrent lands will be made 
by the t with fully sought CXX)peration of concenied 
$tate agencies, · ties, and affected indi vid11a 1 s. 
(Note Chapter I, B, paragraph 6) 

238. There are approximately 147,000 acres of offshore waters 
within the proi;osed nonunent boundary and approximately 311,000 
acres of offshore waters within the pror:osed 'AFC, boundaries. 

Enactirent of this proposal will result in the transfer of sare 
authorities and jurisdictional responsibilities to the Congre
ssionally designated. Federal managing agency. 

under the legislative proposal, lands contained. within the 
proposal bourrlary which lie above mean high tide are considered 
to be under Federal jurisdiction. The leg-islative proposal 
does mt adjust any Federal-State jurisdictional responsibilities, 
nor does it anend, by implication, the Subnergoo I.ands Act. 

The ilc~cts of the proposal on the various resources in these 
waters are covered in Chapter III, sections A, D, F-4. 

239. Sre response to question 136 of the State's letter. 

240. 

The relationship of the nonunent to surrounding lands is 
discussed in Chapter I, C and in Chapter II. The impacts on 
neat-by lands are covered in Chapter III. 

''Area.s of J;col~ical Concern" are just tl)at 1 areas of .inter.depen
dent relationships to the proposal a~cea in 1:.enns of w1.ldl1te 
habitat maintenance, ma.intenance of visual and scenic integrity, 
protective buffers around key waters and wildlife populations, 
interrelated. veg-etative and wildlife use patterns where degradation 
of one elatent could seriously alter the other, and significant 
areas of cultural (archeological, historical and sociological) 
relationship to the proposal or an adjacent Native culture or 
population. The boundaries were drawn to protect the above 
kims of values. 

It is hoperl that specific cooperative agrearents can be 
negotiated with any adjacent land managers and owners within 
the ''Areas of Ecological Concern'' to insure complercentary 
protection of the values and resources of the prop:>sal, with 
control and managaoont of such lands retained by the owners 
and rranagers. 
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Management of the proposals as well as the Areas of Ecological 
Concern should include a rrn.it11al ~rking dialogue between 
Fe:deral landowners and surrounding land managers. It is 
reasonable that if landowners in Areas of EcolCXJical Concern 
are to consider managing their lands in a ''manner mrpati ble 
with pro!X)sal values", then in return their views should be 
considered within the limits of applicable laws and regulations, 
in the managarent of Federal lands. 

It should be noted that agrearents regarding Areas of Ecological 
Concen1 represent only one approach to protection of Federal 
lands, and that the broad authority given the Secretary under 
43 U.S.C.; 1363 remains unaffected by the legislative proposal. 

241. An environmental impact statenent does not require docurrentation 
of the study process, including chronology of changes that were 
made in a proposal prior to its release for public reviev. 
This statenent reflects the land status at the time it was 
prepared for printing. Such infonnation is available upon 
request fmct the BIM and is a matter of public record through 
the Public I.and Orders issued and the ''Base E'' land status maps 
developed by the BIM. 

242. The proµ:,sals for archoological research in the area are set 
forth in Chapter I, A and B. Since the master plan is still 
tentative, no specific tirnerable has yet been set for such 
research. Nevertheless, authorized studies by professionals 
would be allowed or possibly initiated by the NPS if the nonmrent 
were esrablished. The iiupact discussion on ''ArcheolCXJic and 
Historic Resources'' (See Chapter III section H) is intendecl 
to indicate that the proposal ~ld encourage this type of study 
and yX)uld undertake to inventory the resources in the proi:osed 
nonunent and AOC. 

Pursuant to the Antiquities Act of 1906, and subsequent 
mandates, notably the Historic Sites Act of 1935, the National 
Historic Prese:rvation Act of 1966 and Executive Order 11593 
and to the administrative policies for historical areas, the 
NPS will enploy its staff of professional historians, historical 
architects, and archeologists in locating, eval11ating, 
researching, protecting, and interpreting the cultural sites 
under its jurisdiction and affected by this proposal. As the 
chief custodian of the Nation's historical areas since 1916, 
the NPS has developed a high degree of professional canpetency 
for management of such areas. 
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• 

244. 

The prop:>sal for the conduct of cooperative subsistence 
sb.ldies, as set out in Chapter I, B, paragraph 6, has not yet 
been given a tinetable, however, the inpact of the nonum:mt 
on subsistence ,,se in the area is analyzed in Chapter III, 
F-3. 

The value of public input and oonsultation with local 
residents and others in planning the new proposals is recog
nized. Sare oontacts were made with local representatives 
and o:rganizations during the limited study period designated 
by Congress. However, the contacts were solely to obtain 
infonna.tion and in a few cases to seek reaction to possible 
alternatives for use of the land involved in absence of any 
specific proJ;Osal. Since final decisions were not made within 
the D3 t of the Interior until Novanber 1973 concerning 
the specific Park, Forest, Wildlife Refuge and Scenic and Wild 
Rivers prop:>sals there was no way to go to the public for 
ccrrrcent on the prop:>sals until the Draft Envirormental 
Ilrpact Statarents and plans were released in Decanber. 

In£omation gathered during the studies has been au~ted with 
c:x:moonts f:rrni transcripts of the Joint Federal State Land Use 
Planning carmission public hearings on use of the 17 (d) (2) 
withdrawal lands. The Federal agencies also had representatives 
at the public hearings to identify and take note of specjal 
problans ra:}Uiring consideration. Ccrments received as a 
result of the public review of the Draft Environnental I.npacts 
Staterrents have also been considered in developrent of the 
Final Environnental Inlpact Staterrents. 

In reference to Native developrrent of a tourist industry, it is 
the fil'S's intention to seek cooperative agreerrents with Native 
groups as marrlated in Chapter I's legislative and adminis
trative proposals. · Such cooperative agreements \\Ould, of 
course, be on a strictly voluntary basis with Native landowners. 
In regard to a cash versus a subsistence econany for Natiws 
in the area,, we do not feel that providing opJ;Ortunities for 
seasonal cash jobs or businesses is necessarily inccmpatible 
with our stated objective of preserving subsistence cultural 
heritage or providing the opIX)rtunity for ongoing subsistence 
pursuits in the area. 

245. The alternative of no nechanical access to the Icefield and its 
attendant i.Ic,pacts are discussed in Chapter VIII, B. Never
theless, even with p:>tential nechanical access, the conceptual 
master plan calls for preservation of rrost of the nonurcent 
as "primitive'' or ''outstanding natural'' areas (SC'C Land 
Classification map ) • 
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246. As the master plan is still concept,:ial at this stage, no 
definite routes for trails have been laid out. Future trail 
studies ~uld involve CX)()perative examination of alternatives 
with adjacent landowners and inplemantation of trail 
construction would first require envirornrental assessment 
in accordance with NE:PA. 

247. The Eoological Reserve is analyzed as a lx>urrlru:y alternative 
in Chapter VIII, D-4. 
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BAIHU,tfOGE 16'LANtJ , YIA, 

INTERNATIONAL PACIFIC HALIBUT COMMISSI01' 
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08£nT W . 5CHONINO 
WAGKIHGT01', D.C, 

!ILLIAM M. SPRULCS 
OTTAWA, ONT. 

t>fr. Theodor R. Swem 

ESTABLfSHED BY A CONVENTION BETWEEN CANADA 

AND THE UNJT£0 STATES OF AMERfCA 

8 January 19 74 

Chairman, Alaska Planning Group 
U.S. Department of the Interior 
Washington, D.C. 20240 

Dear Mr. Swem: 

DERNA"lO E . Sl, UO 
DIRECTOR Of" IN VESTICATIO l',5 

AHO CO.MMl9SION SFClll.TAll"f 

OF'FICI! ANO LADORA TO,CY 

OCl!:ANOORAPHY T CAC>I HfC OLOC, 
UNI VEflSITY o,- WASHING (OH 

SEA'TTL.E, WASH. •e1ce 

MAIL.INC AOOR!:SS 
.. . 0 . BOX t 

UNIVERSITY STATION 
SCATTl.l!'., \l,AStllNCTON 1110:S 

TEl.Ef'HONE ME. 4~18 38 

This will acknowledge receipt of the Environmental Statements in 

,regard to the ANCSA and Wildlife refuges. I run uncertain whether your 

plans effect halibut fishing in the areas concerned. If the refuge re-

gulations do not effect commercial halibut fishing, we can accept the 

draft report. If the plans will effect this fishery, we will have to 

know what specific rules or regulations are intended. 

Sincerely yours, 

Bernard E. Skud 
Director of Investigations 

; 
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RESPONSE 'IO CCJvlMENTS BY 
INI'ERNATIONAL PACIFIC HALIBUT CXJ.1MISSION 

248. Haliliut are taken in the waters off the south coast of the 
Kenai Peninsula and these would involve waters inside proposed 
TIDnUIIEnt and ABC lx>undaries. The Port of Seward, itself 
ranks as third in the Nation as a port for Halibut processing. 
Seward Fisheries Ole is nCJf.N the largest processor of halibut 
on the "West Coast. 

Connercial fishing in the offshore waters in the TIDnUIIEnt and 
AEC would not be prohibited by the proposal. Possible irrpacts 
on the fishery from increased ~titian from sport fishing 
or disruption from boat travel is discussed in Chapter III 
F-4 , F-5. However, this proposal is not considered. to have 
any significant ef feet on co1c1cercial halibut fishing. 
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THOR TOLLEFSON, CHAIRMAN . 
AM , ua, OC:HE.RAL AOMINISTAATION 8UILOING 

OLYMPIA, WASHINGTON 

w. R HOURSTON, VICE-CHAIRMAN 

0£,-ARTMENT 0~ THE ENVIRONMENT 

VANCOUVER, e.c. 

RICHARD NELSON 
eox zao-. 

VANCOUVER, a .c . 

DONALD R . .JOHNSON 
N,.TIOHAl, OCEANIC AHO AT'MOSPHCAIC M>MIHISTRAllOff 

SEATTLE., WA!>HINGTON 

RODERICK HAIG-BROWN 
2260 CA"4PB1!:LL RIVER ROAO 

CAMPBELL RIVER., e .c. 

INTERNATIONAL PACIFIC SALMON 
FISHERIES COMMISSION ESTA8L1SH£O BY CONVCNTION 

BETWEEN CANADA 

ANO THE UNITED STATE.S 

f'"OR THE PROTECTION 

PRC!)£RVATION ANO EXTENSION or T~C 

SOC.KEY[ ANO PINI< SALMON f ISHERtES 

OF" THE f'"RASER RIVER SYSTCM 

A . C . COOPER 
DIRECTOR 

OFFICE AND LABORATORY 

P. O . BOX 30 

OE WITT GILBERT 
•esz-'44t"" AVENuc WEST 

SEATTl.£ 1 WASHINGTON 

NEW WESTMIN5TER, 8 .C . V3L 4X9 

Mr. Theodor R. Swem 
Cha j n,1an, Alaska Planning Group 
U.S. Department of the Interior 
Wa=3hington, D.c. 20240 

Dear Sir: 

TELEPHONE 

521-3771 

January ? , 197/i. 

We wish to a.clmowledge your letter of December 2~ and 
enclosed Draft Environme~tal Statements in regard to the 
Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act. 

We do not believe it is within the authority of this 
Oomtn1s·sion to offer 001,unent on tl1ese particular environmental 
issues. 

Yours very truly, 

INTERNATIONAL PACIFIC SALMON 
FISHERIES COMMISSION 

A.C. Cooper 
Dir.actor 
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173 new york avenue, n.w., washington, d.c. 20006 

January 15, ·1974 

Mr. Theodor R. Swem 
Chairman, Alaska Planning Group 
U.S. Department of Interior 

.-Washington, D. C. 20240 

Dear r1r . S\A1em : 

(202) 785-9577 

~his is in response to your letter dated December 28, 1973 concerning the Draft 
environmental Statements in regard to the Alaska Native Claims Settlement 
Act (ANCSA) of 1971. 

We have looked over the draft and appreciate being given the opportunity to 
comment on it. However, we do not have enuuqh information on the issue 
or the staff capacity to make a cotm1ent on the proposal. At the same time, 
however, it should not be assumed that our organization agrees with the draft 
just because we have not submitted a comment on it. 

Although we will not be making comments on these drafts~ we would like to. 
continue to receive these proposals for our information·. Thank you for 
your interest in NACo's ideas on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Carol Shaskan 
Legislative Research Assistant 
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2029 K STREET, N. W., WASHINGTON, D. C., 20006 

March 13, 1974 

Mr. Theodor R. Swem, Chairman 
Alaska Planning Group 
U. S. Department of Interior 
Washington, D. C. 20240 

Dear Mr. Swem: 

(202) 331-7020 

OFFICE OF THE 
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 

The National Society of Professional Engineers is 
pleased to submit the attached comments on the Draft 
Environmental Statements with rega1·d to the Alaska Native 
Claims Settlement Act of 1971. These were prepared in 
consultation with our affiliated state society, the Alaska 
Society of Professional Engineers. 

We appreciate being. given the opportunity to review 
these statements. 

PHR:jr 
-Enclosure 

Very truly yours, 

,·~ ~~ /rr{ 
'~-~ 
Paul H. Robbins, P.E. 
Executive Director 

cc - Donald R. Dent, P.E., President, 
Alaska Society of Professional Engineers 

Robert L. Reitinger, P. E., President, NSPE 
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CO~fi'ti~NTS ON ALAS KA 
LAND REC01v!t1Er-B)ATI0NS E. I. S. REPORTS 

' 

The National Society of Professional Engineers recognizes that our natural 
resources are a priceless, yet exhaustible, heritage; that the practice of . 
sound conservation should always be the National policy; and that many of 
this country's natural resources have been and are being exploited and wasted 

• 

because of political or economic short sightedness in their d~velopment. 

Since many of these resources are both finite and irreplaceable, we believe 
that their conservation and develop1nent require a high degree of engineering 
competence in cooperation with other professional skills necessary to a sound 
conservation program. 

It is with these premises that members of the Alaska Society of Professional 
Engineers reviewed the draft environmental impact statements prepared by the 
Alaska Planning Group. 

Subjects of principal concern and which are primarily in the engineers area 
of expertise are; (1) transportatio11 planning and development; (2) mineral 
use and development; and (3) balanced land use planning. Before commenting 
on specific impact statements we believe some general statements on the total 
proposal package should be made. 

For example: 

366 

1. Either by design or accident the entire northern portion of Alaska 
(except for the trans-Alaska oil pipeline corridor) may be blocked 
from land access if all recommended areas are placed in n1anagement 
systems which basically oppose development of land transportation. 
While land transportation may prove unnecessary j_n future decades the 
subjective decision to presently prohibit or grossly restrict it in 
view of the gas, oil, and other mineral potential (e.g. Kobuk, Brooks 
Range, Naval Petroleum Reserve 4, etc .) does not appear to be in the 
national interest, particularly in view of recent shortages. Review 
of the impact statements indicate that the information developed for 
the statements has been gathered and interpreted by agency personnel 2.49 
operating from a viewpoint (except for Forest Service proposals) 
which basically opposes reso_u1·ce utilization or development. 

2. Most of the proposals indicate that qevelopment of any facility or 
any utilization of resources will require further detailed analysis 
and most likely a separate environmental statement. We recommend that 2.~ 
this concern be extended to include a complete econ0mic and resource 
analysis of values foregone by placement of particular recommended 
areas into part~cular systems . 

3. The attempt to introduce innovative ideas in various management systems 
is refreshing, although as proposed it is confusing and administratively 
questionable. In terms of mineral development in National Parks and 
Wildlife Ref11ges, for example, assurance must be given that adequate 
access, witt feasible environmental constraints, Tuay be developed and ~I 
proposals will be given an objective analysis by administrative 
personriel. 

• 
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4. The areas of ecological concern appear to add 80-90 million acres to 
' the proposed 84 milljon acres with little apparent justification other 

than agency desire to manage more land. Further explanation and 
justification is needed to establish credibility for objective land 
use planning. 

252-

While the above comments are general concerns, we request that final impact 
statements address the follo~ving specifics: 

Chukchi-Imuruk National Reserve - Report indicates (p. 270) that severity 
of climate, distance from population center, and location preclude extensive 
development or use of area even if not included in National Park or 
Wildlife Refuge. An analysis should be made objectively setting forth tl1at 
climate, remoteness and inaccessibility limit tourism and recreational 
values and compare this with other resource uses which will be foregone. 

Beaver Creek Wild River - The logic in this statement does not appear 
objective. Comments on page 21 recognize that life styles are changing 
towards a cash economy which will require rural development, yet the proposal 
is biased against transportation development, mineral exploration and timber 
harvesting and states that these necessary uses might be foreclosed (p. 68). 

Kobuk Valley National Monument - Precluding hydroelectric development (p.211) 
and land transportation (p. 219) without a complete study and objective 
analysis is neither sound land use planning or in the National interest. 
This is especially true wl1en the san1e basic philosophy is extended tl1roughout 
34 million acres of adjacent and/or nearby lands. We believe it is in the 
National interest to work out a more objective compromise between preservation 
and wise use of resource. 

Stated bias against transportation development (p. 216) precludes any 
rational analysis of future need unjustifiably. The stated intent of the 
Nana Native Region to select Onion Portage appears to negate this report's 
most important justification thus--the withdrawal of 1.85 million acres 
possessing high copper, asbestos, jade and other minerals is questionable 
in view of mineral shortages. 

Noatak National Arctic Range - Justification for the subjective time li1nit 
' (20 years) prohibiting any mineral development or transportation development 

in a area with high mineral potential (p. 197) and geographically located 
in an area containing two ·proposed primary transportation routes (p. 191) 
is needed. With the energy and mineral crisis presently confronting us, 
placing this 7.6 million acres which is either contiguous to or nearby an 
additional 11.8 million acres preserved for the same purposes should be further 
justified. We recommend that prior to placing this area in the Refuge 
System an interdisciplinary team should make a detailed, objective cost
benefit analysis. 

Gates of The Arctic National Park - The errata sheet states that wilderness 
designation is not certain; however the 278 page analysis is based on 
immediate wilderness designation for most of the area. Si11ce tl1e original 
~ates of The Arctic proposal (HR 1127) was for 4.1 million acres and this 
proposal encompasses 8.4 million acres, the objectivity an~ rational 
analysis of the proposal is questioned. We agree that there are areas of 
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tremendous scenic splendor in the Brooks Range which should be placed 
' 

in a National Park. However, mineral values jn particular should be 
quantified before a decision on this area is made especially since the 
report (p. 51) states that metallic mineral resources have not been evaluated. 
The report should also mention that approval of this proposal in conjunction 
with the Noatak, Kobuk, Selawik and Yukon Flats proposals·would preclude 
rational development for almost all of Northern Alaska. 

Yukon Charley National Rivers - This 2.3 million acre proposal contains 
highly mineralized areas (p. 195), a proposed major land transportation 
route (p. 201), and two major hydroelectric proposals (p. 193). The report 
recognizes (p. 202-203) that substantial increase in demand for transportation 
facilities will result iE the proposal is implemented. For example, the 
report conveys the need for both conservation and use of resources (multiple 
use) and proposes that mining in certain areas be permitted, sport 
hunting with certain qualifications be permitted, etc. This rationale 
leads to the conclusion that the area should be placed in a multiple use 
system rather than be made a unit of the National Park System. 

Togiak National Wildlife Refuge - From a systematic land use planning 
viewpoint the facts presented do little to support the conclusion. For 
example, it is recommended that this 2.8 million acres be withdrawn from 
mineral development, (p. 58 states that the area is within a major hard 
metal province) and future land transportation be restricted (p. 120). 
The justification for this action is the need for wildlife protection. 
However, the statistics in the wildlife section appear low in comparison 
with other areas (i.e. 32 ducks/sq. mi. in this proposal compared with 
60 ducks/sq. mi. in the proposed Chukchi-Imuruk National Wildlands Park 
and 99 ducks/sq. mi. in the Yukon Flats Refuge proposal). The lowland 
(waterfowl) habitat is only a small portion of the whole area. For other 
game: caribou (non-existant p. 73), few moose (p. 74), few black bear, 
east of proposal (p. 74), grizzly (less than 100). We suggest that a complete 
inter-disciplinary economic analysis and inventory of mineral resources be 
completed on this area before congressional action. 

Lake Clark National Park - The U.S.G.S., Bureau of Mines and Federal-State 
Land Use Planning Connnission have all stated that the Lake Clark area has 
very high mineral (copper specifical~y) potential yet this report does not 
consider these assessments and ptohibits mineral development, hydroelectric 
development and places major restrictions on future land access in an 
area which is critical (geographically), :to future development on the entire 
Alaska Peninsula-Bristol Bay Area. We recommend an inter-disciplinary team 
prepare a complete resource (including mineral) and economic analysis on 
this area prior to congressional action. 

National Forest Proposals - Since these proposals will be managed for 
multiple use -we believe adequate analysis of future uses, developments, and 
protection can be made as the occasion arises. Our major concern in these 
proposals is that the reconnnendations for Wild and Scenic River classification 
appear to be made with a minimum of information. Further analysis should 
be made. Inunediate classification, especially for wild rivers appears 
inconsistant with the agency's stated multiple use approach to planning. 
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249. The statenent has been rewritten to rerrove any anti
resource developnEnt bias that was detected, and to 
mcorporate the infonnation provided by corments 
from the resource developnEnt-oriented agencies such 
as USGS, Bureau of Mines, Forest Service, Bureau of 
land Managerrent, etc. 

250. Any specific developroonts or substantive actions taken 
as part of the irnplenentation of the proposal, should 
it l:>e enacted, would undergo studies and assesrcents 
in accordance with the requirerrents of NE!PA. Of course, 
ever:y attenrpt will be made to ensure that any 
Environrrental Impact Staterrents developed during this 
process would also oonply with NF:PA. Nevertheless, 
in reference to your request for complete economic 
and resource analysis, the De t feels that 
these considerations have not been overlooked in the 
planning that has taken place to date. 

By directing the Secretary of the Interior to withdraw 
up to 80 million acres of land as units of the Four 
National Systems, Congress recognized the desirability 
of providing environrrental protection and rranagerrent 
for sone of the natural resources in Alaska under 
recognized and existing national managerrent systems. 
Systems with a spectn:nn of differing objectives and 
emphasis in their managerrent, not all economically 
oriented or subject to the quantification of cost-benefit 
analyses techniques. 

Th.is doesn't rrean that Congress failed to consider environ
nental costs and environnrntal benefits or even economic 
costs and economic gains, for they clearly did recognize 
and consider them in the review and planning procedures 
estab+ished in the Act, and in the differing 
objecifives set to be rret by the Act's irnplerrentation. 
Nor does it rrean that the De t of the Interior 
failed to consider economic or environrrental benefits 
and costs in the planning process of developing these 
proi;x:>sals in resi;onse to Congress' mandate. It is 
true that the environrrental staterrent itself does not 
contain a quantitative and traditional Benefit/Cost 
ratio of the type referred to in the above co:rment, for 
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very good reasons; but it is not correct, as implied, 
that the plarming process did not consider economic as 
well as environrrental inplications in advancing the 
pro:[X)sals. 

Thus the De t's plarming and decision process is 
consistent with the Calvert Cliffs decision which indicated 
that NF!PA requires that '' ••• the particular economic and 
technical benefits of planned action must be assessed 
and then weighed against environrrental cost ••• " 
Calvert Cliff's Coordinative Co1c1cL'n, Inc., V. United 
States Atomic Energy COI[ltt'n, 449 F. 2d 1109, 1123 (D.C. 
Cir. 1971). 

t has complied with that section of the 
cm G11idelines which state ''in each case the analysis should 
be sufficiently detailed to reveal the agency's comparative eval11a
tion of the environrrental (emphasis supplied) benefits, costs 
and risks of the proposed action and each reasonable 
alternative." CEQ Guidelines, August 1973 FIC Vol. 38 
It>. 147. This :[X)rtrayal of the environrrental benefits, 
risks and costs is undertaken in these statem:mts, even 
if not in quantified fonn. 

Pach pro:[X)sal and alternative attempts to identify as 
completely as fX)ssible, with the available infonna.tion, the 
identify and scope, trend or tendancy, and size or relative 
significance of any significant environrrental cost or 
environrrental benefits inherent in the particular action 
or al temati ve. Where risks and uncertainties are involved, 
they too are noted. The nature of the actions themselves 
and the frequent lack of the data involved in the different 
subject areas does not always lend this treatrrent to 
quantitative presentation, but is undertaken qualitatively, 
so that objective description is provided the reader, and 
comparison by him is made possible. 

It should be noted. that the De t of the Interior 
does not habitually prepare economic cost/benefit analyses 
of land and recreation resource actions, lands transfers 
and land classification actions. This is the case for the 



econanic and technical renson that many aspects of such 
actions deal with the econanic concept of ''public goods''. 
Public goods not being traded in the market place frequently 
deal with aesthetic and other intangible values of the 
environrrent not subject to readj ly agrcxrl upon or rigoro11sly 
disciplined systems of market place eval11ation and quantifica
tion. Further, the incanplete eval11ative nature of the 
0(X)nanic benefit/cost ratio as a decision tool has been 
widely recognized even where it is 11sed. 

251. The Harding-Kenai proi:osal would allow no new mineral entry 
within the roonuroont. Valid, existing calinlS or patents would 
be allowed reasonable access as reqt1i red by law. 

252. "Areas of EcolO<Jical Concern'' are just that, areas of inter
dependent relationships to the proi:osal area in tenns of 
wildlife habitat maintenance, maintenance of visual and 
scenic integrity, protective buffers around key waters and 
wildlife i:opulations, interrelated Ve<Jetative and wildlife 
use patterns where degradation of one elanent could seriously 
alter the other, and significant areas of cultural (archeolO<Jical 
historical and sociolO<Jical) relationship to the proi:osal or ' 
an adjacent Native culture or !.X)pulation. It is hoped that 
specific cooperative agreenents can be negotiated with any 
adjacent land managers and owners within the ''Areas of 
EcolOCJical Concern'' to insure canplarentary protection of 
the values and resources of the proposal, with control and 
managarent of such lands reta.inal by the owners and managers. 

Management of the proposals as well as the Areas of EcolO<Jical 
Concern should include a mutt1al Y.Orking dialogue between 
Fecleral landowners and surrounding land managers. It is 
reasonable that if landowners in Areas of EcolO<Jical Concern 
are to consider managing their lands in a ''manner canpati ble 
with proi:osal values'', then in return their views should be 
(X)nsidered within the limits of applicable laws and regulations, 
in the managarent of Federal lands. 

It should be noted that agreements regarding Areas of 
E(X)lO<Jical Concern represent only one approach to protection 
of Fed.eral lands, and that the broad authority given the 
Secretary under 43 U.S.C. 1363 remains unaffected by the 
legislative proi:osal. 

, 
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1412 16TH ST., N.W., WASHINGTON, D.C. 20036 Phone: 202-483-1 sso 

Theodor R. Swem, Cl1airman 
Alaska Planning Group 
U.S. Department of the Interior 
Washington, D.C. 20240 

Dear Mr. Swem: 

• . 
July 22, 1974 

Reference is made to your letter of December 28, 1973 transmitting the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) on that part of the Alaska Native Claims Settlement 
Act (ANCSA) pertaining to disposition of previously-identified ''17 (d) (2) lands''. 

The National Wildlife Federation plans to comment in brief on the remaining twenty-one 
separate proposals for additions to existing components or establishing new units of 
the four national systems - wildlife refuges, parks, forests and wild and scenic 
rivers. The brevity of our present addressal of the proposals should no t be interpreted 
as a lack of interest in this important action. It simply means that the Federation 
believes it will be afforded ample opportunity to thoroughly review each of the 
proposals, if it elects to do so, as they come before the Congress in public hearings 
during the next several years. 

Before commenting on the specific proposals we would like to make some general 
observations and recommendations relative to many of the proposals made pursuant to 
paragraph 17(d)(2) of ANCSA. We note that sport hunting is to be permitted in some, but 
not all, elements of the National Park System. Though, in our judgment tha t approach 
signifies an enlightened move for the National Park Service (NPS), it still implies 
inconsistent scientific management of Alaska's bountiful wildlife resources with cropping-
through hunting-used as a management tooi in certain areas only. 

As an organization dedicated to encouraging the management of all natural resources -
especially the renewable ones such as wildlife - the Federation is firmly opposed to 
any plan which could limit or restrict sound wildlife management activities. We believe 
that professional resource managers should be given the widest possible latitude and 
be permitted the greatest practicable flexibility in the decisions and actions taken 
to enhance Alaska's wildlife .resources. Therefore, the Federation recommends that 
scientific management of wildlife resources be implemented in all Alaskan areas 
intended for inclusion in the National Park System and that all decisions regarding the 
management tools to employ in this regard be left up to the professional managers. 

We also note that subsistency hµnting by the Alaskan natives will be permitted on all 
lands included within the proposals. While we are not opposed to subsistence uses of 
these lands, for we recognize the need for such uses by native villagers, we strongly 
urge those overseeing the indiv~dual areas to employ subsistence hunting in such a 
manner that it becomes a tool in the scientific management of wildlife resources. 
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In the interest of brevity, the Federation wishes to go on record as endorsing, in 
principle, the inclusion of all rivers in the Wild and Scenic Rivers System which have 
not been set up as separate proposals. The remainder of our comments in this letter 
will pertain to individual proposals. 

Yukon Flats National Wildlife Refuge: 

Our prime concern is for the abundant fish and wildlife resources in this area, which 
includes an extremely important waterfowl nesting habitat for birds from all four 
flyways of the North American continent. As a result of the extreme importance of 
this area to migratory waterfowl it is essential that this region be protected from 
commercial activity and environmental pollution. While the National Wildlife Federation 
supports this proposal in principle, we believe that insufficient waterfowl nesting 
areas have been included in the refuge. In our opinion the refuge should be expanded 
to include the remaining 0.9 million acres of wetland along the Yukon and Porcupine 
Rivers, which are presently included in the proposed Porcupine National Forest. The 
wetlands consist of flat alluvial bottomlands with low terraces crossed by meandering 
streams and dotted with ponds and lakes providing ideal waterfowl nesting areas. 
The soils are mainly deep, poorly drained silty loess and alluvium (Histic Pergelic 
Cryaquepts), very poorly drained fibrous peat (Pergelic Cryists) and deep, well drained 
loess and silty or sandy well drained loams (Typic Cryorthents). The first two soils, 
which predominate in the region, are easily eroded causing siltation and pollution 
of the streams and ponds threatening the waterfowl nesting habitat. Therefore, we 
believe the wetlands should be excluded from any potential commercial development. 
Additionally, we feel that portions of the Sheenjak River drainage, should be 
included in the proposed refuge to insure adequate protection of . the wetlands 
watershed. 

Porcupine National Forest: 

The Federation is primarily concerned with the abundant wildlife resources located in 
the area. We believe that a special effort must be made in this instance to preserve 
and protect sensitive wildlife habitat from possibly a~verse commercial development. 
As the proposal now stands it is unacceptable to the Federation. While we are not 
opposed to the estab~ishment of a national forest, per se, we feel that the inclusion 
of 0~9 million acres of the Yukon and Porcupine Flats is unwise. These lowlands 
constitute ~pproximately one-third of the Yukon Flats area and contribute a significant 
po1·tion of tl1e total production of waterfowl of the· Flats. This area provides 
waterfowl nesting ar .~s .for birds from all four flyways of the North American canLinent. 
Furthermore, the soiLs of this a~ea consist of Histic Pergelic Cryaquepts, Pergelic 
Cryists and Typic Cryothen'ts. The first two, "to7hich predominate in the area, are 
especially vulnerable to erosion which could lead ·to ser~ous siltation and pollution 
of tl1e rivers and ponds. Stream siltation could result in widespread destruction of 
waterfowl nesting habitat at the point of disturbance and downstream. Furthermore, 
it would be virtually impossible to pre~ent serious damage to, or destruction of, 
waterfowl nesttng areas in the face of oil and gas extraction. 

\~1,a11gell ~1o·untains-St. Elias National Park and Wrangell Mountains National Forest: 

Tt1c }"ederation suppo·rts these two proposals in principle, recognizing the economic 
im1)orta11ce of tl1e extractable minerals located in the proposed national for est. Ho,;..!\1 er, 
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we have serious reservations about potential adverse impacts on fish and wildlife 
resources from improper mineral exploration and extraction. It is. essential that the 
U.S. Forest Service (USFS) and the National Park Service (NPS) develop a high degree 
of cooperation in administering the zones of compl~mentary managem~nt to insure that 
the superior quality of water and wildlife resources is maintained. The Federation 
reconmiends that the national par le. be expanded to include 2. 8 million acres of the 
Yakutat-Alsek coast area which comprises one of the major wildlife concentration areas 
along the Pacific coast for both upland and wetland species. The .area also contains 
the primary population of glacier bear, a rare (and perhaps endangered) species. 
This area is presently surrounded by three proposed or existing parks, therefore its 
commerc~al development would have significant adverse impact on all three parks. 
The Federation would also view with favor the inclusion of 0.9 million acres of 
the Copper River Delta and 1.0 million acres of the W2stern Wrangell Mountains in the 
park. The Copper River Delta contains outstanding ·wildlife areas including breeding 
grounds for the trumpeter swan, the dusky Canada goose, and the Aleutian tern as well 
as sizable populations of brown bear, goats, and moose. Inclusion of the Western 
Wrangell Mountains· in the park would protect critical caribou calving grounds. 

Noatak National Arctic Range: 

The Federation supports, in principle, the establishment of a twenty year moratorium 
on development in the Noatak drainage to conduct scientific studies in an undisturbed 
arctic ecosystem. But we feel that the present proposal is inadequate because 
it would divide an ecosystem into three parts. This would seriously hinder optimum 
scientific studies which demand an intact ecosystem in its entirety. Therefore, we 
believe that the proposal must be expanded to include the entire Noatak drainage which 
consists of an additional 1.1 million acres in the lower Noatak River Flats and Delta 
and 730,000 acres of the Upper Noatak watershed (currently in the proposed Gates of 
the Arctic Natj.onal Park). Tl1e lower Noatak Flats and Delta contains i1etlands which 
provide habitat for -a great variety of waterfowl and shorebirds. The addition of this 
area would insure the preservation of the habitat and would allow for the study of 
the wetlands in relation to the rest of the ecosystem. The Federation believes that 
the whole ecosystem to be studied must be managed as one unit. 

Iliamoa National Resource Range: 

Ou! principle concern is for the fi~h and wildlife resources located within the 
area. This proposal encompasses a very productive faunal area with a reported 135 
different species of birds including the endangered peregrine falcon. Also, Lake 
Ilianma contains the only known population of fresh water seals in the United States. 
But the most important renewable resource in the area is the salmon fisheries containing 
as it does the largest commercial producer of salmon in the world. The Federation 
feels that any proposal which includes these .abundant and varied· fish and wildlife 
resources must give full and equitable consideration to commercial fisheries while 
properly managing the vast ·populations of birds and their habitat as well as 
protecting the fresh water seals. Also, we believe that any mineral exploration 
and/o~ extraction should be done only under the most strict environmental controls to 
insure the continuation of fish and wildlife, perhaps the area's most significant 
resource • . In thi~ regard, we must express our disappoint~ent with the draft EIS which, 
in our judgment, did not adequately evaluate the adverse impacts of mineral development 

• 
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on wildlife, water and vegetation. The draft EIS did not even discuss the impact of 
mineral exploitation on the soils of the area. Instead the statement discussed all 
the impacts in generalizations too broad for valid evaluation or interpretation. For 
example, on pages 132-3 it is stated that, ''Some uses, such as ro,ads and mining areas, 
will set back or keep out vegetation growth for as long as the use persists and 
for a number of years after the use ceases'' (emphasis added). The State1nent goes on 
to explain that since only a minor perc entage of the total area will be affected, the , 

overall impact on vegetation will not be significant. Yet these scars will be present 
for years and an accumulation of such "minor disturbances" could have a major impact 
on fish and wildlife due to loss of habitat and water pollution caused by the erosion 
of exposed soils. In view of the inadequacies of the draft EIS the Federation feels 
that a more comprehensive EIS on this proposal should be prepared before any mineral 
exploration or extraction begins. 

Koyukuk National ,,Jildlif e Refuge: 

The Federation supports this proposal in principle because of the abundant wildlife 
resources in the area including migratory waterfowl, moose, brown/grizzly bear, and 
caribou. }1oreover, we feel that consideration should be given. to expanding the 
refuge to acquire additional acreage within the Area of Ecological Concern (AEC) of 
the Koyukuk unit. This additional land consists of a lowland floodplain which 
supports approximately fifty percent of the waterfowl population of the Koyukuk Valley. 

Arcti_c Nationa l Wildlj_f e Refuge: 

The Federation supports this proposal in principle with the understanding that the 
Fisl1 and Wildlife Service (FWS) will obtain full cooperation from the Bureau of Land 
Management (BLl1) in managing the proposed utility corridor to insure that normal 
caribou migration is not disrupted by a pipeline. The proposal area provides habitat 
for a great variety of birds including the endangered arctic peregrine falcon. Moose, 
dall sheep, brown/grizzly bear, and the winter range of the Porcupine caribou herd are 
found in this area. The Federation favors expanding the proposal to include 2.1 
million acres of public interest land within the AEC. The inclusion of this land 
would further protect the migration routes of Alaska's largest caribou herd. 

Yukon-Charley National Rivers: 

The Federation supports the proposal in principle. Ho,vever, we feel that any developn1ent 
in the area should be done in a manner that will not significantly affect fish and 
wildlife resources, especially the nesting grounds of the endangered peregrine falcon 
which are found along the bluffs of the Yukon River. Scientific management of fish 
and wildlife resources within the area should emphasize enhancing the habitat of the 
pereg·ri11e falcon. Additionally, the Federa tion believes the proposal should be 
broadened to inc lude the entire area in which the partially gray fannin color phase of 
the dall sheep occurs since this is its only known location in the United States. 

, 

Harding Icefield-l(enai Fjords Natio11a l }fonument: 

Tl1e Federation supports thi s proposal i11 principle. However, we would like to express 
our disappointment about the abandonment of pla11s to include that portion consisting 
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of the Pye and Chisweil Islanab and the Lower Harris and Aialik Peninsulas in a 
proposed national wildlife refuge. We urge the NPS to give tl1ese ·areas careful 2S3 
consideration in regards to managing their wildlife resources, which include marine 
manunals and seabird colonies. 

Gates of the Arctic National Park: 

, 
The Federation supports this proposal in principle which would allow for preservation 
of wildlife habitat. As we explained in our comments on the Noatak National Arctic 
Range, we feel that the headwaters of the Noatak River should be under the Noatak 
propos8:1. 

Togiak National Wildlife Refuge: 

The Federation supports this proposal in principle. The large variety and abundance of 
wildlife in the area easily.justifies the creation of a national wildlife refuge 
to insure the continued viability of this renewable resource. Consideration should 
be given to modifying the proposal to align the seaward boundary of the proposed 
refuge more closely with the areas of seabird foraging. 

Yukon Delta National Wildlife Refuge: 

Our prime concern is for the abundant fish and wildlife resources found within this 
area·. In keeping with the goal of establishing scientific wildlife management programs 

' 
in wildlife populations, the Federation endorses this proposal in principle. 

Chukchi-Imuruk National Reserve: ------------~-----
The Federation supports this proposal in principle with the understa~ding that the 
concepts of wildlife management described in the draft EIS will not be altered. We 
agree that this area contains significant cultural and archeological featur es which 
justify its · inclusion in the National Park System. 

Yukon-Kuskokwim National Forest: 

The Federation agrees in principle with the basic proposal described in the draft EIS. 
W~ encourage· the USFS to use a variety of habitat management tools to insure 
that the quality of the wildlife resources in the area is not diminished by other 
aspects of a multiple-use management program. 

Cape Krusenster11 National l·1onument: 

Our prime concern is for the welfare of the fish and.wildlife resources in the proposal. 
Hence, the Federation can support in principle the proposal to establish a national 
monument to preserve the outstanding cultural features of the area provided that the 
fish and wildlife resources are properly managed. 

Katn1ai National Park: 

The Federation recognizes the need to provide sanctuary for brown bears and to provide 
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protection for the natural spawning areas of the sockeye salmon. 
agree in principle ,vi.th the proposal to establisl1 a national parl< 
area for future generations. 

Lake Clark National Park: 

Therefore, we can 
to preserve this 

The Federation can support in principle this proposal as it is described in the draft 
EIS. We especially endorse the provision to allow sport hunting in certain sections 
of the park. 

J Mount McKinley National Park: 

' 

The Federation supports the proposed additions to Mount McKinley National Park. The 
additions will provide outstanding recreational opportunities, easily accessible to 
Alaskans by high~1ay and raj_lroad from Fair ban.ks and Anchorage. 

UnaJ.akleet National Wild River: 

The Federation supports the proposal in principle. Administration as a wild ri~er will 
prov~de remarkable outdoor recreation while preserving the primitive character of the 
river. 

Fortymile National Wild and Scenic Riv~: 

The rederation supports this proposal in principle. Its accessibility from the 
Alaska llighway should encot1-rage people traveling to Alaska from the lower forty-eigl1t 
states to visit and enjoy the numerous outdoor recreation opportunities provided by 
this proposal. 

We thank you for this opportunity to express our views. 

;· cerely, 

tl'-li'1: ! ~,.1,-AtLI/;\ · 1 /.,,.U~-t-::..1!£. / 
TH0l··1AS . KI:t-1BALL. ) . - ·- · 

cc: Secretary of the Interior 
Secr~tary of Agriculture 

Executive Vice President 

Chairman, Senate Interior and Insular Affairs Conunittee 
Chairman, House Inte1·ior a11d Insular Affairs Committee 
NWF Officers and Staff 
A. W. "Bud 11 Boddy 

, 
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S BY 
THE NATIONAL WIIDLIFE F'F:I >ERATION 

253. These islands and peninsulas, under the present proposal, 
~uld still be under joint managercent by NPS and FWS. 
However they would no longer be contained in the Fish 
and Wildlife' s Coastal Refuges proposal. Nevertheless 
inclusion of these areas in Coastal Refuges is still 
considered in Chapter VIII,C . 

• 
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.... onservanc 
1800 North Kent Street Arlington, Virginia 22209 

(703) 524-3151 

Mr. Theodor R. Swem 
Chairman, Alaska Planning Group 
U.S. Department of the Interior 
Washington, D.C. 20240 

Dear Mr. Swem: 

March 18, 1974 

Please expand the NEPA process to preserve Alaskan Lands to 
include the preservation of biological diversity. 

I am enclosing an excellent statement of this vital concept 
written by Professor E. O. Wilson for lay readers of the Harvard 
Magazine. 

It is imperative that we have the humility to preserve natural 
areas for their own sake and not necessarily for our use, convenience 
and profit. 

Alaska is our last chance to demonstrate that we have learned 
from the environmental disaster perpetrated in the name of growth, 
progress, boundless frontiers, infinite energy, etc. 

Please let's develop a true stewardship ethic on behalf of our 
· last remaining wilderness natural area. Let's value it for what it 
is and not what some think it should be made to be. 

OMT/lt 
Enc 

, 

ncerely, 

- ~ ~. • 

<'rville M. Tice 
Director of Development 
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The co1'lservation. of life 
We are ,1 lo11g \\'a.v Jro111 1111dcrstc111di1!g all t/1e eco11on1ic, 
/1ealtl1. a11d aest!1e1ic t1dvr111t(1gcs of s1Jecies (!iversity .. 
Like l,11te1·-d<1y lvo<1l1s, l\'e /,ad better 1i·o1·k to i1is111·e 

tlze varietJ' of ea,·t/1 's creatt,,·es. 

by E,1, .. ·ard O. Wilson 

In n ,,·orld cf shrinking faith and uncertain trumfets, 
very fe\v n1oral precepts are any longer accepted as abso
lute. \Ve can nevertheless hope that one of thcn1 ,vill be 
the ethic of organic diversity, \vhich goes like this: l'rfan 
n1ust conduct hhnself in such a ,,·nv that he adds as little ., 

as pos~ible to the extinction rate of s1>ecics on earth. 
WJ1crcvcr he can. ,,·ithout seriously threatening his o,vn 
\\'elfarc, he shou1d ncti\'ely reduce the extinction rate, 
~J1ereby increasing the nun1ber of species that can surviYe 
in cquilibriun1 on the globe. 

Of course there have to be exceptions to this dictun1. If 
the genus Plasrnocliu,n c! isappcarcd fron1 the face of the 
earth, and took \\'ilh it all of the ngony it causes hun1an 
beings and \\·ildlife species, fe,v people ,\·ouJd n1ourn. The 
genus includes the parasites that cause n1al=iria, and \\'e 
are 11ot likely to delay its extinction. In general, ho,i,•cvcr, 
\\'e \\'ilJ do ,veil to recognize that ,nan is the stC\\'ard of the 
,,·oriel's natural resources .. the self-appointed but still 
profoundly ignorant ste,rnrd; that the living part of the 
cnvironn1ent is sti1l 1nost ly unkno,vn to hin1: and that he . 
has therefore scarcely bceu n to concci,·c of the possible 
benefits that the ,vorld•s organisn,s ,,·ill ultin1atc1y bring 
in econo:n1c \Ycl f:irc, he~lth, an·d aestbct tc ph:asurc. 

'fo st·n~e the depth of n\nn's ignorance in these n1nt
ters, <·onsider that biologists do uot crcn kno,\· to the 
nearest order of rnagnitudc hO\\' n1any spc<.'iC's exist. Ten 
years ago the popularly accepted tigure for auilnals "·~s 
the Dritish ecologist C. B. ,~t"illian1s's estimate of t!1rec 
n1illion. based <,n cxtrapol~tious of species-abundance 
cur\'cs. No,\' son1e authors use the figu re t\'n tnillion, an 
ordcr-of-1nagnitt1dc conjecture ~<l\'ancecl in the n1annc;r 
of phy,;ics. 1·hc reason f,lr the up\\·ard rc\'ision is t ,, of old. 
First, h:thitat:i previously thol!ght to be b:-irrcn or sparse
ly p0pulatl''d, such .t~ thl.! dl'l'l' sc~ t1eor, hare b.;c.1 found 
.to coutnin a rich .,::1riety of crga1tisn1s. \\/hole fauna·s, 
such a<; the rn~1rinc :tnnclid~. ,il), . .,~,·:d bcntltos. and nl:tll\' 

~ J • 

insect ~,lx~. arc still in tl1e c,1rlicst stag{!~ of I.in nacan 
r ·:plnr:,:i Hl. S,:cond . \\'l' l1 a,·t· di~~,>,l'r .:d th.1t a i:rl.'. :lt 

n1nny s1><:<.:ic~ exist that arc v~ry hard t<, cli-;tin~1:ish. that 
};,rgl' COll)~lh:~l'~ of ih'ut ly clcfin1..·d c..ibli11:' Sfh'Ci:'S :1rt· 
t 'lHll lll\ lil l '\t: ll i11 t!!1...· bcu,:r kno\,·n aniin:d .t:1d plant 
gr,Ht P'-· 

All I hi ·; la~k of inf,,rtth,tinn tnust b,~ balanced hy ;111 

equal nn1ount of caution. Our best strategy is a holding 
operation. by \\'hich diversity is preserved through any 
reasonable incan~ until syste1natics, ecology .. and evolu
tionary thc-ory \\'Ork their ,,·ay up from the Stone Age 
to,vard son1c degree of n\astcry of the essential subject 
,natter. 

As an cxan1ple of the ,,·orst thing that biologis ts might 
let slip by thcn1, consider the possibility that the anin1al 
and plant life of the Atlantic and P~cific could be min
.gled by n1igration through a n:,\' Panan1~ni~n sea-level 
canal proposed for construction in the l 98(;'s. 'fhc pres
ent Pannn1a Canal i~ based on a s~rics of frcsh-,vatcr 
locks, \\'hich, by lucky clrcu1nstancc, have pr~vcntcd the 
free inigraticn of organisn1s fro1n the Atl:intic to the 
Pacific. 

Three to fiye lTdllion years ago the emergence of the 
Pana1na Isthmus c11t the straits that connected the Pacif
ic Ocean and Caribbean Sea, isolating the n1ari ne popu
lations on either si<le. The existing ecological differences 
beh\·cen the inshore ho.bitnts arc st.bstantial. 'l'hc 1\tlan
tic coast has 1nccleratc ti<l~s. saudy beaches, n1angro\'e 
s,Yan1ps, and rich coral reefs. 'fhc l'aci fie side is charac
terized by stro1~g titles. more si! ~y ,.~:otc:r, j)~ ricd ic up
,,·cllings of cold nutri~nt-ri<'h \\'Oler, 1·,)cky shorC's crcr,t~d 
by extensive Java flo,vs, and liinitcd, dep:1.up:.: r:tte coral 
reefs. Accelerated no doubt by such d iffert,nccs in the 
physical enviroan1cnt. evol u lion hv s procc~d ... \l 1nost ly tt) 

the speci\!~ lc,·c1 and beyond. Of the roughly 2i),C,<;0 spc
rics of n1arL1c anin)als and plants that occur <.)n both 
sides .of the 1>ana;na Jsthn1us, perl!aps no n,orc thnn 10 
l)Crccnt are hclc! in c~)n1n10~. I :1 the c:\trcn1c tas~ of the 

E,IH·ar,l 0. 1Vi/so11 (nr:>osite) ;,\ 11rufessor o..r zoulogJ' (l/1(/ 

curator i,1 <' l!l(JJl1uloR)' nt the ,\J useu,~1 o;· Con11>ar,1til'e 

fln(Jlo;.:J' at lla11·,:rcl. I/is l' it .'1'j
0 i11r, !'•'fits arc' /Jf.,::l'1>•;rc11>hy 

an£! SJ)ccie:, ,!i.·,•rJifJ', an<I rhc• ~ocia/ hehal'ior of' in'i,'Cfs. 
1n1,tif'11/c1r.~,· a1;ts. lie is :l: ,• <L1 ·1hor. H·itfz 1~. II. 
J,,f acArtlt11r, uJ· 'l'hc 'fh ,·ory of Isl :u1d Jliof .l!O~raphy 
(l'J:,;'), tit ,· <n(r,1i11al \\'nr/, on tlt at s.,bj.·ct, ,111cl f?f . ~rhc 
ln ,,.:cl S1 1•,i•~' i x'', (i97/)., in ,·:1tflt . .>l ,l .\f/c l<,i. t'ir, I', /;.· t.:ii·es 
llu11·ar<l's cl,·h1<·111C11 r h in/:• !'I' co11 ,·sc•. a, ,re!!<'.'> :r : <'11:i-. . ' • 
11 ,1rjiJr J:1,·,l. 1,:/,• :,t11 (/c ·11 t :i o . t tht·J~-.:Ji1>thlJ' O,/ Cl J;( ' ll<':'<ll 

scienct' <?/' .\'>(':'t,1,:,,1 .... i:Y· 
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fishes and n1<,lh1$ks. fc,vcr than I p~r~cnt 
arc held in c0n1n1on. What \\ l't11c1 hap
pen if fn:e e~\.·han~c of thl:,e l'.lll ll~s \\ e1 c 
pcrtnillt:d through a sen-le, l'l canal'! On 
thi~ point bil\h)gi~l~ ha,c f.dl\.·n inlt) total 
disagrccn1cnt. 1 'hc folio,, ing diverse 
opinions ha,·c been expr~s'\cd in , ·nrious 
articles, sc1l1inars. and g0Ycrnn1cnt hear
ings duri"ng lhc pnst eight years: 

l. There ,,·ould be only a Jin1itcd ex
change of species, n1ostly fron, the Pacif
ic to the Atl~ntic. Life in the l\\'O oceans. 
wou lei not be seriously d i~tll rbcd. 

2. The Atlantic n1 arinc biota-the 
ecological entity n1adc u1> of alt the re
gion's anilnal and plant tife-- is richer in 
species and hence possesses su pcrior 
co1npctitivc ability. If all0,,·cd to invade 
through a sca-lcv~l <:anal. it ,, ou ld cause 
,Yidcsprcad extinction in the Pacific 
biota. The con1bined cxtinL'tion rates of 
the Pacific and Atlantic clc1ncnts n1ight 
reach 5,000 s pccies. 

3. l 'hc nrgu n,cnt in 2 is based on the 
J)Os(ulatc that the greater the 11un1bcr of 
species, the greater their indiri'-\ual con1-
petitivc ability. An alternate hypothesis, 
\\·hich cannot he excluded on the basis of 
cxi!)ting knO\\ ledge. is that the gr~ater 
fluctu~1tion of the l'acific inshore en
vironn1cnt induces the crolutiun of a 
higher proportion of oppL,rl u ni\ tic spe
cies. ·capnblc of \\·edging th ei r "'"Y into 
exi!)ting biotas. cspcciJlty ,,·ithin areas 
disturbed to son1c C:\tenl b\· n1 a n' s activi--
tics. If this 1nodcl is corr..:ct. and the 
conjecture in 2 is " ·rong. the no,r of 
organisn1s ,,·ould b.: prcdon,inantly fron1 
the Pacific to the 1\tlantic. In either case, 
the total i,npnct on the t,vo O~(':ins can
uol be {)red i~tcd. 

4. An exchange of biot" \ ,,·ou l<l be 
generally unpredictable nnd dangerous. 
Spt!cics could c'.\lit~guish "~rh other l)y 
cxcc\~ive ~unou nts of con, pet i l io11 or loss 
of fitness through unco11tru ll~d hybtidi· 
zation. 

ln fact, l)iogcogrnph~rs-sc1cnti, ts en
gagud in the biologic.11 stud) o l' the gc:o
gr~phical cli~lribution of plant~ and 
a nin1 ~1 1~-havc nei th•?r the thl'Pl, nor the . 
prr•;inus c·xpcricnre t0 prl.'dil·t t hl' l'lll-

cnn1l.' nf an uniill(.' l'dl·d l'\l' h:t,11'C uf ... 
tl,unas aero~,) a sea-h:\l'l f>~11::iln,tni~tn 
cnn:il. ~rh is i nea pncity has l>l:~0n1c.· in
c1 L"a,111gly \' ll:ar l\> cu11~l·rn.:d :--~i,·nl i; ts 
\\ho h :l\'C lri 1·d tc, c:r:iluat,; th,: t.:,·id,:nce 
di~passionatc.:iy. N\!\'l'rllH.:l\.·s": n ~.lrv ngl y 

' c,1uti<1U<; np1,rc,at·h Sl'l' lll S n1·1i~d1.tnry. It 
i \ I\ C: t \ '\' i I : ti t • d II" t ; ~ l ' , l } , '.' ; h,' \ , I ',' r .: ;t l 

• r 

1 l • •• I I ••• 

381 



f, 11:1nti,· Ote~111, c.ould inOicl tn,,11 ::h 
t~onon11c.· or ccoh,gic.-al <l~tn1~:r,c to ju~ti(y 
(he atte1npt to prc\'tllt any n1igrathH1 nt 
all. 

l'rcvious experience ,vith the cnrclc~s 
,nixing of aquatic biota~. for cxa,nplc in 
the Grc~t }Jakes via the Eric and \Vcl
l;1nd Canals, indicates that to pcr,nit the 
1nixing of the rich tropical I>acific and 
A tlanlic biotas \\'OU Id b1.: playing CC(llogi
cal roulette ,,·ilh all cylinders loaded. 
Moreo\'er, n unique hiogcographic cxper
hncnt of global proportions \\'OU1d there
by have been pcrforrncd, \\·ithout :lde
quate preparation. l ~he natural setting 
for the expcrin1cnl took n1illions of years 
to develop and cannot be repented. Biol
ogy should be fully prepared before 
allo\\'ing it to proceed e\'cn piecen1cal. 
For these reasons t,\·o groups of biolo
gists-a University of t-.1ia,ni team sup
ported by the BatteJJe Mcn1orial Insti
tute, and the Con1n1ittee of Ecological 
l{csearch for the lntcroceanic Canal 
(CERIC) of the National Acadcn1y of 
Sciences-have independently reco1n
n1endc<l that so1nc kind of biological 
b"rrier be constructed across the canal 
before it is opened. ·rhc barrier can ~nkc 
any one or a con1bination of scYeral 
forn1s: bubble curtains, ultrasonic 
screens, intru5ions of heated or fr\.!sh 
\\•atcr, and others. The details "'ill be a 
~traightfor\\'ard exercise in enginceriug, 
infinilely sin1plcr thnn the one biologi\ts 
and the rest of hun1:tnily \\'Ot1ld face if 
the 1nixing is alJo,\'ed to proceed. 

iogeographcrs cannot predict the 
~c::. outcon1c of n1i):ing the Pacilir and 

_....._. Atlantic hiotas, except to say that 
it \Yould be dangerous, because such a 
prediction requir~s a solution to one of 
the rnost co111plex problcins they can CYcr 

conceivably face. Sin1ilarly, n1olc(·t1lctr 
biologists cannot ~ay ho,v the tis<;ucs of 
n1a11 and other higher organisn1s devel
OJ>, nnd behavioral biologists are unable 
to t'xplain con~cious thought, because 
these probl('tns arc also the Mount EYcr
csts of their r.:spcctive disciplinL'<;. J.,ike 
t1H' rest of oiology. ho,,·cvcr, biogl'ogra
phy is far frorn hC'lplc~s ,,·hen dL·nling 
,vith ~n1alll'r, t,ctter rircurn~cribcd units. 

A qu~h1titati,·c theory c:-ille<l i~la11d 
biogcogrnphy can he ,ery hL•lpl'ul lo u~ in 
our l' ff1..,rt, tc, 1..' llClHtr~l!1r ort'.tni<: di, L'I \itv .. " .. .. "' 

in the ,vorld. ·r11c n1ost strai~htfor,v:1rd ... 
:•ppli\ ,tli l lll 1.lr lh l thl'lll')' is in th\.· dl \if I\ 

of' 11af 11rnl prt:~l'l'\'l'\. Natur;t) hahit:,ts 
h:\\'l' ;1}\\' :t\' \ bl l':l 1'1 :t 11 1lH'll1rd into i,l :1 11d · . . 
)ii.I.' ( 1h.' l:I\L'\, \\'lllt L'L'l (,lill C:\L'L:ptiOII~, 

~lll'!J :1\ tl. t• .I I'\ ti ,· t i ' ! ' !; :t , tl l.\ 1\ h ,1 , i1tl JI 

,ili('d thi,; pn .. H.' 1..·~~. rt'ducing the l'riig-
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nH·nt, in ,i/.c .1ncl i11<'n:;i:~i11t: their <11:grrc 
of isolation. 'I he nuinbcr of species be
longing lo a single group. such .ts birds, 
c\11(\, or no\\l'ti11g pl.111(,. th~tt \\'ill cxi~t in 
equilihriu1n on a given· island is a func
tion · of the ar~a c1nd the degree of isola
tion of the i~land. When the distance to 
the principal source area is held con
stant, \Vhcthcr that area is a continent, a 
set 0f i~)ands, or just a s.in1 ilar habitat 
nearby. the nurnbcr of species (S) in
crease~ aµproxin1a tcly as a siinple po\\·cr 
function of the nrca, ns follo\v~: log S = a 
+ zJogA, \,·here A is the area and a and z 
are fitted constants. \.\' hen the indepen
dent para1neter of isolation is increased, 
a rises at a rate charnctcri!\tic- of each 
taxon and the part of the ,vorlcl in ,vhich 
the relation is observed. In n1ost cases z 
falls so1ne\vhcrc bet,veen 0.2 and 0.4. A 
very rough rule of thun1b is that a tenfold 
increase in area results in a dcntbling of 
the nu111bcr of species at equilibriutn . 

When a nature preserve is set aside, it 
is destined to becon1e an isla11cl in a sea 
of h~bitats n1ocl ifitd by n1an. 1·he species 
nun1bcr \\·ill shift fro111 its original cquil
ibriun1 due to the area and distance 
effects just cited. As yca~s pnss the diver
sity ,viii decline, eYcntually reaching a 
ne,v, lo\vcr steady state. An cstin1ate of 
the loss can be n1adc by con1paring the 
reserve \\'ith the area-species cun·cs of 
older systen1s, -pro\'iding c1ppropriatc 
systc1ns exist under con1parable condi
tions of isolation. Jared Dia1nond of 
U.C.L.A. has developed an elegant tech
nique to est i,nate the relaxation rate and 
secondnry cquilibriun1 values in the case 
of island birds. I-le n1adc u~c of land
bridge islands that \\'l!re disconnected 
fron1 Ne\\' Guinea at knO\\'ll tin1es in the 
recent geologic past. 1-lis results haYe 
been co11fir1ned and extended in paraJlet 
studies in the West Indies and Central 
An1erira. J{cscarchers hare clisco\'cred 
that signilicant drops in the nun1ber of 
species in nc,,·ly disconnected islands 
take place over n period of decades in the 
sn1alIL'St islands, " ·h;ch arc co1n1)arable 
in area to sn1nll natural rescrres on con-. 
tincnts. and during centuries for islands .. 
c01np:1i·ahle in size to our la~·gc~t n:ttion:il 
park~. J~arro Colorado l~.land in Pnn,11na 
pro\·idl'~ an ~tl:11111i11g e>..a1nplc of the 
high pnlc11tial <l<:cr~:nf'nt rate on ·sn1aJJ 
isl;inds. I3.('.I. is actuallv a fort.'stccl hill-

• 

h,p th.it"·'' ~urroundl'd by ,·: ~! ,L:l' fifty to 
sixt,· \'l':lrs n<>o \\·hrn T akc (;atun ,vas . . .. 
forrncd in l'~1111H:rtion " 'ilh tilt: construc
tiou of th(: Pa11:l1na ('anal. 1t h~1~ been a 
nature p 1 l 'V I\ •: J lllll'\ I \il 1l t' th,• linH· of 
its i~.ol.\lion. J11~rr(iilt 1 thl' arc:1 of the ... 
i, l,,n\l (:\,:-. 111 i.· ) ,llld il , i ,, l\\ JI ( •'..'I'll )(} or 

Previous c,:pcrie11ce ,i.:i tl1 tl1 e 
cnrclcss 111ixing of a(fl!:,.{ic biol:1s, 
for exan1plc i11 ti1c Great Lal\cs 
vi~ tl1c Erie a11cl \\' e1In11d Ca11nls, 
i11clicatcs (}1at to pcr111it tI1c 
111ixiI1g of (lie ricI1 tro11ic~ll J)acific 
a11cl f,.tlan(ic l>io{us ,rot1Icl be 
pln)·i11g CCl}!o~ical ro11!c1ic ,.,·itl1 
all C)'liI1ders loaded. 



isolaf io:1 into :tn extinction 1nodcl h:is~d 
on the \\'c!)t Indian studies. John Tcr
borgh of J>rin,·cton UniYcr~ity cstin1atcd 
that the nu1nbcr of resident bird species 
should hnvc declined f roan the originnl 
205 obscr,·cd to a curr¢nl fauna of 186 
species, a Joss of sixteen or seventeen 
species ... fhis is in close agrccn,cnt \\'ith 
the decline actually observed. 

The nc,,· information frotn island 
biogcogrnJ>hy sho,vs that planners and 
n1anagers of national parks and other 
natural pre,~rves ,,·ill be prudent to take 
the nnturaJ extinction rate into account 
(in addition to the n1an-induccd extinc
tion rate) and to choose approprin te 
measures to n1inin1ize it. ·rhc f oJJo,,·ing 
basic 1>rocedurcs should be included; 

1. Individual preserves n1ust be made 
as Jargc as possible. Since the areas of 
prcsen·cs \,·HJ ahrays be fi xed by political 
co1npro1nisc:, cstilnatcs should be rnade 
of the extinction rates, as a function of 
time and area, of the 1nost rulncrablc 
taxa such as the birds and 1na1nn\als. 
Then the minirnal nrcas dcinandcd 
should llc the ones al " ·hich the inilial 
and conscc1ucntly highest extinction rates 
will be reasonably Jo,v. The projected 
rafcs should be such that only large 
incrcn1ents of reserved land \\'ill Io,\'er 
thco1 significantly further. In other 
\vords. land acquisition n1ust reach the 
point of din,inishing return ,vith respect 
to the 111ost cxtinction·pronc groups. 

2. Unique habitats and biotas are best 
cont,iincd in n1ulliplc preserves.and 
these isolates should be loc:1 tcd as closely 
together ,,s possible. The reason is that 
extinction has a strong randon1 con1po
nen!. Species sc ldo:n bcco:nc extinct in 
every pnrl of their range sin,ulta ncously. 
They tend to pcrsi\t been use ecologicalJy 
suitable ]t)<.'a litics thnl Jose then, can be 
rccnloni1cd ft 0111 0thcr Joctditics thnt nre 
still oc:cupicd. llccip, oea l int~rcoloni.za
tio11 of prt·scr,·t•c; can prorced indcfi n itcly 
through ti,nc :lncl. if :iid l·d by de lihr t a tc 
tr :t n\pl a nt a ti lH's , 1nighl exte nd the lire o!· 
~prcics ,, i:11 ht') l) ll<l \\ h.1l it " otJl <l he 
under n.1t ur.d tircu1nst.111cl''.\. , 

J. ll1.·l·.iusc bi\)geugr;q>licrs h:tYC dis
co·,·t· t\•d th.i t p L' 11i 11, til .1 ... h~1,c IL,\ll spl'· 
cic~ than ('en t1 :;1 pn,ti,lll, of c:0111in\.·nt~. 
prL'~t· r,·t'\ ol :1 l ix'-·d a l'l' , l ~ I 1uu Id l> t! as 
round in '\ h:q H· :lncl t"D nti nuou, :,~ pn,si-, 
hit·. ( I hi·. 111 iq,•iph· and t h,\, t' 1·n11 'P. li,·d 

in l ht· ltl'\ l t,vo f l't'nl\) n1t· nd al ion~ nrc 
illu•d r.,,,·,l i,. 11:'-· «11.1,:1.,111 .11 11:,'.1l. ) 

4. 1: xt i 11\' l h, n tnodl· I~ \IH ,u Id nnt hl' 
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1'/te [!C'Ol11etrica/ r 11 f('l of design O,( 1/(l ( ll ra/ j >TC'S<!r V('S, bflsed Oil C1JrrC11( bio.r:co~r.?J>ftic 
theot)'. 1·1,e ,l e.\ ilf llS 0 11 th e lcji rc.s11 /1 in each C<Mc in /oh·(Jr sp o11 ta 11<1ous <'.\·tinction rate.<: 
thu11 th <· C'OHl/>!,·111c·n t<ll)' ones 0 11 the rig /rt . /Jot/J th <' lc:ft an<l the r11:h1 Ji::ures ha\'C the 
lll l11l' toral <ll l'CI c111tl re11rc•.,e11 t J>r, •.,e,, ·es i,! a h o 111ogc11:.·011.\ c11,•iro11 111e11 t. ,\: a conti1111-

011.'i 11rc.sc-r,·c• iJ / ,,. ,1,·r the1 11 a .fra~111 e11tc,! 0 11e, clue to t!tc ,!i~ta11ce an:! c:, ea cf/cct.s. J]: a 
rv:1 11 ,/ ,!e.'> ig11 i ~ h, ,r. c!ttc to t lr <' J>c11i11 :, 11l.1 c/(cct. (': c!1t111J ,·cl Ji·.1g1,1cnt., ar,, I, flt'r 1). 11: 

thu\c a,,,1111.: ,·,l /111, ,11·~,·. d11e l o th<' ,!i \ 1'1/IC'l' c~/J~·ct. l ): (( tl:c: 1,re:,e1.·e 1,111,1 b · dn11fe1/, 

c:r/in cf i< 11 u·i/1 h<' lo H·c•r u·lr C'11 :hc_{rag111c11ts C'a 11 be C<J!l ll <!Ct cd b.v ro, , i,lor., ,,( nat111 al 
h11h::ut, nc, ll1<tff11 l.o.,· tlr: 11 tltc· <.,:111tlur.L / i /loT/:, r 1,1::h 1/ !·, 1101 illCUtf'''' ,:,t ~I 1,1 1/:1.\ 

Ji1:11 r,•. 1\ that\\ ha:c·,·,·r tl,r ,f,,'ii,:11 o(c! ,:11·,·11 J>res,·r,·c, ii.\ c.\·finctir,11 r,,r · c ,,1, / , / 1c•,.•1/~· 
, . 

f<,H'C/'Ctf ~( .\ lllll f,1 r <JIIC'S el f"(' f uc.. u(Ctf lll'Clrby. 
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rt:\lti~h.: d to the 11; c,\ i (011,picuous 0 1 

vul11t·rahlc organi'llll\ but should <.'\1.·111u

nlly be d crcl opcd 1'1.lr a ll taxa. 'J ho:-.\! di\
p 1.1) i u {j t 1: c h i r I 1t_·.., 1 d c ~ ! r , , ·... or c 11 <1 t: 1 n i c i I y 
and yulncr:1bilit)' (the t,\'o phenorncna 
ore ge nera lly correlated) dcser, c fir~. t 
attention. No group. not even the hurn
blcst and ,no~t obc;curc a,nnng in, crtc
l>ratcs and 111icroorganis1n~, shou Id be 
ignored. 

t is ,vi-thin the po,ver of science not 
n1crcly to hold cJ O\\ n the rn le of 
species extinct ion but to rcvc1 sc it. 

We can create ,rhol!J· ne,v biological 
co111n11111iti«?s H'ftt!re little c.tistecl be.Jore. 
An artij,cial rct:(in California's Santa 
Monica JJa_\'. air hough co1111'ose1l o.f' tlz e 
h11n1blest 111a1erials dun,pcci 01110 the 
11111</d,y bottonr. grea1(v incrcasc<l the 
tlil1ersif)' oj'n1arine life in the area. 

An1ong the principal aspects of the 
ecology of comn1unitics 110\\· under inten
sive study is \\'ha t's called the .. species 
packing problcn1." In essence; the prob
lent is the identificat ion of tho~e traits 
that aflo"· cert a in sets of !--p<>ci~~. },u t not 
others, to be fit ted together in the san1e 
ecosystem \\'ilhoul n1arkcdly increasing 
the species extinction rate. ln other 
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,rords, how tightly can species be 
packed? During colon i;~:ition by und is
turbed biotas, conr~cn ial sets of species 
arc gratlu :11ly assi..' Jnbll'd l>y chance aluth!, 
raising lh ..! sl1.?,tdy-st,1tc.: ~p.:cic!) nu111brr 
to "hat h.\~ bc\.!n c.tlh:d tlJc a~'.->ort;iti\ .! 

cq11i_lihril1111. '1 h·~ot l·licn l!y, nssortati, ~ 
equilibria can be pl ~1n1h:<l thnt cxc..:,"'d 
any occutring in n:ilu,~. ~pc~jc~ ,night 
C\'l'll li1.: dr:t\\' 11 fr(•lll di'.·:·,·1 \. !l! p,!I"[\ o!' the 
,,·oriel- not ,vill \~· nill v, ~s in the c:irclc~s . . 
i111pPrf :1 ti1Hl\ of lh l' p:1 \ (, hut nf't~ r care· 

ful l'1. 1 il, , ·ic,d a11,1!),i\ 11,1·. idi.:111: ti d ' . . 
th r n 1 :1 c; \' a n d i cl :it e <; I'<' r i 11, er t in 11 i , ti n n c.:, •." 
f .1u11 ,I\. \1.111IL' ul ti,~ 1:1\l ,11. d J)l( 1, t i: 11 -

• • 
pl 11·1 int 11 .1r,,d1i,·ti,,;1. \\11·,l d ,•11l lJ J.,. 

'' orph .! ll ~PL'1. it ·,," tho\c Oil :h\,.· t,1 ink of 
C X l j ll C t j l ll l j fl t b ~ j l 11 ,l l j \ C f, 1 ll '! ~ b ll l L' cl p :1 -

1 ' 

bJc of'bl'in.11 titted into c~rtain .dil'll l' on1-

n1u11iti l'" l·l -,t ,,. here. I du nu: \!I!' .:,: .t tl1.tt 
the State o(' the :lrt 1'> ad,:111r1.•d l'llOll!!h 
for us to pro<:c~d \\ ith pl.inned l>il,tic 
n1i xing. only that sp1:cies pacting ic; one 
of the tcchniqU L''> of applied hingcogra
phy that !>ccms likely to bCClHnc practica
ble \Vithin the 11<::\t ~l' \' l'T'11 d l'l',lC IL·\ 011 the 
basis of curr~nt ond projected rc!>c:1rch. 

Optitnisrn is further justifil'cl by the 
favorable outcon1c of a r.:,\· bintil' 111ix
turcs that ha\'C nlrcady occ-urred haphaz
ardly, indica ting a degree of llcxibility on 
the· part of ~pl!cics that " ·ill provide bio
gcographcrs ,vith son1e 1nargin for error. 
'fhe l(aingaroa i:·orest of Ne,,· Zealand, 
for cxan1plc, contains 250,000 acres of 
exotic l'Gnifl?rs. including J>i1111s raJiata, 
JJ. JJ011clero~a. P. contorta, and Pscuc/o
tsuga tax({blia fron1 Nor th ,\nlL'rica, and 
PiJ1us 11igra fro,n southern Europe. In
troduced nath·~ birds n1 in&le "ith cn
dcinic Ne\\' Zea land specie!) in Lh ic; syn
thetic cnviro111nent. Ecological clilTcrcn
tiation is \\'CII n1arkcd; no t,•:o spl!cics 
ha,·c the same feeding hnbit, and the 
insectivorous birds exploit atl of the 
n1ajor feeding niches except that of 
v.ood peckers. 'fh~ really su rpri ~d ng fact, 
ho,\'C\'Cr. is that son1e of th(' 11.itivc spe
cies nrc nov: as abundant in tl:c Kaingar
oa .forest as in aln1ost any n:ltiv•.: forest, 
and son1e arc 1nore abund <1 nt than in 
n1ost of the ren1aindcr of their range . 
Furthcrn1orc, the invertebrate f~una of 
the forest consists 1nostly of nati\'e spc-

• 
ClCS . 

T,,·o circun1stances arc special in the 
case of the birds. First. the nurnbcr of 
species is st ill ~rnall, largely 1,ccausc the 
Ne,,· Zealand fauna \vas poorly dcvl.!loped 
to start ,,·it h, and the n1ixed con11nunity 
hac; prob:, hly not yet 1net n1n !l)' of the 
difficuHics in p~~ck ing th:t l ,,ouid be 
routine in l~rgc <:ontincntal faunas. Sec
ond, fores t birds arc differenti ated to a 
large degree by foli age height and profile 
rather thnn by the speci\.·S of trc l.!s in 
\\'t\ich they lire. C't:rta in kinds of insects 
thnt feed on onlv one or a fc\,. ki 11cls of , 

plants, pat tiL'11larly those sp:..:ciali,i ng on 
h ~1 rd\,·God~. ,v< .uhl in n11)st in .... t,i11cc, lind 
it i1npo:)' ihl~ to n..:netratc tin .. · l< ~.i111?aro l 

conifl't!>. '{cl the lc!>~on is ch.,ir: ,vhat 
\\'ork~ in p :1 rt hy :1rc-id1.: 11 l <':1il l·c btnugh t 
c)O\(.' C lO pcrf'~ction through <.1 ~~ 1611, 

lJ ltit 11,1tcl). d1...'\ i! 1 II tlli !1 l1 t ;• I ,,_ , i::l ll!d~ '", ' , 
the :lrlifici;i l s1..: l~c tion of ~trni:,~. or eYcn 
t Ill' cre:1 I i,)n (Ir lh'\\' speci1:\, for ( h~ pu r· 

I I . I l , , I I 
{)\)'.\. \ P1 'lllil1. L' l !i 1"'1111\t'II . ll ! • 1~ ":j ,11." 

l'.\IH.·r in1 e;1 ( i11 ·tl1..-.: t,: I hat :1 n <'r; ,. ,l 111:d 
~l>l:L·il·:-. ~.111u,1t b,: lilted into .1ny ,::,:~ ting 
rt11:Hn1111:1:1·\. ,·r .. ill, ,.ii. h r l· · · I :,:• J 



A J'(\:-t tli 11r. list 
011 l>i~Io~i<',! l <livrrsj :)' 
nr1cJ i(s 1>rcscr,1a(io11 

The follo"·ing books and nrticlcs 
arc suggcs tl!d by Ed,•:ard \\'i lson 
for a nlorc e>.tcn<lcd introduction 
to the ba"iic principles of ecology, 
especially those that rcl.i tc to con
scn·cltinn and the J>rcscrvation of 
di,·crsity. 

Books 

Ed,vard 0. Wilson et al. , Life 011 

Earth, Sinnucr Associates, Stnm
ford, Conn., 1973. This c!c111entary 
biology tt.\tbook contains 111os t of 
the fundan1cntc11 ideas of 1nodern 
ecology and biogcography nncl can 
serve as a stepping stone to ,dJ but 
the n1ost technical reports on these 
subjects. 

l{obcrt J T. MacArthur, Geographi
cal EcologJ': J>atterns in the Dis1ri
b11tio11 of Species, Harper and 

" ·ithi11 c-~ptivc populations of thot species 
an<l eventu ally in~crtcd into 0nc or 1nore 
existing con1n1unitics. I do not seriously 
sui.:g.cst that such c1 procedure '"ill be 
follo\\·rd in the for~~ccnblc future for any 
but a Ycry fC\\' of the orgc1nisrns n1ost 
,·alucd by n1:tn. 1-urther111orc, the gl·nctic 
n10Jding of con1n1unitie~ is n tcchn0loE?y 
thnt cctnno( be seriou!>l)' rnntcinpl.,tcd 
,intil tl'e inr lt0alc di,ciplille of popul~
tiun ccol<,gy h.-"s n10,cd rlo~'" r to a full 
solution of' the ~pccics 1>acking probl~n1. 

. any of the earth·~ 111 ;ljor habi· 
'l1 tals arc t,iologica l d('Sl'l'ts: the 
J.t. 0pcn !)t·a. the: ice caps. ~nine of 

the tr;1ce·clc:1nl'll l h~rrl'nc;, ~Jld the real 
clc~cr(\, th~ r,t1rn1c, of " ·hil'h a,c virtu-

, 

:tlly lth:lc:,,. ()111ll' hy c:oinl·iclcnl'e, l l'C:h· 

nol ll).!\' i\ ,tl lhi, llHHlll'lll <11 iving lln\ atd 
l\\ll 1n:1jl1r gn~tl" that could tr.111\fnr111 
th1..'!\I.! .,r1..·:,~; .,11 u nli1nilL'd lH' al l'"·a:-.t \'aSl· 
lr 1'1'<.'at...·r ~<'llt\' L' o( t ' lll'l'l!\'. :ind. a, lllH' of .. ... . .. . 
tih· p,inl'ip.d bl.'ll\'lit~ or tl1c lit~t. the 
t•liL':lp 1h•,,di1:i1,1li,ill (Ir \l';\ \\': ill ' J, \\'i:h 

( hl• :ll•h h•\'l'f))t'll l l'I° l hL'\l' ~0;11\, llh.'11 \\· jJI 

lllll\'l' i1h: 1"·.1,i11,·l,· u111t1 tlal' l:111d ,h·· ... : rt~. . . 
c.111:,i1·!: \·,,11111 ,11, :1 :i • o!' u1g.111i ,1 ,1•. ,,.ill1 
t 1,,·n1. () JH' 111.,y lio1p,· t ha l , .. ~ ,\·i II 11.it bl' 

Ro\\', Ne\\' )' ork. J 97 2. A so,nc
,vhn t t1dYanccct but cl<:finith·c ll'Xt
book lha l explain\ tht:. t·urri:nt 
status of the theory of \J)t:cics di
versity. 

David \V. Ehrc·nfe]d. fl i()/ogica/ 
Co11sc·r1•a1io11, I-Jolt. J{inchart, and 
Wi11'>ton. Ne,v )'ork, J 970. ,\ pro
\'oc:itivc nnd clearly ,,·rittcn intro· 
ductivn to the practical aspects of 
the su bjcct. 

Al11clcs 

W. I. Aron and S. H. Sn1ith, "Ship 
can:lls and aquatic cco~ystcn1s," 
Science, Volu n1c 174, pagc5 13-20, 
1971. A bnlanced rcYiC\\' of the 
perils of n1ixi:1g anirnals and 
plants fro1n different oceans. 

Jared l\1. J)ian1ond, "Distribution
al ecology of Ne\\' Gu inc a birds," 
Science, \' olu 1ne 179, pngcs 759-
769, J 973. Describr, the n1cthod 
by ,,·hich the nllllral C:\linction 
rate on islands and other isolated 
preserves can be cstilnated. 

sntisfied ,rith lin1iting ourselves to a 
b3ggagc of don1cstic ani,nals, house
pJnnts, pests, and con1n1cnsals. lt lies 
ectsily \\·ith in our po,vcr to create \\·holly 
nC\\' pnrks and rcscrrcs ,, here nothing 
existed before in historical ti1nes. Du t 
,vh~,t "·ill ~o into these <le 110\'0 con1n1uni-.. 
tic~? 1·hought nbout thi~ subject shc1rp· 
ens one'!> ,·ision of the future of applied 
biogc0graphy. 

In fac.·t. the dc1iber:-i tc ct cation of ilC\\' 

biological l'Otn1nunities has 3Jrcndy 
begun. L~rr.e area~ of d~scrt-like bnrrcns 
in Austr.tlia hn, c been lransf or,ncd into 
agril·tiltural !;ind by Lile sin1p lc addition 
of zinc:. copper, ~,nd 1nolybclcnun1, 

"t1,1cc" clcn1cnt~ rcquilL'O for li!c th:it 
\\'l'l'C })l'l'\'iOIJS]y prC:~l'lll in alJnorrnally 
lo"· qua11titic,. ~1a1 i11c hioh,i•i\ts h;-t,e 
cli\('ll\C:l'l'<l that arttlil'i:ll l'l'L'f\, ,vith rich 
Clllllj>ll'llll'lllS of' l"l'l'f Olf ;'Jli\lll~. C':t ll he 
cr<'~,t~d ju:-.t by dun1pi11g conrrrtc rubble, 
:ih:111clP1H·d all l<HHPi,ilt· \. u,l'd :1 ll l<~lll0· 

bile lil'cs, anc1 sin1ilar i11~·1 t refuse <'illo 

t lil' ill u\l (II ~.111.I 11lh II ":I t ,r ~h .illt>\'.' 1:1~1 Ii Ill' 

\V;t(\.'IS. ~lll'l. .. 'L'~\flll l~ .\l'C'.' l'illlt:111\ of this 
11:\llll'l' h :l\' l' hl'l'II l'l\lic!lfl[1•d off' lhl' 
.\ I ll • I l' , l I ( } I, • I j d • , : t ll d ( a I j I u 1 11 j a. 

. :.r,· 111 

effect h;ibilat i\l.lnd s. tht: biot;ts of ,,·hich 
gro"· ;1 ncl. t qui Ii b r .it L' :1 <'1.'('rd in g lo th(.· 

san1c la\\·\ of bio!,!'-'ogr.iphy !;O\'Crning 
\\·hollv n:,lural i\lands. ·rhc co1n1nunitics ., 

arc not likl·I~ to he: as di,·cr~c :t\ th0,c 
thal ha,r C\"oh~d for n1illiu11, of )L'.ll~ in 
the natural i,;l;1nds. yet tl1c p1 oc(·<;~ (,f 
cnrichn1cnt c;ln be spccd~d by thr de
liberate in1portation of con1patiblc ,pc
cics to r'"·ach nc,v and higher a~~ortativc 

" 
cq\lilibria. to create intric,,tc. fnscinnting 
nc,,· con1n1unitics. 'fhis is ct not her aspect 
of biogeogra1)hic technology th,lt c,ngo
ing basic research n1 igh t r~nder 1>ract ica
blc during the next fc,,· dcc;-idcs. 

-, he greatest n1isfort u ne that 
a,,,aits the hun1an intellect is to 
be no longer faced "·i th s0n1c· 

thing con1n1cnsurntc "·ith its capacity for 
,,·ondcr. If the golden agr nf science re:tl
ly ends. and research shrinks to a fe\\· 
rcn1otc and arcane front icrs accessible 
only to specialists, the \\·ondcr" ill ind~cd 
be gone. lly that ti111c c,·cn the prc-scicn· 
tific n1yth~ that sustained our ancc\tL1rs, 
and intrigue us still. \\'Otlld ha, c l.,rf!t•ly 
cvaporat(·d-haring bcrn ac1."<'ll n h.'cl for 
in fuJI, 1>c rhaps by the right kind of 
ncurophy\iological analysis of the li,nbic 
systen1 and hypothal~n1us. 

But thi s cxhau!)tion of the ,\·01,dL'rful 
\\·ill not occur during the lit'l'ti1nr of any
one no,,· tiring. 1·h~ uhin1alc <.'Otnplcxity. 
offering an unrxplc1 rcd terrain of ,·it tu:tl· 
Jy inlinitc extent. lies in biology. l:, en 
after the cell has been torn d O\\ n and ptt l 
together again, and the: lnbyrinthinr 
1nystcries of tis!)ue dc\'c)opnlcnl follo\\Cd 
to their ends, there lie ahead the n1uch 
more cxtcnsi\'c ch;illcngrs 0f ecology and 
biogeography. 1~he full exploration of 
organic di,·crsity is a prospc:ct thnt !)Uits 
the hiocC'ntric hu1n an br:iin, ec..p1.~<.:ially 
those en1oliYc centers that C\'Olvcd to 
n1akc us superior hunters nnd agricul
turi~ts. 'fhc ~-t ine instinct~ th~n n10ti\'ntc 
the bird ,:,itchcr, thl! buttcr11v coll(.·ctor, , 

and the backyard g:trdcncr can indc:fin-
itcly sustnin the scicJJtifically curious 
scgn1cnt of n n1ore sophi\tic:ttt'd hu1nan 
pop\tlatiou in the pursuits of cculc;g) and 
biogeogrra phy. 

'fhc 1110,t i11tc:re:iti11g part of' thl' uni
verse is ri ght hl'l'L'. \Ve ha,·c H hioti1.. 1~:.1n· 

ct, :incl the rh :1ncc.1.i of tindin~ :::1~,il,'"·r 
one ,,ithin seorc~ ot lit~hl _,l·,,rs ;ire 
ren1otc indcrd. A bioti<.· pl:lnct. \\'ith 
tlliJJion, or \J}L"l'i1..·, 011 ii, i!, :~II i:1:·,1~i1,·J/ 
,norc i11t er1.·~ti1q! pt1 11lc th:1:1 :111y n ~11pl ·~·r 
of JjfL•ll'\S pl ;t lll'l.\ . 1\ llU I he p~,~~ii,i: il :l:; u( 

• 
cros:,·stenl"> . ,11~nip:il:1ti<,JJ rnnfrPnt u, 
\\ itl1 111\ ', fl'l'it." , lh:!I onh· 1 •·1·,· r.it i•,11., 

• • 
n1ot L' ol ~! udy ~ n<l l"t cat ire "·0rk r:u1 

I I .. . 
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NORTHWESTERN UNIVERSITY 

PUBLIC LANDS PROJECT 

Mr. Theodor Swem 
Chairman, Alaska Planning Group 
U.S. Department of Interior 
Washington, D.C. 20240 

Dear Mr. Swem: 

EVANSTON, ILLINOIS 60201 

2040 SHERIDAN RO,\D 

EVANSTON, ILLINOlS 60201 

TELEPHONE (312) .-92.3559 

21 ~June 1974 
In re: Harding Icefield-Kenai 
Fjords Natlonal Monument - DEIS 

We have reviewed the DEIS on the Harding Ioefield-Kenai Fjords National 
Monument and have some comments to offer. 

(1) The DEIS discusses subsistence hunting by natives, but subsistence hunti11g is 
never defined. You do discuss subsistence hunting and being involved in a cash 
economy as alternate ways of life in the villages (p. 132). We think you ought 
to indicate clearly that subsistence hunting can mean that natives can hunt for 
their table (as opposed to market hunting), even if also receiving cash income. 
Moreover, to the extent that native traditions allow hunters to provide meat for ZS-f 
other non-hunting natives, that activity is also defined as subsistence hunting. 
We think that, to the extent it is consistent with other goals of the monun1ent, 
that it shot1ld not only be· permissible for natives to engage in subsistence 
hunting, but it ought to be a mon~ment policy to promote and maintain subsistence 
hunting, and so the NPS should engage in the necessary wildlife management ac ti-
vities to help insure a continuance of native hunting. Habitat manipulation, etc. 
may seem particular).-:~' appropriate in the A. E. C. 

(2) ·we are quite concerned that the DEIS fails to consider adequately che social 
impact and consequences of the dramatic increase in visitation. Because of clos e
ness to Anchora.ge and decent transportation, you anticipate quite heavy recrea
tional use of the national monument; that may cause ·quite an impact on adjoining 
communities. But such upsets are largely unexamined and unplanned for: 

a) 0~ pages 118 and 119 of the DEIS, you discuss present water quality in and 
around Seward. "There are no known, significant sources of pollution other 
than the fish plant and timber mill in Seward, and these do not create sub-
stantial water pollution problems. The Seward sewage system has a treatment 2f>b 
plant. It is understood to be inadequate for the possible expansion, but can 
be illlproved and ~nlarged. '' 

We think this needs more discussion and planning. We think the fact that the 
sewage system ''can be improved and enlarged" is not enough to ins ure that it will 
be improved ~nd enlarged to maintain the high quality of the water. Because, in 
large n1ea$ure, the increased tre·atment needs are created as a product of this fed
eral activity, the NPS should and must work closely with local officials, federal 
EPA, etc. to insure adequate and timely funding of the necessary sewage treatment 
facilities. There is no disucssion of whether or not the increased population 
pressures, etc. on the villages of Port Graham and English Bay will create a need 
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for sewage treatn1ent facilities, and, if so, ho,., it will be provided. 

b) While you discuss, in a very limited way, ~he impact of increased recrea
tional use on the existing economy, particularly of the nat~ve villages, there 
is virtually no consideration of the social consequances of the development 
of this magnet park. But it is quite clear that the numbers of urban people 
who will flo\v into the area, combined with some new types of occupational 
opportunities (tourist and/or Monument related), and increased transportation/ 
communication links between remote villages and urban centers such as Anchorage, 
are all likely to have a profound effect upon traditional social and cultural 
life. Because (1) there is considerable scholarly work concerning the impact 
of urbanization and urban J.nfl.uences upon traditional village life such as 
will occur here, and because (2) there are various tested and untested ways 
to ameliorate some of the inevitaole social disruptions which will occur, we 
think it is absolutely incumbent upon the NPS to consider this, in much detail, 
in the EIS revj.ew process. 

zss 

(3) We think you ought to increase the Monument commitment to native cultures and 
traditions, and also archeological work . . we ask you to create job hiring prefer
enGes for natives; also tailor the work tasks so that they do not interfere with 
village traditions and obligations. On pages 125 and 126 you reveal in~entions to ~7 
identify and evaluate all cultural sites -- especially archeological remains of the 

I 

Unixkugmet Eskimo. We encourage you to investigate such sites and materials, and 
fe·ature native cultures and trad:itions among the major interpretative goals of the 
National }1onument. 

Thank you for considering our conunents. Would you please send us a copy of 
the FEIS, when prepared. 

Sincerely, 1#---1 ~'-o'J,<, 
Ra Felton 

Andrew Barkin 

RF, AB:hh 

, 
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RESPONSE 'IO BY 
NORrHWFSTERN' UNIVERSITY-PUBLIC LANDS PinJECI' 

254. The subsistence i;x::>licy for the proposal has been changed., 
and now reads as follCMs: Except as may be otherwise prohibited 
by Federal or State law, existing traditional subsistence uses 
of renewable resources .will be pennitted until it is determined 
by the Secretary that utilization of these resources is neither 
economically or physically necessary to maintain human life 
nor necessary to provide opportunities for the sw:vival of 
Alaskan cultures centering on subsistence as a way of life. 

If it is daronstrated that oontinued subsistence uses may 
result in a prasJressive reduction of animal or plant resources 
whoch could lead to long range alternations of ecosystems, the 
managing agency, following consultation with the Alaska Depa1L
ment of Fish and Garre, camrunities, and affected individ11als 
shall have the authority to restrict subsistence activities in 
part or all of the nonument. 

Chapter I,B also pro:[X)ses: "That C'OOperation be souqht with all 
concerned State agencies, carmuni.ties, and affected · individ11al s 
in al-riving at an eg:uitahle and workable manage.relent plan for ' 
subsistence resource uses in the proposal area, including 
indepth study of subsistence lifestyles and resource uses." 
Further inforrcation on subsistence is contained in Chapter I, C. 

We realize that subsistence hunting and fishing can coexist 
with seasonal wage eroployrrent and that villagers often hunt 
to provide for rrore than one family in their village. This 
would he reflectoo in the process of working out an equitable 
and workable management plan for subsistence resource uses in 
the proi;x::>sal area. " 

255. The impact discussion on the City of Seward and other 
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ccmnunities has been reorganized and rewritten. (See Chapter III, 
sections F-1 through F-7 and G.) 

With reference to the sewage systerct at Sevard, recent infonna.tion 
has indicated that there is no existing treatment plant, hut 
that a study to oonsider one is under way. The specific 
impacts on water quality of i;x::>tential monument-related develop
ments is discussed in Chapter III, D-1. 



We are not making specific prop::>sals for improvements or 
additions to sewage systans at this tine because none of the 
developnent proposals are finalized. During the ongoing 
plarming process for the rronurnent, studies which will include 
water quality considerations will be undertaken for any specific 
developnent proposals. Each such proposal will undergo an 
environnental assessrcent and all st1ldi es will be made in 
accordance with The National EnvironnentaJ Policy Act. 

In addition, ooth the legislative and adrrrinistrative proposals 
(See Chapter I, A and B) provide for cooperative plarming and 

management between the NPS and local, State, Native, Federal 
agencies, and other groups. This type of coordinated plarming 
would certainly apply to support facilities, such as waste 
disposal facilities, for nonurnent-related developnent. 

256. The specific impacts on the ·ty social and cultural life 
have been reanalized and are discussed. in Chapter III, F-6. 
Other ·ty'"'-related impacts are discussed in the other 
parts of section III, F and also III, G. As is stated in those 
sections, it is felt that the great majority of nonument 
visitation will accrue to the city of Seward rather than the 
villages of English Bay and Port Graham. lt)st of the impacts 
related to the Natives will probably occur on Native-selected 
lands in the AEC rather than the villages thansel ves. Never
theless, as has been discussed above, the Park Service would 
CCX)perate with local governrcents and representatives to 
coordinate developnent planning so that the negative effects 
of increased visitation are ameliorated as much as possible, and 
that possible benefits are fully recogn.izErl. 

257. For changes in rronument IX)licy toward subsistence see response 
254 above and Chapter I sections A, B and C. Specifically, 
purpose number four of the legislative prorosal reads as 
follows: ''To foster Native par Licipation in, and benefit 
fran, the provision of facilities for visitor use." 

In reference to archeological and cultural resources: Chapter 
I, B calls for ''Research to locate, identify, and evaluate 
historical, archoological, architectural, and cultural resources. 
These resources will 1:>e preserved where rossible, and they will 
be interpreted for the public where feasible. Provisions of 
the National Historic Preservation Act and other applicable 
statutes will be observed. OJmpliance with these statutes will 
call for consultation with the Advisory Council on Historic 
Preservation and the Alaska State Historic Preservation Officer." 

Further infonnation on archeo1Dg"ic and cultural resources 
is contained in Chapter II, B-1 and III, H. 
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Saguaro Ecology Club 
6250 82nd Street 
Scottsdale, Arizona 
85253 

Theodor R. S-i-1em 
Chairrr1an, Alaska Planning Group 
u.s. Department of the Interior 
~Tashington n.c. 2021~0 

Dear Sir: 

.. 

Please re!)ly to: 
L!.725 ir. 70th st. 
Scottsdale, Az. 85251 

June 3, 1974 

The Saguaro Ecology Club suyports the establishment of.Harding Ice 
Field - J(enai Fior·ds l~ational : I021.ument. 1-IoV'rever, the dra.tt Environ
mental Irapact Statement did not consider the rollowing: 

1) The pos·sibility or including native-selected lands in the park 
with the ~tive's permission. 

2) Elir.1inating eonflicts t·rith the natives by selecting def'icienoy 269 
vri thdrawals outside their coi·poration boundaries. 

390 

3' The alternati.ve of' designating the area a J.Tational Park 
and adding Nat 11 Forest lands east or Seward. 

!~) The inesca:_)able nroblems 
which has usually proved 
failure. 

of dual management, 
to be a spectacular 

Thank you for receiving our connnents. 

Sincerely, 

Tom t·Tright 

0 

~I 
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RESPONSES 'ID c~s BY THE 
SAGUARO FLDLCX;Y CWB 

Note: 'Ihls canrcent was identical in content to those received from 
the following organizations: 

B:ryan Outdoor Resources Group 
Ecology Center of Southern caJifornia 
Friends of the Earth, Arizona Branch 
Western Wilderness Association 
The Wilderness Society 

The comrrents from these 5 organizations are not printed s.ince 
they have an identical content to this letter. Thus this 
reslX)nse will apply to all 5 other letters, and they will 
have no individ1:ial resp:>nses printed. 

258. The legislative proposal in Chapter I,A, takes into account 
the p::>ssibility of including lands donated by Native 
landCMners. 

It reads in part: '' ... that the Secretary may revise the 
boundary of the rronurrent to include not to exceed 453,000 
acres of lands and waters depicted on the Prop:>sal map as 
"Areas of Ecological Concen1" which are not selected by 
Native corp::>rations under provisions of the Alaska Native 
Claims Settlerrent Act. Within the lx>undaries of the rronurrent 
as established in legislation or as such boundaries may be 
revised, the Secretary is authorized to acquire lands, 
waters, and interests therein by donation (emphasis added), 
purchase, or exchange, except that property owned by the State 
of Alaska or any political sulxiivision thereof may be acquired 
only by donation or exchange, and property owned by any 
Native fillage or corp::>ration may be acquired only with the 
concurrence of such owner. 

259. Under the tenns of the Alaska Native Claims Settlerrent Act, 
lands withdrawn for Native selection must be of a ''like-kind" 
to that presently occupied by the Natives and must be 
reasonably acqessible to them. In view of the existing 
land withdrawal pa.ttems in the region, it was felt that 
the deficiency lands along the south coast -would rreet the 
terms of the Act and that no other reasonable alternatives 
were available in the area. 
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260. The decision to make Harcting Icefield-Kenai Fjords a National 
lt>nurrent rather thai:i a Park was based primarily on the 
criteria for parklands as set forth in 1'IPS Administrative 
Policies. 

Because the area was not given park status it does not rrean 
that it would receive any less protection as a rronurrent. 
Both would be legislatively established and both \\Duld carry 
the sane legal rnanagerrent restrictions and stipulations. 

Harding-Kenai was nade a nonurrent :rrostly because of the fact 
that, by Alaskan standards it fit the requirerrents of scope, 
spcice, and diversity that were deem::d compatible for designa
tion as a nonurrent. 

The alternative of including National Forest lands or other 
lands from existing, federal managerrent units is not being 
considered because these lands are presently unavailable for 
selection and are not covered by the section .17 withdrawals 
as mandated by ~CSA. 

261. The lead agency ID the managerrent of this proposal v.0ulct be 
the National Park Service. Joint managerrent \\Ould apply to 
the coastal units of the nonurrent and \\Dulct primarily concern 
wild-life managerrent. It is felt that the goals of both 
agencies are consistent with regard to these resources and 
that the area will benefit from the joint application of the 
different types of expertise available from the U4.0 agencies. 
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Mr. Theodor R. Swem 
Cha~man, Alaak« Planning Group 
V.S. Dep~rtm•nt of the Interior 
Waahiogton, D.~. 20240 

il-rom. 
Seward Chamber of Cororaerce 
Seward, Alaiika. 

Lear Mr SWEM: 

Seward, Ala~ka. 
Juno I9, I9'/4. 

Thi& report or propo~al will ~daress it~elf to the 

Federal ~ropoaal relatin~ to the Harding Icefield-Konai Fjorda 
~·ational mon1Jment area. 

The PropQ&al as aubmitted can not be conaidered a factual one a~ it 
relatea to the cit3 of Seward, tor in~tance the r~port indivatea that 
Seward ia still an import~nt link for shipping ·into the interior, this 
has not been t~e case ~ince the I964 earthquake, its citizen. still being 
~.la~ued b_y; ~11mor& of the eventual clouing do~·n of the Alaska 

railroad from Seward to Port¥ge. 

At present tihe Seward Dock hosta a ffjw log ~hipa .t :;ear shi,-.111intS ca,.ii ·~ 
to Ja~an, in addition pe1.~hapa two or three ships a year h-.uling uorap i1·r; 

,. 

to Taiwan, .when the Cook inlet ice ~ocome~ a problem a few barge& 

m•y com• into Seward for unloading rather than face the h~zard~ o! th 
ice in Cook Inlet. 

Reaidenta of Seward do not con&ider their winters sev•re as the avera!e 
•i•ter tem~eratur• in th~ .rea i• approx1m~tel3 I8 ,bove, he.vy ~nows 
~~ occur &ome Jears but the city it~elf has not been isolaLed 

becauae o! ano~fall depth, wlides of ~now maJ fro~ time to time 

cloae the highway betueen Port~ge anu Anchorage for a matter of nours 
onl.Y. 

, 

The city of Seward 1. unique in as much as all of its citizen~ 
injoy a central Sewer and water SJ~tem, althou~h a wtudy is under w~J 1'6 
to con&ider a Sewage Tre~tmdnt plant it has not been finalized and the 
a.tud_y continues. 
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Co1w-11ercial }"'i.hing muiit be coo.aiderea as a mainstay of thei 

cororouait¥, -at pre went more than a hundred fishing ves~els work 2bb 
from. the Se~ard are~ bringing in Halibut, Crabs of several ~pecies 

as well a& Salmon, ~call op aad Her.r·.ing, the Port of Seward rankw 
·tl\ird ia the ~atio~-~s a port for. Haliout Processing.· 

The Lumber mill in Seward is presentl~ processing about ei~ht million 

board feet of .J..11cober iru.tttad of the four million feet indicated .'J.fo7 
in the t>roposal . 

The &kill Center for Adult Vocational Training employs approximately 

(50) ~eacher~ and Administrator. in~tead of the (25) i~dicated in 
the proposal .. 

Th• Seward Small Bo~t Harbor is recognized.& being one of the 
f'iaa&t in tp~ State with a11. ~verincr~a.ing n1,Jn1ber of boat~ 2b9 
requ.eatiag moorage, iiR audition thi& a11m,ner will complete the 
Harbors expansion possibilities and atudiee are under way to 

locate a new area for future needs. 

Th• proposal indicate& there has been no ~1ning in the Nuka Bay 
area since world war two,however we do know that more th.n two ~7() 
hundred ~•d fifty thou~and dollar~ has been spent t~~~e in the 

laat five years, the value of the Gold recovered is not known 
at this time. 

The Pxoposal Boundary includ~~ the drainage of the RessurrectioA 

River which i2 a known major aip-.wning stre.m for Sil.~er ~nd Pink 71 
Salmoa, a~ future need to re-h~bilitate the Qtream could be 
illegal if it were under Park Statu&. 

Sewara Citizen. have never invisioned the Harding Icefield being 

oeveloped iAto a m~jor Wintertime Ski-Area, we do however feel 1~ d>.l;J., 
offers .,1mmer tirne iiki-.1.n~ over a 1-.r~e ttre, which tzJhoul,1 be of 
interea.t to the maey skiera. who llOW saek su1n1ner itao~~ ia Chile aad 
Peru, the area is u~iqu, ia thi~ re&pect ana could offer .everal 

ckoicoa of recreatioa to famil~ groups with diversified interests. 

The followiag is a list of what the Hardiag Icefield could offer; 
GLACIER SKI•It~G, Si~Ov/MOBILE '!'OURS, SI.MULATE·D POLAR CA(dFS for 

overnight or longer visits. 

Over the Snow 'vehicle Scenic Tou.r·s; w.nd Sum:,er racing Gamps. 

)<i __ Mountaineering aad Outward Bound C•mps. 

l It should be recogni~ed that orlo Third of the skier·s in the 

Uaj,.ted. Sta:t..es reside in the States of W.ashingt:0.lll w ,,Ore.c.OJt. 
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&Ad Calitoraia, modern traAQ~ortatioa would enable these people 
to be Ski-ing ia a few hours after leaviag their homes. 

The large population of the P.cific Co,&~ Statea coupled with a 

•growing amount of recreational time would seem to indicate that tho 
Hardi~g Icofiela could ~nd should be aeveloped into a Major 

2..72 

Sum~er time Recreatioa Area. 

Exception can be taken ia regards to the statement on Page three 
which aa~s that if this propo~al is not enacted and if the Area 

goes under the Multiple Use Coacept that Developement might be Jear~ 
aw.~, we disagree with this since it is well known that the 

National Park~ Service has never been noted for its haste in 

developing &AJ' area regardless of its use, Park Service developement 
in Alaska has aot beea aoted#for it& speed ia satisifyi~g the Publico 

0a page !26 your proposal iadicates great harm to the area if a 
largepart of the icefield ia a~sigaed recreatiomal &tatus, on the 

co.n.t1:ary we feel that b,r per,nitting .t·ec.r·eatioa over 111. la.r15er area 71" 
it will greatly le~~•n the possibilities of ao3 harmful efrects. 

The Map oa P~ge 2 .hows the area to be set aside for Recreation 

and we feel that were thi~ to be accepte~ it would offer nothing 
moi.'e than a tu.r·n aro11nd point for the viei tor, to favor thi8 

limited area seem& totall1 unrealiatic and would be quickl~ 
proven so bi an enraged public. 

Th• Concerns being expres~ed in ~our Propoa~l relating to imp-ct 
oa the Landscape seems to be an extreme one, the ground rules 

being established for this proposal and the State of Alaska are QO 

1., ~stri<!ti,re -.md bindi1l~ th.-t Conceivably we shall be-.r V,1itne~s 
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to our St-.te be1110 ~'enced i11 with l~O-Tress1>ass S1. 0ns being the 
do1rii».11t fe6ltu1'e, the St6lte -.nd ~Lts l ) I' Oll.d citizens ~·ill o:f neccenB ity 

, 

continue to be \'J-.1~cls of t}1e Goverment bee.use of our int{bili·1~~., 

to n1anage and Harvest our Natural Resources. 

Respectfully Submitted 

Seward Chamber of Commerce. 

/~ ~ --,!?~ 

2.73 
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RESPONSE 'ID mMMENrS BY 
THE SEWARD CHAMBER OF CX>MME~ 

Note: Many of the ccrcments in this letter referred to the Conceptual 
Master Plan which was published with the Draft Environmental Statement. 
"As these corrments are all applicable to the envirornnental statement 
as well as the rraster plan, they have been res:[X)nded to in the final 
Environmental Stat:.ement. 

262. Much of the naterial on the city of Seward has been corrected. 
and updated. (See Chapter II, sections B-2 through B-9; also 
Chapter III, sections D, F-5, F-6, F-7, and G). The descrip
tion of Seward's importance in the regional tranSJ:X)rtation 
systatL has been corrected to reflect the significance of the 
ea~r Lhquake. (See Chapter II, B-2). Also,additional infonnation 
on the transportation net\\Ork is conrained in Chapter II, B-4 
and II, B-9. 

263. This infonnation has been added to Chapter II, B-9. 

264. The text has been changed to reflect this infomtion. (Sec 
Chapter II, B-2 and A-5) . 

265. This information has been included in Chapter, B-2 and also 
in Chapter III, D. 

266. The importance of ccmnercial fishing in the Seward econany 
was recognized in Chapter III, section F-5: "On the Market 
Econany'' which reads inpart: 

''In the present Seward econany, ccmnercial fishing, the 
largest industry, and timber prodl:lction, the second largest, 
together en1ploy 50 percent of the city' s 1WOrk force. The 
waters in the vicinity of the pro:[X)sed rronument are pa1 L of 
the Outer District of the Cook Inlet Fisheries Management 
Area. The Outer District accounts for about one eighth of the 
toraJ Cook Inlet fish catch. Sa.lnon, King crab, herring, 
halibut, and scallops are harvested. There are canneries 
at Seward, English Bay and Port Grabam. '' 

Further, your information on carmercial fishing has been added 
to Chapter II, B-4 and A-8. 

267. The infonnation on the production of the lumber mill has 
been corrected. (See Chapter II, B-4). 

268. The figure for euployment at the Skill Center has been corrected. 
(See Chapter II, B-5). 
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269. This infonna.tion has been included in the statanent. 
Chapter II, B-7 and Chapter III, G) • 

(See 

270. Infonnation on the recent mining activity in Nuka Bay has 
}?een included in Chapter II, A-3 and B-8, as well as 
Chapter III, F-8. The value of gold recovered in 1973 was 
$27,000. (Infornation taken fract the Seward City Council 
letter). 

271. Although the Resurrection River is not entirely within the 
nonurrent boundaries, sarte of its western tributaries are. 
"Any rehabilitative work on the salnon spawning nms 
which rc'C]Uired physical alteration of the natural environ
ment within nonurrent boundaries would not necessarily be 
prohibited, but any such proposals \\Ould be considered 
individ11ally , on a case by case basis. 

272. The proi;osal for the Harding Icefield-Kenai Fjords Nationa] 
M)n~t fully rC<XX]nizes the recreational p::)tential of the 
Icefield. One of the five purposes of the legislative 
pro:posal, as outlined in Chapter I is '' to provide for on 
optimum of high quality, highly accessible visitor use 
opportunities, provided. that those uses are compatible with 
the preservation of natural systems. '' 

Further, the administrative proposal outlines a conceptual 
master plan which suggests types of developrent very similar 
to those in your letter : 

" An interpretive progrant to reach the visitor whether he is 
on the icefield, at a lodge, on a boat, in a plane, or on 
a hiking trail. Inte:rpretation will concentrate on the marine, 
ooastal, rrountain and icefield environments; on geological and 
gearorphic processes; and on historical and cultural aspects, 
especially relating to Seward and to Native groups, ooth past 
and present. Superb scenery with abundant marine life provides 
a rare setting for such interpretation. Harding Icefield 
offers the visitor types of e.xi;:>erience available in few places 
in the 'WOrld. The icefield also may offer opportunities for 
snowrrobile tours,, cross-country skiing, snowshoeing, and 
camping. Wildeniess caicping, hiking and rrountain climbing, 
though limited by weather oonditions, ~uld be appropriate 
over rrost of the nnnument. The ooastal area would offer 
1:x:>a.ting and fishing." (See Chapter I for further detail). 

Although we agree that rrost of the recreational use of the 
area \vOuld take place in the stmmer, we also feel that sane 
types of year round recreation are fX)ssible. 
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The Park Service is very ±nteiested in the ideas and studies 
which the of Canccerce and other organizations have 
developed with regard to the recreational potential of the 
area. During the ongoing planning process for the m:>nurnent, 
and as studies for specific developnents are caYried out, the 
Park Service will seek c:ooperation with agencies, local 
go ts, organizations such as the of cac1nerce, and 
other interested parties to ensure the implarentation of well 
thought out and well coordinated land use plaruring. 

273. As this statanent is not on page 3 of either the Ma.ster Plan or 
the EIS we assune that this cx:mnent refers to the language 
contained in Chapter II, C of the draft environmental statanent: 
''Probable Future of the Environment Without this Proposal'' • 
The ''Probable Future'' section in the Final Envirormental State
rcent has been rsvritten to reflect the consideration that 
similar recreational developnent could occur under non-NPS 
managernent of the area. (See Chapter II, C; also Chapter VIII 
A and C). 

274. The portion of the Icefield classified in the Conceptual 
Master Plan as class II, or ''general outdoor recreation area", 
has been identified as the area where any visitor use develop
rcent or intensive visitor use might take place. Similar areas 
of potential recreational developnent have been suggested for 
parts of the coastal area. Nevertheless, the rest of the Ice 
field, as well as areas along the coast would be open to 
recreational activities which were considered cac1patible with the 
preservation of natural values on those lands. These might 
include, ski touring, backpacking, climbing, wilder11ess 
camping, snowshoeing, etc. 

It should be stressed at this tine that all the management and 
developnent proposals for the nonurnent are conceptual in nature. 
They are intended as general guidelines for future managenent 
of the area, and no specific developnent plans have been finalized. 
Further, rrore detailed studies would be carried out to develop 
specific proposals, and these, as has been outlined in Chapter 
I, would involve consultation during the planning process 
with local, State, Native, and Federal agencies, as well as 
other organizations and interested parties. 

275. As has been discussed in the response to question 274 above, 
recreation w0uld not necessarily be limited to class II lands 
suggested in the Conceptual Ma.ster Plan, as shown on the 
Land. Classification map. Recre.ational uses canpatihle with 
preservation of natural values could also occur on other lands 
in the rronurnent. 



276. By directing the Secretai:y of the Interior to withdraw 
up to 80 million acres of land as units of the Four 
National Systems, Congress recognized. the desirability 
of providing environrrenta] protection and management for 
scree of the natural resources in Alaska under recognized 
and existing national managarent systerns--systans with a 
spectrum of differing objectives and acrphasis in their 
management. 

The Harding-Kenai proposal is not intended to eliminate 
human use of the area. As has been stated alx>ve (response 272), 
recreational 11se is one of the five purposes of the prop::>sal: 
''to provide for an opti.nn.:nn of high quality, highly accessible 
visitor use opportunities, provided that they are canpatible 
with the preservation of natural systems." 

We hope it is evident that we want the public to be able to enjoy 
the area, in addition to preserving its natural beauty. 

, 
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July 18, 1974 

Mr. Theodore Swem 
Chairman, Alaska Planning Group 
Departme11t of the Interior 
Interior Building 
Washington, D.C. 20240 

Dear Mr. Swem: 

Enclosed with this letter are the comments of the Sierra Club on tl1e 
draft EIS's of the Department of the Interior on the following proposals 
in the State of Alaska: 

Gates of the Arctic National Park 
Cape Krusenstern National Park 
Kat1nai National Park 
Harding Icefield-Kenai Fjords National Monument 
Lake Clark National Park 
Mt. McKinley National Park (extensions) 
Wrangell-St. Elias National Park and 
Wrangell Mountains National Forest 
Yukon-Charley National Rivers 
Fortymile National Wild and Scenic Rivers 
Chukchi-Imuruk National Reserve 
Yukon Flats National Wildlife Refuge and 
Porcupine National Forest 
Arctic National ·~ildlife Refuge 
Yukon-Kuskokwim National Forest 

\ 

Koyukuk National Wildlife Refuge 
Yukon Delta National Wildlife Refuge 
Noatak National Arctic Range 
Iliamna National Resource Range 
Togiak National Refuge 

The Club would appreciate inclusion of these comments in the Record. 

Sincerely, 
' ( ,,,. 

. I 
Edgar Wayburn, M.D. 
Chairman, Alaska Task Force 



lIARDI11G ICEFIELD-KErJAI FJORDS NATIONAL MOtTUl\IBNT 

Title page, attached erratum: why was the joint National 

Park Service-Fish and ~/ildlife Service jurisdiction dropped 
277 

in favor of sole NPS jurisdiction? 

Pages 1-7. With respect to the waters included in the 

proposal, 

a) \vhat is the extent of' these i"raters? 

b) i·Jhat is the nature of the jurisdiction the NPS will 

have over these waters? 

c) What is the relationship of that jurisdiction to the 

state-owned tide and submerged lands? 

d) In the event of conflict between NPS and state objectives 

in these waters, ho'f/J' v1il.l the confJ.ict be resolved? 

e) ~·!hat ara the env'ironmcntal impac~ts of includins these 

waters? of excluding the~1? 

Page 5. '11he map is J~abeled 11 Land status prio1'l to December 

18, 19·,3. 11 v/hat is the land status after December 18, 1973? 

Pages 19-25. A summary of changes in land status is also 

necessary for a complete understanding of the "background'' of 

the current proposal. This sun~ary should include, with maps 

for e2ch, land status: 

a) as of December 18, 1971; 

b) fol] ov1i11g the J·a.nuary 1972 selections by the Egan ad-

rninis tra tio11; , 

c) as a rest1l t of Secretary r,1orton 1 s I·1arcr1 J.972 d-2 and 

d-1 \·Ii thdrc:ti-:al s; 

ct) fol] Cl,·,:i.ilG a11y clia~1~(;S i11 lja"cj~\:c def~tcier1cy '"i·Lrllir1 0 .. :o.J. ] ; 
• 

e) in Septcrober 19·72, u~or1 settlement of the suit brou3t1~ 

~o 
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f) after Secretary Morton 1 s final recommendations to Congress 

on December 18, 1973; 

g) in the legislation referred to on page 17 placing much 

of the proposal in the Wildlife Refuge System~ 

Pages 19, 36. nso rare are stlcr1 vast areas of ice that 

Harding Icefield has been suggested for recognition in (the) 

l'1PS 1 s National Register of Natural Landn1arks 11 (p. 19). "The 

Harding, Sargent, (25 miles vrest of Harding), and BagJ.ey Ice

fields are entirely in the United States, and the Juneau Ice

field lies in Alaska and Canada" {p. 36), It should be noted in 

the final E.I.S. that the Sargent Icefield is already partly 

covered by the Nellie Juan Wilderness Study Area, and 

the Forest Servj_ce proposes to adc tl1e rest of the j.cefield to 

the Chugach Nat~onal Fores\; probably it wlll go into the wilder

ness study area too. I11 its t·J.car1gell-St. Elias Natior1al Park 

proposal., the Interior Depc:11 ... tment has graveJ.y recommended the 

entire Bagley Icefield for national park status--millions of 
. 

acres of it--although the enthusiasm it shotls for preserving the 

BagJ.ey is some1A1hat greater") than it expresses for prc,t;ecting the 

!Ia1~ding Icefield, v1hich it slates for a tramway and rnechanized 

tours. 

\·Jl1a t percent of the li~rcling Icefield-I(cnai F j orcls is 

ice a11d barren rock? 

Pages 127-8~ i,rna.t d.oes the pt.r1a&e "vie ll over ha.lf" (of 

obviqus alte~natives a1 .... e overlool:c d. B"i1 .... st ., tl1c proposed Kcr·ia:L 

Fiords Natlonal J~colof?;j.cal l,escr .. vc (J11 S. ~~9].[) o[' J;..1r1t-~ary 30., 1 97!~ : 
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a map and a summary of the provisions of t~1:l.c aJ.ternative proposal 2$ 

should be included in the final E.I.S., and its impact brief'ly 

discussed. A second alternative boundary would be the exclusjon 

of the 1Iarding Ice field., v1i th tl1e coastal and j_sland areas being 

pl&ced in the proposecl Coastal Natior1al i'fildlifc Rcftle;e. La.ncls 

within the area of ecological concern not selected by Native 

corporations could be added to tl1e reftlge irnn1ediately after 

t-Tative selections were con1pleted, or after fttrther study and a 

reco1nmendation to Congress by the Interior Department. 

, 
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RESPONSE TO FroM THE 
SIERRA CLUB 

277. An environmental statement does not require docurrentation 
of the study process prior to its release for public review, 
nor should it attenpt to justify why the proIX)sal has 
arrived at its present fract. 

These staternents were developed. in acoordance with NE:PA 
requirernents and cm guidelines and in our opinion ma.de 
a good. faith effort to consider and display all relevant and 
.important impacts, even on alternatives that were sanetimes 
envirorIInentally nore advantageious than sacte proIX)sals. !tans 
raised. in review have been substantially changed to rarove any 
significant justificato:r.y tone noted to us in the review process. 
We do not consider these statements to be pror:osal justifications, 
but to be our best effort with limited information and time to 
present the possible future environrrental impacts that could 
reasonably be expected to result fratt the proposed changes in 
land status and managernent. 

Although this prop::>sal \\Ould be part of the National Park 
System only, it nevertheless remains prop::>sed. for joint 
manage:ctent under NPS and :FWS. 

278. There are approx.inately 147,000 acres of offshore waters within 
the proposed. rronument boundaries and approximately 311,000 acres 
of offshore waters within the proposed. AEC boundaries. 

404 

Enactment of this proposal will result in the transfer of sacte 
authorities and jurisdictional res:EX)nsibilities to the 
Congressionally designated. Federal managing agency. 

Under the legislative proposal, lands oonta.inecl within the 
proIX)sal ooundary which lie above mean high tide are considered 
to be under Federal jurisdiction. The legislative pr()p)sal 
does not adjust any Federal-State jurisdictional responsibilities, 
nor does it anend, by implication, the Sul:lterged lands Act. 

The impacts of the proposal on the various resources in these 
waters are covered in Chapter III, Section A, D, and F-A 

279. See res:[X)nse to question 136 of the State's letter. 

280. An environnental impact statement does not require documentation 
of the study process, including chronology of changes that were 
made in a prop::>sal prior to its release for public review. 
This statement reflects the land status that was correct at the 
tine it was prepared for printing. 



Infonnation of the kind you request is available upon x-equest 
frart the BIM and is a matter of public record through the 
Public rand Orders issued and the "Base E'' land status maps 
developed by the BIM. 

281. The infonnation on the other icefields has been included in 
Chapter II, A-2. 

282. These impa.cts are discussed in Chapter III, section C. 

283. Approxima.tely 80 percent of the lands pro!X)sed for inclusion 
in the rronurcent can be described as ice or barren rock. 

284. This staterrent was left general by design. Rather than 
estirrate a percentage of the rronurcent which would be managed 
for wilderness character, the passage directs the reader 
to the Tand Classification map. It is felt that this will 
give the reader a better idea of the extent of primitive 
lands than \\'Ould an oversimplified percentage figure. 

285. This alternative has been mapped and discussed. (See 
Chapter VIII, section D-4). 

286. This alternative is covered by our alternative C-3. If 
the lands in the AEC and the coasta] areas were excluded 
fr01r1 the rronurcent, as in Alten1ative D-3, they could 
then be considered by Congress for inclusion in the Coastal 
Refuges proposal. (This could occur even though the Ice
field remained a rronunent.J Also, if Congress took no 
action on the Harding Denai proposal, it could still include 
coastal lands in the Coastal Refuges proposal. 

In addition, the inclusion of these lands in the prop::)sed 
Coastal Refuges has also been considered in the EIS on that 
proposal. (See Chapter VIII of the Final Environnental 
Statenent for the Alaska Coastal National Wildlife Refuges) 

, 
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333 Madison 
Ketchikan, Alaska 99901 

Mr. Theodor R. Swem, Chairman 
Alaska Planning Group 
U. S. Department of Interior 
Washington, D. C. 20240 

Dear Mr. Swem: 

June 13, 1974 

The Alaska Section of the Society of American Foresters, representing 
more than 150 forestry profess-ionals throughout the State of Alaska, 
is keenly aware of the many important contributions that forest resources 
can make to the material, social, and spiritual well-being of the nation 
and the State of Alaska. These contributions are determined in large 
measure by the objectives, policies, and means of the forest landowners, 
whether the landowner is the public, shareholders of a corporation, or 
individuals. The Alaska Section of the Society is especially interested 
in the Draft Environmental Statements on the Secretary's Proposals for 
land withdrawals under the Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act of 1971, 
since basic objectives and policies for much forest land owned by the 
public is proposed. These objectives and policies will have substantial 
effect on the quality, quantity, and variety of outputs provided by 
forest land managed under the proposed withdrawals and will play a 
key role in guiding prescriptions by forestry professionals of practices 
necessary to achieve such goals and objectives. 

Forest lands normally provide the largest net sum benefits to society 
when managed for multiple use. Multiple use is a strategy of deliberate 
land management for two or more purposes which utilizes, without impairment, 
the capabilities of the land to meet different demands simultaneously. 
Uses of forest lands should be skillfully coordinated unless there is 
demonstrable need for exclusive use. Establishing priorities of land 
use is valuable procedure in the multiple-use management of forest lands, 
especially where land-use conflicts may occur. Land use priorities 
should be based on the objectives and needs of the landowner, reviewed 
periodically and, where necessary, changed to reflect changing conditions 
of resources and changing needs of people. 

The Section finds that many of the proposals for these land withdrawals 
eliminate large areas of fores~ lands from multiple use management by 
inclusion in proposed parks, monuments, and refuges, unnecessarily 
eliminate mining, one of the traditional multiple uses where adequate 
safeguards could be included in legislation, and preclude access to 
and through withdrawals which would deny the most productive use of 
adjacent State, Federal, Native, and private lands. 
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With the above thoughts in mind, the Alaska Section of the Society of 
American Foresters requests that this geperal statement be included as 
part of the comments on each proposal. 

I have enclosed specific comments which should become a part of the 
review of individual proposals. 

Sincerely, 

MAGNU E. CHELSTAD 
Chairman 

Enclosure 

• 

, 
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--.o--~ 
Specific Comments: 

1. There is little attention paid in any of the Statements to Alaska's 
contribution to National or world-wide supply of natural resources. What will 
be the division of resources between Federal, State, and Private if all of these 
proposals are implemented? This impact on the social and economic environment 
has not been adequately considered. 

2. Except in rare or unique situations, management for less than all of the 
values of forest and related environments is not wise use and is contrary to 
good conservation practice. We fully recognize the opportunities for out-

• • standing National Parks and Refuges in many places in Alaska. At the same 
time, creation of units in the National Park System and National Wildlife 
Refuge Systems in lanes best suited management for a combination of uses is a 
questionable pursuit. Pheraps one of the reasons multiple use management is 
not considered in a better light is because of the inadequate and often totally 
erroneous descriptions given in some of the alternative sections. Multiple 
use, practiced by professionals of various disciplines, does not result in 
serious environmental degradation. Better representation of multiple use and 
its impacts should be given, particularly in the Aniakchak Caldera, Mt. McKinley, 
Katmai, Kobuk, Gates of the Arctic, Chukchi-Imuruk, Yukon Delta, Alaska Coastal, 
Togiak, and Iliamna proposals. 

3. The Yukon-Charley National Riverway proposal does not recognize nor gi ve 
proper weight to the variety of resources available. At the same time, the 
historic and cultural values, while important, seem to be exaggerated. Timber 
and agriculture resources are not accurately portrayed. Timber volumes, 
according to U. S. Forest Service, is near one billion bd. feet. The Soil 
Conservation Service reports areas of real crop land and grazing potential. 

The development of hydropower is not properly discussed. The effect of the 
proposal on mineral extraction does not indicate the full extent of restriction 
and probable result under National Park administration. The opportunity to 
develop wildlife habitat might be restricted and this lost opportunity is not 
discussed. 

4. The Lake Clark proposal does not adequately portray the diversity of 
resources of this area. Only the sc~nic values are adequately described. Sport 
hunting and other wildlife values, mineral potential and timber potential are 
underplayed. Current timber surveys by USFS and BLM indicate 74 million cubic 
feet of forest resources in the area. The emphasis on the importance of the 
proposal in protection of water quality by preventing mining and road building 
does not square with Federal and State water quality control laws applicable 
to all jurisdictions, and fails to relate the already high turbidity and 
sedimentation of the glacier-fed rivers and streams. 

• 
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5. The volume of timber in the Koyukuk proposal is not known precisely. 
Consideration of this resource should be related to the entire region rather 
than to the proposal area. Sustained yield of timber resources relies on 
policies which maintain the largest inventory to permit rotations throughout a 
broad region. Withdrawal of availability puts additional pressures on other 
areas and could well mean the difference between an economic and environmentally 
sound program in .the total region. This area should be managed under authorities 
to manage and utilize the renewable resources with proper safeguards for wildlife 
values. 

6. The Yukon Flats region contains one of the most significant stands of 
interior forest. It is a major habitat for nesting waterfowl. It is a known 
oil and gas province of promise. As discussed in the Koyukuk proposal, the 
long-term effects on the total Alaskan environment can be affected by the amount 
of resources available for utilization. In the Yukon Flats proposal, waterfowl 
protection and utilization of wood products need not be mutually exclusive. 
Authorities should be included and considered which will foster the conservation 
of wood fiber resource in concert with all other sources of wood in the upper 
Yukon Valley in all ownerships. Although the harvesting of timber is permissable 
on refuges, it is not an active program. Good land management should provide for 
wid~ use of all resources compatible with the area's primary values. 

7. The proposal to place the extensive Fortymile River system into a Federal 
• 

reserve system without also including its total watershed in a reserve system 
does not seem logical. The Wild and Scenic proposal should provide for pro
tection and management of all of the watershed under authorities as permanent 
as the River itself • . 

8. The Porcupine National Forest proposal states as major management emphasis 
''development of • • • measures which will lead to sustained yield forest 
management on this unit and adjacent ownerships". This is an admirable goal, 
but no details are given on how this may be achieved. In fact, in view of 
statements made in the Yukon Flats National Wildlife Refuge proposal, it seems 
unlikely this goal can be achieved. 

9. The Yukon Kuskokwim National Forest proposal brings a long-range conserva
tion philosophy to a region which might not otherwise enjoy an overriding 
objective of environmental' quality. Although seen as decades away, integrated 
management Qf this area for its various resources should serve as a stabilizing 
influence for regional development. We are pleased the Secretary has recognized 
that large areas of lands with combinations of resources are of national 
interest as well as areas with dominant scenic or wildlife features. 
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10. Major management emphasis for the Wrangell Mountains National Forest 
proposal omits any mention of forest management. Protection and maintenance 
of scenic forests through advanced forestry measures may be one of the more 
important actions to augment the recreation resources of the area. Also, the 
cuntributions of timber from the Upper Tanana Valley within the proposal wi]l 
help alleviate pressures to overcut timber on State and Private lands elsewhere. 
We should hope that the practice of forestry will continue on this National 
Forest proposal. 

,... 
' 

t ' \\ r . ~. 
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RESPONSE 'ID BY 
SOC I E:'l'Y OF AMERICAN FORESTERS, AIASKA SEX:TION 

287. The PtlrIX>Se of the environnental statenent is to analyze 
the impact of the pro:posal. It is not the intent of the 
statenent to eval11ate the world-wide supply of or alloca
tion of resources. 'Iwo other corrnents have been raised 
which are closely related to your corrmmt. You may wish 
to review response 1 to a question raised. by the 
Forest Service concen1ing cumulative impacts of the 
28 proposals and response 15 to the De t of 
Cormerce conceniing cost-benefit analysis. 

288. ~ recognize the deviciencies in definition and analysis 
in the ''Mt1l tiple-use Alternative" discussions in the Draft 
Environnental Statenent. A revised. discussion of this 
alternative is included in Chapter VIII, C. 

, 
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'Mr. Theodor R. S\vem 
Chainnan, Alaska Planning Group 
U.S. Department of Interior 
washington, o.c. 

~ Mr. S\vem: 

--.o.-~ 
May 28, 1974 

SUbj: Env. Impact St. 
Secretarial Prop::>sals 
for Land Withdrawals 

Mertbers of tl1e Juneau Chapter of the Society of Arrerican Foresters, reing 
knowledgeable in the field of land nanagerrent and Alaska in general, have 
revie.ved tJ1e subject proJ;X)sal. Following thorough discussion, the Chapter on 
April 22 resolved as follc:Ms: 

WHEREAS many of the environmental staterrents for Alaska land withdrawals: 
(1) eliminate large areas of forest lands fran multiple use managerrent by 
inclusion in proposed parks, monurrents and refuges, (2) unrEcessarily eliminate 
rn.ining, one of the traditional multiple uses where adequate safeguards could be -,ag 
included in legislation, (3) disregard results of hearings held by the Joint LL.J 
Federal-State Land Use Planning Corrmission which preceded release of the 
Departnent of Interior's pro!X)sals for parks, rronurrents and refuges, thus 
denying this Society from public input, (4) preclude access to and through 
withdrawals and thus deny the best use of adjacent State, Federal, Native and 
private lands for tlEir nost productive use. 

00W THEREFORE BE rr RESOLVED t.'hat the Juneau Chapter of the Society of Anerican 
Foresters urges the Secretary of the Departrrent of Interior to reassess and 
aITEnd the prop:>sals and the environrrenta] stat.emmts to provide for the al:x::>ve 
nentioned deficiencies. 

re request that the above staterrent be added to all proposals. 

Adcpted May 22, 197 4. 

Very truly yo~, 

• 

Chapter 



RESPONSES 'ID Ca+1ENTS BY 
SOCIE:l'Y OF AMERICAN FORESTERS, (JUNEAU 

289. The forested lands involved with this prop:>sal total about 
5,000 acres. Renova! of this arrount of timber from p:>tential 
develoµrent is not considered to constitute significant inpact 
on the regional timber supply. (See Chapter III, F-5 for 
further discussion of timber) 

With regard to mining; in making d-2 land withdrawals and the 
reconnendations to the Congress for managerrent of these lands, 
a basic diliemna was faced which is implicit in a decision 
involving mineralogically unexplored lands such as those in 
Alaska. This dilemna was the choice between p:>ssible values 
of developable, nonrenewable resources such as minerals, 
and the resource values inherent in natural and ecological 
systems. 

In developing the final recornrendations to Congress, the 
need to leave mineral resources available for develoµrent 
was given careful consideration. In the first place, sorre 
of the Systems themselves herein advanced by these prop:>sals 
contain the authority and objective of mineral developnent. 
And, it should be noted that the selections already made 
by the State of Alaska and the priorities provided the Native 
Claims under ANCSA have excludErl frart ''Four System" considera
tion vast areas of mineral µJtential already. In many cases, 
lx>undaries of prop:>sals were redrawn to place mineral :belts 
of prine potential outside prqposals with restrictive manage
rrent categories. In other cases, managerrent options ~re 
left open to nuning where identified mineral p:>tential was 
sufficient to warrant such action, and where mineral extrac
tion 'WOuld not prove overly dama.ging to the enviro:nnent. 
However, in order to comply with the intent of section 17(d) 
(2) of the Act and in order to afford adequate protection of 
of these outstanding natural areas, sorre areas which do have 
p:>ssible mineral potential were recarrrended for protective 
managerrent that 'WOUld exclude mining and mineral entry. These 
proi;osals reflect a need, set forth in~ as a Congressional 
mandate, to preserve certain outstanding natural and ecological 
areas of national interest apart from mineral developnent. 

In addition, the recormendations of the Joint Federal-State 
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land Use Planning Corrmission were given careful consideration 
by the Secretary in making is recormendations to Congress 
for the managerrE.nt of the d-2 lands. 

Information gathered during our studies has been augnented. 
with cornrents from transcripts of the Joint Federal-State 
land Use Planning Comnission public hearings on use of the 
17(d) (2) withdrawal lands. The Federal agencies also had 
representatives at the public .hearings to identify and take 
note of special problems requiring considerations. Comrents 
received as a result have also been considered in develo:prent 
of the Final Environrrental Impact Staterrents. 

In regard to your point or access, see Chapter III, G for a 
discussion of this profX)sal's impacts on transportation and 
conmunication in the area • 

• 
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Alas~a Section 

Sitka Chapter 
P.O. Box 850 

Sitka, Alaska 99835 June 3, . 1974 

Mr. Theodor R. Swem 
Chairman, Alaska Planning Group 
U.S. Department of Interior 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. Swem: 

Members of the Sitka Chapter of the Society of American Foresters 
would like to add their support to the . resolution you recently 
received from the Juneau Chapter of the Society of American Foresters. 

We urge the Secretary of the Department of Interior to reassess and 
amend the proposals and the environmental statements to provide for 
the deficiencies mentioned in their resolution. 

A copy of their resolution is attached for your information. 

Sincerely yours, 

Alan J. Aitken 
Chairman, Sitka Chapter 

, 

415 



January_ 11, 1974 

Mr. Theodor R. Swem 

UNIVERSITY OF ALASKA 
. FAIRBANKS. ALASKA 9970 l 

Chairman, Alaska Planning Group 
U.S. Department of the Interior 
Washington, D. C. 20240 

Dear Mr. Swem: 

Thank you for including us in the distribution of draft environmental 
statements under the Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act. We are extremely 
interested in the activities of your group and the actions relating to d-2 
areas, and we look forward to receipt of further reports and related infor
mation. 

• 

The institute cannot, of course, take _a position as to whether an 
environmental statement does or does not adequately examine the issues . 
However, as individuals, our staff will certainly provide what assistance we 
can. The extent to which this will be done depends primarily on the interests, 
knowledge, and time of individual staff members. Subject to these constraints, 
we will do what we can to review the draft statements and provide technical 
coouoents, primarily in the area of socioeconomic impacts. It would, by the 
way, be useful to know exactly how deep and extensive an analysis is required, 
and if you have any appropriate guidel.ines, we would greatly appreciate 
receiving them. 

I can give you two general comments at this time, a~d these are strictly 
• 

personal. First, the draft analyses of socioeconomic impacts that I have 
looked at seem rather vague and weak. Second, and this is extremely important, 
the impact statements essentially view each proposal in isolation from other 
proposals~ and from .other major land actions ~n the ·region, includi11g state 
and Native selections. It is douptful that a piecemeal approach can provide 
the bas~s for evaluating total impacts, either in terms of regional, statewide, 
or national perspectives. I make these comments now, as they apply to the 
total set of proposals and will not be reflected in individual statement 
reviews. 
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· UNJVii;RSITY OF ALASKA 

In any case, we will do what we can to provide you with useful coruuaents .. 
We have, of course, provided much information and individual assistance to 
agencies working on the statements. This we are continuing to do, and if we 
can be of any service to your group beyond the reviews, please let us know. 

Best wishes. 

I 
Sincerely, · 

/--<" 

I 

' ., 

Viet Fis her, Director 
Institute of Social, Economic 

and Government Research 

VF:jd 
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UNIVERSITY OF ALASKA 
FAIRBANKS. ALASKA 9970 l 

February 15, 1974 
Mr. Theodor R~ Swem 
Chai nnan ,: .A 1 aska Planning Group 
U.S. Department of the Interior 
Washington, o.c. 20240 

Dear Mr. Swem: 

Biologists on our staff favor caution in development of access to 
areas of Alaska that are still largely in their natural state. We have 
no special expertise in the general economical or social uses of the 
proposed areas of withdrawal. Individuals in our .staff are aquainte·d 
through biological studies with the animal and plant life and people of 
many of the areas proposed for withdrawal. Our future program will 
involve studies of the animals, plants and people of Alaska. In hese 
we will be joined, as in the past, by colleagues of national and inter
national institutions for research and with associates in state and federal 
agencies concen1ed with management of natural resources. Through the 
knowledge of its resident staff the Institute of Arctic Biology has become 
a center through which national and international scientists carry out 
studies of the Alaskan biological environment. 

We note with interest a proposal that facilitation of better sci
entific infonnation is regarded of importance in the statements on impact 
of the withdrawals. The statements prepared by Interior outline rather well 
the known aspects of biological information in the several areas proposed 
for withdrawal. These statements also indicate that information about the 
several biological environments is still insufficient for management and by 
no means shows the full value for public interest and use of the animals 
and plants in the diverse environments. For Alaska and the nation it is 
important to intensify studies of life in Alaska, which · contains a vast 
store of still unknown biology applicable to practical and theoretical 
developments as well as being of exciting interest for popular educqtion. 

We presume, altjlough it is not expressly stated, that the very know
ledgeable personnel of the Alaska Department of Fish and Game have been 
consulted with regard to the impact statements. It would be desirable to 
utilize their knowledge, experience and devoted interest as residents in 
effective manner in a combination of federal and state planning and manage
ment. That bureaucratic procedures have made these combinations difficult 
to implement should be no obstacle to devising a reasonable cooperation. 

In fact, very vociferous and realistic objections to 1 arge federal 
withdrawals in Alaska wil 1 come from the possibly adverse in1pact upon 
the state's government by sequestrations under non-resident management. 
Unless concord v1ith the people and government of the State of Alaska is 
carefully prepared, hearings on the proposed withdrawals are sure to be 
disturbed by arguments in which federal bureau$; state government and 
citizen organizations appear as adversaries. They should, of course, appear 
as collaborators in fact and principle. 



U :hi . I V E..r R S I 'f Y O F A L A S K A 

INSTITUTE OF ARCTIC BIOLOGY 

The biologists of this Institute will carefully observe the de
liberations on the impact statemen·tso Individuals among us ,;who have 
special scientific knowledge of the life in an area proposed for with
drawal will offer their opinions as individual scientific testimony where 
appropriate. The Institute of Arctic Biology is ready to serve the 
Department of the Interior in fact-finding studies if such studies should 
be requested from the University of Alaskao 

LI:hw 

Sincerely yours, 
../ ·, r Q 

,, (&u., ~"v'--'LA.. \ /1-1)-Z..,v ~ 
\. 

LAURENCE IRVING 
Advisory Scientific Director 
& Professor of Zoophysiology 
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GERALD GANOPOLE 

CONSULTANT-CERTIFIED PROFESSIONAL GCOLOGIST 
• 

Mr. Theodor Swem 

Box 4-1261 

ANCHORAG E . ALASKA 99509 
• I 

• 

907 · 277-0124, 

March 8, 1974 

Chairman, Alaska Plan Group 
U.S. Department of the Interior 
Washington, D.C. 20240 

Dear Mr. Swem: 

Re: EIS-Alaska Public Domain 
Lands - 28 Units. 

I have had occasion to review some of the proposed 
National Parks and Monuments statements and I was shocked 
to note the erosion of National Park principles into the . 
political expediency of allowing hunting in the proposed 
Parks and Monuments. 

At present, the only readily accessible area in 
Alaska in which any wildlife can be seen by the casual 
visitor or city dweller, is McKinley National Park. Most 
of the proposed scenic areas will endure long after man 
has passed ••• no matter what protected or unprotected status 
you may designate. But even controlled hunting in these 
areas will reduce many wildlife species to a rarity - - seen 
only by aerial spotting and ultimately through the high 
powered scope of a rifle. 

In many of the areas, I would hold the wildlife 
values are at least equal to or higher than the scenic 
values and I ;r-es.pectfully request that n·o hunting be allowed 
in any of the Parks or Monuments. 
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Further, I have never quite understood the logic 
' 

in operating even the present wildlife and game refuges 
in Alaska as breeding areas for the sole benefit of a re
latively few hunters and guides. Indi~iduals interested 
in killing animals should vie with each other for the few 
remaining animals to be found outside of the restricted 
areas and all wildlife and game refuges should become 
refuges .•• as their name implies. 

Limited subsistance hunting by indigenous inhabitants 
should, of course, be permitted but even this should be 29\ 
very closely ~ontrolled. 

Thank you for the opportunity to offer my comments 
for your land-use planning. 

Very 

Gerald 

GG/sc 

, 
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290. Sport hunting VvOuld not be allowed in the Harding Ice
field Kenai Fjords National M:>nument. 

291. Subsistence use of the area -would be allaved. For specific 
provisions concerning subsistence see Chapter I A, B, and 
c. 



CLEMSON UNIVERSITY 
CLEMSON, SOUTH CAROLINA aees1 

COLLEGE OF FOREST AND 
RF.CREATION RESOURCES 

• 
DEPARTMENT OF RECREATION 
AND PARK ADMINISTRATION 

Mr. Thecx:lor R. Swem 
Chairman, Alaska Planning Group 
U.S. Departrrent of the Intecior 
19th and C Sts., N. W. 
wastri..ngton, D. c. 20240 

Dear Mr. &rem: 

May 27, 1974 

In response to your letter of December 28, 1973, 
enclosed are comnents on the twenty-eight draft Environ
n:ental Statements concerning those lands involved with 
the Alaska Native Claims Settlernent Act. 

These corments have been prepared by It¥ graduate 
class in Corcprehensive Recreation Resource Planning. 
They have been limited to responses to the draft environ
mental statements and the studies of alternatives. Of 
course they are also limited in the fact that none of the 
res!X)ndents have visited. the areas under study. 

Nonetheless, these rerrarks are traJlSilµ_tted to you 
in the hope that they will be of sorre assistance in your 
final deliberations. 

Thank you for ·the opp::>rtunity to study the pro!X)sals. 
I l(X)k forward to receiving any reactions you may have to 
the enclosed co~nts. 

, 

Sincerely y urs, 

H. Jesse Grove 
Ass~iate Professor 
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RESPONSE 'IO CX)MMENI' FIDM 
JESSE H. GOOVE OF CLEM.SON UNIVERSI'rY (BRADLEY CARY) 

292. ''Park facilities'' are those developnents: trails, campsites, 
transportation, visitor centers, etc. Which ~uld be installed 
in order to provide recreational, interpretive, and managercent 
facilities for the nonument. 

They are described. in Chapter I, Band in Chapters II and 
III. 

293. The tramway has been proposed in the Conceptual Master 
Plan as a IX)Ssible means of access to the Icefield. It 
is not a finalized proposal at this tine as the master 
plan developnents are all oonceptual in nature. After 
establishrrent of the prop::>sed nonurrent, all developnent 
plans ~uld undergo further, detailed study and environm:mtaJ 
assessrrent in accordance with NE:PA. 

The p::>ssible impacts of the tramway on the landscape are 
examined in III, B and C. 

294. Chapter I, B, paragraph 6 outlines the proposal's plans 
for study of subsistence uses in the area. It reads, 
''that CCX)peration be sought with all ooncernecl and affected 
individ11aJ s in a1-riving at an eqt.1i table and workable manage 
mcnt plan for subsistence resource uses in the proposal area, 
including in-depth study of subsistence lifestyles and 
resource uses. 

295. We believe that convenient access to the nonument (which 
is already available by road, t,rain and plane) is essential 
for the optinrun visitor use and enjoyment of the nonument. 
One of the purposes of this m::>nurnent, as set forth in the 
legislative prop:>sal in Chapter I, A is ''To provide for 
an optinrun of high quality, highly accessible visitor use 
opportunities, provided that those uses are caupatible with 
the preservation of natural systems." 

Visitor use and access would be planned and controlled to 
protect the natural values of the area. Visitor trans
portation systems would certainly not jeopardize the existence 
of the nonurnent. 

296. Private inholdings are listed. in Chapter I, D and shown 
on the Real Estate and Claims rna.p . 



• 

297. The irrpacts of this alternative are discussed in Chapter 
VIII, B. The proposal itself denonstrates the potential 
for l.ilnited use of over-the snCM vehicles on the Icefield . 

, 
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June 6, 1974 

2 07 N ~ \\I • ' D ,. St • 
Bentonville, Ark. 
72712 

Chairman 
Alaska Planning 
U.S. Department 
t,r . • t D C J'iash1ng on, , • 

Dear Sir: 

Group 
of the Interior 

20?40 

I understand that your Group is currently studying 
some twenty-eigl1t projects involving the inclusion 
of Feder&lly-o~ned lands in the National Park, 
Wildlife Refuge, Forest and ~ild and Scenic River 
Systems. 

I would like to support the maximum protection of 
the naturel environment in the areas under study. 
Perhaps I'll never put my canoe into any of the 
streams or hike through any of the nills, but I 
will be a happier man, knowing we have had the 
wisdom to protect and preserve them. 

Yours, 

-~l·' a11~ 
Steve L. Marquess 



PURDUE UNIVERSITY 
DEPARTMENT OF AGRONOMY 

LIFE SCIENCE BUILDING 

WEST LAFAYETTE. INDIANA 47907 

February 26, 1974 

Mr. Theodo~e R... Siven, Chairman 
Alaska Plan~ng Group 
U.S. Depar~ment of Interior 
Washington, D. c. 20240 

Dear Mr. Siven: 

I have been asked to contact you on behalf of the Institute of Agricultural 
~ 

Sciences, University of Alaska, Palmer. Alaska. First, I should mention 
that I have been a _consulting scientist in climatology at the Palmer Research 
Center, but I do not have any other contacts or interests in Alaska. 

In reading the climate and soils descriptions in the proposed D-2 withdrawals 
I find this information to be so general as to be in error, particularly in 
meso and micro scale -- a necessary scale consideration for agricultural 
potential. Most potential agricultural areas in Alas~a require a favorable 
deviation in meso-micro scale in climatic matters, soils, and topographic 
features. The land cescription of the proposed areas in the D-2 withdrawals 
by the Department of Interior·disregards the favorable areas with agricultural 
potentials. 

Decisions made in this fashion are likely to be very shortsighted because at 
some point in the future agricultural development is very likely to take 
place without prior research and in the absence of seientifically based plans 
so necessary t~ properly guide such development in the sub-arctic. 

My work. in Alaska has been confined to climate as related to the potential 
development of agriculture in this sub-arctic region. I have been concerned 
with delineating such areas in Alaska. I am attaching a reprint of two 
paper-s which represent a portion of my work in Alaska. I can provide three 
technical bulletins published by the Institute of Agricultural Sciences 
dealing with climatic data in potential agricultural areas. Perhaps these 
publications will interest you and your comn,ittee. 

In my-work, I have . tried to·address myself to basic, as well as practical 
considerations in ~eveloping a proper sub-arctic agriculture in a few of the 
most favorable areas in . the state. Such development should be preceded by 
several years of c~ireful survey and experimentation, in my view. Such an 
approach would be very different that in the past where too often agricul
tural development has been attempted by transferring mid-latitude agronomic 
practices to a sub-arctic region. And, I might add, too often the same can 
be said for much of the other living practices among the wite population now 
living there. But ., these s !1ortcomings of the past should not serve as a 
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aodel for all future attempts to develop a sustaining sub-arctic agricul
ture in the very restricted potential areas of the state. 

I will be glad to appear before your coo,u,ittee for further questioning. 

JEN:er 

Encl. 

cc: Institute of Agricultural Sciences 
University of Alaska 
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Sincerely yours, 

/-- ---; 
t . (/ 

'--... .....~?70- .::::--: C.~cc--7'2 ~~--c _ 
/.,._,, James ~ Newman 

,··' ' rrof essor of Agronomy, 
/ , • 

1
,; ... ·' Bioclimatology 



• 

RFS~SE 'ID Ca.1MENIS BY 
JAMES E. ~ 

298. A soils discussion has been added to Chapter II. (S~ 
section A-10) In addition, sorce revisions have been 
ma.de in the ''Climate" section of Chapter II where ad
ditional infonnation was provided in the connents. 

, 
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i'1ro Theodor Ro S1,1em 
Criairman, .L\laska Plann:ing G1~01.1p 

UoSo Department of the Interior 
\,fashingtinp D.Co 20240 

Dear Sir: 

1190 Payne Dr:i.ve 
L0 s 1'.J. to s , CA 940l2 
June 16, 1974 

Enclosed are comments on 12 of the Draft r~nvironmontal Impa.ct 
Stateraents on 1-Uaslcan lands. 

Yours very truly, 

~ ·l101hA. 
o Robert Noon 



nin kchP.k C8l dera l·T D. tional ;~~onll?'Tlent 

Is this not worthy of ~!ational Park status? 1~lhy not make it onel 

On p 22 it is ir..d.icated that ro.inting v~uld be permitted, in agreement with the 
Sta.te. The proposal mentions thatin the north peni..'r'lb"Ula the large animals 
(moose and bear) are hunted outand commercial hunting activitj_0:; 2re pror,-ressing 
southward; the availability of tro,hy animals in.11 depend on cl~se rianagcr.ient 
before they are depleted. l'fo game ria~a;~ement or e;ame sanctuary proposal is 
included, The dependence of brown beat·s on the salmon runs would seem to leave -
them especially vrtlnerable unless positive action iS taken to limit huntine 
pressure such that the animals can hold their own or increaseo 

Chukchi Inru.ru!~ !'iational 1,ijldJ.ru1ds 

The proposal lists areas of ecolof,ical concern virtuaJ]y on all sides: watershed 
areas, l-retland~ ,cliffbird colonies, iv~_terfo,vk habi tc1.t, palentoloeical resources, 
prehistory and history sites, spectacular mountains, and archeological sites. A 
substantial amount of this land is available for r,rative vdthdrawal. Rather 
than merely saying that such la.nd.s not wi tl-id.rawn should be considered for additions 
to the WildJ..ands, let it be automatic that any not withdrawn be included. Further, 
include the southern watershed rather tha..l'l. depend.ing on the divided autl1ority a..l1.d 
risk of undesirable develop..rnent associated with BL!·I managemento It would seem 
highly desirable to have tho ecological unit as complete as possible. 

Gates of the Arct; c Natj_o11al Park 
• r 

The Wilderness Society says that this proposal no longer applies. I suggest 
that it be reinstated and eA-panded. l'lith respect to areas of ecological concern 
let any not selected by a }Jative corporation be automatically included as with 
the Onion Portage in Kobuk Valley NM. 

Hard.ins Icefield f~e11ai Fjords ~Tl1 

Page 17 lists BLl~! as present administrator, and proposal~ for ESFW, ~or~st S~rvice, 
and and I~ational 1-fildlife Refuge System operation, In VJ.et.; of the difficulties 2.~ 
with multiple management, I suggest that there be single-org~iz~t~on manaeem~n~. 
excluding the BL:·!, or, as second choice l-Tell defined areas of individual organization 
management excluding the BLI\1. 

One of the possible al..ternates mentioned is essentially unrestricted use of 
snowmobiles (p 153) t·rhich ,.zould destroy the prin,.i tive CAc}rac~er of the area. I 
sugeest that no serious consideration be eiven this al~ernative, and that snow- ~ 
mobiles be highly restricted, if pe:r-mitted at all. Th7s w?uld. seeem to be 
necessary to I"etain the opt.ion of a wilderness classification. 

Kobulc Valley National ~;ronument: 

Tlro areas of ecolocrical concern are delinea.ted~· and part of one, Onion Portage, 
would be inclui!ed (p 2) if not selected by a Native corporation. The proposal 
st3 tes (p 20) Other !~C lands not so sel:cted " ••• shoul? b~ added to the 
proposed area." t·Jhy not :make tl1eir addition also automatic if not selected? 
lnd why not make it a Hational Park? 
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T,ako .Cl ~.rl<.: }J;,-..tion~J. Park 

On p 14 the option is included of the SecretarJsu.brnitting a report to Congress 
including a recommendation as to whether lands in the area of ecological concern 
should, if not selected by a 1'1ative corpor\ation, be a.dded to the parko vlhy not 
mak8 such addition automatic? 

\fuat effect vrill ht1nting have? Ho1"1 much l-rl.11 it tend to increase? lvnat steps 
woulcl be required to maintain wilo1.ife levels? Ho't·T 1-1ould hunting be limited? 

Noatalc 1',!a~iona.l J};colo3ical Ra.n~e 

The assien."nent to the BL}I of an ecological range, "',,rhich to retain its value 
must ha.vc the minirn.1r.'1 possible exploitation, is diffj.cul t to understando Ca.rmot 
it be assigned to tl1e BSF.'1 alone, for excL11ple? It would see1n hi~hly desirable to 
avoid dual manaeement probloris .9..s well as mini1nize e:;tploitation. Let mining be 
prohibited in this area, at lea~t for the forseeable future. 

tftniinizing the incursion of hu:-nans ,,rould 8lso see,i necessary if the barren-ground 
grizzlj.es are to survive thereo Pg. 223, quoting Cowan, states "}lo effective 
techniques !lave been derived for controlling tl1e illegal use of (a.ircraft) in 
huntj_ng a..Yld killLY}~ of bears o" So from thj_s standpoint also acceDs of men and 
aircraft should be Minimized, Contacts of grizzlies with man's food supplies 
would also likely result in killings of grizzlies (p 230). 

Togiak ~Jational \fildlife Refuge 

Rather than leaving it O?tional, let land 11ot clairned by t!atives in the area 
of ecological concern to the north or not claimed by the state be automatically 
included in the ~r.ilcll~e refugeo Tp.is ivould be pri.rnarily for ecological protection, 
but might help increase the size of the refueeo 

A note at the front of the proposalindicates that mineral remova~ (presumably 
from ex d1 land) nn1st be comp.?..tible idth the purpose of the r3fuge and under 
strict controls. There seems to be too little infot'mation on the exhent and 
impact of mining, and the phrase "itompatible 1-rith the purpose of the refuge" 
could stand some elaborationo 

Yul<on - Charley 1'1ationcll Rivers 

It is proyx>sed that mining be pet·mitted along the Yukon under legislation sa.yine 
in pa.rt ( '!? 2) '' if ( the Secretary) finds that such disposition would not have 
significant adverse effects on the administration of the recreational area.s." 
"Administration" seer.is a naIToiv concept as a ariterion; nothing is said about 
ecoloeical effects. Surely more should be said.a.tout the impact of mining and 
how it could be controlled, or whether it should, as a, alternate, be prohibited~ 

Yukon Flats 1'1atj_on2l \'!ildlife Refu~e 
• 

A crucial ecosystem has been divided in the proposal between this and the Porcupine 
l,Jational forest. The ecosystem should be considered as a wholeo !t is crucial to 
North t.\merica • s 1-1aterfov1l, and the effects of the exploitation (mining, logging, 
etcj are not treated in a.izythins like the depth that this important area demands. 

Porcupine National Fores~ See i.111mediately above. 

Yukon Delta ~lation3l viildlife Refuge 
• 

This, is 2.nother important vraterfo1-1l refugeo }~on-selected ~Jative withdrawal lands 
should be included automa.ticallyo The critical aspects of land exploitation and 
ownership pn the waterfowl need thorough treatmento 
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RESPONSES TO -~ BY 
J. ROBERr NX)N 

299. This proposal does not call for BIM managerrent. The 
BTM is the present administrator of the area, but if 
the prorosal were enacted then the rronunent \\Ould cone 
under Park Service managerrent. You are apparently 
confused with respect to the proposal for Forest Service 
operation. This is another proi:osal in the area and 
is not part of the rronunent. 

The rronunent proposal does call for joint managenent with 
the Fish and Wildlife Service. The lead agency in the 
managerrent of this proposal vJOuld be the National Park 
Service. Joint managerrent vJOuld apply to the coastal 
units of the rronunent and vvould primarily concern wildlife 
managenent. It is felt that the goals of lx>th agencies 
are consistent with regard to these resources and that 
the area will benefit from the joint application of the 
different types of expertise available from the tVvD . agencies. 

300. The potential for snownobile use, or use of other types 
of over-the-snow vehicles on the Icefield is discussed 
in Chapter I, Band also rrentioned throughout Chapters 
II and III. The impacts of unrestricted use of 
snCMITDbiles is discussed in Chapter VIII,B irrnediately 
after discussion of that alternative. 

Your concern over the fX)tential foreclosure of options for 
wilderness designation is understandable, but the managerrent 
objectives for the proposal do not preempt wilderness 
options; they further the intent of the Wilderness Act. 

Decisions regarding managerrent lX)licies, including develop
rrent and public use, rrust be within the guidelines of the 
basic legislation of the managing agency and the authoriz
ing legislation for the particular area. A wilderness 
study and proposal YDuld be made within the context of these 
managerrent i:olicies. 

The stud.ies of the d-2 lands which -were carried out during 
the t:vvD-year period designated by Congress identified the 
resources at hand, and although not specifically directed 
towards wilderness designation, the wilderness values of the 
area were given consideration. 1'hese values -were tentatively 
identifiecl in the environnental impact statercent. (See 
Class IV and V lands on the land Classification map.) 
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The legislative proposal does not forclose further wilder
ness designation by Congress. Also, any developnents to 
be considered would require an enviromoontal assessnent 
or statem:mt, which YK>uld include a further look at the 
impact of developnent on wilderness values. 
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The Honorable Ted Stevens 
United States Senate 
317.Senate Office Building 
Washington, D. C. 20510 

Dear Senator Stevens: 

• 

Nome, Alaska 99762 
Box 451 

March 8, 1974 

In the past, Alaska~s have witnessed many incidences of the 
''outsiders" imposing their wills on the people of this great 
State. Some of these impositions were consistent with the 
desires of Alaskans--others were contrary. Sdme were bene
ficial, while others we=c detrimental. As an Alaskan who 
enjoys our State '·s outdoor resources and "llho would like to see 
the State develop for self-sufficiency, I have a deep interest 
in present and proposed future events and developments in our 
State. 

I have been following developments and progress under the 
provisions of the Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act since 
its implementation in December of 1971. Recently, · the Secretary 
of the Interior submitted his recommendations to Congress 
concerning proposals for d(2) lands. , There were 28 draft enviro~
mental impact sta.ternents prepared which outlined boundaries for 
lands at various locations to be included in the four national 
systems of parks, forests, refuges and wild and scenic rivers. 
The proposals also contained recommendations as to the types of 
land uses that would be permitted within · the individual proposal 
boundaries. The Land Use Planning CottutLission (LUPC) submitted 
its recommendations for land uses to the Secretary prior to his 
transmittal for Congressional rev~ew. The LUPC, in most cases, 
reconunended multiple uses of the d(2) lands involved. The 
multiple use recommendations would provide for the preservation 
of fish, wildlife and other natural resources, but would still 
permit the development ·of mineral and other resources in potential 
areas which would greatly benefit the State. The Secretary dis
regarded the recommendations of the LUPC and asked Congress to 
approve plans for single purpose uses oft~~ lands • . I feel, as 
many other Alaskans I have talked to, that the Secretary's actions, 
if approved, would be contrary to" the wills of the majority of the 
people of this State and would·greatly deprive Alaskans of the 
right to develop their own state and their '° own lives. 

As a $port · and subsistence hunter and fisherman, and a member 
of the National Rifle Association, I view the proposals with 
great caution in regard to possible future controls on fish 
ana wildlife resources should the proposals oe approved. As a 
membet" of the Natior1al Wildlife Federat·ion and a conservationist, 

.. 
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I recognize the need for protection and p~eservation of our 
natural resources. Restrictions on the harvest of fish and 
game resources, based on field observations and counts, are 
a necessity when species populations are endangered. In the 
recent past, Alaskans witnessed the passing of ·the Marine 
Mammal Act. This Act was a prime example of the imposition 
of ''outsiders' " wills on the people of this st·ate. Not only 
was the Act contrary to most Alaskans' opinions, but its 
implementation illustrated a complete disregard Qf the Alaska 
Department of Fish and Game's field observations and manage
ment integrity. 

I would like to express my opposition to the ~ecretary's 
recommendations to Congress regarding single uses of the 
lands and the restrictions implied in the proposals regarding 
recreational and subsistence pursuits, unless the latter is 
necessitated as a result of the depletion of fish and game 
populations beyond the point of sustained harvest. Development 
of mineral potential, much needed overland transportation sys
tems and the enjoyment of recreational pursuits by hunters, 
fishermen and outdoor enthusiasts would al.l be discouraged or 
eliminated if the d(2) proposals are adopted as they are now 

• written. 

. 
I hope you will support my opposition to these needless restric-
tions. Alaska can preserve some of its natural ~escurces and 
develop others in harmony with the environment by ~ensible and 
careful planning and management without restricting the enjoyment 
of life or degrading the quality of the environment significantly. 

• Copies to: 
Senator Mike Gravel 
Rep. Don Young 
Gov. William Egan 
Senator Willi~ Hensley 
Rep. Chuck Degnan 
Natl. Rifle Assn. 
Natl. Wildlife Federation 
Alaska . Magazine 

Sincerely, 

John A. Pierog · 

• 
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17262 Breda Lane 
Huntington Beach, California 92649 
May 15, 1974 

Theodor R. Swem, Chairman 
Alaska Planning Group 
.U.S. Department of the Interior 
Washington, D.C. 20240 

Dear Mr •• Swem: 

A friend of mine showed me the February 1974 Wilderness Report 
and the report sent out by the Wilderness Society to people 
writing for ''Alaska A.lternatives''. I am enclosing these two 
brochures and request: 

(1) That they be included with my letter as a comment 
on each of the 28 environmental statements. 

(2) That you include my conc~rn that this highly-
• 

. financed, highly-organized, special interest campaign be 
recognized for what it is. 

(3) That unoriginal characters with no special knowledge 
of Alaska being led by thz nose through some letter-writing 
campaign be given the inattention they deserve. 

On the basi~ of my last request, I offer no ''Alaska Alternatives''. 
I suspect .the Secretary of the Interior knows a lot more about 
the ·Situation · than I do. 

~inceiely yours, 

\ 
. 

H. H. Soderberg / 
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RESPONSE 'IO Ca.1MENTS BY 
JOHN R. SWANSON 

301. The decision to make Harding Icefield-Kenai Fjords a 
National Monunent rather than a Park was based primarily 
on the criteria for park.lands as set forth in NPS 
Administrative Policies. 

Because the area was not given park status it does not 
rrean that it would receive any less protection as a 
nonunent. Both would be legislatively established and 
ooth would carry the sane legal managerrent restrictions 
and stipulations. 

Harding-Kenai was ma.de a rronument rrostly l:Ecause of the 
fact that, by Alaskan standards it fit the requirercents of 
scope, spa.ce, and diversity that were deem:rl compatible 
for designation as a rronunent. 

302. The alternative of including National Forest lands or 
other lands from existing, fooeral rna.nagerrent units is 
not being considered because these lands are presently 
unavailable for selection and are not covered by the 
section 17 withdrawals as rna.ndated by ANCSA. This 
also applies to State selected lands in the region, as 
well as any lands which rna.y be selected by the Natives. 
Only in the AOC itself, could any lands which are not 
selected by the Natives then be included in the rronument. 

~ recognize that your proposal would make an outstanding 
national park. However, as you have pointed out, the creation 
of such a park would require ~parate legislative action 
and as it is not covered by the section 17 rna.ndates of 
MCSA, it is not considered as a viable alternative for 
this proposal. 

303. The wilden1ess qualities of this area are discussed in 
Chapters I, II and III (See especially land Classification 
rna.p and III, F-2). Also, the alternative of imrrediate 
wilderness designation is considered in Chapter VIII, C. 
(See also the res:pJnse to question 314 of the Billy C. 

Wallace letter for a further discussion of Wilderness 
designation.) 



Theodore R. Swem, Chairman 
Alaska ~lanning Group 
United States Department of the Interior 
Washington, D.C. 20240 

Dear Sir: 

Thomas L. Taggart 
P.O. Box 331 
Seward, Alaska, 99664 
June 10th, 197h 

I am writing in response to the proposed National Monument for the area of Seward, 
Alaska (Harding Icefield-Kenai Fjords). 

I will admit that I have not found time to read the entire proposal of 12/73 released 
by !:-:le Deoartttent, and am not entirely in:'onned of' the Department of Interior's intentions 
for this beautiful portion of Alaska. I can only assume that the intentions are honorable, 
respcct:'ul of the land and the •iildlife which have every r.i.ght to remain as undisturbed by humans as possible. 

However, I find extremely disturbing and appalling suggestions contained in the pro
posal which are unfathomable to me •••• su~;estions of building a tramway unto the icefield, 
and sno1~obile routes over the icefield for the conveyance of large groups of tourists 
there. This magnificent icefield, this vast silence which has kno,m practically no human 
intruders throughout history is to be invaded by motorized vehicles and their resultant 
aftennath? Whose interests do you purport to be serving? •••• You who suggest such violations 
of the natural laws. Do you actually have any inkling of what the wilderness is? Do you 
feel any responsibility towards the ideal of preserving this wilde::-ness intact? It is not 
enough to want to make this area accessible to the general public tmost of whom could care 
less). There is a higher calling •••• the land must be preserved for itself. It is its own 
entity. It must be protected from the masses of the human race until the masses are matur 
enough to realize what they have in such wilderness areas. 

This land is now accessible to tliose fet.r hardy souls who are truly interested in visit
ing it. The icefield can be traversed, boats and planes can be chartered to visit the south
coast of the Kenai Peninsula. For the people who rea]Jy want to get out there, it is possibl 
And that is l·rhy t11e area is still in it's primitive state •• .• simply because of limited access 
I don't mean limited access as designated by the federal government, but access dictated lJ;y_~ 
nature, by God, i-vhatever tenn you may 1-dsh to use. ~ 

So by protecting this ecosystem under the auspices of the National Park System you •.ill 
in fact begin the slo~·i but sure destruction of it by bri_nging unto it a great number of human 
beings who simply are not morally educated to t,1e point that they can tarry here without 
leaving their mark. 

The land here is fine, the lrildlife is abundant. Truly, a bald eagle fle111 overhead less 
than an hour ago, and I live only one a..~d one-half miles from Seward. This is as it should 
be, and can only remain this way as long as the human population does not exceed its bound
aries. By encouraging people to come here to this wilderness, howcYer honorable your inten
tions may be, you will be defeating what I hope is the true purpose of your actions, which is 
the preservation of the wilderness from overuse and aouse. 

Sine rely, 

Thomas L. Taggart - -----> 
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RESPONSE 'IO BY 
THOMAS L. TAGGA.Rr, JUNE 10th, 1974 

304. 'As is stated in Chapter I, section A, the first purpose of 
the Harding Icefield-Kenai Fjords National M:>nument prop::>sal 
is ''to preserve natural systans and features of the area, 
and to protect the:ct frat1 degradation through uncontrolled 
developrents or exploration.'' Yet the p:roposal is also 
designed to provide for ''an optimum of high quality, highly 
accessible visitor use opportunities, provided that those 
uses are carpatible with the preservation of natural systems." 

In order to meet these purposes, the Conceptual Ma.ster Plan 
prolX)ses land nanagane.nt guidlines which are set forth in 
Chapter I, B and on the !and Classification :reap • Access up 
Exit glacier (possibley by trarrway) and multiple-passenger 
snCM vehicle tours have been proIX)sed. at this ti.Ire as p::>s
sible fo:rms of recreationa 1 developrent for the area. These 
proIX)sals are conceptual in nature and would receive further 
detailed. study during the ongoing planning process for the 
nonument. Such studies, again as has been stated in Chapter 
I, B, would involve consultation with local, Native, State, 
and Fed.era! agencies, as well as other organizations and 
interested parties. 

As is shown on the Land Classification ma.p, the above types 
of recreational facilities, which would probably receive 
the ma.jority of the visitor use of the area, would be located 
on specific areas designated as Class II "general outdoor 
recreation areas.'' M:>st other visitor use developnents would 
be located just outside or on the periphecy of the rronument. 
Thus the large ma.jority of the area would remain in ''primitive'' 
or "outstanding natural area" categories and would l::>e kept 
essentially in their natural state. 

Further, within three years after establishment of the 
monument, a study will be rrade and a report will be sub
mitted by the Secretary of the Interior concerning the 
qualifications of any area within the nonument for inclusion 
in the National W;ilderness Preservation Syste:ci. 

305. The type of wilderness recreation you discuss here will 
certainly be available to anyone wishing the enjoy the 
natural environnent of this area. As is outlined. in the 
above response, a large majority of the nonument is currently 
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prol?()sed. in the Conceptual Master Plan as ''pr·irnitive" or 
''outstanding Natural'' areas. (See rand Classification map). 



, 

Only those 1Jses that are mcpatible with the preservation 
of these natural values would be allowed on land in these 
c] assifications. These might include, wilderness cainping, 
hiking, s ing, ski touring, climbing, etc. 

, 
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Theodore R. S'\trem, Chainnan 
Alaska Planning Group 
United States Deoartment of the Interior 

• 

Washington, D.C. 20240 

Dear Sir: 

Thomas L. Taggart 
Postal Box 331 
Se,-1ard, Alaska, 99664 
July 21st, 1974 

• 

Since my first letter to you (6/10/74) conce rning the Harding Icefie ld/Kenai Fjords 
National 1-!onument Proposal, I have taken time to read the entire Draft Enviromental Impact 
State·n~:it and have also exchanged correspondence with governmental and private conservation 
organizations concerning this matter. I feel that it is of the utmost urgency that I set 
forth my vievrs and observations on this proposal concerning the land near which I live a.i.,d IA 
the air of which I breathe. 

Le t me state that I am first and foremost in sympathy vtlth conservation measures and 
those ped:!Jle 1·h o put them forth. It is a noble cause, a cause v1hich F;i ves one vigor ru1d 
hope for the pel:)etuation of life u :::ion this planet. With this vigor aYld sense of expectc.nt 
affirmation of the life-force ,mich dvrells ,.ri thin me, I undertook to road the contents of 
this proposal as set fort1l by the uepartment of the Interior. I did 11ot e)..-pect perfection, 
only a:firmation of the principles which more often than not have allowed me to feel proud 
of being an American citizen. 

Disdainfully, this affinnation of beliefs vras \d thheld from me ns my conscious!less 
stumbled through the lengthy proposal for our beloved Kenci Peninru l a ~1~1ich all true P~las~B-'1S 
(particularly 3ei.rardi tes) hold dear to their hearts. The inconsistencies a..11.d contradictiorlG ~ 
were o: such great magnitude and frequency that I can scarcely dare to guess who did ~he 
field work for the proposal. I believe that I could docu.~cnt perhaps thirty (30) gro3s errors 
and misrepresentations ( excluding typoGraphical errors) in this proposal, but I'm sure that 
my point can be made by bringing to light only a f evr ,-rhich 1'11. ll allotr this letter to be mu ct 
less lengthy than it could be. 

Re: on pa~e 1~1, paragr~ph 4, it is stated that the subsistence use of the Natives of 
Enelish Bay and Port Graham, "if any, is unlmown but the Natives possibly do hunt in this arc:1 
and may use fish and sl'lellfish for subsistence. 11 .~s nebulous as this statement is, it w0uld 
lead one to believe that no field work was done by the government to determine the lifestyles 7 
of these people, vrhich, if true, in incongruous co11sidering ho1-1 highly accessible these vil-
lages are. Concerning the same issue (subs~stence use), it is often stated throughout the 
proposal that subsistence use ~~11 not be affected by establishment of the monument, re! ~f.' 
7, lines 14-17; pg 8, par 3 & 5; pg 131 & 132. · This is in direct contradiction to pg 2, li~es 
u-9, which reserves the rieht of the NPS to restri~t subsistence uses whenever it deems such 
action is necessary. Does the lvhite r.ian truly speal< ,,ti.th a forked tongue? 

Concerning the economy and transportation situation of Seward it is stated on pg 95, par 
that Sevrard is an important link connecting .~chora~e and interior Alaska t·rl. th southeast 
Alaska and the lower 48 states. This statenent is absolute~v false; the local feTry S"fstem 
does not even serve Anchora~e · or southeast Alaska, the airport has only private traffic, 
scarcely is even a freight train seen in Sel-rard.. Sevrard., in effect, is a dead end. Page 11 li, 
par 3 states that the lands in question could possibly by destro~red 11tl1rough the future de
·velopment of an area 1'1~1ose economy is rapidly expanding. 11 Althoo gh sorre of Aleska is e~er-· 
iencing economic growth due to the pipeline this is hardly the case here. The fisheries are 
the major indust~J and they are experi~ncing ver--J hard times (note thq enclosed article fromr 
this week•s local paper). The tourist .industrf is also OTf due to the general slow economic 
pace of the rest of the nation. Only the loc3.l lumber mill is in a healthy situation s.t. 
present. 
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~i';thennore, it is sta~ed by the NPS geologists (121, par 2) that mining activity here 
is 

11
tota11y im.pr~ctical. 11 If this is so, in combination with the fact that the supply of 10 

merchantable timber is "extremely limited" (pg124, lines 8-9), and the land is also without 
oil or coal (pg 121, par 2), then just how could the area be spoiled or exploited? 
Let me tell you how •••• it could Ver'J well be exploited by the influx of an unusually large 
group of tourists •••• let•s say about 150,000 per year within 5 or 10 years of enactment of 
this proposed legislation (pg113, par 3). 

It is suggested that the impact on wildlife and fisheries \-Tru ld be light (pg 114-116), 
the reasoning given is that the legislation would eliminate the alrea~y light hunting which 
goes on in the area. Did any of you people ever consider what the addition of 150,000 humans II 
per year would do to the habits of these animals? Even if only 10% of this number ventures 
into the actual wilderness it ,dll have a tremendous adverse impact. Truly, the game would 
no lvnger be hunted, but if the animals themselves could have the choice of thei r present 
predicament or the one proposed for them by the NFS, there can be no doubt tht:W vtould prefer 
to take their chances with an occasional hunter. 

Concerning the impact statement on the city of Seward (pg 135-136), it is wrongly stated 
th~t "the effects of croirds on an everyday basis are .harder to assess than the iiilpact of 
occasional large crowds" such as Seward is us ed to. This is not even a logical consideration; ~2. 
all we have to do is take a look at sociological sta't,istics for any large city to assess rThat 
rewards are reaped from daily overcrowding. This may be an oversimplification on my part but, 
like most people here, I like where I live and don't want to see it drastically changed by 
unthinking bureaucrats who live 5000 miles from here. 

As mentioned in nv previous correspondence, this area is very much accessible at present 
to anyone t-tho vtants to get out there. There are cur~ently scheduled boat tours do",m the ~1:3 
coast and planes can be chartered for the IcP.field trip. And of cot1rse, waJ king is a very 
acceptable v1ay of gett ing to kno1-r the wi_ldemess·. 

In light of the above statements and many more which lack of tine does not allow me to 
catalog if I am to get this letter mailed by the July 22nd deadline , I must advise that if 
tho proposed monu..~ent does become a reality it shouJ.d be managed under Alternative C-2, 
-ll·1l{EDIATE r,i[LDER}JESS DESIG1~:\TI01'I OF 'i'I·IE El'lTIRE AREA. If this proposal is not enacted then 
I 1,ould hope the area could become part of the }L.\TIONAL 1·1ILDER1'JZSS PJZS'.~~VATIO}T SYSTi!l1 as 
mentioned on page 112. As far as I can discern these are the only t,-10 alternatives which t he 
area has if it is to remain as it has for eons past. 

Sin~rly, ~ ' 
- --~::-...... 

Thomas L. Taggart 
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The de-escalation of activjty at 
fhe p1ant will result in a 50o/o 
reduction in man hours according 
,,. Bardarson. Once the winter 
nl<lnths are reached the usual 
products to be process~d will 
bring the plant back to about v.·hat 
the usual winter activity is. 

The sho~age of halibut is not a 
lc,cal problem·-but part of the 

-broader one · refetcting on the 
entire industry. The International 
Pacific Halibut Commission says 
that halibut landings through 
June 28 were 8.4 million pounds 
or J4~1> of the 1974 catch limit of 
ZS million pounds. The 1974 
season opened on the 17th of 
May. seven days later than 1973. 
Last year the catch for the same 
number of fishing da-y~ (43) was 
over 12 miJJion p<>unds. The rate 
of c-atch per boat is the same as 

FOREUGN FISHING TAI{t~~s TOLL 
HURTS SEWARD INDUSTRY TOO 

··very, poor''' is the· way 
Fisheries Manager Linne' Bar
darsoo describes the outlook for 
the remainder of the halibut 
season. He adds that production 
thus far has been about half of 
that last year. 

··we don·t expect more than a 
couple million pounds total hali
but production this sea!;On ·•• 
Bardarson sa'ls. Few fish in the .. 
Gulf of Alaska traditional fishjng 
grounds is given as the primary 
reason the fishing is poor. 
Bardarson says what fish are .,, 
being found are near the shore. 
instead. Almo; t all the lar;e 
Canadian halibut boats have 
headed b'1ck horn~ and · are 

·converting to t~~:: ~t ss!:;:.)n' 
fisl1iag. Larg~ Ar!1trican L.~~~ 'i 
have followed suit. inc~ ~~in,; 
many loczJ ve55els w~~~h ar~ 
gearing up- for snimoi1. ~•'fhe only 
br!gtt asr·zct of this is t:4~. th~! 
sm~i vessels are do:n2 rel~tively 
weH ••• E::rdarso:1 st~tes. 
· A b:eak future for t; . .: l't3!;:,jt 
industry is seen b;;• the ~Fl 
mana;cr. l,As Ion~~ t ~.~ l,~.l·1y 
rottign fis!1ing conti:::1es in the 
Gulf . ha!ibut will conrin ue to 
diminish-·. he says. ~·At Sri we 
are looking to alternative soi.1r~s 
of production--primarily in b-ot· 
tom fish. In fact our fu~a:e s.cc~1s 
at this point to be tied to 
development of a healti1y botto:n 
fishery··. 

Bardarson sees the ne:r,. 4 1/1 
months as a t~nsition ~ i i-.>G it1 
which the p13nt b~gins to ch~1~~c 
over. He says the reduction p!:::'1t. 
which wiU handle botto--.1 f..:h . 
hopefully wiJJ process som~ !,.ot
tom fish before the end c,f Jciy. 
The reduction plant will be the 
largest and most modern in th~ 
busin~ss. 

Mean\vhile the plant has been 
. ... , " buying ~~1~:1on fr,~ 1;:.: i ...:~.::·; 

and Tan.ina River. V.';!::.:n ! '.5 f.:rr:·;-g 
1ruckt"d from Manley Hot 
Springs. Other salmon sources f-0r 
SFI arc Prince WHH~m s~~nd. 
C,x,k Inlet. Kt)d•ak and G-~gnik 
wht-~ the ptant has tenders at 
w,,rk. 



RESPONSE 'ID BY 
THOMAS L. TAGGERr, JULY 21st, 1974 

, 

306. During the writing of the Final Enviromnental Statarent, every 
effort J:X)Ssible was ma.de to correct inconsistencies, factual 
errors, or any biased analyses which were found or which 
were J:X)inted up by the caments on the draft stata:nent. 

307. The subsistence 11se policy for the proposal has been rewritten 
and ncM re-ads: 

Except as nay be otherwise prohibited by Federal or State 
law, existing traditional subsistence uses of renewable 
resources will be pe:rmitted until it is dete:rmined by the 
Secretary that utilization of these resources is neither 
econanicallyor physically necessary to ma.intain human life 
nor necessary to provide opfX)rtunities for the survival of 
Alaskan cultures centering on subsistence as a way of life. 

. 
If it is da:ronstrated that continued subsistence uses may result 
in a progressive red.11Ction of animal or plant resources which oould 
lead to long range alternations of erosystans, the managing 
agency, following consultation with the Alaska Depart:Irent of 
Fish and Garre, c:xmnunities and affected. individuals, shall have 
the authority to restrict subsistence activities in part or 
all of the rronunent. 

Chapter I,B also profX)ses "that CCX)peration l:>E= sought with all 
concerned State agencies, ccmnunities and affected individ,ials 
in arriving at an equitable and 'WOrkahle managarent plan for 
subsistence resource uses in the proposal area, including 
indepth study of subsistence lifestyles and resource uses." 
F\lrther infonnation on subsistence guidelines is contained in 
Chapter I, C. 

The infonnation on subsistence use of the area is based on 
consultation with and studies oonducted by semndacy sources 
who are considered r eliable, including Alaska Departnent of 
Fish and Garre records and personnel. 'Ac3 is noted above, further 
cCX>perative studies could be conducted during the ongoing 
planning process for the nonurrent. 

, 

The analysis of the pro!X)sal's impact on subsistence use of 
tJ1e a~rea has been reMritten (See Chapter III, F-3). Our 
concl11sion that the impact of the pro!X)sal on subsistence 
use \\Ould be negligable is based on the fact that subsistence 
harvests in the area are thought to be light, and are ooncentrated 
mainly on marine resources. The proposal YtUuld not prohibit 
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fishing in the offshore waters, nor 'M)Uld it prohibit subsistence 
uses on the land. Restrictions on subsistence use 'M)uld be 
installed only after consultation with Alaska Department of Fish 
and Game, camru.nities and affected individ11als, and if it was 
daronstrated that continued. subsistence uses might result in 
a progressive reduction of animal or plant resources which would 
lead to long range alterations of ecosystens. In view of the 
light subsistence use the area presently receives and the 
potential for future use, such an event11ality is considered 
highly unlikely. 

Further, increases in sightseeing, pleasure boating or other 
visitor activities in the rronurnent area are not expected to 
interfere with subsistence activities. However, if such conflicts 
did arise in the future, visitor uses 'would be prohibited or 
periodically curtailed where and when necessary, to reduce such 
conflicts. 

308. The description of Seward's impor lance in the regional trans
p::>rtation sys tact has been corrected to reflect the significance 
of the ea-,·Ulquake. (See Chapter II, B-2) Also, addjtional 
infonnation on the transportation network has been included. in 
Chapter II, B-4 and I, . B-Y • 

309. Your points on the fishing and tourist industry are recognized. 
However, the Kenai Peninsula is considered. to have undergone 
substantial econanic expansion in the last decade, much of 
it in conjunction with the growth of Anchorage. Further, the 
EX)tential for growth in the next 5 to 10 years is considered 
g<XXl for econanic sectors such as touriS1ct. (See Chapter III, 
sections B-3 through B-9 and Chapter III, sections F-4 through 
G for derajled discussion of econanic considerations). 

310. The assessment of mining potential for the area has been 
rcWritten based on updated infonnation and cannents received 

450 

(See Chapter II, A-3, B-8, and III, F-7). Possible impacts 
of exploitation could result fract mining operations along the 
coast or on or near the r:eriphery of the icefield. Cutting 
of timber for local use could lead to major localized impacts 
on the landscape in areas where timber stands do occur 
(in Resurrection Valley and along the coast). In addition as 
discussed in response 304 above -related to your earlier letter, 
visitor use under this proposal would be planned and controlled 
to prese:rve the natural values of the area. Uncontrolled 
or unplanned recreational developnent could result in signi
ficant degradation of natural values over a large area of the 



icefield. (See Chapter III for further discussion of inpacts, 
and Chapter VIII, A for discussion of impacts under no action 
on this proposal . ) 

311. Refer to response 304 al:X>ve for discussion of controls and 
visitor use planning. 'As rrost of the nonUIIEnt is proposed to 
be kept in its natural state with only wilderness-type visitor 
use allONed, we do not feel that the nmnber of pEDple expected 
to engage in backcountry recreation would create a substantial 
disturbance for the local wildlife. Canpatibility of wildlife 
and visitor use has already been deronstrated in parks such as 
Mc:Kinley. However, sorre conflict between wildlife use patterns 
and visitation can be expected. The impact of this is discussed 
in Chapter III, A. 

312. The Impact discussion for the city of Seward has been reorganized 
and rewritten. (See Chapter III, specifically section F-6.) 

313. Refer for resf:X)nse to question 305 of your earlier letter. 
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915 Will Rogers Drive 
Stillwater, Oklahoma 74074 
April 12, 1974 

r 

Mr. Theodor R. Swem 
Chairman, Alaska Planning Group 
U.S. Depa~tment of the Interior 
Washington, D. C. 20240 

Dear Mr. Swem:. 

This letter is in response to Secretary of the Interior Morton's rec
ommendations and proposed legislation to establish limits of the National 
P~rk, National Wildlife Refuge, Wild and Scenic Rivers and National Forest 
Systems on the Federally-owned lands of Alaska. The Draft Environmental 
Impact Statements which were submitted by the Secretary have many deficiencies 
which should be corrected before the final impact statements are submitted. 

The imp~ct statements seem to have the following general shortcomings 
which I r~comroend be reconsid~red and corrected as appropriate. 
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Discussion of the alternative of a wilderness designation 
in most proposals is generalized. Each statement should 
discuss and consider a specific wilderness proposal. 

The alternative of not permitting mining or oil and gas 
leasing in National Wildlife Refuge System areas was not 
discussed. 

Interior proposes to name some National Park System areas 
national monuments. Beeause of their high scenic beauty 
and great natural values, all such areas should be named 
national parks. 

Interior proposes to name ·all wildlife system areas as 
''National Wildlife· Refuges." Since t .heir wilderness con
dition is necessary to wildlife, however, they should be 
designat·ed "wildlands'' or "wildlife ranges." They are not 
merely sanctuaries, but have other values as well. 

No areas proposed for ''multiple use'' should be permitted 
to stand as the Secretary has submitted them. 
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The following comments are submitted for each specific impact state
ment which has been made, and it is requested that the final statements 
adequately discuss the omissions as indicated: 

, 

1. Mount McKinley National Park Additions. 

'l'hi, i, cu1t· o( Ott· ht·U t•r I nl l'rior I )t'pt1rt ntt•nf 
propo,at,. It, atldic ion, do n1uc:h Io rorrr,·t hound
ar~ inadcqua,·ic.·, l'xi,tinJ:{ ,inct• &hl' park ":.t' ,.,_ 
tabli,hcd in 1917. l"he l'n' irurunl·nh1I ,taf ,•ntl'nl 
doe, not an.ti~ tr : I. fhc ,i,:nificant impact, on the 
p1i1rk propo,al thac ha,c rt',ult .. ·d front the 1972 
ii,ca~a) of critical land, on th(· ,outh co the Statl' 
o( Ala,ka, or "hcthl'r ,uch land, ,hould be inl:lud,•d 
in the park. 2. ·rhc.• prohlcm, or impact, of omictin2 
( "helatna l .akl' from Che park. 

2. Katmai National Park. 

"l'hc.· l'tHironn1t·11C.1I ,t:H,·nll·nc r,·t'OJ!Uitl'' lhnl the 
mcirt.· Ka1n1ai hro\\n ht.·nr 1u•pulation i, nol pro
h."t'ft.·d 11, tlu· propo,al t•rrout•ou,I~ ~lnin,, -
bt'l'llU\l' fhc l'rifit·al llaHlt· l.n"-t' HtHJ ·\1111,!RHk Uher 
•utcr,hl·d, ar,· lc.·ft out of ch,· l)ropo,ul. Hut the 
;,at c:n1,·nt do1.·, not adt·qua( l'I ~ di,1.·u,, : l. Loni? 
term impncc, .on thl' park or "ildlifc taluc, which 
would rl',ult fronl lhi, omi,,ion. 2. ·rhc impact~ of 
expandini.t Br<tok, ( amp. "hich alrc11dy suff crs 
from bear-human conflict. 

3. Aniakchak Caldera National Monument. 

The en,ironmcntal ,ratcn,cnt doc, nor di,cu~, : 1. 

eh~ impact, of ~,n al,!recrncnt "ich ttu.• '°'hltl' rhar 
lrn)r, thi, parJ.. ,,,tl'Ol unit opcn to huntin~. 2. I h~ 
ln,p2cl!> of hunrini: on rht area·, critical hear popu
lation\. now o, «-r-huntc.-d. J . Tht· ,mp.u.·r~ of c\. 
trnsh t' pr h ac 4.' ,nholdin~~ chrouJ!h nuth e O\\ nfr
!lhip ",thin lhl• n1onunu.•nf. -' · I he aht•rnnt,,,. of 
~tabli,lun~ an ur~l·nrl, nl•,•dl·d hro"n bear "11tJ
lift' r,·fu~c atdJ.l l'l' llf to Chl• n,onun,cnt . 

4. Harding Ice Field-Kenai Fjords Natio11al Monument. 

l ht, i, ii ha,i, all, ,oun,t rropn, al. t-uc rh,· , c:11,·. 
n1t•nr do,·, nnl J,, l·u,, : I . \\ lh·IIH·r flt,· u,1 l11 , 1tt11 u( 

nuth,·-, ,·h·l·h.·d land, 1 "i1h cl11· uafh,•, (11n ,,·11f , 
"ithin th ~· n1 11nunu.·nr houndaril', , huuld hr a llu,, t"l.l . 
2. I hl· ulll·rna r;,<' of t·, r.1hlt, h1n,! ., nl.q11r n :i 1i11 11 .,I 
park It• i11l luch: n:11 iu 11 .il f11 ,l -.C l.uttl, ••• 1lu· ,·:1, 1 111 
Sl' \\ nrJ f11 l'r inf l' \\ ill ii1111 'uu11,l. .\. I hl· :il1 \· r11 :1· 
ch,· of f..' lin1i11:,tin~ ch<' runtlit·f ~ifh nati,l', h, 
icJ,·ntif,. inJ! dl·fi l.' il·nr~ "i1hJr .,~ al, ouc, 11h· lhl·ir 
torpora,iun houndaril''· -' · t'rohl l·n,, 1nlt,·r,:nt in 
"dual I l"'o Rl!,•nc ~ I 11dn1ini,rru1ion .. of lht· 11r,·:1. a 
praclil·,· ~hich h11, n,·,t>r prcncn , at1,,al·(or, . 
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5. Cape Krusens t ern Nationa l Monument. 

l'hi, i, JI .J.!IIOcf flrflllll , ;il lo f'I 1th (· f , i1: 11 i fh .Ill( 

lll('ht·oloc1 r 11I ,Hl' il \. I hl· l ' fl\HIIIIIIHlll.1 1 ,1.,1 , " " "'· 
ho\\l''t'r, tint·, 110( 11dt'<jllall'h d1 ,t·u,, rhl· ,tlfl·cn ,1-

th l'' o~ itH'lu<.linc nddiflon al land, to fhl· nnrch ,111d 
ra,t - ,f not ,ell't' fl'd h, rhe naftH.•, -- ,n rhr pro
po,al. 

6. Kobuk Valley National Monument. 

Thr r,n ironmrncal ,tutt•int•nt dot•, not di , l·u,, 
Chr altrrnathr, of inrludin~ tlH>'> l' t·, , ,•nrial n .ui, l'· 
\\i(hdra\\n land~ \\ithin thl' n,onunu.·nr if no( 
selected by the nat i~cs. l ' hc lntrrior l>epartnlt'nt 

pur,urd thi, intaginath r approach for ,uch land, 
\\ i«hin th(' ()nion Portage ,\rch('olocical [Ji,rrict 
and thi, roncrpt c,hould b(' expanded to pro(rc; 
oth(•r C'ritical narural area, a~ \\-ell. 

7. Lake Clark Na tional Park. 

·1 ht• tin ironmen(al ,tatt·ntcnt doe, not adr
(IUatt•I) <.Ji, t·u,, : I. I he irnpacr, on ( 'ook Inl('f 
nath ('\, ~ ho ha, e con,idt'rahlc int(·rr,t in thr ar<' a. 
2. \,,ociated impal" I, upon lht• park of ··dual \\i(h
dra"'al .. l:111<.1, , ,hould tl11..·~ h<• ,l•lr<·tl'd h, thl' 

• • • 
nat,,c, corp,,ra(ion. J. ·1 ht· alt t' rnathc of a land 
~\\ap \\ith th r c..;tatc for thl' \\ oou-·rikchik area. 
4. ·1 he altcrnathc of \\-ithdra"inJ.! land~ for thr 
( 'ook Inlet nathc, outsidr their rri!ional corpora
tion. 5. ·rhe in1pacts of aJlo\\ ing hunting within che 
park. 

8.Wrangell- St. Elias National Park and Wrangell 
Mountain Nationa l Forest. 

l'hi, i, tlu.• \\or,( of thl· lntt·rior propo,al, . I l 
amount, to an outriJ.!h( J.!i't'a"a~ of nu1t·h of 1hr 
Jtrcatc\l potential p:,rk land, in thl' nation Co l' on1-

n1odity exploitation undl'r .. n,ullipl<.·-u,t· .. man.tJ!t'
mcnt practice~· of the 1-orc,t Scr,icr. l'he~r c.•n,i
ronmental statement~ con1pletrl) dhorce treatment . 

of tht• park, and fort·,r propo,al, . tht' rl'ln prt·\ l' rtlinJ.! 
un~ con1prc.·hl.'11,ht• anal~,i, of lhl.' i111pa(.·(, of tlH· 
c,\t·r.111 dt•ri,ion. l he in1p1u.· t, of int•, ilahlt· . t · \

ll·n,hc n1ininJ.! on th,• par"- , uhH·, in lhl'\l' art•a, ar,· 
no( adl•4ua(l'I~ di,t·u,,l•<l . I hl· lonl,! ft•nn i1np;H.·t, of 
t•\tcn,ht• road, and i,, , or iutt·tl th·, t·l11p111t•111, ch,• 
1-on.•,c St•r, irt· Cth.·ourai:1..·, i, nor cli ,ru,,l·tl. I h1.·rl' 
i, not l'\t•n <.·nouJ.!h tlt·taih·d t·n,ironn1t·111:1l :1,,t.·, ,. 
n,t·nt ,,; prop<'rl~ ,., ahtllh' "hl·I hl·r t ht rt·,h1,·l·tl 
park propo,al i, l' \ t.·n a , i:,hh· 111:1nal!t·1nt·nr 111111 . 
I h,· allt.·rnaliil'' of atldin~ l:11H.I , lo ch,· p.crl- art nnl 

~1tll·t1uac,·I, di,ru, ,l'll fl'l!:11 tli11i.:. 111, er l'II' 1rn11111t·111 .1I 
i111111H·1, ancl , 1nnrt.· i111porl.1111 . th,·11 11np.11 t , "" tl11· 

Ion).! (l' l 111 , iul11li1 \ of 11 "'I"'''' 11;1111111:il p .11" I" o 
po,al. I ht· in1par1, of hu111t·r, art.· 11111 t11,c11,,,·1I. 
·rht• rt·lafion,hip ht'I\\ l'l' n tlll· lnll.·rinr I J,·pa, (flll·III \ 

fnr,•,r pro1H,,:1I, nntJ c:,l' ~lalt.· ol \l a ,l- :1 ·, pl.111 , l11r · 

the.• ( ·oppt·r Hit l' r 1111tJ ( hil i11:1 - \ lt·( .1nln 111.11" 
I oppo,t•tl h ~ t·on,t.•r\ 11 t ion i,1, 1 , , 11111 d ,,,·u,,,·d ''" 
nr,• thl• i1np11rc, of Cht·,t· I ort.·,1 "-.1·r,u·,·-,11pp1111,·:I 
hi).!h"n~, on purk , 111\ll'' und on llll· clt·,·1, 11111 · 
nu,kinJ! prort•,, ron,idl'fl'd. 

• 
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9. Gates of the Arctic National Park. 

·rhl' l'lltironnt,·nt ul ,ti,, ,·ntt·nc Ji,t.·u,,\', an 
imai:in:llh l' propo,al ~hich nacritt.•d ,,·riou ... (·on
~ideracion, tlu: t•,tuhli,11111,·111 of a ,aciooal \\ 1ld
l'.rn1...__, 1•iark. und II t'OOpt·rati,t• '-ational \\ ,tdl.uut, 
with the north slop,• nae h \''',. I Io" l'"t>r. la,1 en inut(· 
dttision-m.akin~ by thtt ()lhctt of \1ana~,·n1,·nt und 
Budaet threw out thi~ ~ood propo,111. ~uh,ututinA 11 

traditional appro~ch that doe, not addre\li the 
area·, nr t•d, and pro hi cn1,. I hiJ env1ronn,ental 
intpact t lat t>111ent i.t Iota/Ir inadtquate sin(·t it 
,onJiderJ a d1((eren1 propo.ral than 1hat acluallv 
.tuhn1i11ed' 'fhu, there is inadequate treatnu.·nt o( 

the altcrnath r,. ~hich ,hould h:n c bt-en con~idered. 
Such altcrnath C\ ~ould create a trulJ great na
tional park. includin2: I. Adding state land, to the 
~outh. 2. Addin~ portion~ of "'ca,al Pecroleum Re
~l'r,e !'to. 4 1 PE·r 4) to the north. 3. ('reating a 
ire11t :\ational Wilderne~~ Park. 4. c·reating a 
coopcrati, e "ildlands area ~ith the north slope 
nach~. co include ,ome of their lands jointly. 

10. Yukon-Charley National Rivers . 

Thi, i"i an ~,entially ~ound propo~al. but the 
en,ironmt•ntal ,taten1ent docs not analvze: I. l 'he 
impart~ of rhc area ·s being the only naiional park 
arfa propnted ro allow n1ininK .... ithin its hou11d
ar1('' 2. I hr Ion~ ltrm in,part, upon pnrk t11fu<•1 
o( ~i,ifafio11 \llt•ft n1i11f11J! \\ould hrl11" ~lfhltt dH• 
\ ukou por(ion. J, I he intf>al·t, of rtcrcution and 
allo~ing n,inin~ ulong Che \'ukon on the need to 
protect critical ~ildli(e population-, like the pere
arine falcon. 

11. Chukchi-Imuruk National Reserve. 

I he ,tatt·111cnl n1t·nfion, that nn nr<'M ont,iclc.· the.• 
propo,al \\ould ht.• n,~11u1a,:cd for "iltl'r,ht·d 1,rotrt·
tion b~ th~ Bl.\l. bur doc, nor di,cu,\ the.• impact\ 
of ,uch a propo,al on the area\ ~atcr,hcd , alUl'' 
critical for ":ttcrfowl. Nor i~ there adcquace di,. 
cu\,ion of altcrnati"~ to thr propo,al. and there 
i, no di,cu~,ion of problem, inherent in "dual 
admini,tr~tion.,. 

12. Alaska Coastal National Wildlife Refuges. 

Altcrnathts not discussed i11 thi~ c!'>~eotially goo~l 
proposal arc: l. Including additional coastal and 

off4-hort' area..;- manv ~hould hr in lht• propn,al. 
2. ( 'to, in)t rhe ~ ilJlifc ref uJ.!,'' '>IH~II lo n,1nt· r . .1I 
lea-.in J,!. 3. lnt·luJin~ , urrounJi,.~ t\a( l ' f' .,,,u -.,.!, . 
nu~rg~d 1:uut, l''''-'n1 ial to prOh'l' l l'o n, p ft lt i ... l. ,11 J 
ttO\)"\Ctn,, and chcir unique.· " itdlifl' populati1,11\ . 
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13. Arctic National Wildlife Refuge. 
The ·impact ,taC<.'n1ent do~ not udcquatcly dis

cu~ .. : I. Alterna&Chl" or J!rcatl)· c~panding this 
propos11I to the ""°'' and l(outh. 2. ( 'oopcr11thc 
inccrnational wildlife refuge 01>1w»rtuniti~ with 
c·a~adu . . l. ln1puc1, of le:atinJ! the iarl'a open to 
mincrad lc11,ina,:. 4. 'l'hl• rl·h,tion of chi~ pro1H>,ul to 
the poCmtial ,ti, line corridor~ undc.•r con,idcrntion 
by the Interior J)ep.ercm~nt. ·rh~"' corridor~ ~hould 
he ii,en S4.·riou, con~idcration in &hi~ ~tut,•m,-nt. 

14. Iliamna National Resource Range. 

The Iona: term impacts or dl'dicatinJ? thi~ area to 
multiple u~e n1annJ!t.•n1cn1 urc not t.•, plort-d in flit• 
statement. Joint adn1ini,crution "ith Hl.~1 i" un 
unacccptahlt.' manUl,!l'n1cnt ml'thod for th(' critiral 
salmon and hc.•ar rc,ources prt.~cnt here. In addi
tion. the statement does not di,cu~s: I. ( on flirt" 
between oil dc,elopnu~nt and hard rock mininJ? and 
the wildlife rc~ourr~. 2. The long term impacts 
and relationships bcfween tht.' proposal and the 
native people who use this area hea,ily. J. The 
alternative of addini the Wood:('ikchik area to 
the proposal. 

15. Koy~kuk National Wildlife Refuge. 

Tht- statcn1c.·nt fnil~ 10 di'icus.~ : I. ·rbc J?i•ca"a,· 
of halj of lhl' propo"nl to the Ul.1\1 ,111d J·orc.~t 
Sl•nic'-'. 2. ·1 h\! i111pat· t, o( lht.• .. polt.·11fi:1l for 
n1inin"

0 

on till' "ildlift' • . l. ·r1,,. 1tht·rnuchc." of 
addinJ,? c:'rifil·nl ttrl•u, to fl1t• '"o uniC\ of fhl' rt.•fu~c 
•nd ~h1hli~hi11i: J:tcJcJicionaal unit,. 

16. Noatak National Arctic Range. 

'fhi" propo,al is ul,o u i?hc.-u\ta) to Chl· Ul .1\1 nud 
ils con1n10,dir~ l·,ploifntion ud,ol' aC<.·,. I hl· :1rc.·11 
!dlould he c."l a hi i"hl•cl "" cif lu.•r u nal iounl p11r" or 
nationul wildl, h.• rt•fui:t•, ultt!rnnt h ,., not :ull·11uat t.·I ~· 
di"CU:\,l'd in lhl' ,tafl'llll'itl. 'l"ht• ,t:aCc.•ntt·uf do,•, not 
1•ro1k·rly (',pl11iu Hl.:\I', roll' in llu· propo,111 1111d 
lht• lfuruu.·t, of it, i1nohc.•1th·1u on llh· ,,·,our,·,·,. 
l .ou~ t,•rn) i1n1111r1, uf noc rt.•ro111111l'IHli11l! lh'rn)n
~cnt prott.-<·Cion for ch,· nrt.•n 11,,. ~11urc·d.11lona.: "ilh 
aeltt.•muc h c~ for pro\ iJin~ :>t.·rn1:11H·111 prof c.•cc ion for 
the Ar~tic curihou hl'rd's e11ltini,: arc11. 

17. Selawik ijational Wildlife Refuge. 

The ~talcn:cnt dol'S not at.lcc1uatcly di,cu,,: I. 
The sc~crt' in,pacts o.r allowin~ mining in th{' 
area. 2. 'fhl' ahcrnalh·~ of autorn"ticafly includinl! 
additionul· criticaal hubilaat aarcat~ if lh~ n11tiv-l', •Jo 
not select thcn1. J. JmpMcCs on a.nd lhe rch,tion,htp 
with the locatl nati,cs. 



, 

18. Togiak National Wildlife Refuge. 

·rhe '1fatement do~ not adequately di,cu,, or 
anal)·zc: I. ·rhe additions of \ub-.tantial land, to 
the north and the ea,t. reiardin~ their imp11ct~ 
upon th<' propo,al and the cco~)sfem a\ a "hole. 2. 
Tht' impact, of le.atinl? the area su,cepfible to 
minin~. The ,tatement lack, Jufficiently detailed 
e,plan.ttion of the ccc~y~tem to properl) etaluate 
either the imp11ct, of the pro,,.,1al or it, potential 
for Ion,: f <'tm .,.,ldtif,, prnft'ffinn. 

19. Yukon Delta National Wildlife Refuge. 

, 

20. 

lmaJ!in.tti•t' ,<'riou, alrcrnatht•, "'t•r,· not dis
cussed in the ,taten1cnt: I. ·rhc inclu,ion of all non
selected natht' "ithdrawn land~ und th,· pOll·ntial 
for coopcratite agrt'cn1,·nt with the oath(' corpor
ations to protect wildlife \ alu(S on land, the~ "ill 
actually own. 2. 'f'he critical impacts of oil or 
n1ineral de,elopment within the rt'(uge. ]. ·rhe o,cr
all relation!\hip het"ecn and impacts of this pro
posal on the natitt". and , ice t'crsa. ('l'hc rl'lation
ship bccwefn ltatcrfo"·I and the land o"ner,hip 
pattern in this are~ is t'(tremcly critical. ·rhe 
ictacemcnt in no wa} adequately depicts the present 
~ituation or ah,· area·~ nred~ in relation to bcadl 
native people and "ildUfe.) 

Yukon Flats National Wildlife Refuge and Porcupine 
National Forest. 

. ' 
This \ ' ukon Flat, / l,orl•upin,• propc,,ul is 'l'l·ond 

only to the \\' rangcll, propo,al a, a dcn1onlitratic,n 
of poor d,•ci\ion-nu1 ... inJ! lacking proper con,ith•r;a ... 
fion of the e,·os~,tt•m plannini! cont' l'pt. 11,•rr 
again. ch,• Interior l>cpurtn1cnt ha, dh idcd di,,u,- · 
~ion .,, one tll:tJ'nificcnt cc.-o, ~ ,ten, into '" o 't'fl:l r:IC c 
en, ironn1entul ,tatemcnrs lo a, oid a trut> 11nal, ,i, 
o( ·the. at'tual impact of· the ,\dn1ini,rrarion prr,
po,al~. l'hc in1pucc, of lht· n1ininJ!, loi,:J,!ini: and 
other rt.•seurcc expl~~alion t'nc.-our1ta,!l.'d h~ ctu.• 
For~• Ser,itc in ~orth A n1t<ri~a \ nu,,t irnporcanf 
"at~rfo"I ar,•11 ure noc \triou,I~ di...tu .. ,t·d. I· ailin~ 
to disc,u,, the con1plt-t,• ccu, ~ ,rt•rn -· "hich tran-.
cend, politicul dcci,ion,- rlu· t•n,iroon1l'nCJtl "-lnh.·

n•~nt~ urr 1t'riou,I)' inud~~u.11,• unal~ ,l., o( hoch 
impact, 1i1nd ahernuritcs . . Ill o / th t> ) """" flat, 
arro Jlu,uld h,· a National ii ·t1t1!1/,· Rr/11K~ ,\',·tt c1t1 
unit. 

21 . Chugach Natio11.al Forest . 

. 
1·h~ rn, ironnu.•ntul in1p:h' t ,ratt'l1tl' f1f l'.onl :11n, 

liltlt dtmon,rration of ntt•d f,,r thi, addition'" lhl' 

Chu~ach National ~orest. l'h~ 11nrn1cc, o( n1ultapll' 
U\e n1.ana~,·n1rnt and o( ,Hldine thl' an.• .1 '" l!'' 
forc,t b} puhlh: land ord~, J rl! uot :.a dl'quat ch J,,
cu,,NI. :".o indir ation 01 no" ll•l' land, ~uuhl h e.: 
u,cd-'or the irn1t11l" t, of ,urh o,,., i, ,t nt ,·,I. \ n 
,dh·rn,,th,• o( ,ultli,1.: th,· 1011,I, h, nh •"'' ut l, i.! ' "' a· 
tlon ... nd 1,·~i,luth,·I~ \'otll1hh,hi11~ tlh· ""'"'' 
( 'hu~11,·h, i111 not Ji,cu,,,•d. 
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22. Yukon-Kuskokwim National Forest. 

I he ,tatement doe, not discu~, or conliider: 1. 
The impacts on "'ildlife. especially rho,e popula
tions Iha I mo, e bet\\ cen the proposed for~, and 
~fount \1cKinle} :\afional Park. 2. ·rhe alterna
th~ of propo,ing ,trong "ildlifc procrclion proti
,ion,. J. ·1 he Ot4.'rall and long ran~e in1pacts of che 
fore\( on Mckinle~ Park. 4. 'J'hc imp.1c1, of re
source e'l(raction "ithin the 'iowitna Scrnic Rh4.'r 
"ate~hed. Since onl~ 14 percent of the propo.,cd 
forest contain, potential commercial fore,, lands. 
the for~• Ser,ice ha~ noa adequalcly demonstrated 
any real need to establish a national for~t here. 
- ... -- - ·--- ---· -·----- ---

23. Beaver Creek and Birch Creek 

Serious alternatitcloi to boah propo~als-not con
sidered-should be thorou~hly analyzed. alterna
tives that would protect the river~· entire water
sheds. For example. since they fto"' into the Yukon 
f"lats area, adding them to the Yukon FJals Na
tional Wildlife Refuge should be considered. 'fhe 
impacts of BLM multiple use n1anagement
including mining-\\ ithin the watersheds of both 
proposals are not adeauately discussed. 

24. Fortymile. 

'fhi~ i.,. ba,icall) u J!OOd propo,al. hut alterna
th~ not anal, red inl'ludt•: I. l>l',il,!nali!lg n1or(' of 
the rhcr s,·st~m as "ild and ,l'cnic. 2. ( 'on,idt•rinJ! 
the rher ~y.,.tem-\\ifh it, ,upcrh ,l·,·nil' and rrl' rc
adonal resources- for addition to and n1anal,!l't1H·nt 
a~ part of the Natio~aJ P.1rk S~·4-cern. rather ch.an 
"ithin the 81.~1. In ~,ddition, lhl' in1pnl·C, of allo~
inJ! llC'l' l'' ' for n1i11ij,l: 11ncl th,• in,pal't, of that 
1nininJ! ~ ithin the.• ·Th t·r', ~ nh•r,ht·d ,houhl ht• 
thnruu~hly di,l·u,,,·d. 

25. Unalakleet. 

Alternath~ should be con~idcrl·d that nouJd : 1. 
Protect the entire rhcr throuJ!h ,·001><' rath,· llJ.!rl'l'
mt'nt "ith the nathl·,. ~ho n,u, J!uin O\\nt.'r,hip of 
the headwattrs. 2. Automaticall) in ,·ludl' rh,• ,·ncirt• 
ri•er in the ~~sten,. if it i, not ,elcrtt•d b, tht• 

~ . 
n~thes. J. Pro,~t tht' rnc1rc.> l lnalitkleet ~atl'r~hed. 

Sincerely yours, 

Billy Wallace, PE 



RFSPONSE ID~~ S BY 
BIT,T,Y C. 

314. The wilder11ess proposal for Harding Kenai is stated in Chapter 
I as follCMS: ''that within 3 years after estnblishrrent of the 
m'.)nument a study will be made and a report will be sul:mitted 
by the Secretary of the Interior concerning the qualifications 
of any area within the nonument for incl11sion in the National 
Wilden1ess Preservation Systact. 'Any wilderness designation 
will be accooplished by legislation and in accordance with pro
cedures stipulated by subsections 3{c) and 3{d) of the 
Wilderness Act. '' 

Your concen1 over the :EX)tential foreclosure of options for 
wilderness designation is understandable, but the management 
objectives for this proposal does not preactpt wildeniess options; 
they further the intent of the Wilderness Act. 

~isions regarding managernent policies, including developnent and 
public use, must be within the guidelines of the basic legislation 
of the managing agency and the authorizing legislation for the 
particular area. If the proposal was implernented, a wilderness 
study and proposal vJOuld be made within the context of these 
managarent policies. 

The studies of the d-2 lands which were ca1~ried out during the 
two-year pericrl designated by congress identified the resources 
at hand, and although not specifically directed towards wilderness 
designation, the wilderness values of the area were given considera
tion. These values were tentatively identified. in the envirornnental 
inpact statanents. These values are daronstrated in Chapter I, II, 
and III. (See specifically Tand Classification map; also III, F-2.) 

The legislative pro:EX)sal does not foreclose further wilderness 
designation by Congress. Also, any developnents to be considered 
\\Ould rE:ClW-re an envirornnental assessment or statement, which 
\\Ould include a further look at the impact of the developnent on 
wilderness values. 

Further, the alternative of .i.rrnEdiate wilderness designation is 
examinecl in Chapter VIII, C. 

315. Neither oil or gas leasing, · nor mining \.\Ould be permitted in the 
nnnument. 

316. The decision to make Harding Icefield-Kenai Fjords a National 
!'-bnument rather than a Park was based. primarily on the criteria for 
parklands as set forth in NPS Administrative Policies. 

Because the area was not given park status it does not mean that 
it -would receive any less protection than the rronument. Both vJOuld 
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be legislatively established and 00th would carry the sane legaJ. 
rnanagerrent restrictions and stipulations. 

Harding-Kenai was made a nnnurcent nnstly because of the fact that, 
by Alaskan standards it fit the requirerrents of scope, spctce, 
and diversity that are deened cac11.::ati ble for designation as a 
nnnurcent. 

317. The pro:posal. for the AOC in G}1apter I,B, takes into account the 
:possibility of including lands donated by Native landowners. 
It reads in sort: '' ••• that the Secretary nay revise the 
boundary of the 1conurcent to include not to exceed 453,000 acres 
of lands and waters depicted on the Proposal map as ''Area of 
Fcological Concen1 '' which are not selected by Native corporations 
under provisions of the Alaska Native Claims Settlerrent Act. 
Within the boundaries of the nonurcent as established in 
legislation or as such boundaries may be revised, the Secretary 
is authorized to acquire lands, waters, and interests therein 
by donation (errphasis added), purchase, or exchange, except 
that property owned by the State of Alaska or any political 
sul:xlivision thereof may be acquired only by donation or 
exchange, and property owned by any Native village or corpora
tion may be acquired only with the concurrence of such owner. 

318. The alternative of incltrling National Forest lands or other lands 
from existing, federal managerrent units is not being considered 
because these lands are presently unavailable for selection and 
are not covered by the section 17 withdrawals as mandated by 
ANCSA. 

319. Under the tentlS of the Alaska Native Claims Settlerrent Act, .lands 
withdrawn for Native selection ITR1st be of a ''like-kind'' to that 
presently occupied by the Natives and ITR1St be reasonably accessible 
to them. In view of the existing land withdrawal patten1s 
in the region, it was felt that the deficiency lands along the 
south coast would rreet the tenns of the Act and that no other 
reasonable alternatives were available in the area. 

320. The lead agency in the managerrent of this pro:posal YK)uld be the 
National Park Service. Joint rnanagerrent would apply to the coas-ral 
units of the minurcent and YK)uld primarily concern wildlife manage
nent. It is felt that the goals of both agencies are consistent 
with regard to these resources and that the area will l:enefit 
fract the joint application of the different types of expertise 
available fro1ct the two agencies. 

Note: These corrnents from Billy C. Wallace represent 106 other connents 
which ~re received from individ11als and which ~re identical in 
content to Mr. Wallace's COITllEilts. These other letters have not 

, been published nor have they been responded to individ1m I ly, but 
the responses to Mr. Wallace's letter should be considered as 

460 applying to all these letters. 
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RESPONSES 'IO ~~ ... BY 
DAVID WI I ,T,IAMSON 

321. ~ regret that tine constra:ints do not permit a thorough analysis 
of your proposal for the Harding-Kenai area. Nevertheless, v1e 

did find your proposal quite similar to ours with sorre interesting 
suggestions which will receive consideration during the ongoing 
planning process for this proposal. We thank you for your tine 
and interest in this proposal and for your thorough response • 

' 
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Theodor R. Swem 
Chaiznaan, Alaska Planning Group 
Room 1345 
u.s~ Department of the Interior 
Washington, n.c. 20240 

Dear Mr. Swem, 

)084 6th Street 
Boulder, CO 80J02 
2 July 1974 

. 
This is a comia-ent on DES 73-86 Proposed I Harding Icef ield -
Kenai Fjords riational Monument. 

The following alternatives should be considered, 

1) Designating the area as a National Park instead of as a 
National Monument, 

a) Creati~..g a larger unit of the National Park System by 
w1thdrawir4 lands, especially glaciated areas, from the 
Kenai National Moose Range, and 

322. 

323 

)) Diversifying the proposal with lands currently in the 
Chugach National Forest or proposed for addition to the 
Chugach National Forest. Ma.flll of these lands have great 3241-
potential for addition to .the proposed a1ea. Enlarging 
the pro1'Jsal would tend to spread impacts over a greater area., 
much of which is more easily accessible to the public than 
proposal lands. 

Sincerely. 
f . ..-··, 

.-...-- / ,.., • "\r -, • --t r I)~ - / r \ . e';Jzaxr n J ~- ' 
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322. '!'he decision to make Harding Icef ield-Kenai Fjords a National 
~nurrent rather than a Park was ba.sed primarily on the criteria 
for parklands as set forth in :NPS Administrative Policies. 

Because the area was not given park status it does not nean 
that it would receive any less protection than the nonurrent. 
:Both would. be legislatively established and ooth \\Ould carry 
the sane legal managenent restrictions and stipulations. 

Harding-Kenai was nade a nonurrent nostly because of the fact 
that, by Alaskan standards it fit the requirenents of scope, 
space and diversity which are considered compatible with 
designation as a rronurrent. 

323. The alternative of including lands from the Kenai Moose Range 
in the National ~nurrent is not being considered because these 
lands are presently unavailable for selection and are not 
covered by the section 17 withdrawals as rcandated by ANCSA. 

324. The alternative of inclucting lands which are now part of the 
Chugach Forest is not considered because these lands are 
already under rcanagenent of one of the four systems. They 
are not presently available for selection; nor are they covered 
by the section 17 withdrawals as rcandated by ANCSA. 

The d-2 lands pro:EX)sed for addition to the Chugach Forest are 
also not being considered as an addition to the rronurrent. The 
primary reason for not inclucting these .Lands in the rronurrent 
is the fact that they were considered. to be tCXJ far rerroved 
from the Icefield to for1rt a contiguous part of the nonurrent. 

• 
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APPENDIX A -----------
ANNOTATED CHECKLIST OF THE BIRDS ASSOCIATED WITH THE - _w ___________________________ w _________________ - • 

SOUTH COAST OF THE KENAI PENINSULA - --------------------------------

The birds listed here by no means include all the species in the 

monument area. The detail with which each species is discussed varies 

greatly depending upon its place in Alaska's avifauna or its importance 

in the context of marine environments. 

ORDER GAVIIFORMES 

Family Gaviidae 

Gavia immer Common loon -- --------

----·---------, Gavia adamsii Yellow-billed loon 
I 

Gavia arctica Arctic loon --· _______ __....._ 

Gavia stellata Red-throated loon ---------- -

All four loon species are found in Alaska. These birds nest at the 

edge of fresh water, rarely coming ashore except when nesting. All 

four winter on salt water. The cooooon loon and the red-throated loon 

winter in the Aleutians and southward along the Pacific Coast. The 

arctic loon and yellow-billed loon winter from Shelikof Strait south. 

All of these birds have a flightless period during their postnuptial 

molt. 

ORDER PODICIPEDIFORMES 

Family Procellariidae 

Sooty shearwater 
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The sooty shearwater has two breeding populations, one around New 

Zealand and another around southern South America. The bird spends 

the North American summer months in Alaskan waters. It is not known 

where these shearwaters originate, but the assumption is that they 

are New Zealand birds making the usual circum-Pacific trek. They 

migrate through American waters on their way south in dense flocks. 

Puffinus tenuirostris Slender-billed shearwater - -.----- ---------
The slender-billed shearwaters' breeding range centers on Bass Strait 

between Australia and Tasmania. They migrate in a circum-Pacific trek, 

penetrating the Arctic in the Chukchi and Beaufort seas probably as 

far north as 72°. 

Known as Tasmanian mutton birds ''down under,'' the slender-bills are a 

commercially harvested species there. In 1968, 177 persons were employed 

in the harvest of 466,200 young birds. The flesh is sold as food, pro

venticular oil for pharmaceuticals, fat as a supplement for feeding dairy 

cattle, and the down for the same use as duck down. 

The huge swarms of slender-billed shearwaters, which can be seen in 

Bristol Bay, around the islands of the eastern Aleutians, Portlock Banks, 

and on down the Pacific Coast in the fall, must be seen to be believed. 

Even then they are hardly comprehensible to the average observer. One 

seasoned observer has calculated that 400,000 birds passed close to 

476 

his ship in the course of one day. Another calculation made in Unimak 

Pass of a mass measuring 15 miles along by 2 to 3 miles wide totaled 

15 million shearwaters. 

• 



, Family Hydrobatidae 

~-------------------Oceanodroma furcata Fork-tailed petrel 

The fork-tailed petrel breeds around the entire Pacific rim from 

California to Honshu Island. Its marine range is substantially the same 

and includes the Bering Sea as well. While it is an easy bird to find 

at sea because of its abundance, many of its breeding colonies remain 

undetected. It is a burrow nester and like so many of that ilk, it is 

crepuscular by habit around its colonies. The only reason that so 

many colonies have been located is because of the strong attraction of 

this bird to artificial light. The nest is most frequently in a burrow 

and lined with a small quantity of grass. The clutch is a single egg. 

These birds feed on small fish, crustaceans, and fat globules from the 

wounds of marine mammals. 

Oceanodroma leucorhoa Leach's petrel --------- ----------
Leach's petrel has much the same range as the fork-tailed petrel but it 

does breed somewhat farther south at either end of its range. It also 

breeds across the North Atlantic. Presumably, it stays somewhere near 

its breeding areas, but it has a more southerly shift than the fork

tailed petrel. It is also markedly crepuscular around its breeding 

grounds. 

ORDER PELECANIFORMES 
, 

Family Phalacrocoracidae 

Four of the 29 cormorant species can be found in or near the South Coast. 

The cormorants are sociable birds and several species may be found resting 

on the same rock or nesting on the same cliff. 
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Phalacrocorax auritus ---------------------· 

Phalacrocorax urile - -------------·--

Double-crested cormorant 

Brandt's cormorant 

Pelagic cormorant 

Red-faced cormorant 

The double-crested cormorants nest on fresh water as well as salt water, 

using both trees and cliffs for nest sites. The other three species are 

coastal species which place their typical cormorant nests on ledges or 

plastered to the face of a steep cliff. For the most part, they stay 

where they breed. 

The double-crested cormorant is an uncommon nester in the Aleutians and 

eastward to Prince William Sound. There are also a few colonies on lakes 

in south-central Alaska and on the northern shore of Bristol Bay. Brandt's 

cormorant is uncommon in Alaskan waters. It has been recognized as an 

occasional visitor to the southeastern coast and Kodiak Island, but has 

recently been found in Prince William Sound in circumstances strongly 

suggesting breeding. The pelagic cormorant is the common cormorant of 

Alaska, breeding throughout the Bering Sea, Aleutians, and southeastern 

Alaska. The red-faced cormorant breeds at the Pribilof Islands, through

out the Aleutians, and eastward to Prince William Sound. 
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ORDER ANSERIFORMES 

Family Anatidae 

Common mallard 

The common mallard probably ranks second or third in abundance among 

Alaska's puddle ducks, breeding throughout the State, wherever conditions 



, 

are suitable. It is a resident species as large 

numbers winter in southeastern Alaska and occasionally 

in the interior where water is open and available. 

AYEE-.Y~~~E.!12. 

AY!EY~-~!!.!E..!~. 

Greater scaup 

Lesser scaup 

Greater scaup nest in Alaska's coastal zone from the 

North Slope to the Alaska Peninsula and the Aleutian 

Islands and in south central Alaska. They can be 

found elsewhere in interior Alaska and winter in the 

salt water from Attu Island to Baja California. The 

lesser scaup breeds almost entirely in the upper Yukon 

Valley and its tributaries. 
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Bucephala clangula 

Bucephala islandica 

Bucephala albeola 

Common goldeneye 

Barrow's goldeneye 

Bufflehead 

The connnon goldeneye nests throughout much of forest Alaska on fresh 

water. In Alaska it winters on salt water. Barrow's goldeneye is a 

common breeder on lakes in the interior of south-central Alaska. In 

Alaska it winters on the coast in southeastern Alaska. The bufflehead 

nests in the timbered valleys of interior Alaska. It winters in 

salt-water bays and inlets along the Pacific coast including the 

Aleutians. 

Histrionicus histrionicus Harlequin duck 

Harlequin ducks prefer to nest along clear, swift alpine streams 

throughout the State. They can be found year round in the heavy surf 

along Alaska's entire Pacific coast from Attu eastward. 

Polysticta stelleri 

Somateria mollissima 

Somateria spectabilis 

Steller's eider 

Common eider 

King eider 

The common eider nests on offshore islands and protected beach areas 

around the entire Alaskan coast. It winters in the salt water along 

the Pacific coast, often collecting in immense rafts. Tile king eider 

nests on freshwater ponds along the Arctic coast. It winters from 

the edge of the pack ice south in the Bering Sea and south along the 
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Pacific coast. Steller's eider winters in Bristol Bay, the Bering 

Sea, and along the coast to Prince William Sound. 

Clangula hyemalis Oldsquaw 

The oldsquaw is abundant in its Alaskan breeding range which includes 

the Arctic coastal plain and western Alaska. It winters on the salt 

water in the Pacific Ocean and Bering Sea, often far from land. Up 

to a million have been estimated to use Izembek Lagoon during the 

winter. 

Melanitta deglandi 

Melanitta perspicillata 

Oidemia nigra 

White-winged seater 

Surf seater 

Couanon seater 

The common scoter breeds along the coast of western Alaska and the Alaska 

Peninsula. The white-winged and surf scoters breed in the interior of 

southern Alaska. All three species winter in the Aleutians, the Bering 

Sea, and along the Pacific coast as far south as Baja California. Large 

numbers of any of these species may be found throughout the year in the 

coastal wintering areas in Alaska. 

Mergus merganser 

Mergus s~rrator 

American conooon merganser 

Red-breasted merganser 

The common merganser is a resident chiefly in the southern coastal area 

and its breeding range extends into Prince William Sound. In southeastern 

Alaska, it is found throughout the year. 
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The red-breasted merganser breeds over most of Alaska but principally 

the coast. It winters in Alaska, in the Aleutians, in Shelikof Strait, 

and southeastern Alaska. 

ORDER FALCONIFORMES 

Family Accipitridae 

Haliaeetus albicilla 

Haliaeetus leucocephalus 

Haliaeetus pelagicus 

White-tailed sea eagle 

Bald eagle 

Steller's sea eagle 

TI1e genus Haliaeetus to which these eagles belong has a holarctic 

distribution. All three are found on coastal islands, sea coasts, 

estuaries, major fish streams and lakes. The bald eagle is among 
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the threatened species of the lower 48 states. Though found in most 

of these states, it is gradually decreasing in number except in Alaska 

where it is most abundant around the Pacific rim with highest levels 

in the Alexander Archipelago. Steller's sea eagle has an analagous 

range on the Asiatic portion of the Pacific rim south to Korea. The 

white-tailed sea eagle is the analog of the bald eagle in Eurasia, 

Iceland, and Greenland. The latter two species are visitors to the 

Bering Sea and Arctic Ocean areas of Alaska, and the white-tailed sea 

eagle has been reported nesting at Fairway Rock. Referred to as the 

'' fish eagles," these birds feed on fish, carrion, and marine birds. 

Int he Aleutian Islands, large alcids appear to provide the bulk of the 

food eaten by nestling eagles. 
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Family Falconidae 

Falco peregrinus Peregrine falcon 

The pealii race of the peregrine falcon is a bird associated with marine 

bird colonies along the Pacific rim fro1n the Kurile Islands to British 

Columbia. It can often be seen hunting for smaller marine birds several 

miles at sea. It is a relatively sedentary species which makes it 

potentially very valuable for crossbreeding in any future attempts to 

reintroduce the peregrine falcon to the eastern United States. Although 

not numerous, it is not endangered as are the other two North American races. 

In the Arctic the endangered race anatum can be found nesting near 

marine bird colonies and preying on smaller species. 

ORDER CHARADRIIFORMES 

Of the 12 families in the order Charadriiformes which are grouped under 

the loose umbrella of the term "shorebird," seven are found in Alaska. 

Most of the Alaska species can be found on the beaches and mudflats 

during migration. 

Family Haematopodidae 

Haematopus bach1uani Black oystercatcher 
, 

The black oystercatcher is a permanent Alaskan resident breeding around 

the entire northeastern Pacifi c rim from Attu Island to Abreojos 
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Point in Baja California. It will be found at one time or another on 

virtually every offshore rock and rocky beach throughout its Alaskan 

range. These garrulous birds of the intertidal zone nest right where 

they spend their lives, on the rocks barely out of reach of the surf. 
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A clutch of three eggs is laid directly on the rock in a slight 

depression. Nests have also been reported on the beach or in the 

vegetation at the edge of the intertidal zone. The diet of the oyster

catcher includes barnacles, mussels, marine worms, crustaceans, and 

limpets. In winter these birds collect in small groups throughout 

their range. 

Family Charadriidae 

Aphriza virgata Surfbird 

The surfbird breeds and winters in such totally different environments 

as to be almost two different birds in summer and winter. It breeds 

in the high, mountainous areas of south-c€ntral Alaska, living the life 

of an alpine species. In winter it can be found down the entire Pacific 

coast to the Straits of Magellan. It is then a confirmed creature of 

the intertidal zone, feeding on mussels and barnacles. Nowhere is it 

common, but it does have a regular occurrence throughout its winter 

range. 

Arenaria melanocephala Black turnstone 

The black turnstone nests on tundra ponds and forest pools adjacent to 

the coast from the Bering Straits to Sitka. In winter it is a creature 



, 

of the rocky coasts and headlands from southeastern Alaska to Baja 

California. It is often seen feeding among kelp with surfbirds, on 

the same sorts of food, and less frequently with its beach-loving 

relative, the ruddy turnstone. 

Family Scolopacidae 

Acitis macularia Spotted sandpiper, 

'nle spotted sandpiper breeds south of the treeline throughout Alaska. 

It is most abundant on the south coast of Alaska (Kenai Peninsula-P.W.S.). 

It is mostly a summer bird, arriving in mid-May and leaving by mid

September. 

Heteroscelus incanum Wandering tattler 

It winter the wandering tattler is a bird of the coral strands and 

palm-lined beaches from Hawaii to the Galapagos Islands and New Zealand, 

as well as a resident of our West Coast. It breeds on the seepage 

meadows of the high mountains and long tumbling glacial streams. It 

is a lover of surf-pounded reefs and headlands and can be found in 

such places during both migrations, and all winter long when the chosen 

wintering range permits. 

Erolia ptilocnemis Rock sandpiper 

The rock sandpiper· is a true inhabitant of the Bering Sea coasts and the 

Aleutian Islands. It breeds on tundra ponds near the coast and spends 

the rest of its time close to the pounding surf. It remains year round 

in the Aleutians and also winters south into Oregon. The Russians, calling 
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it the marine sandpiper, consider it to be conspecific with the purple 

sandpiper of other polar seas. It feeds on kelp flies and small marine 

invertebrates such as the ever-abundant amphipod. 

Crocet alba Sanderling 

The sanderling breeds in the eastern Arctic, and reaches Alaska most 

connnonly in the fall migration. 

Family Phalaropodidae 

Phalaropus fulicarius Red phalarope 

When not breeding, the red phalarope is the most truly pelagic species 

among the shorebirds. It is distributed sporadically throughout the 

Arctic. After tne breeding season, this phalarope becomes cosmpolitan, 

ranging the seven seas on its way to wintering areas in the Antarctic 

seas. It feeds on crustaceans, molluscs, annelida, and algae. 

Lobipes lob atus Northern phalarope 

The northern phalarope has much the same distribution as its red cousin. 

Diet and habitats are similar. Though not quite as tied to the sea, it 

migrates over land as well as water. 

Family Stercorariidae 

Stercoranius parasiticus Parasitic jaeger 

.. 
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Stercorarius longicaudus Long-tailed jaeger 

The parasitic, and long-tailed j aegers are counuon breeders on the 

Arctic coast and are conspicuous elements of the marine avifauna during 

the spring and fall. They migrate south through the Aleutians and the 

Gulf of Alaska. 

Family Laridae 

There are 15 gulls which either breed in Alaska or can be found over 

Alaska waters. This is roughly a third of the earth's living gull species. 

Larus argentatus Herring gull 

'!he herring gull breeds in south-central and eastern Alaska and some 

of the birds winter on the south-central and southeastern coasts . 

• Larus canus Mew gull (short-billed cooonon 
gull) 

The mew gull has a wide breeding distribution from the coastal salt 

marshes to the river valleys of the interior. Mew gulls winter on the 

coast. 

Larus glaucescens Glaucous-winged gull 

, 

'Ibe glaucous-winged gull is numerous, breeding all across the American 

Arctic, throughout the Bering Sea, and down the Pacific coast to Washington. 

It winters in these same areas when they are free of ice. Colonies are 

either on low barrier islands or on the tops of islands used by nesting 

alcids . 
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Rissa tridactyla Black-legged kittiwake 

The black-legged kittiwake is the most oceanic of Alaska's gulls. It 

breeds on precipitous cliffs facing on the ocean and winters well off

shore. Its breeding range encompasses all the American fringe of the 

Bering Sea and Alaska's coast from Barrow to Prince William Sound. It 

nests in large concentrations, and colonies exceeding 100,000 breeding 

birds are not uncommon. 

Sterna paradisaea Arctic tern 

The Arctic tern is a coron1on nester near fresh water over most of Alaska's 

coastal zone. It migrates almost exclusively across salt water to 

Artarctic regions for the winter. 

Family Alcidae 

. 
The Northern Hemisphere counterparts of the penguins of the Antarctic 

fringe are the alcids. These two groups are remarkably similar in their 

niche adaptations. One recently extinct alcid, the great auk, resembled 

the penguins to the point of being flightless. 

The alcids are holarctic in distribution. Their center of distribution 

is the Bering Sea and adjacent shores of the Arctic Ocean, with 19 of 

22 living species occurring there. 

The alcids, like the waterfowl, have a complete postnuptial molt in which 
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all of the wing and tail features are lost simultaneously. This leaves 

all, except possibly the least and whiskered auklet, flightless for a 

short period of time. 

Uria aalge 

Uria lomvia 

Common murre 

Thick-billed murre 

The conooon murre and the thick-billed murre often nest together in 

cliff colonies. Each lays a single egg directly on the base rock of a 

ledge. Both breed in the North Atlantic, the North Pacific, and the 

Bering Sea. '!he thick-billed murre has the more northerly distribution 

of the two species and tends to be the most common in joint colonies in 

the north while those in the south tend to be dominated by co1UI11on murres. 

They winter in the southern part of their range. 

Young murres are sufficiently thermo-regulated to leave the nesting 

cliffs by the time they are 18 to 25 days old, and often do. They are 

flightless for the first weeks at sea. Murres often collect in large, 

dense rafts in the littoral areas. They feed on fish, crustaceans, and 

molluscs. 

Cepphus col,imba Pigeon guillemot 

, 
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The pigeon guillemot is characteristically found nesting on coastlines 

with low rocky cliffs fronting directly on the water, while the black 

guillemot can be found nesting on Arctic coastlines with low relief. The 

birds often nest in clefts in the rocks barely above the reach of the 

splashing surf. In Alaska they nest on all suitable coastlines from the 

Chukchi Sea south. Their nesting aggregations are seldom large but the 

total breeding population for Alaska must be immense. The whole rocky 

coastline from Attu to Forrester Island might be thought of as one vast, 

but dispersed, colony. While these guillemots tend to withdraw from their 

more northern breeding areas in winter, some birds can be found there year• 

round. 

The pigeon guillemot nests in crevices and crannies on rock cliffs or among 

large boulders on the beach, having no nest and depositing two eggs directly 

on the rock. It feeds just outside the surf for fish, crustaceans, molluscs, 

and marine worms. 

Marbled murrelet 

The marbled murrelet breeds in Alaska approximately from Unalaska east and 
• 

south into British Columbia. Very few of its nests have been discovered. 

In parts of its range, the marbled murrelet is a very abundant bird. In 

Prince William ·sound, which has been studied in the greatest detail, it has 

been found to have a density of about 100 birds per square mile. This den

sity is based on surveys made during the peak of the breeding season when 

many of the breeders would have been on the nest. The breeding population 

within the Sound very possibly approaches 500,000 birds. 

• 
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In the spruce-hemlock coastal forest of· British Columbia, the marbled 

murrelet has been found nesting in trees several miles from salt water. 

In Alaska where the tree fringe along the coast can be very narrow or non

existent, it has been found nesting on the ground in alpine areas. Though 

it is certainly not a true colonial nester, in some areas of high density 

its nests are quite close together. Marbled murrelets tend to winter near 

their breeding grounds, but there is a southward shift of a portion of the 

population. 

Kittlitz's murrelet 

Kittlitz's murrelet is almost exclusively an Alaskan bird, but it does wander 

westward to Kamchatka and the Kurile Islands. It is distributed from Cape 

Prince of Wales southward to southeastern Alaska but shows a marked pre

ference for the colder waters around live glaciers. In such glacier

bordered areas as College Fjord, Unakwik Inlet, and Glacier Bay, it is 

abundant. The nest of the Kittlitz's murrelet is not well known, but the 

bird does n·est high in the mountains and even at some distance from the sea. 

Ancient murrelet 

The ancient murrelet is found breeding and wintering around much of the 

North Pacific rim. In Alaska it breeds from Attu east and south into 
, 

British Columbia. Some of the birds move southward, but most of them 

appear to winter near their breeding areas or at sea, as far as 400 to 

500 miles offshore. Populations status is not well known because it is 

nocturnal around its colonies. Because of the timing of his visit, 

Gabrielson did not see a single bird in almost a whole day around Forrester 

Island, while Willet, in 1915, had reported estimating the population at 

20,000 nesting pairs. The ancient murrelet nests colonially in crevices 
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in the rocks, on talus slopes, and among boulders on the beach. In 

the Commander Islands, these birds feed on small invertebrates, particu

larly on small crustaceans such as Gammaridae. They are strong fliers 

and often feed at quite a distance from their colonies. 

Parakeet auklet 

The parakeet auklet nests from Prince William Sound westward along the 

Aleutian Chain to the Commander Islands, on the islands of the Bering 

sea, and on the Chukotsk Peninsula. 

It nests among boulders on the beach or in crevices on cliffs. The nest 

is unlined and the clutch consists of a single egg. It is the least 

colonially inclined of the six Alaskan auklets. It tends to be solitary 

on its feeding grounds. In winter it has been found as far south as 

Monterey Bay. 

Aethia cristatella - ------- -- -- Crested auklet 

The crested auklet breeds from the Diomede Islands south through the 

islands of the Bering Sea, Sakhalin Island, the Kurile, Aleutian and 

Shumagin islands, and as far east as Kodiak Island. This auklet nests 

in great colonies. Eggs are laid directly in rock crevices, among debris 

on talus slopes, and among boulders on the beach. There is no attempt 

to build a nest. The clutch is one egg. Both members of the pair share 

incubation duties, and it is possible to see incredible concentrations 

of birds around their nesting colonies in the early evening when the 

shift changes. The birds feed in large groups often at some distance 

from the colony. They feed on small crustaceans -- amphipods, copepods, 
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and shizopods. In the nonbreeding months of the year, these birds wander 

far and wide over the Bering Sea and North Pacific. 

Fratercula corniculata --~--~---------- --- Horned puffin 

The horned puffin breeds on all islands of the Bering Sea, Sakhalin Island, 

the Kurile Islands, Kamchatka, the Aleutians, and on the Alaskan coast 

from Cape Lisburne south, almost to British Columbia. Throughout this 

area it is one of the more cooouon alcids, apparently restricted only by 

availability of suitable nesting areas. Colonies rarely reach the size 

of those of the tufted puffin. The largest known colony, though probably 

not the largest, is on Amagat Island. 

This puffin nests in crevices or among boulders, and less commonly in 

burrows on seaside cliffs. The usual clutch is one egg and the nest may 

or may not be lined with grass. These birds remain at sea until they 

reach sexual maturity at two years, and during the winter thereafter. 

They feed on small fish, crustaceans, and molluscs. 

Lunda cirrhata Tufted puffin -------- ---
, 

The tufted puffin is even more numerous than its horned relative. It 

has much the same breeding range but nests farther south to southern 

California. It nests in burrows in the peat on top of cliffs and in the 

organic accumulation on less vertical cliff faces. The clutch consists 

of one, or rarely two, eggs. Suitable cliffs and island tops are often 

honeycombed by burrows to the point tha·t it is difficult to walk among 

them. 
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The birds remain at sea until they are sexually mature and 

during the nonbreeding months. Even during the breeding months, 

large numbers can be found hundreds of miles at sea. They are 

among the most truly pelagic of northern hemisphere seafowl. 

Even the winter gales of the North Pacific do not intimidate 

them. The tufted puffin can survive on the surface when such 

pelagics as albatrosses, shearwaters, and fulmars must remain 

aloft. The birds feed mainly on sand lance but eat sea urchins 

and molluscs as well. 

ORDER PASSERIFORMES 

Family Corvidae 

Northern Steller's jay 

The ~teller's jay is a permanent resident of the coastal 

forests from Dixon Entrance to the shores of Cook Inlet. 
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Kenai white-tailed ptarmigan 

Resident on alpine sunooits from south central Alaska to Cook Inlet and 

the Kenai Peninsula, extending east and southeast to Glacier Bay and 

White Pass, this form of the white-tailed ptarmigan is found only in 

Alaska. Four other subspecies have ranges that, when combined, extend 

south from the northern Yukon and Mackenzie, the alpine suunoi ts of the 

Rocky Mountains and coast ranges to Washington, Wyoming, Colorado and 

northern New Mexico. This species is the only member of the group 

found in the continental United States. It is the smallest and also 

the rarest of all Alaskan ptarmigans. As in the Rockies and the Cas

cades, it is a bird of the higher mountain tops where it lives on 

the steep slopes just below the permanent snow and icefields. 

, 
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Corvus corax Northern Raven 

This great black bird, the largest Passerine bird in North America, has 

a wide breeding range in Alaska. It is a permanent resident that nests 

from the Seward Peninsula and the Brooks Range throughout the mainland 

south to Kodiak, the Semidi and Shumagin islands, throughout the 

Aleutian Chain, and along the coast and mountains of the southeastern 

district to Dixon Entrance. 

Corvus caurinus Northwestern crow 

This small crow nests along the Alaskan coast from Dixon Entrance to 

Kodiak Island and is a year-long resident of the same territory. 

Troglodytes troglodytes Winter wren 

This little wren is resident along the coast of Alaska from the south

eastern district, north and west through Kodiak and the Aleutians. 

ORDER GALLIFORMES 

Family Tetraonidai 

Canachites canadensis Hudsonian spruce grouse 

The Hudsonian Spruce grouse is widely distributed wherever forests are 

found, from Bering Sea to the Canadian boundary to the northernmost 

limits of spruce timber. It is a permanent resident in all wooded 

areas in this vast region. 
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Canachites atratus Valdez spruce grouse 

Resident in the coast region of southern Alaska from Bristol Bay to 

Cook Inlet, Prince William Sound, and Kodiak Island. 

, 
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CONTINUATION OF APPENDIX A 

STATUS OF MARINE AND ENDANGERED BIRD SPECIES BREEDING IN STUDY AREA 

Species 

Double-crested cormorant 

Pelagic cormorant 

Red-faced cormorant 

Common eider 

Bald eagle 

Peregrine falcon 

Black oystercatcher 

Glaucous-winged gull 

Black-legged kittiwak.e 

C ouooon mu rre 

Thick-billed murre 

Pigeon guillemot 

Marbled murrelet 

Ancient murrelet 

Cassin' s auklet 

Parakeet auklet 

Rhinoceros auklet 

Horned puffin 

Tufted puffin 

Key: 

* endangered 

A = abundant 

C = common 

U = uncommon 

R = rare 

u 

C 

u 

u 

C 

P* 

C 

C 

A 

u 

u 

C 

p 

p 

C 

p 

u 

C 

A 

P = probable occurrence 
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APPENDIX~ 
ANNOTATED CHECKLIST OF MARINE, MARINE-ASSOCIATED AND TERRESTRIAL 

MAMMALS ON SOUTH COAST OF THE KENAI PENINSULA 

ORDER CETACEA 

The order Cetacea is divided into two suborders, the Mysticeti or 

baleen whales and the Odontoceti or toothed cetaceans. Eight of 10 

recent baleen whale species are found in Alaska waters and only 14 

of the 74 species of toothed whales, dolphins, and porpoises. The 

baleen whales are better known than the toothed cetaceans because of 

their past commercial importance. 

Suborder Mysticeti 

Family Balaenidae 

This suborder contains the three families of whales which instead of 

teeth have hundreds of plates of baleen suspended from the upper jaw. 

These form strainers for sifting their food from the ocean, usually 

small crustaceans, or in some cases small fish. The blue whale is the 

largest mammal ever known. 

Right Whales 

Two species of right whale are found in Alaskan waters. These whales 

are called right whales because to the ancient whalers they were the 

right whale to hunt. Not only are they large and easy to overtake for 

the kill, but most important of all, they floated after they were 

killed. 

Black right whales w£re hunted as early as the 10th century in the Bay 
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of Biscay, and Scandinavian whalers were already making heavy inroads 

into Greenland right whales (known as bowheads to Alaskans) by the early 

17th century. Commercial whaling for these whales reached the Bering 

Strait in 1848. The stock of both whales was greatly diminished by 

the close of the 19th century in the North Pacific. The bowhead does 

not frequent the waters of the monument area. 

Family Balaenopteridae 

The rorquals are whales of high latitude seas, streamlined coursers 

compared to the right whales. They are oceanic whales and generally 

avoid shallow coastal waters. There are two family lines, the finbacks 

and the humpbacks. Unlike the right whales, the rorquals were not 

seriously exploited until the advent of pelagic whaling in the 1930's. 

Two species, the blue and the humpback, are commercially extinct and 

the remaining finbacks are in serious trouble. 

Rorquals feed on euphasid crustaceans, called "krill," and on anchovies 

and sauries. Sei whales feed largely on "brit." 

Balaenoptera musculus Blue whale 

The eastern North Pacific stock of blue whales winters off the west coast 

of Baja California. A close loo~ at pelagic whaling statistics shows that 

these whales summer in greatest numbers in the eastern Gulf of Alaska, south 

of the eastern Aleutians (Shumagin Islands to Amchitka Pass) and from 
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the Near Islands to Kamchatka. The preexploitation population of this 

stock is postulated to be around 6,000 whales. By 1967 the remaining 

stock had dropped to an estimated 1,420 animals. The timing of the presence 

of blue whales off Baja California coincides with the greatest abundance 

of the pelagic red crab, Pleurocodes planipes, and the whales have been 

observed feeding on the crabs. The expansion of an experimental crab 

fishery could further jeopardize the status of these whales which are 

classified as endangered. 

Balaena glacialis Black right whales 

The black right whale is an animal of temperate seas. The North Pacific 

population was once very common throughout the Gulf of Alaska in summer. 

It rarely penetrates the Bering Sea. Its wintering ground has never 

been found. This whale was almost exterminated by the close of the 

last century and the entire existing stock probably numbers only a few 

individuals today. It, is listed as endangered . 

• 

Family Eschrichtidae 

Eschrichtius robustus Gray whale 

The gray whale is monotypic, with one population breeding in shallow 

estuarine areas on the coast of Korea and the other in lagoons on the 

coast of Baja California. It is a Nearctic species migrating north 

through shallow coastal waters. The two populations possibly overlap 

somewhat at summer locations in the shallow coastal waters of the 

Bering, Okhotsk, Chukchi, and Beaufor Seas. 
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The 1850 California population of gray whales has been estimated at 

about 25,000. By 1946 it was almost extinct with not more than 250 

whales left. Given complete protection from commercial whaling, the 

California population has increased to about 11,000 but the species 

is still classified as endangered. 

The gray whale migrates the longest distance of any mammal. It feeds 

on benthic amphipods which it obtains by stirring up the bottom 

sediments and scooping up the dislodged crustaceans. 

Balaenoptera physalus Fin whale 

The eastern North Pacific fin whale's sununer range is the nearshore 

waters of both sides of the North Pacific from California to Japan 

and includes the Bering and Chukchi Seas. The wintering grounds are 

suspected to be well offshore and possibly on the latitude of 

California's Channel Islands. When exploitation of the whales started 

in 1958 there were probably about 20,000 animals in this stock. By 

1971 the population had dropped 55% to around 9,000. In about a decade, 

therefore, they were harvested to a point well below that permissible 

for maximum sustained yield. 

Balaenoptera borealis Sei whale 

The summer range of the sei whale is similar to that of the fin, except 

that it rarely enters the Bering Sea for any distance. The wintering 

range is not known except that it may be off the California coast. A 

solitary sei whale is known to have spent several winters in Orea 
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Inlet, the sea lane into Cordova, Alaska. Exploitation of the eastern 

North Pacific stock of this whale didn't become significant until 1959, 

but by 1971 the population had been reduced from an estimated 50,000 

whales to 30,000. The species is listed as endangered. 

Balaenoptera acutorostrata Minke whale 

The smallest of rorquals, the minke whale has so far been protected 

from over-harvest in the eastern North Pacific by its small size. 

It is less than 10 meters in length. The minke whale of the eastern 

North Pacific ranges in summer from Baja California to the Chukchi 

Sea. In winter it ranges south from central California. The adult 

males summer in the open sea but the females and calves remain close to 

shore. In Alaska they are particularly noticeable in relatively 

sheltered areas like Prince William Sound. 

Megaptera novaeangliae Humpback whale 

The humpback whale lacks the streamlined form of the other rorquals 

and is easily overtaken and killed. Because of this, it has been 

drastically overharvested and probably only a few hundred whales 

, 

presently constitute the entire eastern North Pacific stock. The 

sununer range of this population is the eastern Aleutians to the 

Chukchi Sea with a few scattered all the way south to California. 

It winters from Baja California to west-central Mexico, and around 

the oceanic islands as far west as Hawaii. The species is classi

fied as endangered. 
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Subo·rder Odontoceti 

This suborder of the order Cetecea contains the sperm whale, beaked 

whales, dolphins, and porpoises. Its members are carnivorous, feeding 

on fish, squid, and even birds and mammals. The toothed whales usually 

sink when killed, and therefore, were largely ignored by primitive whalers 

Only two, the sperm whale and giant bottlenose whale, are large enough 

to be important as commercial species. 

Family Physeteridae 

Physeter catodon Sperm whale 

The sperm whale is found in all oceans of the world. It winters in these 

oceans to 40° latitude on either side of the equator. The area of greatest 

density in the North Pacific is from the southwestern Bering Sea and 

northern Gulf of Alaska south along the west coast of North America to 40° N. 

This whale has been exploited since the beginning of the 18th century. 

The total annual kill has reached 25,000 in recent years and the North 

Pacific stock has dropped from an estimated 134,000 in 1964 to 64,000 

in 1970. At the same time the kill of males has decreased and the kill 

of females has increased. The sperm whale is a deep diver feeding on 

squid, sharks, skates, and teleost fishes. It is classified as endangered. 

Family Ziphiidae 

The biology of this group of whales is not well known, and for some of 

the species ranges are outlined by a mere handful of records. Distinct 

species may remain to be discovered. On Arnchitka Island for 3 y·ears, 

1967-1970, the carcasses of three or four beaked whales of at least two 

species washed ashore each year. Beaked whales are deep divers feeding on 

squid and deep sea fishes. 
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Berardius bairdi Giant bottlenose whale 

The giant bottlenose whale is the largest of the beaked whales and 

the second largest toothed whale. There is only a limited interest 

in commercial exploitation of this whale. It is a species endemic 

to the North Pacific area ranging from St. Matthew Island to southern 

California in the east, and to Japan in the west. 

Mesosplodon stejnegeri Bering Sea beaked whale 

The Bering Sea beaked whale is very poorly known. From the few existing 

records it appears to occur in the eastern North Pacific from California 

to the Bering Sea. 

Ziphius cavirostris Goose-beaked whale 

The goose-beaked whale is known only from a handful of records. It 

occurs in the Bering Sea and ranges south on either side of the Pacific 

to California and Japan. 

Family Monodontidae 
, 

This group contains two small whales of Arctic and sub-Arctic seas . 

Delphinapterus leucas Beluga 

The beluga is one of the most abundant whales in Alaskan waters. It 

is a largely neritic species ranging as far north as possible in the 

pack ice and no farther south than Cook Inlet. Belugas are too wary 

to be hunted from a boat with much success, and Alaskan Eskimos hunt 

it in tlie leads where they can kill it from the ice. 
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Family Phocoenidae 

Phocoena phocoena Harbor porpoise 

The harbor porpoise is a green (shallow) water resident found in 

bays and estuaries occurring along the mainland coast as far north 

as Point Barrow . 

Phocaenoides dalli Dall porpoise 

The Dall porpoise is an inhabitant of the clear blue water over the 

continental slope and feeds on squid. It is among the fastest of the 

cetaceans and likes to race in alongside of ships and "surf'' on the 

bow waves. The Dall is well distributed in Alaska's coastal waters. 

Family Delphinidae 

These cetaceans are creatures of epipelagic zone of the open ocean. 

Globicephalla macrorhyncha Short- finned pilot whale 

The pilot whale is a highly gregarious species occurring in large 

packs. In the eastern North Pacific it ranges from the Gulf of 

Alaska to the Gulf of California and feeds on squid. 

Orcinus orca Killer whale 

The Killer whale is the third largest toothed cetacean and is found 

in all oceans. Because of its intelligence it is not an easy prey. 

The killer whale feeds on fish, marine birds, and marine mammals 

including whales. 
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Lagenorynchus obliquidens North Pacific white-sided dolphin 

This dolphin is a little known, but common cetacean which ranges the 

Pacific coast from Mexico to Alaska. Habits are similar to those of 

the Dall porpoise except that it is much more gregarious and can often 

be seen in the Gulf of Alaska traveling in herds containing hundreds or 

even thousands of anima ls. 

Lissodelphis borealis . - Northern right whale dolphin 

The right whale dolphin is a little known, finless dolphin which ranges 

the Pacific coast from California to the Bering Sea. 

ORDER ARTIODACTYLA 

Family Bovidae 

Ovis dallie Dall s heep 

The Dall sheep occurs i n one place in the immedia t e are a jus t s outh of 

the Kena i Na tiona l Moose Range ( south of Sheep Cr eek and north of Kachemak 

Creek). This i s the southe rn t e rminus f or s heep on the Kena i. Furthe r 
, 

southern movement i s mos t like l y prohibited by coas t a l wint er cond i tions . 

Or eamnos americanus Mountain goa t 

The mounta i n goa t is pr obab l y the mos t abundant game anima l i n t he imraediate 

area . I t is pr esent t hroughout a ll the mo untainous parts of the a r ea . 

Family Cer v j <lae 

Alces alces Moose 

The moose is not distributed verv widely . Habitat is limited to narrow 

moun tain valleys and south-facing slopes . Its distribution is south 

al.ong Resur r ection Bay and west to the Harding I cefield . It also 

occtirs along the Nuka R~ver . 

ORDER CAR 11\IQRA 

Fami 1)1 Canidae 
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Canis lupus Wolf 

The wolf could be present in small numbers throughout the area. Its numbers 

are increasing in some parts of the region. 

Family Ursidae 

Ursus americanus Black bear 

The black bear is widely distributed and abundant. At least ten concen

trations of fish streams are known in the area. 

Ursus Kenaiensis Brown bear 

The brown bear is present in the area. It appears most likely to occur 

on the west side of Resurrection Bay and on the north side of glaciers towards 

the Kenai National Moose Range. The bears occur in low numbers but are on 

the increase. Low numbers could be a result of human pressure during the 

late 19th and 20th centuries, but it is possible that the area never supported 

a very high population factor. 

Family Mustelida 

Gulo gulo 

The wolverine is present throu;~hout the area. 

Enhydra lutra 

Wolverine 

Sea otter 

The sea otter ranges from Kamchatka to Prince William Sound and sporadically 

from there south to Baja California. These animals were exploited from the 

first days of Russian exploration of Alaska, and were almost extinct by 1911. 

It has fully recovered in many parts of its range and is rapidly extending 

into other areas from which it had been extirpated. 
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Unlike the pinnipeds, sea otters are totally dependent upon their pelage 

for insulation. Sea pollutants, such as oil, spell certain disaster 

for sea otters, for once their fur loses its water repellency, they 

quickly die from shock and exposure. 

Sea otters are present throughout the monument area. The largest popula

tions are at Whidbey, Aialik, Harris and Nuka Bays, and Port Dick. 

Present population is about 1500. The otters should reach aboriginal 

levels in the near future. Limited habitat will prevent levels from 

becoming as high as in the Aleutians. 

ORDER PINNIPEDIA 

Family Otaridae 

Callorhinus • urs1nus Northern fur seal 

The northern fur seal has two major breeding areas, one in the Kurile 

Islands and another, the largest, in the Pribilof Islands. Recently a 

small colony has been discovered on San Miguel Island off California. 

There are approximately 1.4 million seals in the Alaskan breeding stock. 

They rarely come ashore except on their breeding rookeries. These 

animals migrate to wintering areas as far south as Mexico. 

Eumetopias juba~a Steller's sea lion 

The range of this seal is from Bering ,Strait south through the southern 

Bering Sea, the Aleutian Islands, and along the Pacific coast to southern 
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California. Sea lions were heavily harvested up to the 20th century. 

Alaska Natives hunted the sea lion for food and for hides. It was also 

connnercially exploited for hides and oil. Sea lions have not been 

exploited to any great extent during the first half of this century and 

have fully recovered to original populations in much of their range. In 

recent years there has been a market for the skins of pups; 27,187 were 

harvested commercially in Alaska during the period 1964-1970. This harvest 

has been curtailed by the Marine Mannnal Protection Act. 

Population is at near maximum level. There are at least 10 major concentra

tion sites in the area, two of which contain more than 4,000 animals 

(Chiswell and Outer Islands). Matushak and Beehive Islands are used 

as hauling grounds. 

Family Phocidae 

Phoco vitulina Harbor spotted seal 

The harbor (or common) seal is a widely distributed species in both the 

North Atlantic and North Pacific regions and in many areas is the most 

common seal. It is found along the eastern rim of the Pacific from the 

Near Islands to Mexico, on the islands and coast of the Bering Sea, 

and eastward as far as the Beaufort Sea. It is not adapted, as are 

the more northern seals, to living on the pack ice and there is a 

seasonal north-south movement to avoid it. The harbor seal has a 

conflicting economic impact, in that it is both a fish predator and a 
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food and skin source for the Eskimo. Prior to the Marine Mammal 

Protection Act of 1972 it was bountied by the State of Alaska. Cornmercial 

importance is presently minor. 

Harbor seals are present throughout the coast of the monument area. No 

harbor seal population estimate is available but concentrations at the head 

of bays are common with known concentrations of several hundred at 

Aialik, Harris and Nuka bays, and Port Dick. 

, 
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CONTINUATION OF APPENDIX B 

STATUS OF MARINE MAMMALS OCCURRING IN OR ADJACENT TO STUDY AREA 

Species 

Black right wha·le* 

Fin whale 

Sei whale* 

Minke whale 

Blue whale* 

Humpback whale* 

Grav whale* ., 

Giant b ottlenose whaJ.e 

Bering Sea beaked whale 

Goose- beaked whale 

Sperm whale* 

Belt1ga whale 

Harbor p o rpoise 

Dall porpoise 

Short-finned pilot whale 

Killer whale 

N. Pac. white- sided dolphin 

Northern right whale dolphin 

Sea otter 

Northern fur seal 

V 

V 

V 

V 

V 

V 

V 

V 

V 

V 

V 

V 

V 

V 

V 

V 

V 

V 

B 

V 
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Steller's sea lion 

Harbor spotted seal 

Key: 

V = regularly found in the vicinity 

v = irregularly found in the vicinity 

H = regularly used as a hauling ground 

; 

H 

H 

h = irregularly used as a 
hauling ground 

B = regul.arly· breeding on or 
near area 

b = irregularly breeding on 
or near area. 
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APPENDIX C 

Alaska Cooooercial Fisheries Areas 

, 
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FISHERIES MAP 2 
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FISHERIES MAP 3 
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APPENDIX D 

LAND MAMMALS WHICH MAY OCCUR IN THE PROPOSAL AREA 

ORDER INSECTIVORA 

Family Soricidae 

Sorex cinereus 

Sorex Hudrodromus 

Sorex obscurus 

ORDER CHIROPTERA 

Family Vespertilionidae 

Myotis Lucifugus 

ORDER LAGAMORPHA 

Family Leporidae 

Lepus americanus 

ORDER RODENTA 
, 

Family Sciuridae 

Marcnota caligata 

Tamiasciurus hudsonicus 

Masked shrew 

Unulaska shrew 

Dusky shrew 

Little brown bat 

Snowshoe hare 

Hoary marntot 

Red squirrel 

• 

523 



ORDER CARNIVORA 

Family Ursidae 

Ursus americanus americanus 

Family Canidae 

Canis latrans 

Vulpes fulva 

Family Mustelidae 

Martes americana 

Mustela erminea 

Mustela rixosa 

Mustela vison 

Family Felidae 

Lynx canadensis 

ORDER ARTIODACTYLA 
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Family Cervidae 

Rangifer tarandus 

Rangifer arcticus 

Alces alces gigas 

Black bear 

Coyote 

Red Fox 

Pine marten 

Short-tailed weasel 

Least weasel 

Mink 

Lynx 

Reindeer 

Barren ground caribou 

Moose 
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APPENDIX E 

CHECKLIST OF PLANT SPECIES FOUND ON THE SOUTH COAST OF THE KENAI PENINSULA 

1. Plants found in alpine areas above timber line and usually above 

2,000 feet elevation: 

Dryopteris linnaeana 

Cryptogamma sp. 

Botrychium sp. 

Equisetum arvense 

~. variegatum 

Lycopodium alpinum 

_h. selago 

Hierochloe alpina 

Phlium alpinum 

Arctagrostis latifolia 

Podagrostis thurberiana 

Vahlodea atropurpurea 

Trisetum ceruum 

!· ~picatum 

Scizachne purpurascens 

Poa alpina 

R_. glauca 

f. lep to coma 

Festuca altaica 

, 

Bromus pumpellianus 

Agropuron angustiglume 

Oak-fern 

Grape-fern 

Common horsetail 

Northern scouring-rush 

Alpine club-moss 

Fir club-moss 

Alpine holy-grass 

Mountain timothy 

Arctagrostis 

Thurber redtop 

Mountain hair-grass 

Nodding trisetum 

Downy oat-grass 

False Melic 

Alpine bluegrass 

Glaucous spear-grass 

Bog bluegrass 

Rough fescue 

Brome grass 

Slender wheat-grass 
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Carnex nardina 

C. scirooidea -

.f. pyrenai ca 

C. Lachenalii 

C. mertensii -

C. macrochaeta -
~- nesophila 

~- podocaroa 

Juncus druoooondii 

J. mertensianus -
Luzula arcuata 

L. nivalis 

L. parviflora 

L. seicata 

Tofieldia coccinea 

Veratrum sp. 

Lloydia serotina 

Sterptopus arnplexifolius 

Salix lasiandra 

S. reticulata -
S. rotundifolia -
S. arctica 

S. coonnutata -
Oxyria digna 

Polygonum viviparum 

Hepburn sedge 

Northern single-spiked sedge 

Pyrenean sedge 

Arctic hare's foot sedge 

Mertens sedge 

Alaska long-awned sedge 

Bering Sea sedge 

Short-stalk sedge 

Drummond rush 

Mertens rush 

Alpine wood-rush 

Snow wood-rush 

Small-flowered wood-rush 

Spiked wood-rush 

Northern asphodel 

Hellebore 

Alp lily 

Cuc11mher-root 

Pacific willow 

Arctic willow 

Mountain sorrel 

Alpine bistort 
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Stellaria sitchana 

Silane acaulis 

Papaver alboresium 

Cardamine bellidifolia 

Draba oligasperma 

Arabia lyrata 

Sedum rosea 

Leptarrhena pyrolifolia 

Saxifraga bronchialis 

§_. caespitosa 

S. cernua -
§_. ferruginea 

S. folios a -
~. Lyallii 

S. nivalis 

§_. oppositifolia 

~. punctata 

S. rivularis 

~. tricuspidata 

S. unalaschkensis -
Mitella pentandra 

Luetkea pectinata 

Aruncus sylvester 

Potentilla diversifolia 

P. uniflora -

, 

Sitka starwort 

Moss pink 

Alpine cress 

Rock-cress 

Rosewort 

Leather-leaf saxifrage 

Spotted saxifrage 

Tufted saxifrage 

Nodding saxifrage 

Alaska saxifrage 

Foliose saxifrage 

Red-stennned saxifrage 

Alpine saxifrage 

Purple mountain saxifrage 

.Brook saxifrage 

Alpine brook saxifrage 

Three-toothed saxifrage 

Unalaska saxifrage 

Alpine mitrewort 

Luetkea 

Goat 's beard 

Diverse-leaved cinquefoil 

One-flowered cinquefoil 
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P. villosa 

Geum rossii 

Dryas octopetala 

Oxytropis nigrescens 

Hedysarum alpinum 

Phyllodoce glanduiflora 

Cassiope stelleriana 

Arctostaphylos alpina 

Vaccinium uliginosum 

Diapensia lapponica 

~entiana arctophila 

G. glauca 

G. platypetala 

Swertia perennis 

Myosotis aleostris 

Veronica wormskioldii 

Castilleja pallida 

Rhinanthus minor 

Pedicularis sp. 

Pinguicula vulgaris 

Galium aparine 

G. boreale 

Valeriana sitchensis 

_Campanula latisepala 

Solidago multiradianta 

528 

Villous cinquefoil 

Ross avens 

Eight-petaled dryad 

Black oxytrope 

American hedysarum 

Yellow heather 

Alaska heather 

Alpine bearberry 

Bog blueberry 

Diapensia 

Arctic gentian 

Glaucous gentian 

Broad-petaled gentian 

Forget-me-not 

Alaine speedwell 

Rattlebox 

Common butterwort 

Cleavers 

Northern bedstraw 

Sitka valerian 

Northern goldenrod 
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Erigeron peregrinus 

Amica Lessingii 

2. Plants found in alpine areas and also in areas below timber line: 

Woodsia ilvensis 

Athyri um sp. 

Calamagrostis canadensis 

Juncus castaneus 

Salix glauca 

~. pulchra 

Betula glandulosa 

Aconitum delphinifolium 

Anemone narcissiflora 

Heuchera glabra 

Spiraea Beauverdiana 

Sanguisorba sitchensis 

Empetrum nigrum 

Viola glatella 

Shepherdia canadensis 

Epilobium leptocarqum 
, 

Heracleum lanatum 

Polemonium pulcherrimum 

Linnaea borealis 

Campanula lasiocarpa 

Achillea lanulosa 

Artemisia arctica 

Rusty woodsia 

Bluejoint reed-grass 

Chestnut rush 

Glandular scrub birch 

Delphinium-leaved aconite 

Narcissus-fl.owered anemone 

Alpine heuchera 

Beauvered spiraea 

Sitka great burnet 

Crowberry 

Stream violet 

Buffaloberry or soapberry 

Willow-herb 

Cow parsnip 

Polimonium 

Twin-flower 

Mountain harebell 

Yarrow 

Arctic worniwood 
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3. Plants found only in areas below timberline, usually from sea level 

to 2,000 feet elevation: 

Tsuga nertensiana 

Salix sitchensis 

Alnus crispa 

Delphinium glaucum 

Ribes laxiflorum 

Rosa nutkana 

Rubus spectabilis 

Geranium erianthum 

Polemonium acutiflorum 

Mimulus guttatus 

Viburnum edule 

4. Other plants mentioned in the area: 
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Picea glauca 

P. sitchensis -
Tsuga heterophylla 

Thuya plicata 

Juniperus horizontalis 

Lysichitum americanum 

Rumex fenestratus 

Batula kenaica 

Populus tricocarpa 

Mountain hemlock 

Sitka willow 

Alaska alder 

Glaucous larkspur 

Trailing black currant 

Nootka rose 

Salmonberry 

Northern geranium 

Polemonium 

Yellow monkey-flower 

Highbush cranberry 

White spruce 

Sitka spruce 

Western hemlock 

Western red cedar 

Creeping juniper 

Skunk cabbage 

Great western dock 

Kenai birch 

Black cottonwood 
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Ribes triste 

Sorbus scopulina 

Rubus chamaemorus 

Potentilla fruticosa 

Sambucus racemosa 

Epilobium anS?stifolium 

E. latifolium -

Cplopanax harridus 

Cornus canadensis 

Loiseleuria procumbers 

Menziesia ferruginea 

Arctostaphylos uva-ursi 

Vaccinium vitis-idea 

Artemisia 

, 

Red currant 

Western mountain ash 

Cloudberry 

Shrubby cinquefoil 

Red-berried elder 

Common fireweed 

Dwarf fireweed 

Devil's club 

Bunchberry 

Alpine azalea 

Buckbrush or rusty menziesia 

Connnon bearberry 

Mountain cranberry 

Sage 
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.SCIENTIFIC NAME 

Salvelinus malma 

Salmo gairdneri 

Oncorhynchus nerka 

Oncorhynchus kisutch 

Oncorhynchus keta 

Oncorhynchus gorbuscha 

Gasterosteus aculeatus 

Cottus asper 

Cottus aleuticus 

Cottus cognatus 

* * 

, 

APPENDIX F 

FRESHWATER FISHES 

* 

COMMON NAME 

Dolly Varden 

Rainbow-steelhead trout 

Red salmon 

Silver salmon 

Ch,un salmon 

Pink salmon 

Threes pine stickleback 

Prickly sculpin 

Coastrange sculpin 

Slimy sculpin 

* 
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APPENDIX G -

ANCHORAGES FOR SMALL VESSELS ALONG THE SOUTH COAST 

The following is a complete list of all anchorage sites in the general 

area. For a detailed description see ''U.S. Coast Pilot 9, '' by Morgan B. 

Sherwood. (See bibliography.) 

Aialik Bay 

Paradise Cove 

Three Hole Bay 

Harris Bay 

Granite Passage 

Crater Bay 

Cup Cove 

Sandy Bay 

Paguna Arni 

Taroka Arm 

Thunder Bay 

Nuka Bay 

Wildcat Pass 

Roaring Cove 

Morning Cove 

Moonlight Bay 

Shelter Cove 

Surprise Bay 

Ariadne Cove 

, 
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Pilot Harbor 

Wildcat Cove 

McArthur Cove 

Chance Lagoon 

Midnight Cove 

Yalik Bay 

Palisades Lagoon 

Quartz Bay 

• 



' 

APPENDIX H 

MITIGATING MEASURES 

Paragraph 5 of the Council of Environmental Quality guidelines identifies 

those Federal actions which require the preparation of environmental 

statements. With regard to archeological resources, a ''major Federal 

action'' is any action in any geographic location which: 

1. Results in a disturbance or change in the natural surface of the land; 

2. Results in alteration of soil composition; 

3. Changes an existing use of the land by alteration or construction 

activities. 

To avoid such adverse impacts in proposed development areas by NPS or 

by its licensee, per1oittee, lessee, or grantee or other recipient of 

privilege, the following archeological clearance procedure will be 

effected: 

Archeological Clearance Procedures: 

1. Prior to the start of any earth-disturbing action whatsoever, the 

contractor or his recipient of privilege shall obtain an archeologica] 
, 

clearance from the regional archeologist. 

2. The mon11ment archeologist will evaluate the potential significance of 

the resources, identify any which may merit listing in the National 

Register of Historic Places, and reconm1end appropriate mitigating 

actions in a report to the Regional arche ologist. 
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3. In those instances when NPS archeologists are not available, the 

regional archeologist will provide a list of institutions qualified for 

this work and will assist in making arrangements for contracting the 

work. 

4. Archeological clearance will be granted by the regional archeologist 

when significant archeological resources are not identified in a develop

ment area. 

5. Archeological clearance will be denied by the regional archeologist 

when significant archeological resources are identified in a development 

area. 

6. The presence of archeological resources which may merit listing in 

the National Register of Historic Places will require compliance with 

Section 2(b) of Executive Order 11593 of May 13, 1971. 

7. The presence of archeological resources of major scientific importance 

will require a complete reevaluation to consider relocating a development 

or portion thereof. 

8. With archeological resources of lesser significance than (6) or (7) 

above, NPS or its recipients of privilege may select the option of 

(1) relocating the project so as to avoid damage to the resources or 

(2) providing the archeological studies, including analysis and reports, 

sufficient to mitigate realistically the loss of the resource. 

538 



• 

, 

9. An archeological clearance will be granted to remove a denial of 

clearance at the completion of archeological field work where mitigating 

studies are the selected option. 

10. If archeological resources are discovered in the course of construction 

on areas previously given archeological clearance, the contractor will 

i1no,ediately notify the regional archeologist. In this event, emergency 

salvage will be required. 

METHOD OF INVESTIGATION 

A preliminary reconnaissance can provide the information necessary for 

general program studies or for a project in the initial planning stage. 

An intensive field testing survey will be necessary to obtain the data 

for projects at the feasibility or preauthorization stage of planning, 

and for which the preparation of an environmental statement is anticipated. 

1. Preliminary Reconnaissance 

At the initial planning stage of an action, or in general program studies, 

an inventory should define the categories of cultural resources in the 

area and the nature of the predicted effects of the action on them. The 

inventory will be a rea~istic and reliable basis for evaluating the known 

and potential cultural resources which m~y be affected by the action. 

In some cases, the inventory will be made from existing primary scientific 

or historic records; inforniation also will be obtained through consultation 

with competent professional archeologists having personal knowledge of 

t .he area. The degree to which this infotniation represents comprehensive 
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coverage of the area should be stated. 

The inventory will identify the indigenous cultures, historic and pre

historic, in the project or program area and state their significance 

in local, regional, and national contexts. Cultural resources that 

appear to qualify for the National Register of Historic Places will be 

identified. 

If existing knowledge of the cultural resources of an area is insufficient 

for an adequate inventory, a preliminary field reconnaissance of the 

project area will be carried out. This will be an examination by a 

competent archeologist to obtain representative data of the cultural 

resources, permitting determination of the scope and significance of 

resources which will be affected by the project, as described above. 

2. Intensive Field Testing Survey 

In conjunction with projects in feasibility stage or those to be proposed 

for authorization through legislative action, a detailed statement of 

impact should be prepared based on an inventory from an intensive field 

testing survey. This survey will involve a comprehensive examination of 

the project area supplemented by test excavations as necessary to accom

plish adequately the following: 

a. Identify and describe the archeological resources which will be 

affected by the action; 

b. Sample all categories of archeological resources in all environmental 

contexts which will be affected directly or indirectly by the action; 

c. Develop a reliable statement of the significance of archeological 
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resources to be affected; 

d, Develop an estimate of the cost of recovering all data from resources 

to be affected, as a monetary measure of the value of the resources base. 

This estimate should be used in computing cost-benefit ratios; 

e. Develop an estimate of the cost of mitigating the adverse effects of 

an action on archeological resources; 

f. Identify locations that are listed on, or appear to qualify for, the 

National Register of Historic Places established by the Historic Preser

vation Act of 1966 (P.L. 98-665). These locations must be identified to 

comply with Exe cu ti ve Order 1159 3 of May 13, 19 71; 

g. Develop a basis for recorranending alternative dispositions of the 

archeological resources affected by the action. These recommendations 

can include: (1) Mitigation studies; (2) Relocation of part or all of 

a project to preserve archeological remains; (3) Other protective or 

management measures to preserve these remains; (4) No action required 

concerning archeological resources. All recommendations in the survey 

report and the impac't statement shall be justified. 
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APPENDIX _I_ 

FISH AND WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT POLICY 

The National Park Service policy on fish and wildlife management 

is set forth in Administration Policies for Natural Areas of the 

National Park System (U.S. Department of the Interior, National Park 

Service, 1970). The policy is based on precedent set in the 

Yellowstone National Park legislation of 1872 and similar subsequent 

national park legislative actions. Article III of the Convention 

on Nature Protection and Wildlife Preservation in the Western Hemisphere 

Between the United States of America and Other American Republics, 

and recommendations of the Advisory Board on Wildlife Management in 

the National Parks. The full texts of the latter two documents are 

included as appendixes in Administrative Policies for Natural Areas 

of the National Park System. 

The following policy statement issued by the Secretary of the 

Interior on May 2, 1,968, is quoted from the administrative policies 

(emphasis added): 

"A. In all areas ad~inistered by the Secretary of the Interior through 

the National Park Service, the Bureau of Sport Fisheries and ·Wildlife, 

the Bureau of Land Management, and the Bureau of Reclamation, except the 

National Parks, the National Monuments, and hi$toric areas of the 

National Park System, the Secretary shall -
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coverage of the area should be stated. 

The inventory will identify the indigenous cultures, historic and pre

historic, in the project or program area and state their significance 

in local, regional, and national contexts. Cultural resources that 

appear to qualify for the National Register of Historic Places will be 

identified. 

If existing knowledge of the cultural resources of an area is insufficient 

for an adequate inventory, a preliminary field reconnaissance of the 

project area will be carried out. This will be an examination by a 

competent archeologist to obtain representative data of the cultural 

resources, per,oi tting determination of the scope and significance of 

resources which will be affected by the project, as described above. 

2. Intensive Field Testing Survey 

In conjunction wi·th projects in feasibility stage or those to be proposed 

for authorization through legislative action, a detailed statement of 

impact should be prepared based on an inventory from an intensive field 

testing survey. This survey will involve a comprehensive examination of 

the project area supplemented by test excavations as necessary to accom

plish adequately the following: 

a. Identify and describe the archeological resources which will be 
. 

affected by the action; 

b. Sample all categories of archeological resources in all environmental 

contexts which will be affected directly or indirectly by the action; 

c. Develop a reliable statement of the significance of archeological 
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resources to be affected; 

d. Develop an estimate of the cost of recovering all data from resources 

to be affected, as a monetary measure of the value of the resources base. 

This estimate should be used in computing cost-benefit ratios; 

e. Develop an estimate of the cost of mitigating the adverse effects of 

an action on archeological resources; 

f. Identify locations that are listed on, or appear to qualify for, the 

National Register of Historic Places established by the Historic Preser

vation Act of 1966 (P.L. 98-665). These locations must be identified to 

comply with Executive Order 11593 of May 13, 1971; 

g. Develop a basis for reconmiending alternative dispositions of the 

archeological resources affected by the action. These recommendations 

can include: (1) Mitigation studies; (2) Relocation of part or all of 

a project to preserve archeological remains; (3) Other protective or 

management measures to preserve these remains; (4) No action required 

concerning archeological resources. All recommendations in the survey 

report and the impact statement shall be justified. 
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APPENDIX I 

FISH AND WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT POLICY 

The National Park Service policy on fish and wildlife management 

is set forth in Administration Policies for Natural Areas of the 

National Park System (U.S. Department of the Interior, National Park 

Service, 1970). The policy is based on precedent set in the 

Yellowstone National Park legislation of 1872 and similar subsequent 

national park legislative actions. Article III of the Convention 

on Nature Protection and Wildlife Preservation in the Western Hemisphere 

Between the United States of America and Other American Republics, 

and recommendations of the Advisory Board on Wildlife Management in 

the National Parks. The full texts of the latter two documents are 

included as appendixes in Administrative Policies for Natural Areas 

of the National Park System. 

The following policy statement issued by the Secretary of the 

Interior on May 2, 1968, is quoted from the administrative policies 

(emphasis added): 

, 

''A. In all areas administered by the Secretary of the Interior through 

the National Park Service, the Bureau of Sport Fisheries and ·Wildlife, 

the Bureau of Land Management, and the Bureau of Reclamation, except the 

National Parks, the National Monuments, and hi$toric areas of the 

National Park System, the Secretary shall -
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"1. Provide that public hunting of resident wildlife and fishing 

shall be permitted within statutory limitations in a manner that 

is compatible with and not in conflict with, the primary objectives 

as declared by the Congress for which such areas are reserved or 

acquired; 

"2. Provide that public hunting, fishing, and possession of fish 

and resident wildlife shall be in accordance with applicable State 

laws and regulations, unless the Secretary finds, after consultation 

with appropriate State fish and game departments, that he must 

close such areas to such hunting and fishing or restrict public 

access thereto for such purposes; 

"3. Provide that a State license or permit, as provided by State 

law, shall be required for the public hunting, fishing, and 

possession of fish and resident wildlife on such areas; • 

"4. Provide for consultation with the appropriate State fish and 

game department in the development of cooperative management plans 

for limiting over-abundant or harmful populations of fish and 

resident wildlife thereon, including the disposition of the 

carcasses thereof, and, except in emergency situations, secure the 

State's concurrence in such plans; and 
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'' 5 
• Provide for consultation with the appropriate State fish and 

game department in carrying out research programs involving the 

taking of fish and resident wildlife, including the disposition 

of the carcasses thereof, and secure the State's concurrence in 

such programs. 

''B. In the case of the National Parks National Monuments, and 

historic areas of the National Park System, the Secretary shall--

"1. Provide, where public fishing is permitted, that such fishing 

shall be carried out in accordance with applicable State laws and 

regulations, unless exclusive legislative jurisdiction* has been 

ceded for such area, and a State license or permit shall be required 

for such fishing, unless otherwise provided by law; 

''2. Prohibit public hunting and 

"3. Provide for consultation with the appropriate State fish and 

game departments in carrying out programs of control of over

abundant or otherwise harmful populations of fish and resident 

wildlife or research programs involving the taking of such fish and 
, 

resident wildlife, including the disposition of carcasses therefrom. 

"In any case where there is a disagreement, such disagreement shall 

be referred to the Secretary of the Interior who shall provide for a 
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thorough discussion of the problems with representatives of the 

State fish and game departments and the National Park Service for 

the purpose of resolving the disagreement. 

''*The term ''exclusive legislative jurisdiction'' is applicable to 

situations wherein the Federal Government has received, by whatever 

method, all the authority of the State, with no reservation made 

to the State except the right to serve process resulting from 

activities which occurred off the land involved. This term is 

applied notwithstanding that the State may exercise certain authority 

over the land, as may other States over land similarly situated, 

in consonance with the several Federal statutes. The term is also 

sometimes referred to as ''partial jurisdiction.'' 

Normally, exception to the policy must be approved by Congress. 
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APPENDIX J 

United States Departn1ent of tl1e Interior 
OFFICE 01•' TllE SECRETAltY 

\VASHING.l"C)N, D.C. 20240 

DECl 71973 

Dear Mr. Speaker: 

Transmitted herewith is a bill, ''To provide for the addition of 
certain lands in the ·state of -Alaska to the National Park, National 

... 

WildJ.ife Refuge, National Forest, and the Wild and Scenic Rivers· 
Systems, and for other purposes.'' 

We recor.Jnend that this bill be referred to the f:Wpropriate Committee . 

and that it be enacted. 

On December 18, 1971, President Nixon signed into lav the historic 
Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act (PJlCSA) (PL 92-203). This 
legislation extinguished aJJ aboriginal claims to land in Alaska 
and in return provided the Natives with a land settlement of 40 
million ·acres and a monetary settlement 0£ nearly a billion dollars. 

In addition, section 17(d){l) of the Act authorized the Secretary of 
the Interior {hereinafter referred to as the ''Secretary'') to vi tl1draw 
such public domain lands as he thougl1t advisable to ensure that the 
public interest in them is properly protected. 

Section 17(d)(2) of the Act authorized the Secretary to withdraw up to 
80 million acres of land to be studied for possible addition to the 
National Park, Forest, Wildlife Refuge, and Wild and Scenic Rivers 
Systems. Section 17(d)(2) also required all legislative proposals 
coming from such studies to be submitted t o the Congress within two 
years, by Dece~ber 18, 1973, and provided that Congress would have 
five years to act following receipt of the legislation. During this 
period lands in those proposals withdrawn under 17(d)(2) would not 
be subject to appropriation under the public land laws. The bill 
transmitted vith this letter constitutes the legislative proposals 
pursuant to that authority. . 
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The process or developing the proposals began in Jo.nuary of 1972 wj tl1 
the Bureau of Sport Fisheries a.nd Wildlife and the Nat!on::s.1 J>a1'k 
Service concentrating on the identification of their ''o.reao of :tnterest'' 
in Alaska without regard to management Jurisdiction. 

During February 1972 these two agencies screened the ''areas of interest'' 
to identity the specific areas that warranted detailed on-the-ground 
study for possible addition to the National Wildlife Refuge and Park 
Systems. These particular areas were then reviewed vithin the Depart
ment to determine the lands to be wi thd.ral-rn in March of 1972 ·under 
the 17(d)(l) end 17(d) (2) provisions of the Act. The March with
·a.rawal also recognized certain river areas that warrantei study 
for possible addition to the Wild and Scenic Rivers System. In addition, 
additional acreage fro~ which the Natives vere to select •ome of the 
land to which they were entitled was withdrawn~ 

' I 

During the s1iu®er of 1972 the National Park Service, Bureau of Outdoor 
Recreation, Bureau of Sport Fisheries and Wildlife ·and Forest Service 
conducted detailed studies of the withdrawn ·lands. 

In August of 1972, the Joint Federal-State Land Use Planning Cor.:nission, 
a co!i!i:1ission created by the· AI~CSA to advise the Federal and State 
govern~ents, provided its recommendations for the finai 17(d)(2) with
dra,.rals to be zr.e.de i;n Septe!:lber. On Septecber- 17 the final 17(d)(2) 
withdrawals of 79.3 r.illion acres were made. Tne withdrawals reflected 
negotiations with certain of the liative Regional Corporations. Sub
sequent adjustments have also been made in native deficiency withdrawals, 
after consultation vi th the !Iatives • 

• 

During the remainder of 1972 and early 1973 the agencie9 refined their 
' 

studies on the D-2 a.~d the related D-1 lands. 

During f·1ay and June of 1973 the Joint Federal-State Land Use Planning 
Co!!lllssion held over 30 h.earir.gs ir.1 Alaska and four hearings in the 
Lower 48 States to obtain coimnents from the public concerning use 
potentia.l.s for the 17(d)(2) lands. llie testimony from .these hearings, 
as well as specific recomr.1endations subnitted by the Cocrnission re
garding 17(d)(2) vithdrawals, were a.11 considered in developing fine.l 
recommendations. 
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!I.he decisions on additions to the National Park, Retuge, Forest and 
Wild and Scenic Rivers Systems have not been easy to make. Alaska 
is a vast land vi th a great variety of resource values, many of vhich 
are ot national and international importance. It contains great mineral, 
oil, and forest resources, a wide variety of ecosystems, outstanding 
archeological artifacts, and some of the most magnificent scenery in 
the world. It is the only place in ·the United States where Native 
peopl~ are living on the land on a subsistence basis. 

In the proposed legislation, we have taken into account the special 
characteristics of Alaska end we have used several ·new a~nroaches 
which we believe are particularly suitea to Alas.tta. it'or exarnple, we 
are proposing Joint management ot· resources by two ·.or mre federal. 
bureaus in several instances, because the .resources of the areas seem 
to require this Joint approach. ~e Chuk.chi-Imuruk. National Reserve 
and the two southern. units of the Harding Ice Field-Kenai Fjords 
National Mon,uoent, which have both park-quality resources and high 
fish and wildlife values, will be administered Jointly by the National 
Park Service end Bureau of Sport Fisheries and Wildlife. lliamna 
National Resource Range will be admi nis'tered as a mii t of the National 
Wildlife Refuge System and vill also be administered to permit 
multiple-use activities compatible with the Bristol Bay fishery 
resburce. The Noatak National Arctic Range will be jointly managed 
by the Bureau of Sport Fisheries and Wild.life and the Bureau of 
Land Management to provide for protection of the natural features 
or the area and for scientific research. 

We intend to negotiate cooperative agreements where possible with the 
owners of adj~cent lands including federal agencies, state and 1ocal 
governments, and private persons, including native corporations, as 
well as foreign nations, provided the Secretary- of State concurs. The 
agreen:.nts would have as their purpose assuring that these adjacent 
areas vill be managed, insofar as possible, in a manner consistent with 
preservation of the pa.rk system and refuge system units. The maps re
ferred to in the proposed legislation show certain areas adjacent to 
park and refuge units designated as . '~areas of ecological concern''; we 
will make particular efforts to conclude cooperative agreements with 
respect to these areas. Government IJ8encies licensing, funding, or 
carrying out undertakings on adjacent lands, unless they are parties 
to a cooperative agreement, vould be required by our proposal to 
otter the Secretary a reasonable opportunity to couuoent on their 
undertakings. 
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We have also provided for sub,sistence use of fish, wildlife and plnnt 
resources in recosnititon of the established subsistence huntinG 
practices in Alaska, 011 both n.1tional park and refuge system areas. 
~e neei for a subsistence use provision is unique to Alaska, where 
members of the rrative population are living on a subsistence basis. 

We recognize in submitting these proposals to the Congress that further 
information is needed before decisions can be reached on some issue3. 
As Alaska continues to develop, there will be a need for righ·ts of vay 
and corridors to adequately accomodate transportation and utility re
quirements. However, the information on these n.eeds is not fully 
developed at this tice and therefore decisions cannot be made before 
the December 18, 1973 deadline for submitting -17(d)(2) legislative 
proposals to Congress. We plan to work with the Congress and· the State 
of Alaska in determining what these needs are and how they can be met. 
We plan to keep our proposals and their resources 1.lllder continuing 
study to detercine if a:ny subsequent changes in. bo~daries or uses 
are necessary. If such changes are determined to be necessary, they 
will be referred to the Congress for appropriate act~on. 

The following pages deal wi~h specific proposals in detail. 'lhe legis
lation has been divided into four titles: 1) National Park Syste~, 
2) National Wildlife Refuge System, 3) National Forest System, and 
4) l·li ld and Scenic · Rivers System additions which are not located in 
any of the above three system3. Wild and Scenic Rivers System pro
posals are also found in the first three titles, in cases in which 
the river r\r'ls through a national park, refuge, or forest system 
area. 

We are proposing to add acreage to two existing national park system 
areas, and to create nine new park areas, as follovs: 

1. ?-ft. J,IcKinley 1'Tation9.l Park ( additions) 
2. Katmai r1ational Park ·(additions) 
3. Aniakcha.'l{ Caldera I·Tational I,1onunent 
4. Harding Ice Field-Kenai Fjords national ~ton11:rnent 
5. Cape Krus ens tern I~ational r.1on11ment 
6. Kobuk Valley i'iational ~!on11ment 
7. Lake Clark liatione..l Park 
8. Wrangell-St. Elias National Park 
9. Gates of the Arctic r1ational Park 
10. Yukon-Charley Ifational Rivers 
11. Chukchi-Imuruk National Reserve 
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3.18 million acres 
1.87 

.44 

.30 

.35 
1.85 
2.61 
8.64 
8.36 
1.97 
2.69 

32.26 subtotal 
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We are proposing nine new additions to the National Wildlife Refuge 
System: 

1. Alaska Coastal. National Wildlife Ret'uges 
2. Arctic National Wildlife Refuge 

.07 mi11ion acres 
3.76 

3. Ilia11ma National Resource Range 
lt. Koyukuk National Wildl.ife Refuge 
5. Noatak National Arctic Range 
6. Selawik National vTildJ..ife Reft,ooe 
7. Togiak National Wildlife Refuge 
8. Yukon Delta National Wild] i:te Refuge 
9. Yukon Flats National Retuge 

2.85 
~.43 
7.59 
'~. ho 
2.74 
5.16 
3.59 

31. 59 subtotal 

. We are proposing establishn-ent of three new natio1ml forest system 
areas, and additions to a ~ourth existing are&: 

1. Porcupine National Forest 
2. . Wrangell Mountains National Forest 

5.50 million acres 
5.50 

3. Yukon-Kuskokwim National Forest 7.30 
4. Chugach Natione.l Forest (additions) 

l~O subtotal 

We are proposing six additions to the National Wild and Scenic Rivers 
Sy-stem which are located entirely within park system areas, five located 
entirely within refuge system areas, one which flows through both a park 
and a refuge system area and four located entirely within forest system 
areas. In addition, we are proposing four components not located on 
park, refuge or forest systen, lands: 

1. Beaver Creek .20 million acres 
2. Birch Creek .20 
3. Fortymile .32 
4. Unalakleet •. 10 

.82 

1he total acreage added is · 83. 4 7 million acres. 
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National Park System 

Mm1 nistra.tion 

Title I of the proposed legislation would add additional acreage to 
tvo existing parks and mon,,rnents and create nine new uni ts of the 

• 

National Park System. Administration of these areas will be under 
the authority of Act of August 25, 1916 (39 Stat. 535 et seq.) 
as amended and supplemented (16 u.s .c. 1, et seq.). Chukchi-Imuruk 
National Reserve and the two southern uni ts of the Harding Ice 
Field-Kenai Fjords National Monument will be managed jointly by 
the National Park Service and the Burea11 of Sport Fisheries and 

~ 

Wildlife pursuant to a cooperative agreemenli. ·1·.ae o-cner areas w1., , 
be managed entirely by the National Park Service. Lands within 
the boundaries of the added and new areas may be acquired by purchase, 
donation, or exchange; except that lands owned by the State or 
political subdivisions of the State m~ be acquired only by donation 
or ·exchange, and property owned by a native village or corporation 
m~ be acquired only with the concurrence of the owner. Minor 
boundary changes m~ be made, a~er notice requirements are met, 
including notice to the Interior and Insular Aff'airs Counoj ttees. 
Administrative sites located outside the park system area boundaries 
mf.\V be added to the areas and inc~uded within the botmdaries after 
notice requirements are met, but the sites mfcy" not exceed 80 acres 
for any one park system area. · 

Mining and Mineral Leasing 

!!he federal lands within the boundaries of the areas added to existing 
units or established by the title are withdrawn, subject to valid 
existing rights, from location, entry and patent under the public lands 
laws, including from a.11 forms of appropriation under the United States 
mining laws, and from operation of the mineral leasing laws. This 
withdrawal also applies to areas presently within Mount McKinley 
National Park. Since lands within the existing Katmai National Monument 
are already withdrawn, no reference is made to them in the legislation. 
A one year limit is established during which all mining claims must 
be recorded; an applicatio~ for patent must be made within three years 
ot re·cordation; or the claim will be presumed inv.alid. 

An exception to these withdrawals is made to allow mineral leasing in 
the Yukon River watershed of the Yukon-Charley National River, other 
than the Charley River; these lands are not withdrawn from operation 
of the mineral leasing laws and are specifically made subject to the 
Mineral Leasing Act of 1920, except that provision is made for admin
istrative cancelling of leases and permjts for violations of the t~rms 
or leases and permits or regulations. These lands are with drawn from 
appropriation under the mining laws by subsection 106( a) , but minerals 
of the types subject to the mining laws may be removed tmder a pe1·uij t 
system provided for in subsection 106(b). 
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Sport Hur.tin7, 

. 
Sport hunting will be perrdtted in specified townships of Aniakchak 
Caldera. !·:t1.tional !,!onu.~ent and in Lake Clark National Park, 't,Transell-
St. Elias rTational Pa.r~, the Gates of the Arctic rrational Park, 
Chukchi-l=Ul"u.k :~1tional Reserve, and Yukon-Charley i'Iational Rivers, 
in accordan·ce with regulations prescribed by the Secretary. Sport 
hunting may- not take place, however, if prohibited by state or fed-
eral law. T..1.e Secretary mey establish lirni ts on n11mbers and types 
of species ta~en and manner of taking, and may prohibit taking; he 
mEcy" also desi~nate zones where, and periods when, no sport hunting 
will be per!:l.i.tted for reasons of public safety, admjnistration, fish 
and wild.life manaee~ent, or public use or enjoymento Regulations 
except in er.:ergencies, are to be put into effect 011ly- a:f'ter · consul
tation with the appropriate fish and ga,t:ie agency of the State of Alaska. 

The propcsal requires a report to the Congress at specified intervals 
on the effect o~ e.11 hunting, fishing and trapping, including sub
sistence uses, on the flora and fau..~a of the areas added to existing 
units or establishei by the title. 

Subsisten~e Uses 

Except as otherwise prohibited by state or federal law, subsistence 
uses of fisl1, wild.life a!ld plant resources will continue within tl1e 
areas adied to e;,::istir1g park system units or established as new u...'1:.ts, 
to the e:,:tent tl'!at s,.1ch uses 1-... ere in effect on the date of enact!:.0~t 

• 

of AlTCSA, tmless the Secretay-y 1"'in,:is that suc11 uses i,rould rriaterially 
and neca.ti "tely affe(!t the fish, '\-rildlife or plant resources of such 
areas. The Sec~ctary nay prescribe conditions under which subsist~nce 
uses shall be conducted, e.nd may prohibit takings altogether. Re~u
lations on subsiste~ce uses are to be promulgated after consultaticn 
v:ith tl1e s.pp:::-opriate fish aJ1d ge.::1e agency of the state. 

Cooperati7~ As~ee~~ents 
, 

The Secretary is speci~ically authorized to enter into cooperative 
ag:t·ee:!:etits l1i th ;,"'ed.eral a~ency heads e...Y).d owners of. land within, adj a.cent 
to, or rel2tei to the p:;1.rk syster.1 a.!'ees added to existing units or estc.'b 
li~hed bJ" the ti tlc. Tr-e aeree::ients llc.J' be rr.ade, for exarr.ple, with fede 
ag~ncies, state ~!' Jocal go~ .. ern::-.e r1ts, native corporations, villnr;es 
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or eroups, and foreign covernments, with the concurrence of the 
SecreturJ of State. The agree~ents would be drafted to ensure 
management of the areas subject to the aereement in a manner 
consistent ~ith preserivation of the park system areas. ~ey could 
also provide for access by the park visitors to and across the l~nds. 
A provis:i.c!1 si~J-~r to section 106 of the Historic Preservation 1\ct 
of 1966 is included in the legislation, requirine agencies licensing, 
fundint; or ca~r;ting out projects 01· other 1.mdertakings in the areas 
within, r~lated t0 or adjacent to park systec areas to give the 
SecretarJ opportunity to co~ment on such undertakings; federal 
agencies wh~ch are parties to cooperative agree~ents with respect 
to the p~rticular park system area are exempted fro~ this requir~~ent 
since such reporting requirements could be included in the agree~ent. 

Wilderne3s Re,fiew 

With respect to the areas added to existing u..~its or established by 
the title, the E~cretary has 3 years from the date of enactnent to 
report his recor.J!:lendations for wilderness designation, in accordance 
with sub2ections 3(c) and 3(d) of the l-Tilderness Act. The wilderness 

• 
reco!!::"::endation fo:t" tl1e existing l·!ount !,1cKinley !rational Park !4Ust . 
also be ;~ade wit}1in 3 years, from date of enactment. 

Wild ?..n d Sc'=nic P.i \ .. ers Svs te~ Co::-roonents •• 

Seven rive!' co:~ponents - /tlatna, A.."liakchak, Charley, f~illik, iTo:tta~, 
Salmon and Tin-=.:rcuk - are ad.ded to the wild and scenic rivers s:\r~tem 
by title I. S~udies of these rivers have been completed which ere the 
equi"-1al.cnt of the studies carried out on rivers desiBnated tLl'lde1:· 

section 5(~) of t11e Wild and Scenic Rivers Act (16 U.S.C. 1276(a)). 
vle are t:~~refore reco~~encli~G ~ddition of these rivers directly to 
the syste~, rather than inclusio~ on the 5(a) study list. All seven 
rivers are classified as ··,,rild rivers and are to be administe1,eJ. as . . 
wild 1 .. i .. \,..e~s nurst~ant to the 1·7ild a..~d Scenic Ri "' ... ers Act. Tne rivers • 
are exer.\;>ted :"'.:-:::1 the req1..1irements of 3(b) of establishing det2.i.:ed. 
bouncaries, preparing developrr.ent pla~s, and classi~Jing as wild, 
scenic or !'ecre:ttional rivers. The"r are also e;{e:::nted f:-om the 

~ -
duplicative a.~d potentially conflictine acquisition provisions of 
section 6 of tl1e A:t a.~d :"'ish and "..rildli.fe Provisions of section -13(a) of t~e Act. 
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Specific Areas 

Descriptions of specific areas and specific legislative provisions 
applying to these areas fo.llow: 

1 r r t ~ ~ -~. , .. t . J p , I\ ,.!I • • • · :>u.~ . -~: _ln.!. e .. ,... ! . :1 : :>~~ arK 1·.:..J.dl. tions. ~Iount t{cKinley tTational --- ------i'- ----- -- -----
Park was established in 1917. ~nis proposal will add approximately 
3 .18 million ac~es to the present park, ._.rl1ich no:w includes about 2 
million acres. About half of the additions are to the north of the 
existing perk, and constitute critical volf, sheep, moose and caribou 
range necessarf to ensure the continued viability of the ecosyste~ 
of the !,1ount f.~cKinley area. llie area also has j:iportant waterfowl values. 
~e remaining half of the added acreage is to th·e south of the pa.rk. 
It ir.cluc.es part of the Mount 1,Ict:inley mountain massif not no""" within 
the park, spectacular glacial systems, and .the intricately dissected, 
aweso!:lely beautiful Cathedriil Spires. I~owland areas in the soutr:er:i 
portion will provi ·~e ecologic diversitj'" for the park and opportur1it7 
for recreatio~al use and access. The added areas vill be menaced as 
natural .~11·eas T,.rith the p:-imarJ objectives of preserving the le.rbe 
r.1ara:1al ecos:v .. s1.~~ o...~d the scenic beauty of the e.rea; develop:nent will 
be minir:al, 1-;j_t'h C:':.:phc.sis on the recreation potential of the a1~ea 
in its natural cor:idi tio:i. rieadquarters will be relocated from its 
present site north of the Alaska Range to the south side of the ra.'1ce. 

A coope!"e:ti .,re p2.e...~ning and @a.na.6ement zone, adjacent to the south 
and east boundaries of ~he.expanded park, has been desienated on the 
r.1aps l'efer!"~l to in the ·legislation. T'nis area enconp1sses t!'l.e thres-

• 

hold land.3 to :.:.:)unt :.rcKJ.nley. \·li thin 3 years f!"om the date of enact-
ment of t:ie ti.,~l~ , the Secretar:r will be requ.ired to subnit a report 
ta the Co~c~~3s c~ whether ~and-use controls r.eeded for proper pro
tection of tie pn.~k ha,,e been instituted by the Ste.te e.nd local co-ve!"n
ments Yli th !'escect to this zo:ie. Cor.:.;:e11ts of the Governor a11d t!1e -
Joint Fc<l~r-~l-3t~te L~nd Use Planning Cor.i_:tission will be soJ_icite:i a:1d 
sub~i tted to Ccns~ .. c ss as 1-rell. 

2. l~A.t~··?..i ;~2ti )r:~i. !>?..~"?... Ka.tr:ai r,;ational I,:ontc~ent \1e.s established -~-- ----- ---
in 1913 cy ~-: ... ·:::s i .~~:!ti:;.~ P.roclar::B..tior~, and su'bseq_uently e~la!",-;ed to 
at.out 2. 0 ~::ilJ.:.:,:-1 a.c1"e3. ':G.1.e leGiSlation would add 2..87 million ac~es 
to t l--ia. In''l'i' ' ·"'-,f'"'- !'l~'r1 re r-.~C"'~ -'l"lt:,te it as a ""'"'t1·,... ..... al pa~"'k r:":\.,.e ""at1·on'!lll 1 __ .._ ...1.J.-- . • :.. •• 1., , .... t...&. \..o.'-o~j,,·..>-·.:.. A4\.lo . ....,.. . _..... ~Ll •• .~.;&,~ 

monur=ent, 1-4-:: icr.. is lc·'"~ .~~ed on the up11er Alas}:3. Per.insula, v.'as ori6ir.~lly 
esta.blistei t0 p1~eGe!~".te a sce:iic regicn co:itaining an a1 .. ea devcsted. in 
1912 by volcanic eruption o.nd ash deposition. 
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The proposed expande1 park will include the headwaters of all water
sheds draini!:C througl1 the present monument. Inclusion of the 
he1dwaterE: ~,ill hel n 2.3 sure nreservation of the socke"re( red) s 3.lJ;;On - - .. 
spawning anj nursery i,raters in these headwaters. 'i1l1e park would 
also include a prstecte1 area sufficiently laree to include an 
unhunted, self-;er:petu~ting population of the giant Alasl:an brown 
be~r. ~'he souttern portion of the par~ will include a representa
tive porti~n cf t~e Bris~ol 3oy lowland tu.,dra, the only represe~ta
tive of th~s landform type in the national p~rk system. Katnai will 
continue to be ~ana£ed as a natural category area with the primary 
objective of insuring ~~ximum retention of land and wildlife in as 
near as possible to their natural state. Hunting, trapping, and 
commercial fishing will not be allovred. 

3. Aniakchelt Caldera i!e.tional !.!onur~ent. Tne proposed Aniakchak 
Caldera i;a.tional ~.:onur:ent, which ·..rill include approximately 440,000 
acres, lies on the Alaska Peninsula approzioately 350 air miles south 
of Anchorage. Tne 30-square mile Aniakchak Caldera is one of the 
world's greatest dry volcanic caldera (craters) , and contains r.1anJr 
examples of volcanic activity, including lava flows, cinder cones, a 
lava plug, warn sprin6s, eX!)losion pits, and layers of volca.~ic and 
sedimentery rocks exposed by volcanic action. A rift running thro11t;h 
the caldera has created portals in the caldera wall; the east~rn portal 
is a spectacular 2, 000-foot go.sh throug.11. vrhich the Anialcchak Ri \'er flo-,t3. 
Also incJ.uded in the nutior1al ruonument are ash fields surroundir: :.:: t: ... e 
caldera, ttL'1d~a-co,,.er~d lo"..r].ands, and portj_ons of the /~eutia..'1 :-:ou.:·:.tain 
Range, ar1d t:ic Ar4ia.~~~r-cu·~ River. Tne Aniakchak River is proposed ty t ~1 c 
legislation for desicn~tion as a compcr.ent of the wild. and scer1ic 
rivers system and classification as a i,rild river, pursuant to t!le ·.-:iJ.d 
a11d Scenic Ri \ .. ers J\ct. 

T11e rivers ond st1--e3.r1s ·,rithin tbc monll!nent support abU11da11t s3,J_r.:on, 
trout ar1d -:-:_3-r.y ot:1ei" :'ish. 3r,:,t,rn bear a..~d r.--1oose are found aln1ost 
throughout t~e area. 'L~e ccastul portion of t~e monu.~ent, includir.s 
cli~fs a~i off-~~ore isl~~ds, harbor sea. lions, sea otters, se~ls, 
and sea birds. 

4. H ., . T ...., . 1 ~ -,. • ,.... . ., .. - t . 1 ' r .f.. a-,..,,, Y',... ca .[.' - e r-r .O.Y '.ll " Q'r ' lq l'' '.::l , onn ''""\n,,~e"") 
J. • \.4 - · J. • : - ._ -1.. • - _.. •;. - - , - .._ , - ...._ - - • - - • C..:. 1 • .._J l. ~u . • • • V • 'I11 e proposed 

Hardl.. l"! - -ca T."i e.1-.," :.· ::l'Y' • : 7',"'J·c- , ),... ,- .-'tl' r-.nnl . ' '"' ""' ' " ' er:t conc·1· st1· r - 0~ a"hou~ ••b .L ._ - - -..4-•• ·.:.. .. ! ._, .L .l • u.::> .l~ ....,.1..;..c..;;. 1·!V1 • ..4.- , , .1.l , ,..::> .J. ::, ..... ..... v 

300,000 acres, e:1co~t.?9 .. sses t-:-ro ~jor ele:::ent.s of tl1e i-'\lasks. s2ene: e. 
7 00 c:: qu!:i ""e T- .! , • .! ,.., ° C ~1 1) - ..,..! ~ ~ 0 u.,. -f"lcT . .: 1· ,.. ,..1 .... ,.... .! e~,... !')Y' d a s e-.... 1· es O ~ C,... ,.. r .f.. .... 1 

-.., ~... .l •• ..i.~c! j,.1,,.. .._ u.., , 'tl.L 1.,...1 v .J. •• .1. '-G t.> c.:.~..L ~ .::, , CMJ. ... - :,,_;...:., .._ vC.-

f j ordS 11ith acu.'1da~t bird ar:d r.-.a.rir1e life. It is located south of 
Anch-:,ra.:.;e, o~ t11e r~cnai Peninsulo.., about 2 1/2 hours by car. ~e r.:c:-.. -
ument consis~s of t~~ee units and provision is nade for including 
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a central area between the three units in the montunent, as vrell, it ... 
all or part of t11is area. j.3 not selected bl- native corporation:J purslt'1:1t 

to the Al3.~ka IT:~ti ·"re Clai::.s Settlement Act. 'lhe tvo southcJ·n tmi 1.J ·) l' 

the montL~·:?nt will be ad:ni nistered jointly by the fJationo.l Park Gt:\1"v-j 1. 'L' 

and the Bureau ot' Sport Fisheries and \·lildlife, pursuant to a coc,1>era
ti ve agree.'!lent. 

The ·hiE;h point of Harding Ice Field is 5,270 feet. rrumerous glaciers 
flow outward from the icefield, some reaching the sea, others ending 
in large lakes, or on bare ground. Cirques, horns, morains, nuna~n.k~, 
and other glacial features can be seen. Of the 4 major icefields in 
the United States, Hardine has the most expansive central area rlhich 
is not broken by mountains and crevasses. The icecap-like appearance 
is a"t-;esome, providing the visitor a tmique experience. 

Glaciers fro~ the icefield have cut deep fjords into the mountainous 
coast. Dense, rain forest-type vegetation cloaks the cliffs and 
mountains. !-3rine mar:I?uals and sea birds abound on these cliffs and 
in the fjords. 

5. Ca"De Yx'.lsenstern ifatio~al :,r.~nur.:ent. The proposed Cape Kruserist.ern 
National ?.::.,~·.t!:-, .!:1. .. 1.1, situ:1ted · r~or-ch of the Arctic Circle in nortr1 .. ,.reste.!'9!l 
Alaska, will p1 .. ote~t an inte!"ne.tionally significant series of ai·chcc-
1.ogical sites. 'The area p!'oposed for the national r.ionu.'Ilent, corJp1 .. is~r: r~ 
appro:,:.i :·:atel:l 350,000 acres, includes a. level coastal plain dotted .. :i\.t:1 
sizable laerJcns, ·,;hich on t:1e east meets an ancient sea cliff ru1<l 101.r 
rolling hills. 'I.:'1e area illustrates, in a horizontal stratigrapl"'~,. ci' 
bee.ch rid~es tl1at is unique in size and scope, ever_y known cultural 
period in arctic /\.la::·tea; t11is succecsion of 114 eravel beaches cxte:1us 
from 1 1/2 to 3 miles inland. Z-ie aI·ea, which ~,ras ice-free in the 
late Pleistocene, rcey re\'"eal infc r!":lation on the peopling of t:-ie 
A'nericas across t!le t:iousand-::iile ,,ride Bering Land Bridge. T!1e la:id b1~i ~,:~ 
is now part ic.lly \Lrider water. 

Tne natio:i:il m'Jnur:~ent, in aridition to its archeological signific~r:.ce, 
will pro .. ri<le a rep!"ese~tati,,re se£;:nent of a~ct-ic coastal tundra, a t:\rpe 
of ecosyst,:~ T!Ot nl':·,., rep::.ese!1-ce,j in the !·Jation.sl P'll'k Syste:::. T:"'le 
lo:ig te~~ sta~ility of the coast eJso nakes the area significa~t f~r 
studie3 of sen level and coas tal currents. 
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Management or the area will be to preserve evidence or prehistoric 
man and his environment for study by scientists and for other visitors. 
Developments will be minimal to preserve the overall scene and prevent 
damage to the fragile ecosystems. 

6. Kobuk Valley National Monument. The proposed Kobuk Valley National 
Monument, comprising about 1,850,000 acres, is located above the Arctic 
Circle in the central Kobuk Valley in northwestern Alaska. It is 
boW1ded on the north by the crest of the Baird Mountains and on the south 
by the Waring I·1ountains. It includes the Kobuk River, with its myraid 
meander sloughs and oxbow lakes, the Great Kobuk Sand Dunes, covering 
more than 20 square miles that are the relics of a prehistoric dtme area 
covering over 300 square miles, and the Salmon River. nie Salmon River 
is proposed for inclusion in the wild and scenic rivers system, and 
classification as a wild river. nie monmn.ent is representative of both 
the Western Interior Alaska and Brooks Range physiographic province, 
and includes the northwestern limits of boreal forest. 'lhe northern 
portion of the winter range of the Arctic caribou herd and several 
important migration routes lie within the proposal. Moose, black and 
grizzly bear, and wolves are indigenous. 

Provision is made in th~ legislation for inclusion of those parts of 
the Onion Portage area that are not selected by native corporations 
pursuant to AliCSA as part of the monument; Onion Portage is one of 
the most important archeological sites in arctic North America, 
with over 30 cultural horizons. 

The portion of the Kobuk Valley included in the monument has an appeal 
as a ''friendly'' place, which is rare for the arctic. Boating is safe 
and easy, and there is excellent hiking on the dunes and in the \varing 
Mountains. The Baird Mountains offer excellent mountaineering opportunities. 

7. Lake Clark llational Park. The proposed Lake Clark National Park, of 
approximately 2,610,000 acres, is located north of the existing Katreai 
National 1'1onument on the Cook Inlet. It straddles the Alaska and 
Aleutian ?,fountain ranges, and includes a series of glacier-created lakes 
on the west. 'lhe National Park Service has been studying the area for 
possible addition to the park system since the late 1950's. 

In the areas proposed for a national park, numerous valleys weave through 
a j11mble of mountains. 'lb.ere is a maze of natural hiking routes, which 
penni.t surprisingly easy entrance to a spectacular mountain environment. 
The park encompasses still-smoking volcanoes, spectacular spires, and 
glaciers. 
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!lbe park includes a portion of the Cook Ir;ilet cc>astline, which ranges 
from gentle alluvial shapes in the north to deeply incised, spruce
covered coastnl hills in the south. 

Waterfowl, seabirds, trout, bear, moose, sheep and marine ma.rmnals 
can be found in the park. Plant communities rnnge from coastal 
spruce n11d narsh to alpine ·meadows and lichen growth at high clevutionn. 

We have had discussions with the Cook Inlet Reeional Corporation re
garding t:1e possibility of exchanging at some future date land in 
the Kenai t1ational 1,1oose Range for land which they are entitled to 
select ne3.r the proposed Lake Clark Ilational Park. Presently, the 
Burenu of Sport Fisheries and vlildlife and the Federal-State Cornr.iission 
.are co:1ducting studies of the Range to determine whether some of the 
land is no longer needed for the purposes of the Range. 

Develop~ents in the park will pe located to maintain the ecological and 
scenic integrity of the area. 'Ille area will be managed as a natural 
area with the objective of preserving its scenic beauty, wilderness 
attributes, areas of scientific interest and plant and animal life. 

B. Wr~"'lt:ell-St. Elie.s !Tational Park. The proposed Wrangell-St. Elias 
National Park, including app~oximately 8,640,000 acres, is located in 
south-central Alaska, and stretches 160 miles north from the Gulf of 
Alaska. I,1uch of the \·lrangell-St. Elias and Chugach mountain ranees 
will be ir_cluded in the park, including 18 ,000-foot l,1ount St. Elias 
16 ,000-foot 1.:ount Blackburn and the lareest glacier cyst cm in the 
United Stc1.tes, including l,falaspir1a and Bering glaciers and Bagley Ice 
Field. Tne park includes spectacular ice-sculptured vv.lleys, rolling 
interior foothills, and a small sample of coastal plain. Abundant 
land a.~d sea rnruu.~al and fish specie s include moose; wolf; wolverine; 
black, clacicr and bro,rn-grizzly b ear; caribou; Dall s11eep; sea lions; 
otters; se~ls; killer~nales ; salmon; trout; and grnylinc . A nu~ber 
of historjc sites fron the early mining era in Alaska are located in 
the river valleys within and in the vicinity of the park. 

The proposed legislation provides that the Secretary of Agriculture and 
the Secretary of the ' Inter~or shall consult in the development of manage
ment plans for the l·:rangell .I·Iountains I{ational Forest and the adj o ining 
v/ranaell-St. Elias Itational Park to achieve the fullest possible coor
dination and cooperation. 

~e park vtould be managed to ensure maximum retention of the landscapes 
and lifefo1·n1s in a. natural state. 

9. Gates of the Arctic !Tational Park. The proposed Gates of the Arctic 
National Park, comprising approximately 8,360,000 acres, is located in 
the central Brooks Range, 200 air miles northwest of Fairbanks, and a 
similar distance southeast or .Barrow on the Arctic Ocean coast. The 
park vill protect Alaska's most complete and varied array of arctic 
scenic and biologic resources. The area's scenic values derive from the 
gaunt grandeur of th,e tm1d.ra environment and the vast open ·valleys and 
sweeps of mountains. 559 



t-10W1t Igikpu.~~, a spectacular turreted peak wl1ich is the hiehest in 
the cer1tra.1. tlt1J w~ste1·n Brooko f.[1.nee, (8,510 i'eet) is incJtttl~d in 
the weste~n !),)rtion of tl1e park, as o.1·e the J\r·1'i£;etch }leaks, runonr; 
Aneri~a' s ::1(.1s t precipi tolts motu1to.ins, and t{alker Lake, im except i()n,'l.1. 
gcolo~ical ani ecological area. Several other large lakes on the 
southern flank of the ranGe are in the proposed park, as are two on 
the )xctic Slo~e. The eastern part of the park includes the striking 
mountuin n~d valley for~1tion called the Gates of the Arctic and 
other mounta.ir.s and wilderness rnade fa.mous in the writings of Bob 
l,1a1'shall. ~·."e are proposing four rivers within the par};. for inclusion 
in the wild c....~d scenic rivers syste~, and classification as wild 
rivers -- the Alatna, the Killik, the Iioatak, and the Tinayguk. 

Wildlife includes migrants from the huge arctic caribou herd as well 
as grizzly bear, Dall sheep, moose, wolves, raptors, and arctic char, 
lake trout, northern pike and grayling. 

Limited recreation development in keeping with the primitive character 
of the area appears to be appropriate for the central portion of the 
park. !lo de\ .. elop:ients except for those necessary for management purposes 
are planned for the eastern and western portions. 

10. Yukcn-Cha.1'le.,,. !·:atic~al Ri ·-rer3. The proposed Yu.'k:on-Charley r-raticnal 
Rivero, ~11ic~ cot~p~ises approxi~1tely 1,970,000 acres, is located in 
east-central Alaska, its e~stern boundn:rJ the United States-Cenadian 
border. It includes a part of the Yukon River, and the Charley River 
drainaee in its entirety. The Charley River emF•ties into tl:e Yukon 
between the to~ns of Eagle and Circle, and this confluence is within 
the na.tion3.l rive1·s. ~he Yukon River area is rich in history. 'lhe 
to~·;n oi' E:igle, which is near the park boundary, has well-preserved 
buildi~~s datin~ back to the gold-rush era, a~d there aye a number 
of rereains cf bnildings along the banks of the Yukon within the 
national rivers. 'Ihere are also wildlife resources, including the 
hi£hest kno~-:i concentration of nesting peregrine falcons. Geologic 
features incl·ude an uninterrupted visible cross-section of rock strata 
dating fro~ Upper Cambrian times (500 nillion years ago) to the prese~t. 

2:he Charley River basin is significant because of its undisturbed 
nature and its fir.e cross-sect~on of interior Alaska flora &~d fauna. 
~~ere is hiGh potential for rec~eational boating on the Charley and 
fer ca!::pin7, a..~d hi~~ine; th! .. OU[::1 --c:1e Cha1·ley Ri ·ver basin. 'lhe Charley 
River is reco::-::-.e:1:i-=d by the le;::;islation for inclusion in the wild and 
scenic rivers system, a~d for classification as a wild river. 
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'l'le propo~ed ·tukcn-Cl1a.rlcy Ifationn.l Rivers will be rnnn~!.f~cd o.~ a 1·cc1·c~1tj.<.,r1 

catecory area. f,Io.nasetent vi.11 provide for p1·otcctio11 o1' ond use of 
recreational, historic and nat;.iraJ. values. J\long the Yukon l{i ver, ninera2-
lea.sinG u:1der 1920 ;,Iine~al Leasing Act ",ill be per:nitted, subject to 
certain 3pecial provisions and ninerals normally subject to the r.iining 
laws may be removed pursuant to a permit system in the legislation. 

11. Ch,J.!.:::~hi-Ir.1urt1.k r·ra~ion1.J. P.·='se~J'e. The proposed Chukchi-Im"J.ruk 
rlational Reserve, co~rising aI;p!·ozimately 2,690,000 acres, is located 
on the Seward Peninsula in northwestern Alaska. 'lhe area is a relict 
of the much larger area vhich constituted the Bering Land Bridge. It 
is a superb representation of a great diversity of tun1ra corra:unities. 
Wildlife value3 of the area a~e internationally .significant; the wild
life are found in th·e wetlands, cliffs and estuaries, and offshore 
areas of the proposal. The area is also of int,erest because of the 
volcanic processes represented. Lava flo"~s cover larce areas in the 
southern part of the proposal. Ash explosion, unlr'Jlov;n elsewhere in 
the arctic, have left deep crater lakes in the north~rn portion and 
buried, in near total preservation, a prehistoric ecosysten. The 
area will be managed jointly by the National Park Service and the 
Bureau of Sport Fisheries apd ;·Tildlife, pursua."lt to a joint t1ana&e~ent 
plan. 

, 
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National Wildlife Refuge Sys~em 

The proposed additions to the National Wildlife Refuge System are the 
results of investigations by the Bureau of Sport· Fisheries and Wildlife. 
Enactment of these proposals would result in adding approximately 
32· million acres to the National Wildlife Refuge System, presently 
estilll'ated at 31 million acres. The areas would be administered as 
integral units of the National Wildlife Refuge System pursuant to the 
National Wildlife Refuge Adrni nistrat ion Act of 1966 as emended ( 80 St at. 
927; 16 u.s.c. 668dd-ee), and would afford protection and preservation 
of nationally and internationally significant :fish and wildlife popula
tions and their habitats. Special emphasis is provided in these 
proposals to critical habitat areas of migratory birds, seabirds, 
e.ndangered species, anadromous fish and marine mmon,als. 

Within the framework of Federal and State laws~ subsistence would 
be a recognized use of the fish, wild.life and pl.ant resources in the 
re~ges and the ranges. Refuge designation of p:roposed lands would 
not · ch~ge laws applicable to existing subsistetr:ce, and authorized 
uses would continued until it is demonstrated that they are no longer 
necessary for human survival. Hunting, fishing and trapping will be 
aJ lowed on the areas subject to applicable Fedei:al and State laws. 
The· Secretary of the Interior would be authorized, however, to regulate 
subsistence uses for such reasons as public safe-tty and to prevent 
depletion of the resources and thereby insure sin:stained benefits for 
all ·Americans. Subject to valid existing rights, no use of the refuges 
and the ranges 1.m.der United States mining and mineral leasi.ng laws will 
be . allowed without the express approval of the Secretary. 

All areas, except the proposed "Noatak National ;Arctic Range, would 
be studied for possible inclusion in the National Wilderness Preservation 
System in accordance with subsection 3( c) and 3.((,d) of the Wilderness 
Ac;t. A report would be made to the President ern·d Congress within three 
years af'ter establishment concerning their suitm;bility or nonsuitability 
tor classification as wilderness. Certain river.s within the proposed 
refuges end ranges which have been studied and j3'ound to be suitable would 
be designated for protection under the provisioms of ·the Wild and Scenic 
Rivers Act {82 Stat. 906; 16 u.s.c. 1271-1287)-
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Special efforts will be made to coordinate management of fish and 
wildlife resources on the refuges and ranges with that of native and 
State-owned lands and other Federal lands within, adjacent to and 
related to the refuges and the ranges. 

Alaska Coastai National. Wildlife Refuges 
; 

This proposal to add approximately 65,000 acres to the National Wildlife 
Refuge System includes several hundred rock islands, spires and cliffs 
located along, .1,500 miles of Alaskan coast. Two of the proposed refuges 
vill be additions to existing refuges--the Bering Sea National Wildlife 
Retuge and the Kodiak National Wildlife Refuge-and the rest will go 
into three new refuges--Chukchi Sea, Shumagin Islands, and Barren Islands 
National Wildlife Refuges. 

It is estimated that the nesting sites of four to six million seabirds 
are included within the land areas of this proposal. In addition to 
seabird nesting, all the units a.re important to one or more species 
or marine mammals including sea lions, walrus, sea otters and polar bears. 

Co10,1rercial fisheries are of prime economic importance in the area below 
the Alaska Peninsula. Convention agreements p~ru,j t international fishing 
zones to located adjacent to the Shumagin Islands, Kodiak and Barren 
Islands units. Zones permitting loading and rmloading of' fish, fuel, 
and supplies are also located adjacent to the Shumagin Islands and Barren 
Islands units. 

Arctic National 't-Tildlife Refu~e 

Located in the northeast corner of Alaska, extending along the Canadian 
border from the Yukon basin to the Arctic Ocean, this proposal would 
establish a 3.76 million acre Arctic National Wildlife Refuge, end the 
existing 8. 9 million acre Arctic ~~;ational Wildlife Range withdrawn in 
1960 by Public 'La.nd Order No. 2214 would be added to the refuge. 

The ml(lgnitude and di v~rsity of he.bi tats account for the variety of fish 
and wildlife resources within the area. Ne~rly 130 species of migratory 
birds use these habitats. Also, 44 species of mauanals depend upon the 
land base for their existence. 'Ynirty-one species. of waterfowl frequent 
tundra wetlands and adjacent coastal waters. 
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'lhe area is a major migratory route for a variety ot shorebirds and 
waterfowl. Birds from all tour continental r~s follow inland 
routes and the Arctic coastal route to winter ranges around the world. 
'lhousands of snow geese forage inland on the tundra in late s,ioooer and 
early fall during their annual migration. Of special interest are the 
endangered peregrine falcon, and possibly the Eskjmo curlew which many 
fear is extinct. 

1he calving grounds of the Porcupine caribou herd (as many as 150,000 
animals) are entirely within the existing Arctic National Wildlife 
Range and are of international importance. 

Sixteen species of fisb occur within the proposal including arctic 
grayling, anadromous and landlocked populations of arctic char, 
lake trout, ch12m salmon, northern yike, burbot and whitefish. Though 
no co11uoercial fisheries exist, al.l species are important for subsistence 
use. 

Iliamna National Resource Range 

1he proposed Ilianma National Resource Range includes approximately 
2.85 million acres of land and water located on the northern end of the 
Alaska Peninsula between Coox Inlet a.nd Bristol Bay. 

'lhe terrain is diversified and includes heavily glaciated mountains, 
alpine-like meadows, coastal bays, and numerous ponds and lakes. 
Lake Iliarnna, in the heart of the region, is the seventh largest freshwater 
lake in the United States. 

~e Kvichak River system contains the greatest red saJmon spawning 
grounds in the world and sustains a world-renowned freshwater trophy 
sport fishery o Kvichak River, which flows from Lake Iliamna to 
Bristol Bay has a watershed of 8,000 square miles, is 68 miles long, 
and has an estimated flow of 18,000 cubic feet per second. During 
the period 1960 through 1969, the Kvichak drainage contributed 55 
percent of the red (sockeye) salmon caught in Bristol Bay, 33 percent 
of entire U.S. catch, and 16 percent of the world catch. 'lhe whole 
sale value of this commercial sockeye salmon fishery has averaged 
more than $12,000,000 per year over the past ten years. In addition 
to the red salmon, pink, chum, king, and coho are also found within 
the proposal boundaries. The area supports a trophy sport fishery 
for gr~ling, arctic char, Dolly Varden, lake trout, rainbow trout, 
and pike, .!Ihe fishery is the main economic resource of the area, 
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supporting extensive subsistence fishing, 4,000 licensed conarnercial 
fishermen, 4,000 to 6,000 support workers for the fisher,uen, 23 canning 
lines, several salteries and freezing facilities, and an array of small 
businesses supported by the sport fishery guiding operations, lodges 
and transportation services. 

More than 100 species of birds inhabit the area. Predatory birds 
include the bald eagle, peregrine falcon, osprey, and gyrfalcon, and 
Bristol Bay is the staging area for the entire world population of 
emperor geese and Pacific black brant. 

'lhe area would be added to the National Wil<ilife Refuge System and . 
managed Jointly by the Bureau or Sport Fisheries and Wildlife and the 
Bureau of Land Management of this Department pursuant to a cooperative 
management plan which will permit only such w1ltfple use ac;tivities as 
are compatible with the protection and management ot the nationally 
and internationally significant :fish end wildlire resources of the range. 

Koyukuk National Wildlife Refuge 

'l\ro units o:f land in the Koyukuk-Innoko area of Al.a.ska are recommended 
to be set aside as the Koyukuk National Wildlife Refuge. 

llle area produces an annual fall flight averaging over 80,000 ducks and 
geese, and is an important st aging area for other migratory birds. One 
h\Uldred and forty bird species are connuon in the area. In addition, 
the many lakes and strearm, make the area prime habitats tor furbearing 
animals, as well as moose, and salmon. 

ihe Beaver Mountains caribou her~, made up of 3,000 animals, winters 
in the Innoko Unit. Black bear, grizzly bear, end moose inhabitat 
both tmits. Forty percent ot the entire Alaskan beaver catch is 
harvested in the Koyukuk- Innoko region, with approximately 80 percent 
of this catch from the Innoko Unit. 

Noatak National Arctic Range 

'lhe Noatak National Arctic Range is propos.ed tor addition to tl1e 
National Wildlife Refuge System in northwestern Alaska for the protection 
o.f two major actic valley ecosy.stems, now virtually unattected by 
civilization. 
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!lwo river basins are proposed for inclusion in the Ranee, the Noatak. 
and the Squirrel. The Noatak River rises in the cent1~a1 Brooks 
Range and flows westward for 450 miles to the sea at Kotzebue Sound. 
The Squirrel, 57 miles long and draini11g the Baird f.1otL'1tair1s adjacent 
to the Iloatak on the South, is the largest tributary of the Kobulc River. 

Wildlife in the proposed range include the more than 200,000 migrants 
from the Arctic caribou herd (Alaska's largest), the barren-ground 
grizzly bear, Dall sheep, moose, wolves, wolverines, and migrato1~y 
birds, includine waterfowl, raptors, and several Asian species. The 
Noatak supports the most northerly major chum salmon run in Alaska 
and is noted also for arctic char. 

The area will be added to the Iiational vlildJ.ife Refuge System ru1d manaced 
Jointly pursuant. to a cooperative manaeement plan by the two Bureaus. 
In addition, the I!ational Park Service will perform certain adviGory 
functions. The management plan will provide for the protection of the 
natural features of the area, for scientific research, cnha.~cement of 
aborieinaJ. cul ttlra.l tlses and primitive types of lo,., density outdoor 
recreat:i.on. Our pr·oposal calls for a report to Cong1~ess on future 
administration and n1anagemen~ of the area within twenty years of its 
establisre:lent. 

Selawilc Nr.1.tional '·lildlife Refup-e 

Approximately lo4 million acres in the Sela1-1ik Lake area of Alaska is 
recom:nended for desi6}1ation as the Sela--..rik l?ational \-lildlifc Ret·uge. 
The Chnmisso ;:ational 1vildlife Refuge, established in 1940 by Procla!n?,tion 
no. 2416 ,,ill be redisignated us part of the Selawik I!ational \-lildlife 
Refuge and added to the refuge. 

The proposal, located on the Arctic Circle, is 200 miles west-north 
west of Fairbanks. Tne Selawik River is the main water course within 
the proposal. Tne many forms of wildlife, especially 1ni81·atory water
fowl of international significance are perhaps the region's greatest 
natural resource. The proposed refuge produces about a third of the 
waterfowl within the region; a majority of the remainder, including 
all the bl.a.ck brant, cackling Canada geese, emperor geese and eiders, 
are produc-ed in the adjacent areas. llie Eskimo curlew, thought to 
be extinct or nearly so, was formerly an abundant nester in this 
region and may yet be found in the area. 
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Mamaals in~lude black -and grizzly bear, volves,•wolverine~ moose, and 
arctic fox; ~ore than 50 species are represented. A large part of the 
240,000 caribou of the Arc~ic herd winters along the Selawik drainage. 
Marine 1:-.a?:m:als, including whales, seals, and walruses, are found in the 
coastal waters adjacent to the refuge. 

Fish species present in the area include vhitefish, cisco, grayling, 
Dolly Verden, and lake trout. Anadromous species include silver, chum, 
king, and pink se.lnon. 

·Togiak I!ational vlildlife Refu&se 

A 2.74 million acre area of coastal mountains between Bristol Bay and 
Kuskokwirn Bay in southwestern Alaska is proposed for designation as the 
Togiak 1;ational Wildlife Refuee. The area is 400 miles west of Anchorage 
and is ~dJacent to the precipitous rock cliffs of Cape Newe~ham National 
Wildlife Refuge, one of the most important nesting areas for seabirds 
in Alasl~a. 'L1is 24'"{, 700 acre refuge will be added to the Togiak l{ationa.l 
Wildlife Refuge. 

!!he area is the crossroads for waterfowl and shorebirds coming from 
winterinc areas through the Pacific Ocean. Birds from the Asiatic 
route, 1~id-Pacific route, and the l'lorth A.":lerican Pacific Fly,,1ay 
funnel throueh the area. Tne coastal zone is the breeding ground 
for all types of nierating waterbirds. 

The proposed refuee has one of the most diverse mar.unalian faunas of 
any a.re[?. in tl1e State with 32 species of land matmnals. In addition, 
walrus, sea lions, and :i, species of seals occur in the adjacent coastal 
vaters and occo.sior1ally haul out on the shores of the proposed refuse. 

The many rivers and lakes in the proposed refuge contain abundant 
stocks of anndronous and resident fishes. Anadromous fish of interest 
include whitefish, steelhead, and king, sockeye, coho, pink, and chum 
salm'.)n. Resident species include rainbow, Dolly Verden, and lake trout, 
arctic grayling, and arctic char. 

, 

Yukon Del ta ~lational vTildl,ife Refuge 

The alluvial deposits of the Yukon and Kuskokvirn Rivers have, throug.11 
the centuries, forced a vast river delta stretching 250 I!l.iles north 
to south and 200 r.ri.les east to vest. 'nlis flat and nearly treeless 
delta contain typical arctic tundra in which have formed thousands 
of ponds and lakes varying in size from less than an acre to many 
thousands of acres. Approximately 5.16 mill.ion acres of the Yukon
Kuskokwim River Delta area of Alaska, including the 2.8 million acre 
Clarence Rhode Ilational Wildlife Refuge~ are recomnended for designation 
as a National Wildlife Refuge. 

567 



!lhe D~lta produces about 80 percent of the swans and nearly all of the 
white-front(!d geese utilizing the Pacific Flyway; also :r.iore thai1 ha].f 
of the continental population of black bre.nt, 80 percent of the er.1per·or 
geese, and nearly all of the cackling geese are produced in tl1is area. 
No other area of similar size is known to be a~ critical to so nany specien. 

Most of the mau~nals comI!lon in Alaska, except the high mountain species, 
are represented. Forty-three species have been noted, though populations 
are not great. Marine species historically have been a major elet1ent in 
the subsistence economy of residents in the coastal villages. 

The large fishery resource of the Delta is the primary factor 1.fhich 
permitted develop~ent of the large aboriginal population in the region; 
subsistence and connnercial fisheries are major elements in the presctt 
econorey of the area. The 1972 commercial catch totalled 6.5 million 
pounds of king, chum, sockeye, pink wid, silver salmon and migrating sr.ielt. 

Yukon Flats rrational l-Tildlife Refuge 

Approximately 3.59 ~illion acres of the Yukon River Valley in east 
central Alaska, are reco!!'i~ended for designation as a r-rational vlildlife 
Re ft1ge. T11e tmi t, a level flood plain bas in bisected by the Yuk(;n Ri ·,er 
and ringed with highlands, occupies the western half of the largest 
of Alaska's interior valleys. 

Water is the dominant natural feature of the Yukon Flats reeion which 
contains more than 25,000 miles of strear.tS and approximately 40,000 
small lakes and ponds eccompassing over 800,000 acres. One hundred 
and thirty species of birds have been identified on the Yukon Flats. 
Twenty species of the waterfowl nest on the proposed refuge and contribute 
about 720 thousand birds each year to Canada, the United States, 
and ?,fexico. The density of nesting ducks is estimated at 99 per square 
mile, greater than any other large area in Alaska. 

Fish resources include both anadromous and resident species. Little 
coimnercial use is made of the fishery resource as far upstream as the 
Yukon Flats. The fish habitat of the area is essential to anadromous 
species harvested commercially in the lover reaches of the river and 
to the Bering Sea salmon fishery. 
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Nationo.l Forest System 

Title III or this proposal would desicna.te . three new r10.tio11a.l Fo1·cnt 
.units -- tl1e Po1"cupine ( 5. 5 million acres), the Yukon-Kuskolt.win1 
(7.3 million acres), a.nd · the vlrangell J,Iountains (5.5 miJ.lion acres). 
In addition, the draf't legislation would provide for addition of 
500,000 acres of the existing Chugach National Forest to consolidate 
the Forest boundaries. 

The propo~ed lce;islatio11 would· also designate, within the above units, 
all or portions of the Bremner, . Porcupine, !iowitna and Sheenjek Rivers 
as components of the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System. 

The areas reco:nmended for inclusj_on in the National Forest System 
are those withdrawn areas which have (1) nationally significant values 
that should be retained in public ownership to assure permanency of 
protection and continuity of management and · (2) the resources offer 
a balance of uses that would be better managed . under· n1ultiple use 
principles than under a dominant or more limited combination of uses. 
In addition, it was deemed necessary that the areas be in manageable 
units such as those delineated by drainages, ecological relationships, 
or existine or proposed transportation systems. 

The 1960 1,1:.iJ.tiple Use-Sustained Yield Act is the basic mandate for 
administration and manaeeruent of the rrational Forests. The Act 
direct3 tri.1.t the J]ational Forests are established arid are to be ad
ministered for outdoor recreation, ranee, timber, watershed and 
wildlife and fish purposes. 

!!he estaolish~ent and maintenance of areas of wilderness are consintcn~ 
with the purposes of tl1e ~1ultiple Use-Sustained Yield A~t. 'lbe Forest 
Service intends to corisider wilderness along with other resources i .11 

its multiple tl3e planning process. It expects to propose and identif'J 
wilderness study areas within three years after the establishment of 
the proposed IIational .F1orests. 

In accordance i,,,i th the general r..iining laws, exploration and develop!'l'lent 
of ''locatable'' minerals would be permitted. These laws allow indi
viduals to prospect, locate, mine and remove minerals and to obtain 
patents to valid claims. ~iese authorized activities are subject to 
National Forest rules and regulations containing appropriate environ
mental safeguards. 
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Chugach National Forest 

!I\ro isolated areas, formerly in public domain but adjacent to the 
Chugach National Forest are proposed as additions to the National 
Forest System. 'Ihese areas were formerly public domain isolated 
by the Forest Re serve procla,mations of the early 1900 's because 
of their lack of connr1odity resources. 

The College Fiord is 161 thousand acres in Prince William Sound. 
An icy and r:10untainous hinterland rising from sea level to over 
10,000 feet, it is mostly rock and ice with 17 glaciers. Rainfall 
varies from 150 to 300 inches annually. Scant vegetation consists 
of a near sea level frince of sitka spruce, cottonwood and mountain 
hemlock grading upward throug.i.~ alder thickers to alpine mats and 
heath. 

~e Sargent Ice Field or Nellie Jtlan unit is a 276 thousand acre 
block on the Kenai Penisula northeast of Seward. Principally ice 
and mountain t ops, glaciers feed the rlellie Juan river which flows 
through a glacier-carved valley into Prince \villiwn Sound at King's 
Harbor. The area's veeetation is alpine tundra except for scattered 
riparian gro,-rth in the river flood plains and occasional mountain 
hc1nlock. 

Porcupine rro. t i ona l Forest 

# 

TI-lis 5.5 million acre proposal for the Porcupine National Forest is 
located in the eastcentral. part of the Alaska Interior. A combination 
of broad rive1~ flats and lovr-lying hills, the area is endowed with many 
lakes and ~aterways. North America's fourth longest river, the Yukon, 
is joined by t11e Porcupine flo,,1ing west from Canada. Out of the 
Brooks Ranee to the north, spring the Rapid, Sheenjek and Coleen 

• 

while the Black and Little Black meander through, draining the south-
east portion of the unit. The area is characterized by extreme 
seasonal variations in climate. ~e northern half, above the Arctic 
Circle, experiences the stunmer's midnight sun and winter's prolonged 
darkness. ·seventy percent forested, many of the area's seven eco
systems result from succession following riverbottom changes and 
fore st fires. 
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The Porcupine proposal _contains _the eastern extension ot the _Yukon 
Flats, a major waterfowl breeding area. Upland wildlife, big gacoe 
and important :fisheries habitat exist. Sportfishing, hunting and 
river and Jake oriented activities could provide the greatest 
recreation experiences in this area. 

The densely forest~d area includes 750 million board teet ot com 
merciaJJy valuable sawtimber as well as being highly valued tor 
wild.lite habitat and watershed protect ion. Old Indian sites and 
the rich history of the Hudson's Bay company lend romance to the 
area. These sites will be protected and archeologica.1 studies 
encouraged. 

~rangell Mowitain National Forest 

The proposed Wrangell Mountains National Forest, an area ot 5.5 
million acres, is located in southeastern interior Alaska. With 
some ot the i;nost spect .. cu.lar :mountain country in North America, it 
includes parts of the Wrangell Mountains, the coastal Chugach Mountains 
and the eastern tip of the Alaska Range. Rugged peaks rise to 16,000 
feet in elevation and large ice fields feed massive glaciers. The 
Copper River courses south through a portion ot the unit and drains 
I 

most of the central and southern parts. The Chitina and Bremner 
Rivers are important tributaries. The climate ~s a typically sub
arctic continental with long cold winters, short warm s111onaers, and 
precipitation which is low in the valleys and high in the mountains. 
Ten ecosystems and related vegetation types are represented. These 
range from the coastal coniferous forests to the high alpine tundra. 
Most of the area exhibits effects of glaciation, and pe11nafrost is 
couaoon. The Wrangells unit is one of the more road accessible areas 
in Alaska. Light planes are also a major means of access. 

Forests cover about 30 percent of the area and are chietl.y valued for 
watershed protection, vild.life habitat, and recreational opportunities. 
Major stream and river systems steuuoi ng from the vast mountain-glacier 
complex of the Wrangell and Chugach Ranges provide many water-based 
resource values. Of exceptional importance are habitat for wildlife 
and fish, water oriented recreation. 

Yukon-Kuskokwim National Forest 

Spanning the middle Yukon and Kuskokvim River Valleys·, this 7. 3 million 
acre ,area is proposed as the Yukon-Kuskokwim National Forest. Lying 
across the Kuskokwim Mountains on the north and f'lanked by the Alaska 
Range! on the south, the area contains extensive forests• shrub thickets, 
bogs and marshe·s and other ecosystems of the subarctic. Characterized 

• 
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by winters of extended subzero temperatures and sununers in the mid 
70's or above, this area experiences a brief, but productive growth 
cycle. Summer drought contributes to a pattern of frequent wildfire. 

Over three-fourths of this area is forested, and co1mnercial timber 
stands occur on more than one million acres. Providing up to two 
billion board feet of timber, this area, combined with surrounding 
ownerships could support a major forest products industry. 



Wild o.nd Sceni·c Rivers J..ocn.ted 
Outside of Uni ts of the r1ational ---- - -----Park, Refuc;e and Forest Systems 

Title IV of the enclosed legislation proposes four river segments 
for addition to the wild and scenic rivers system that are not 
located within units of the park, refuge and f~rest systems. These 
four river segments are on public domain lands and will be admin
istered by the Burea~ of Land Management. 

~e river cor.iponents are as follows: 

1. Beaver Creek -- a 135-mile segment, totalling 200,000 acres, to 
be classified as a wild river. 1hc river is located 50 miles north 
of Fairbanks, between Fairbanks and Circle. ~e river is excellent 
canoeing water and provides good fishing and hunting opportU:nities. 
1he limestone peaks of the White Mountains form an almost continttous 
scenic b.~clcground. Large manmals abound. 

2. Birch Creek -- a 135-mile segment, totalling 200,000 acres, to 
be clast,i fied as a wild river. The river is located approximately 
65 miles northeast of Fairbo.nks, between Jt,airbanks and Circle. There 
are nUinerous sites for camping and the river is an exceller1t family 
canoeing stream throughout. Good fishing a.~d hunt~ng opportunities 
are p1·esent. The :r.i ver flows through a wide valley with moderately 
steep forested slopes. As Birch Creek flows into the Yukon flats, 
it becomes a slow, meandering river. 

3. Fortymile -- approximately 375 miles, including tributaries, 
totalling 320,000 acres, to be classified variously as wild, scenic 
and recreational. The river see;nent is located in east-central Alaska 
and runs up to the Canadian border. The river and tributaries vary 
in the headwaters from small, shallow, swift streams, to meandering 
muskeg and become large, canyon-bound ·streams with numerous rapids 
in the 1niddle and lower portions. Portions show evidence of placer 
gold mining and early settlements. Recreational gold mining can be 
tried with some probability of success. Hunting, fishing and canoeing 
are good. Hiking and camping opportunities abound • 

• 

4. Unalakleet -- approximately 60 miles, totalling 104,000 acres, to 
be classified as a vild river. The riv~r is located south of the 
Sevard Peninsula and empties into Norton Sound; the downstream river 
segment boundary is approximately 24 miles above the mouth. nie 
Unalakleet Valley is generally four tp. five miles wide. Bluffs 
characterize some 20 miles of the Unalakleet before it widens to 
500 feet near its mouth. Dense stands of white spruce along the 
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ohore screen the view of adjacc1lt area.a. nie river io 1"e11own<!d for 
its sport fiahinc. Kine • . ~l1un1, und pink sul1non; ,11·ttyJ. j .r1~~; ctr1cl nl'·etj.c 
char are excellent. There j.s also hunting, primarily for 1noouc~, vitl1 
some caribou nnd bear, along the river. 'l'he Kal to.c Trail pas:Jes 
along the south side_ of the river; it is a link in the historic 1000 
mile Iditarod Gold Rush Trail between Nome and Anchorage; the existing 
trail will be preserved. 

The legislation provides that the Secretary shall take action required 
u11der sectio·n 3(b) -- designating exact boundaries and preparing de
velopment plans -- within three years after date of enactment for the 
Beaver Creek component, within two years for Birch Creek, within one 
year for Fortymile and within four years for Unalakleet. It also 
provides that the total acreage figures for specific components 
specified in the bill wilJ. supercede the acreage limitations contained 
in the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act. All of the acreage of the wild 
river components is withdrawn, subject to valid existing rights, from 
all forms of appropriation under the .mining laws and from operation of 

• 

the mineral leasing laws. Existing law limits these withdrawals to 
1/4 mile from the bank of the river. Specific provision is made for such 
access across the F'ortymile as the Secretary determines to be necessary 
to permit development of asbestos deposits in the North Fork drainage • 

• 

The Office of l,,1anagernent and Budget has advised that this legislative 
proposal is in accord with the program of the President. 

Hon. Gerald R. Ford 
Presider1t of the Senate 
Washington, D. C. 20510 

Enclosure 
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930 CONGRESS 
2o SF.SSION 

• 

IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES 

JANUARY 30, 1974 

M1\ JACKSON (for himself a11d Mr. FANNIN} (by request) introduced the fol
lowing bill; which was read twice and referred to the Committee on Interior 
and Insular Affairs 

A BILL 
To provide for the addition of certain lands in the State of Alaska 

to the National Park, National Wildlife Refuge, National 

Forest, and the Wild and Scenic Rivers Systems, and for 

othc1· purposes. 

1 Be it enacted b !J tlie Senate a1id II ouse of R ezJresenta-

2 tives of the United States of America in Congress assembled, 

3 Tha.t, having reviewed the recommendations of the Secre-

4 tary of the Interior made pursuant to sections 17 ( d) ( 1) 

5 and ~ 7 ( d) ( 2) of the Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act 

6 ( 85 Stat. 688) for addition of certain lands in Alaska to 

7 the National Pa.rk, Forest, \i\7ildlif e Refuge, and Wild and 

8 Scenic Rive1·s Systems, the Congress designates and estab-
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1 lishes new units and additions to existing units of those sys-

2 terns, subject to the p1·ovisions of the following titles. 

3 SEC. 2. This Act may be cited as tl1e ''Alasl{a Conser-

4 vation Act of 1974''. 

5 TITLE I NATIONAL PARIC SYSTEl\i 

6 PART A ADDITIONS TO EXISTING AREAS 

7 MOUNT MCKINLEY NATIONAi, PARK 

8 SEC. 101. (a) In order to include within Moun·t l\f·c-

9 Kinley N·ati,onal Park (·herein1afteT' ref erred to in this sootion 

10 as the ''park'') cert•ain ·areas needed to provide a diversity ·of 

11 habita·t,. insure th.e pre·serv·ation of animal ·eoo·systems, ·and 

12 protect and interpret ,a.ss1ociated ·scenic res·ources and gl1acial 

13 feature's, ·the bound·a.ry of the park is hereby revis·ed to in-

14 elude, subject .to valid existing rights, the lands, w,aters, and 

15 inte1·ests therein depi6ted 1as within the proposed boundary 

16 of ,the paI·k ·on the map entitled ''Mount McKinley N,ation,al 

17 Park'', numb·ered 126-90-001, and d1ated December 1973, 

18 which additional ,area ·comprises approxima.tely tl1ree n1illio11 

19 one hundred ·and eighty thousand ·ac1~es. 

20 (b) Section 4 of the Act of February 26, 1917 (39 

21 Start. 938; 16 U.'S.C. 350), is repealed. Section 2 1of the Act 

22 of J ·anwary 26, 1931 ( 46 Stat. 1043; 16 U.S.C. 350a), is 

23 1~evised to 1·ead as follows: ''The Secretary of the Interior 

24 shall have authority to p1·escribe regt1lations for the surface 

• 
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1 use of any valid n1i11ing locations made ,vitl1in the boundaries 

2 of Mour1t l\IcKi11ley N,a;tion,al P1ark.". 

3 (c) Section 6 of the Act of Februa1·y 26, 1917 (39 

4 Stat. 939), as ·an1en·ded ( 16 U.S.O. 352), rs furti1·e1" a1nended 

5 by changi11g tl1e pe1·iod at tl1e e11d tl1e1·eof to a comma, and 

6 adding tI1e following: ''01· fo1· subsiste11ce uses in areas added 

7 to the pa1·k by tl1e Alaska Conservation Act of 1974 pu1·su-

8 ant ·to seotion 108 of tl1,n,t Act.''. 

9 ( d) In furtherance of the purposes set forth in subsec-

10 tion (a) of ,this section, the area adjacent to the south and 

11 east boundary of the pa1·k generally rlepicted on the map re-

12 fe1Ted to in subsection (a) as ''Coop1era.tive Planning and 

13 Management Zone'' is hc1·eby designated as a zone within 

14 which resou1·ce use and development a.1·e c1·itical to tl1e 

15 proper protectio11, 111a11ag·en1en•t, a11d i11tcrp1·etation of the 

16 pa1·k. Not lutc1· tl1:1,11 tl11·ce yc111·s f1·0111 t11c date of enuctmer1t 

17 of this title, tl1c Sec1·eta1·y of tl1c I11te1·io1· (he1·ci11afte1· re-

18 fe1·1·cd ,to as tl1c ''St~c1·(}t~1.1·y'') sl1all st1l>1)1it a I·epo1·t to tl1e 
, 

19 Congress as to wl1eLl1e1· lurid-use cor1t1·ols 11ceded for the 

20 p1·01)er p1·otcctio11, n1a11agc111cnt, a11d intcr111·ctation of the 

2] pa1·l{ ha,1e l)cc11 i11st itt1te<l (~ffecti,rc]y \\'itl1 respect to tl1e 

22 desig11ated zo11e by the State of A laslta or a11 aJ)p1·op1·iate 

23 politic·a.1 si1l1di\ i ·io11 tl1c1·eof. rJ1l1e Se ·1·eta1·}1 shall solicit tl1c 

24 ,rie, rs of t,}10 Go\'' 111or· of ,tl1e • 1ti1tc of Ala. k~1 r111cl of tl1e Joint 
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1 on his report, and he shall submit any such views to the Con-

2 g1·ess at the ti1ne the 1·epo1·t is st1L1nittcd. 

3 l{ATMAI NATIONAi, PARK 

4 ·SEC. 102. (a) In 01·de1· to include the1·ein ce1·tain a1·eas 

5 needed for the p1·o·tection of c1·itical arumal habitat, including 

6 a wate1·shed necessa1·y f 01· the perpetuation of 1·ed salmon and 

7 a habitat to p1·otect a pop·ulation of b1·own bear, and f 01· tl1e 

8 interpretation and p1·ese1·vation of outstanding scenic and 

9 scientific values associated with such habitats, the boundary 

10 of Katmai National Monument, as established by Proclama-

11 tion Numbered 1487 ·of Septerr1b·e1· 24, 1918 (40 Stat. 

12 1855) , and revised by P1·oclamatio11 Numbered 1949 of 

13 April 24, 1931 (47 Stat. 2453), P1,oclam,at.i:on Numbererl 

l4 2564 of August 4, 1942 {56 Stat. 1972), and Pr-0cl1ama

l5 tion Numbered 3890 of January 20, 1969 {83 Stat. 926) is 

l6 hereby revised to include, subject to valid existing rights, 

l7 the lands, waters, :and interests therein depicted -as within the 

18 proposed boundary of the park on •the map entitled "I(atn1ai 

19 N,ational P·a1--k'', numbered 127-90-001, ·and dated D·ecem-

20 ber 1973, which additi,onal area oomprises approximaitely 

21 one million eight hundred ,and seve11ty thousand ac1·es. 

22 (b) The Kat111ai N atio11al Monume11t is he1·eby redes-

23 ig·nated as Katmai National Park. 
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1 PART B ESTABLISHMENT OF NEW AREAS 

2 SEC. 103. (a) In order to protect and interpret £01· the 

3 benefit, inspi1·ntion, and edt1cation of present and future gen:.. 

4 erations the scenic, scientific, l)iological, a1·cheological, and 

5 historical valt1es associated tl1ere"'ith, there are hereby es-

6 uablished, su,lJject to valid existing rights-

7 ( 1) Aniakchak Caldera National Monument, the 

8 boundary of which shall include the lands, waters, and 

9 interests therein depicted as within the proposed bound-

10 a1y of the national monument on the m·ap ·entitled 
. 

11 ''Aniakchak Caldera National Monument'', numbered 

12 NM-AC-90,001, and dated December 1973, which 

1.3 area comp1·ises approximately four hund1·ed and forty 

14 thousand acres; 

15 ( 2) Harding Ice Field-Kenai Fjords National Mon-

16 umer1t, the bounda.11' of which shall include the lands, 

17 waters, and interests therein depicted as within the pro-

18 posed boundary of the national monument on the map 

19 entitled ''Harding Ice Field-Kenai Fjords National Mon-

20 ,ument'', numbered NM-HI/KF-90,001 ·and dated De-

21 cember 1973, which area comprises approximately three 

22 hundred thousa.nd acres : Provided, That the Secretary 

2:J. ma3r !~e,1ise tl1c mo1111ment llour1(la,1·y to include any lands, 
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1 waters, and interests therein depicted on such map as 

2 within the area marked ''Potential additions'' if such 

3 lands, waters, and interests therein are not selected by 

4 native corporation·s pursuant to the Alaska N ati,re Claims 

5 Settlement Act; 

6 (3) Cape Krusenstern National Mont1ment, the 

7 boundary of which shall include the lands, waters, and 

8 interests therein depicted as within the p1·oposed bot1nd-

9 ary of the national monument on the ~ap entitled ''Cape 

10 l{rt1senstern N ation1al ]fonument'', nt1mbe1·ed NM-CK-

11 90,001, a11d dated December 1973, which area comprises 

12 ·app1'oxiin·at-ely three l1u11d1·ed a11d fifty ;tho11sand :a,cres; 

13 ( 4) I{ob11k Valley National l\f onument, the bol1nd-

14 ary of which shall include the lands, wate1·s, and intei·-

15 ests therein depicted as within the p1·oposed bot1ndary of 

16 the national monument on the map entitled ''Kobt1k 

17 Valley N·a.tional l\Ionumen·t'', n11mbere·d NM- KV-

18 90,()01, a11d dated Dccembe1· 1973, which a1·ea com-

19 p1·is·es ap1)1,oximaJtely 1on·e n1illion eight hund1·ed and fifty 

20 tl1011sand ·ac1·es: Provided, Th·a't, any lands within the 

21 011ion Portage Arcl1eological District, as depicted on 

22 such n1·ap, not selected l)y a Native oorpo1·ation p111·s1tant 

23 to tl1e Al}1ska Nati\~e Claims Settle1nent Act sl1all become 

24 pa1·t of tl1e nn tio11al mo11t1mcnt; 
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1 ( 5) Lake Clark National Park, the boundary of 

2 which shall include the lands, waters, and interests 

3 therein depicted as within the proposed boundary of the 

4 national park on the map entitled ''Lake Clark National 

5 Park'', numbered NP-L0-90,001, and dated Decem-

6 her 1973, which area comprises approximately two 

7 millron six hundred ·and ,ten thousand ·acres; 

8 ( 6) Wrangell-Saint Elias National Park, the bound-

9 ary of which shall include the lands, waters, and inter-

10 ests therein depicted as within the proposed boundary 

11 of the national park on the map entitled ''Wrangell-

12 Saint Elias National Park'', nlimbered NP-WSE-90,-

13 001, and dated December 1973, which area comprises 

14 app1-oximately eight million six hundred and fo1·ty thou-

15 sand acres ; 

16 ( 7) Gates of the Arctic National Park, the bound-

17 aries of which shall include the lands, waters, and inter-

18 ests therein depicted as within the proposed boundaries 
, 

19 of the park on the map entitled ''Gates of the Arctic 

20 National Park'', numbered NP-GA-90,001 and dated 

21 December 1973, which park comprises approximately 

22 eight. million 'three hundred and sixty thousand acres; 

23 ( 8) Yukon-CI1arley N ationnl River,s, tl1e 1boundary 

24 of ,,1l1ich sl1all i11clude the lands, waters, and interests 
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1 therein depicted as within the proposed boundary of the 

2 national rivers on the map entitled ''Yukon-Charley Na-

3 tional Rivers'', numbered NR-Y0-90,001, and dated 

4 December 1973, which ·area comprises approxima.tely 

5 one milli·on nine hun·dred and seventy thous,and acres. 

6 (9) Chukchi-Imuruk National Reserve, the bound-

7 ary of which shall include the lands, waters, and inter-

s ests therein depicted as within the proposed boundary 

9 of the n·ational reserve on the map entitled ''·Chukchi-

10 Imuruk National Reserve'', numbered NR-CI-90,001, 

11 a.nd da.ted December 1973, which area comprises ap-

12 proximately two million six hl1ndred and ninety thou-

13 sand acres. 

14 (b) The bou11dary maps rcfe1·1·ed to in pa1·t A of this 

15 title and this part shall be on file and available for public 

16 inspection in the offices of the National Park ·Service, De-

17 partment of the Inte1·io1·; the maps entitled ''Chukchi-Imt11·uk 

18 Nation1a.I Res·erve'' a.nd ''II1a1·ding Ice Field-Kenai Fjords 

19 National Mon11ment'' shall also be on file at the Bureau of 

20 Sport Fisheries and Wildlife, Department of the Interior. 

21 In no event shall the boundary of any area added to existing 

22 areas or established by pa1·t A of this title or this part extend 

23 beyond the te1·rito1·ial sea. 
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1 PART C GENERAL Anl\iINISTRATION PROVISIONS 

2 AD1\l1N1STR ... t\..TION 

4 ,vatc1·R, and i11te1·ests t.l1c1·ei11 added to exi~ti11g· a1·eas or cs-

5 talllished 1Jy the f 01·eg·oi11g sertio11s of this title as a1·cas of 

6 the 11atio11al p,11·k systc111, st11Jject to tl1c applicable 1)1·0,Ti-

7 sions of tl1is title and the Act of At1g·t1st 25, 1916 (39 Stat . 
• 

8 535 et Rcq.), a8 an1c11de.d a11d Rt1pplen1e11tcd (16 lT.S.C. 1 

9 ct seq.) . 

10 (l>) Tl1c Sec1·ctary of Ag1·icl1ltu1·c and tl1c Scc1·eta1·)' of 

11 tl1e I1tte1·i·or Rli·nll 0011sult i11 tl1e dc,Telop1nent of 111·an.n.gc-

12 1ncnt plans fo1· tl1c \V 1·~111g·cll l\fot111tains National F<)1·e~t a11<l 

13 tl1e adjoi11i11g ,,r1.fL11gell-Sai11t Elias Natio11al Pa.1·k ,t<> acl1ic,Tc 
• 

14 the ft1Ilcst possible coo1·di11atio11 a11d cooperatio11. In addi-

15 ti 011, tl1 c Scc1·eta1·y of A g'l·i<;t11 t t11·c sl1a 11, i11 coo pe1·a ti on ,vi tl1 

16 tl1c Scc1·ctit1·y of tl1c I11tt~1·i<)1·, seleet n11d <.lc,,.clop 011e 01· 11101·c 

17 n1·ens t1lo11g tl1e A l~1sktt I I ig·l1,,'a)' l>ct,, .. ee11 tl1e Canadia11 

18 l><>1·dc1· t111<l tl1e ,,iJl,1g·e ()f N<>rtl1,,1:1)1, A l11ska, tog·etl1e1· ,vitl1 

19 <>11101· i11t<.~rc,:tc<l ])11l>lic :1g·c11<·icR, fo1· l)ttl>lic llSC, :1<l111i11ixt1·:1-

20 tion, i11te1·p1·ct,~1tio11, n11d <)tl1cr 1)1·0,Tision of facilities. Funds 

21 n111)1·<)1>1·inted £01· l)t1r1)o~es of tl1is title shall be n,1ailable f<>r 
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1 BOUNDARIES, ACQUISITION OF PROl->ERTY 

2 SEC. 105. Following 1·easonalJle notice in w1·iting to the 

0 0<)1nmittees on I11te1·io1· a11d I11Rul~11· Affai1·s of the S(~11ntc ,) 

4 a11d II0l1se of Rrp1·ese11tuti vcs, a11d a.f tc1· pul)licntio11 of 11oticc 

5 i11 tl1e Federal Registe1·, the Secr·eta1·y may 111akc mi110I' 1·e-

6 visions in the bou11da1·ies of the a1·eas added to existing a1·eas 

7 01· established b)" pa1·ts A a11d B of this title, including 1·e-

8 ,,.isions to include withi11 the bot111daries s11ch additional lands 

9 as a1·e necessaI·y for adn1inist1·ative sites but such adn1inis-

10 t1·ative sites sI1all not exceed eighty ac1·es fo1· any 011e a1·ca 

11 added to existing a1·eas 01· establisl1ed by pa1·ts A a11d B. 

12 ,vithin the boundaries of the areas added to existing units 

13 or established by pa1·ts A and B of this title, or as s11ch 

14 boundaries may be revised pu1·suant to this sectio11, tl1e 

15 Secretary is authorized to acqui1·e lands, wate1·s, a11d i11te1·

l6 est1s therein by don·aition, purchase, or exchange, excep·t that 

17 property owned by the State of Alaska 01· any political sub-

18 division thereof may be acquired only by donation or ex-

19 cl1·ange, ,a.nd p111operty owned by any N·ative village 101· cor-

20 poration may be acqui1·ed only with the concurrence of such 

21 owne1·. 

22 AI)PJJICARTIJITY OF MINING AND MINER.AL LEASING Li\. ,vs 

23 SEC. 106. (a) Except as provided in subsection ( b) 

24 of this section, Fede1~a1 lands v\1ithir1 tl1e bounda1~ies of the 

25 a1·eas added to existing units OJ' established by pa1·ts A and B 
- , . 
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~ of this title, ,or as such boundaries m·ay be revised pursu·ant 

2 to section 105 of this part, as well as Federal lands within 

3 tl1e bot1nd~11·ies <>f ~iot1nt McKi11ley Nrttional Pftrlr ns of tl1e 

4 dltte of e11act111c11t of tl1is title, nre, sullject to vnlid existing 

5 rights, he1·eby withd1'awn f1·om location, ent1·y, and patent 

6 under the public land laws of the United 1States, including 

7 fro1n all fo1ms of app1·opriation under the United States 

8 mi11ing laws, a11d f1·01n operation of the mineral loosing laws 

9 including, in botl1 cases, ame11dme11ts the1·eto. A11y mining 

10 claims located 11nder tl1e mining laws of the United States 

11 withi11 the bot111d~1ries of tl1ose a1·eas withd1~awn pUI·suant to 

12 this subsection must 1be recorded with the Secretary under 

13 reg·ulations established by tl1e Sec1·etary within one year 

14 after the effective da.te of sucl1 regulations. Any mining claim 

15 not so reco1·d·ed shall be oonclu:sively presumed to be aoon-

16 doned and shall be void. Such recordation will not render 

17 valid any claim which was not valid on the effective date 

18 of this title, or which becomes invalid thereafter. Any cla.im 

19 reco1·dcd pursuant to the 1·cgulations promulgated under tl1is 
, 

20 subsection, f 01· wl1ich tl1e claimant has not made application 

21 for a patent witl1in tl1I·ee yen.rs from the date of reco1·dation, 

22 sl1all be presun1cd to l>c i11,1alid t111lcss the claimant p1·eRents 

23 to tl1e Secretary clear evidence of its validity. 

24 (b) Lands outside the Charley River watershed which 

25 are ,vitbin the Yukon--Oh1arley N~tional Rivers, are not with-
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1 drawn from opera.tion of the mine1·al leasing laws, inclt1ding 
• 

2 amendments thereto, and the Mine11 al L-easing Act of Feb-

3 1·ltn1·y 25, 1920, as n111e11ded ·a11d 1s11p1llc111e11ted ~30 U.S.O. 

4 181-263), sh·all ·apply to the1n: P 1r·ovidell, 'fh·a.t, tl1e Sec1·e-

5 taI·y may administ1·ati,?ely ca11ccl any lease 01· pI·o~pecting 

G per111it £01· violationR of· tl1e te1ms of tl1e le~sc 01· pe1·n1it 01· of 

7 regulations issued pu1·s11a11t to ,the Mine1·al Leasing Act of 

8 lfel>1·tta.1·y 25, 1920, wi1tl1011t I'eg~c11·ll to tl1c 1~eq11i.I·e111·e11ts of 

9 Reotio11 31 of suc~1l1 Act (:30 U.S.U. 188), ·aftc1· 1tl1i1·ty daJrs' 

10 notice to the lessee 01· pe1·mittee and failu1·e of 1tl1c lessee or 

11 permittee to co1·1·ect tl1e co11dition gi,,.i11g 1·isc to the l>rencl1. 

12 Witl1 1··espect to minc1·al clepoRits locatc(l ,,1itl1in st1cl1 1~111ds 

13 normally s11bject to locatio11, c11t1·y, ancl pate11t 1111cle1· tl1c 

14 mining laws and vvitl1d1·awn pu1·st1a11t to s11bsection (a) of 

15 this section, ,the :Sec1·eta1·y 1nay issue pc1·n1its fo1-- tl1c cx1)lo1·a

l6 tion and development of said deposits pt11·sua11t to 1--cg't1latio11::; 

17 establishing p1·ocedu1·es, te1·ms, a11d conditio11s 11nde1· ,,TI1icl1 

18 s11cl1 acti,1ity may be condt1cted, lJtlt witI1 1·igl1t of occl1pntio11 

19 a11d t1se of only so mt1cl1 of 1tl1e st11·facc of tl1e land as is j111-

20 mediately and di1 .. ectly 11:ecessary to the explo1·ation a11d de-

21 ,Tclopn1cnt of Raid deposits. 

22 SPORT JIUNTING 

23 SEC. 107. (n) St1l>ject to st1bsection (1>) of tl1is scr-

24 tion, and except as n1ay othe1 .. wiRe be llI·ohibited by Fede1'al 

25 or State la,v, tl1c Secrrta1·y Rl1a11 pr1·n1it R1101 .. t l1l1nting 011 
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1 la11cls 1a.i1d w<ttc1·s t111(le1· l1is jt11·isclietio11 ,vitl1in tl1c :a1·e·as es-

2 t1<11J)lisI1ed l)y ll:11·a.g·1·£lfll1s (a) ( 1) ·a11d (·a,) ( 5) - ( 9) of sectio11 

3 103 of tl1is title in a·cco1·dance with such regula1tions ·as he 

4 sll'all 111'esc1·i1Je. Stt0I1 1·egt1latio11s may include the establish-

5 111c1~t ·of lirr1its 011 tl1c 11t1n1l)CI'S ,and ty1)es 10£ 1spccics that n1ay 

6 be t,(tk-011 'a11(l ,tl1c r1r,l111rc1· of t<1ki11g, ·or p1~ol1ibi t taki11gs. 'l'l1e 

7 Sec1·eta1y n1ay, l1·0,veveJ·, design·a·te zo11es whe1·e, ,a.nd es,tab-

8 lish p·eriods wl1e11, 110 s1)01·t l1t111ti11g sl1!all be 1)e1·n1itted in any 

9 st1ch ·area f.01· reaso11s ·of IJ11blic safety, admi11istra.tion, fish or 

10 wildlife n1.a.niag·e111ent, 01· public use a11d e11joyment, ·and ex-

11 ce1)t i11 c111c1'g·e11<·ics, ·a11y r·rgt1I,atio11s of tl1e Secretary pur-

12 xt1,111 t 1,0 t.11 is Xl't·1 j <) 11 ~l 11<tll l>·l' lltl t. i11 t-o r 1I(~c~t ·0111 y af te1· co11-

13 st1lta.t.io11 ,,,itl1 ,t;J1c ~t1>1>1'01>1·iat<.~ fi:-;11 it11<.l g'cl111e age11cy of tl1e 

14 Sttttc of A liiskil. 

15 (b) ,,ritl1 1·ega1·cl t<> tl1c <t1·ea 1·ef<.'1·1·etl to i11 set'tio11 103 

16 (a) ( 1) of this tit.le', tl1c Sec1·(~ttl1·y ~I1all 1lc1·111it spo1·t l1u11ti11g 

17 011Iy i11 tlic to,v11sI1i1>s (lt'S(~1·ibcll 11s f ollo,,Ts: 

18 Se,vi11·d Me1·i<liit11 ( 1)1'<)t1·,1etio11 l)esc1·i1>tio11) 

19 (1\ll l~11·~t{jtio11t1l) 

20 'l,o,v11sl1i1> ;~8 s<>t1tJ1, 1~<111ge 51 ,vest. 

21 ~l',o,v11sl1i p 39 iso11 tl1, 1"a11g·e 51 ,vest. 

22 1'o\\1.lls}1ip 39 S0tt11]1, 1·,111g<) 52 ,,,est. 

23 'l'<)\\'11sl1i1> J() .· <>tttl1, r~111g·c 52 ''' t'~f". 

24 1.,<),,111. l1i1> 40, ot1fl1, 1·i111g·<~ 53 ,ve;"" f". 

25 '1,<>\\111~]1i1> 4<) sot1ll1, 1·(\11g·e fiL! ,,,est. 
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1 Tow11ship 41 s·ot1th, ra.11gc 51 west. 

2 'l'o,vns11ip 41 sol1th, rc111ge 52 wes,t. 

3 'l,o,,,11sl1ip 41 s·ot1tl1, ra11ge 53 wes,t. 

4 To,v11ship 41 sot1th, 1·ange 54 west. 

5 ( c) Not later than ten years fron1 the date of enachneut 

6 of this title, and con•tint1ing at intervals of not more tha11 five 

7 years after the submission of the first such report, the Sec-

8 retary shall report to the Congress on the effect of all hunt-

9 ing, fishing, and trapping, including subsistence uses, on the 

10 flora and fauna V\rithin each area added to existing units or 

11 established by parts A and B of this title, and shall recom-

12 mend whether any or all of s·uch uses shall be continued. 

13 SUBSISTENCE USES 

14 SEC. 108. Except as may otherwise be p1·ohibitcd by 

15 Federal or State law, tl1e Secretary sl1all pc1init the contin11-

l6 ation of such subsistence uses of the fisl1, ,,,ildlifu, arid plant 

17 rcsot1roos withir1 the a1·eas ad(letl to existir1g t111its or eBtah-

18 lished by parts A and B of this title to tl1e extent that such 

19 uses were in effect on the date of enactment of the Alaska 

20 Native Ulain1s Settleme11t · Act. St1cl1 lt8es shall co11ti11tte un-

21 less ·the Secretary determines that pa1·ticular uses a1·e niate-

22 rially and n·egatively affecting tl1c fish, wjldlife, or pla11t rc-

23 sources of such areas: Provided, That, f 01~ such I·easons as 

24 public safety, administ1·ation, fish and wildlife management, 

25 or public 11se and enjoyment, the Sec1·eta1·y may, l)y 1·egt1la-
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1 tion, p1·escril)e co11clitio11s l111tle1· wl1i(lh stich stllJsistence t1ses 

2 sl1all lJe co11dt1ttc<l i11elt1lli11g·, lJtl·t 11ot li111itell to, p1·ol1ilJitions 

3 on takings, and the c8tal)lisl1r11ent of li111its on tl1e nt1mlJer 

4 and type of rcsottrces tal(en, and tI1e season when and a1·ea 

5 within such areas whe1·e st1bsister1ce activities ca11 be 1111der-

6 talcen. Regulations p1·0111ulgated purst1ant to this section shall 

7 be put into effect only afte1· consultation ,vith tl1e app1·op1·i-

8 ate fish and game agency of the State of Alaska. 

9 COOPER.ATIVE AGREEMENTS 

10 SEC. 109. (a) The Secretary is a11tl1orized to cooperate 

11 and seek agreements with the heads of other Federal agen-

12 cies and the owners of lands and waters within, adjacent to, 

13 or related to each area added to existing t1nits or established 

14 by parts A a11d B of tl1is title, i11cludi11g, ,vithout limitation, 

1.5 tl1c State of Alaska or any J)olitical st1bdivision thereof, any 

1 G Nctt.ive co1·po1·atic,11, ,rill1t1g·c, 'Or g·1~<>UI> l1civi11g t1·itclitior1al (~ul-

17 tt11·al or 1·t~sot1rcc-l)ascll affinities for sttc~h are,1s, a11tl, with t.he 

18 conct11·1·ence of the Scc1·eta.ry of State, tl1e gove1·11n1e11ts of 

19 f 01·eig11 nn t.i<>11s. 1Stt<.~]1 ng1·<~e111ents shal I l1a ve as tl1eir p111·pose 

20 tl1c assLtr-i1.11<je tl1,tt 1·cs<.>t1r·ccs ,vill be us(\d, 111a11,(1g·ed, a11<l <le-

21 velopcd in st1ch a. n1anncr as to be consistent with the pres-

22 ervation of the enviro11mc11tal qt1ality of st1ch areas. The 

23 agre_ements n1ny also pro,1idc f 01· access 1l)y visitors to the 

24 prt1·lt S),st<l111 t111its to and across 1he lands ~1hich are the 

25 Sll.l)je ·t of tl1e ag1·ce1n,~11ts. 

589 



590 

1 (b) The head of ·any Fede1·al agency, other than agen-

2 cies that are parties to cooperative ag1·eements pursuant to 

3 subsection (a) of this section, having direct or indirect juris-

4 diction over a propos~d Fed~ral or federally assisted unde1·-

5 taking in the lands and waters within, adjacent to, or related 

6 to areas added to existing units or etablished by pa1·ts A 

7 and B 10£ this 1title, :and the ·head of any Federal depa1·tment 

8 01· interdepartmental ·agency, other than parties to such 

9 agreements, having authority to license any undertaking in 

10 such lands and waters shall, prior to the ·approval of the 

11 expe11diture of a11y Fede1··al f u11ds on the t111de1·taki11g 01· p1·ior 

12 to the issuance of any license, as the case may ,be, afford the 

13 Secretary a reaso11able oppo1·tunity to comment with regard 

14 to such unde1·taking. 

15 WILDERNESS l{E,'IEW 

16 SEC. 110. ,vitl1i11 th1·ee yea1·s f1·on1 the date of enactme11t 

17 of this title, the Sec1·eta1·y sh,lll 1·epo1·t to the Preside11t, in 

18 acco1·da11ce with subsectio11s 3 ( c) a11d 3 ( d) of the ,vildei·-

19 ness Act (78 Stat. 892; 16 U.S.C. 1132 (c) a11d (d)), I1is 

20 1·ecomn1e11dations as to the suita.bility 01· nonsuitalJility of any 

21 a1·ea added to existing t111its 01· establisl1ed by parts A and B 

22 of tl1is title fo1· p1·ese1·vatio11 as ,,Tilder11ess; any designation 

23 of a11y st1cl1 a1·eit as ,vildc1·11css sh,111 be acco1111)lisl1e{l i11 i1c-

24 cor·dance ,vitl1 said sulJsectio11 of the · ,vilder11ess Act. Not-

25 ,vitl1sta11ding anythi11g to tl1e cont1·a1·y i11 the Wilde1~11ess Act, 
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1 the Secretary sh11ll, ,vith 1·cs1)ect ·to Mount McKi11Iey Na-

2 tional Park, repo1·t to tl1e President his recommendations as 

3 to tI1c suitability of a11y a1·ca ,vitl1i11 tl1c e11ti1·e pn1·k witl1in 

4 tl1rcc yen1·s a11d f1·0111 tl1c date of e11act1nen t of tl1 is title. 

5 PART D \VILD AND SCENIC RIVERS 

6 DESIGNATION 

7 SEC. 111. Sectio11 3 (a) of tl1e Wild and Scenic Rivers 

8 Act (82 Stat. 907), as amended ( 16 U.S.C. 1274 (a)), is 

9 further an1ended by adding the following new paragraphs: 

10 '' . ALATNA, ALASKA. The seventy-five mile portio11 

11 of the 1nain stem within tl1e Gates of tl1e Arctic National 

12 Park; to be ad1ni11istcrcd Ly the Sec1·cta1~y of the Interior. 

13 '' . ANIAl(CHAK ALASI(A. The entiJ·e river, includ-

14 ing its 1najor tributaries, Hidden Creek, llystery C1·eek, Al-

15 bert Johnson Ci·eek, a11d North Fo1·k Anialccl1ak River, 

lG ",ithi11 the Anii1kcl1ak Caldc1·~1 N atio11al l\fo11l11nent; to be 

17 administered by tl1e Sec1·etary of the I11te1·ior. 

18 '' . CI·IAliLEY, AJ;ASICA. Tl1e c11ti1·c 1 .. ivcr, i11cluding 

19 its major t1 .. ibutt11·ics, Co1)pc1· C1·eck, Bonanza Creek, Hos-

20 ford Creek, I)c1·we11t 01·eelc, Flat-01·th1ner C1·eek, Crescent 

21 C1·cek, a11d Mo1·ai11e Creel<, ,vitl1in tl1c Yukon-Cl1arl(~Y Na-

22 tio11nl Rivers ; to be ad111i11iste1·cd by tl1e Sec1·etary of the 

23 Intc1·io1·. 

24 
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1 major tributary, Easter Creek, within the Gates of the Arctic 

2 National Park; to be admiuistered by the Secretary of the 

3 Interior. 

4 N°OATAK, ALASKA.-Thc sixty-fiye mile segment 

5 within the Gates of the Arctic National Park; to be a<lmin-

6 istered by the Secretary of the Interior. 

7 " . SALMON, AL.A.SK.A..-The entire river within the 

8 Kobuk Valley National l\Ionument; to be administered by 

9 the Secretary of the Interior. 

10 " . TIN.A.YGUK.-The entire river, and the North Fork 

11 of the Koyukuk, within the Gntes of the Arctic National 

12 Park; to be administered by the Secretary of the Interior." 

13 .ADl\1INISTR.A.TIVE PROVISIONS 

14 SEC. 112. (a) The riYer segments designated in section 

15 111 of this title are hereby classified and designated, and 

16 shnll be administered, as wild 1-iYer areas pursuant to the 

17 Wild an'1 Scenic RiYers Act. 

18 (b) The provisions of subsection 3 (b) and section 6 of 

19 the ·wild and Scenic RiYers Act shall not apply to the riYer 

20 segments listed in section 111 of this title. The provisions of 

21 sections 107 and 108 of this title shall supersede those of 

22 section 13 (a) of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, concerning 

23 fish and wildlife. 

24 P .A.R,T E-APPROPRI.A.TION A UTIIORIZ.A.TION 

25 SEC. 113. There is hereby authorized to be appropriated 

26 snch sm11S as may be necessary for the purposes of this title. 
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TITLE II-NArrIONAL WILDLIFE REFUGE 

SYSTEM 

PART A-ESTADLTSIIl\lENT OF REFUGES AND RANGES 

SEC. 201. There are hereby established, subject to valid 

5 existing rights, twelve national wildlife refuges (hereinafter 

6 ref.erred to as the "refuges") , one nrut.ional arctic range lflnd 

7 one national rcsonrre rnnge (hereimlfter referred to as the 

8 "ranges"). 

9 SEC. 202. (a) The boundary of each refuge and each 

10 range shall include the area generally depicted on the appli-

11 cable map as herein described: Provided, however, That in 

12 no case shall the boundary of a refuge or range extend be-

13 yond the territorial sea. Such maps shall be on file and 

14 available for public inspection in the office of the Bureau of 

15 Sport Fisheries and Wildlife, Department of the Interior, 

16 and, with respect to the ranges, the maps shall also be avail-

17 able for public inspection in the office of the Bureau of Land 

18 Management: 

19 
( 1 ) As herein established, the (A) Barren Islands Na-

20 tional Wildlife Refuge, (B) Chukchi Sea N 11.tional Wildlife 

21 Refuge, ( C) Shumagin Islands National Wildlife Refuge, 

22 (D) additions to the Kodiak National Wildlife Refuge, and 

23 (E) addition:,; to thr Bering Sea National Wildlife Refuge 

24 shall he eornpri~<'<l of npproxiniate]y .OG million arres of 

25 land ,, water::-, and interests therein within the area generally 
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1 depicted 'as the ''prop,osed boundary'' 10n the maps entitled 

2 ''Alaska Coastal National Wildlife Refuges'', and dated De-

3 cember 1973. The Kodiak National Wildlife Refuge as desig-

4 nated in Executive Order Numbered 8857 of AuguSJt 19, 

5 1941, and m,odi£·e·d by Pu:blic Land Order Numbered 1634 of 

6 May 9, 1958, and the additions designated in this subsection 

7 are hereby established as the ''Kodiak National vVilcllife 

8 Refuge''; and the Bering Sea National Wildlife Rcft1ge as 

9 designated in P1·ocla1nation Nt1mbered 2416 of Jt1ly 15, 

10 19-!0, ·amending Executive Order Nt1mbered 1037 of Febru-

11 ary 27, 1909, and the additions designatecl in this st1bsection 

12 a1·e hereby establisI1ed as the ''Bering Sea National Wildlife 

13 Reft1ge''. 

14 ( 2) The Arctic National Wildlife Refug·e a.s hc1·ein es-

15 tablished shall be comp1~ised of approximately 3. 76 million 

16 acres of lands, waters, and interests therein within the a1·ea 

17 gene1~a.lly depioted ·as ·tI1e ''pJ·op·osed l101111d·aT·y'' on tl1e n1·a p 

18 entitled ''Arctic National ,vildlifc Reft1ge'', and dated De-

19 cen1be1· 1973, and the Arctic National Wildlife Range, estab-

20 lisI1ed by Public Land Ord·e1· Nun1bered 2214 of December 6, 

21 1960, iss11ed pu1·suant to Exect1tive Order Numbered 10355 

22 of May 26, 1952, is hereby redesignated as part of the 

23 Arctic National Wildlife Reft1ge a11d added to said refuge. 

24 ( 3) TJ1e Ilin1n11n, N ntio11nl TI rR0111·cc I~n11gc aR l1c1·cin 

23 established sl1all be comp1~ised of approxin1ately 2.85 million 
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1 acres of lands, waters, and interests therein within the area 

2 generally depicted as the ''proposed boundary'' on the map 

3 entitled ''Iliamna N a,tional Resource Range'', and dated 

4 December 1973. 

5 (4) The Koyukuk National Wildlife Refuge as herein 

6 esta·biished shall be comprised o.f approximately 4.43 mil-

7 lion acres of lands, waters, and interests therein within the 

8 area generally depicted as the ''Proposed Boundary'' on the 

9 map entitled ''Koyukuk National Wildlife Refuge'', and 

10 dated December 1973. 

11 ( 5) The N oatak National Arctic Range ·as herein es-

12 tablished shall be comprised of approximately 7.59 million 

l .3 acres of lan·ds, wruters, ·and interes·ts therein within the a1·ea 

14 ge11erally d·epicted ·as tl1e ''Prop·osed Boundary'' 'On the 1nap 

15 entitled ''Noatak National Arctic Range'', and dated De-

16 cember 1973. 

17 (6) The Selawik National Wildlife Refuge as herein 

18 csta.lJlishcd shall be comprised of ,a.pproxim8'tely 1.4 million 

19 acres of lands, waters, and interests therein within the area 
, 

20 generally depicted as the ''Proposed Boundary'' on the map 

21 entitled ''·Selawik National Wildlife Refuge'', and dated 

22 Deceml)er 1973, and the Chamisso National vVildife Refuge 

23 establisl1ed lly P1~ocl~1mation Nun1·l)cred 2416 of Jt1ly 15, 

24 1 fl4·0, a111r.1tdi11g· FiJ'" oc11t i,rc Or,dc1· N11rrlllc1rc<l 1658 of Dc<·<1111-
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1 her 7, 1912, is hereby redesignated as part of the Selawik 

2 National Wildlife Refuge and added to said refuge. 

3 (7) The Togiak National Wildlife Refuge as herein es-

4 tablished s1hall be ·oomprisecl ,of ·approxirnBJtely 2. 7 4 million 

5 acres of lands, waters, and interests therein within the area 

6 generally depicted as the ''Proposed Boundary'' on the map 

7 entitled ''Togiak National Wildlife Refuge'', and dated De-

8 cember 1973, and the Cape N ewenham National Wildlife 

9 Refuge, est.ablished by Public Land Order Numbered 4583 

10 ·of January 20, 1969, is hereby redesignated as part of the 

11 Togiak National Wildlife Refuge and added to said refuge. 

12 ( 8) The Yukon Delta N~.tiona.I vVildlife Refuge as here-

13 in established 1s'h1all ·be comprise·d of app1~oxim·ately 5.16 n1il-

14 lion acre's ·of 1'and·s, waters, ·a:nd interests therein within the 
' 

15 area gene1·ally ·depicted ·as the ''Propos~d B·oundary'' on the 

16 map entitled "Y ufoon Delta N·at~onal Wildlife Refuge", and 

17 dat:ed D·ecember 1973, and the Clarence Rhode N:ational 

18 ,vildlif e Refuge, established by Public Land Order Numbered 

19 4581 of January 20, 1969, amending Public Land Order 

20 Numbered 2253 of January 23, 1961, amending Public 

21 Land Order Numbered 2213 of December 8, 1960, issued 

22 pursuant to Executive Order Numbered 10355, is hereby re-

23 designated as a unit of the Y t1kon Delta National "'l"ildlif e 

24 Refuge . to be administered ns pnrt of said ref nge, and the 

25 Hazen Bay National Wildlife Refuge, as established by 
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1 Proclan1ation Nun1bercd 2416 of July 15, 1946, amending 

2 Executive Order N un1hercd 7770 of Dece1nber 14, 1937, is 

3 l1ereby rcdesig·11ated as pa1·t of tl1e Y t1kon Delta National 

4 Wildlife Refuge a11d added to said refuge. 

5 ( 9) The Yukon Flats National VVildlif e Refuge as here-

6 in established shall be co111prised of approximately 3.59 

7 n1illion ·acres ,of J.ands, waters1 and interests therein within 

8 the area generally depicted as the "Proposed Boundary" on 

9 the map entitled "Yukon Flats National Wildlife Refuge", 

10 and dated Decembe1· 1973. 

11 (b) The Sec1·etary of the I11te1·ior (hc1·ei11after refer1·ed 

12 to as ''the SecI·ctary'') 111ay 1r1c1ke mi11or revisio11s in the 

13 b,ou11da1·y ·of each 1·ef ugc a1nd each 1'811ge by publication of a 

14 1·evised 1nap or otI1er bot111dary description in the Fede1·al 

15 Re gist e1·. 

lG P1\RT B Gr~NER,AL AD]iINISTRAT1,~ Pno,,isroNs 

17 ACQUISITION OF PR.OPEI{TY 

18 SEC. 20i3. ,,Titl1i11 tl1e boL111cla1·)1 of encl1 1·efug·e and each 

20 n<1 t i·o 11, <)1· cx<·11n.11g·e, l,ln<ls, " 1,l te1·s, a11d i11 tt..~1·es·ts ·the1·ei11, ex-
• 

21 cc1>t tl1<lt la11d. 1

, ,,~tttc1·s, 1aJ1(l i11te1·e8ts t,he1·eir1 o,,,11ed L)r ·the 

22 St,lte of 1\l.1sk,t 01· ft113r 1)olitic1<:1l st11Jdi,1 i8io11 t.he1·eof 111ay be 

23 <1U<Jl1i1·ecl u11lJr ,,ritl1 agree111e11t of tl1e saic1 Stwtc 01· political 

24 .. t1lJ(liv·i 1()11 :1.11cl 1•1·01>l'1·t3, o,,,11c 1d 1Jy r111)' N ati·\'.'e ,1ilJag·e 01· 
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1 c0I·pora,tio11 nray be acqui1'ed only witl1 the oonc11rrc11ce ·of 

2 such ow11er. 

3 COOPERATIVE AGREE!\-IENTS 

4 SEC. 204. (a) TI1e Scc1·cta1·y is authorized to coope1·ate 

5 and seek agreements with the h~ads of other Fede1·al agen-

6 cies and the owners of lands and waters within, adjace11t to 

7 or related to each a1·ea added to existing units or established 

8 by section 202 of ·this title, including, without lim·itation, the 

9 State of Alaska or any political subdivision thereof, any 

10 N~tive ~orpora·ti·on, vill1age, or g1'oup having traditional cul-

11 tural ·or res·ource-based a.ffinities for 1such ·areas. Such agree-

12 ments shall have as their purpose the assurance that 1·esou1·ces 

13 will be used, managed and developed in s11ch a n1anne1· as to 

14 be consistent with the prese1·vation of the en,1i1·onmental 

15 quality of such areas. 

16 (b) The head of any Fedc1·al age11cy, other than agcri-

17 cies that are parties to coope1·ative ag1·eements pu1·sua11t to 
• 

18 subsection (a) of this section, having direct or indi1·cct jui·is-

19 diction over a proposed Fede1·al or federally assi~ted under-

20 taking in the lands and waters within, adjacent to or related 

21 to areas added to existing units 01· established by section 202 

22 of this title, and the head of any Federal dep·a:Ptment or 

23 interdepartmental agency, other than pa1·ties to such agree-

24 ments, h·aving authority to license any undertaking in such 

25 lands and wate1~s shall, prio1~ to the approval of the expendi-



, 

1 tl11·e of a11y Fede1·<ll f t111cl8 011 tl1e t111de1·taki11g 01· p1·io1· to tl1c 

2 issua11cc of any lice11se, as tl1e case 111ay lJe, affo1·d the Sec-

3 1·cta1·y a reaso11a.ble oppo1·tt1nity to con1111e11t ,,Tith 1·ega1·d to 

4 st1ch t111dt\1·taki11g. K otl1i11g i11 st1lJsectio11 ( c) of tl1is sectio11 

5 sl1all lJc co11st1·t1ed as st1pe1·cedi11g 01· lin1iti11g tl1e <lt1tl101·ities 

6 a11d 1·espo11sibilities of the Sec1·eta1·y t111de1· tlie Fish a11d 

7 ,vildlife Ooo1·di11ation Act, as 1ame11ded ( 60 Sta:t. 1080; 

8 16 U.S.C. 661-667e). 

9 ( c) The SecI·eta1·y n1ay seek, witl1 the concurrence of 

10 the Sec1·eta1·y of State, and ente1· i11to bilate1·i1I 01· multilate1·al 

11 ng1·ee111e11ts ,vitl1 fo1·eig11 cot111t.1·ies i11 01·de1· to p1·ovide fo1· tl1e 

12 p1·otcctio11, p1·c.~se1·v,l,t.io11, 1a11cl e11·ha11cc111e11t of tl1e fish and 

13 ,vildlif c of i11tc1·11t,tio11al sig11ificance. 

14 AD1\1INISTI~ATION 

16 1·<:\ft1gcs a11d tl1e 1·,111g·e~ 1>t11·st1ant to tl1e 1)1·0,·isio11s of tl1e 

17 N,ltio11,ll Wildlife l~t!fttgc .A.t\d1r1i11istratio11 Act of 1966, as 

18 ,1111e11dc(l (8() Stctt. 927; 1(3 lJ.S.C. 668dd-668ee), a11d tl1e 

19 1>1·<>\"i~io11~ of tl1is tit](~, ns 1>n1·t of t.l1e N ntio11cll v,7ildlife 
, 

20 l{cf11ge Syst t~111. 'fl1e Secrct,1ry 1nay also t1tilize st1cl1 addi-

21 ti<>ll<ll c111tl1(>1·itit,s 11s 111:1}1 lJe n,TailalJle to hi1n fo1· tl1e 111a11age-

22 111(\11t, i\11<.l J)1·ott}(;t.io11 <>f tl1c J'CS0t11~ccs ,vithin, adjclCe11t to 01· 

23 1·t\l<lfl\tl ft) tl1c 1·(~ft1<>·cs nncl tl1e 1·i111gcs, i11clt1dii1g lJ1tt 11ot 

24 ]i111i1cc1 .t() tl1c 111·es<\1·,1,1tion a11d e11}1a11ce1nent <)f 11tttio11nlly 

LJ5 flll(l i11(e1·11,1{jc>tl:tll}, . ig11ificr,11t fi 11 tllltl ,,1iltl1ifc :-'J)ecieR, tI1e 
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1 developme11t of fish a11d wilcllife-01·ie11ted ot1tdoo1· rec1·eation 

2 oppo1·tt111ities, ir1t e1·preti ve edt1<~~ltion p1·og1·ams a11d S<}ientific 

3 1·esearch, the co11servation, protection, restoration, a11d p1·01)a-

4 gation of e11da11gered and tl11·eate11ed species, arid tl1e preser-

5 vation of Cl1ltural, historical, and archeological resources. 

6 ( 2) The Illiamna National Resource Range shall be 

7 administered as a. unit of the National Wildlife Refuge Sys-

8 tern pursuant to paragraph ( 1) of this subsection and in 

9 accordance with plans, to be developed by the Sec1·etary, 

10 which will permit activities, in accordance with the principles 

11 of m11ltiple use and sustained yield, which the Src1·etary 

12 determines will not significantly impair the nationally and 

13 inter11ationally significant fish a.nd wildlife resources of the 

14 range ·and B1·is•tol B·ay. 

15 ( 3) The N oatak National Arttic Range shall be ad-

16 ministered as a unit of the National Wildlife Refuge System 

17 pt1rsuant to paragraph ( 1) of this st1bsection and in accord-

18 a.nee with plans, to be developed ·by the ·Secretary, which 

19 will provicle £01· the p1·otection of the natural features of the 

20 1"ange, p·e1·rr1it appropria1te scientific resea1·ch and 'Other -ac-

21 tivities which will not significantly impair the environment. 

22 For a period of twenty years following the enactment of this 

23 title, any developmental activities or uses are, subject to valid 

24 existing rights, prohibited on the range. The Secretary shall 

25 condt1ct a review and report to the Congress within twenty 
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1 yours of the elate of enact1ncnt of this title his findings and 

2 recomme11datio11s £01· the ft1tu1·e admir1istration and manage-

3 ment of the range. 

4 (b) ( 1) The la11ds witl1in tl1e 1·eft1ges a11d the Iliamna 

5 N atior1al Resot1rce Range are, st1l)ject to valid existing rigl1ts, 

6 hereby withdrawn f1·om location, entry, and patent under 

7 the public land laws of the United S1ates, including a.II forms 

8 of approp1·iation under the U11ited States mining laws, but 

9 not including the Mineral Leasing Act of February 25, 1920, 

10 as amended and sup1)le1nented (30 U.S.C. 181-263), ex-

11 cept that, with respect to mineral deposits normally subject 

12 to location, entry, and patent pursuant to the mining laws, 

13 the Scc1·etary may issue permits for the exploration and 

14 devclopmcn1t of said clcposits pt1rsuant to 1·eg11Iations estab-

15 lisl1ing proccdureR, t<.'I"ms, and conclitior1s t1r1der wl1icl1 st1ch 

16 auti ,·ity n1ay lJc cor1tltt<ite(l, 1,ut "'itl1 1·igl1t (>f oce11patio11 and 

17 use of 011ly ~o 111lt<·l1 <>f tJ1e Httrface of t.11e lt\n(l as is iinmedi-

18 i\tcly a11(l (li1·t,ctly n(l<;<}S~ttry to tI1e explu1·ation a11cl de,relop-

19 111e11t of snicl llc1>osi ts. A11y 111i11i11g <!lai111s loca.t ctl t1n(ler the 
, 

20 111i11i11<r Ia,vs of t,I1e lJ11ito<l Statt'S ,vitl1i11 tl1e lJot111(la1·ics of 
t, 

21 those l\rcas ,,,itl1d1·a,,,11 pl11·st1a11t to tl1is SltlJsectio11, 1r1ttst l)e 

22 J·ecoJ·clcd ,vitl1 tl1c 8(}<~1·etar)' t1ndcr 1"cgl1Iatio11s estalJ]isl1ed l)y 

~3 t}1c Se ·rctar .. )' ,~litl1i11 011c )7C'f.l1~ after tl1c cffectj,re cl,ute of st1ch 

,24 1·t,g11]nfio11s. A11)' 11,i11i11g clai1n 11ot so 1·cco1·clecl sl1all l)e con

~£> clt1. i, ]), p1·c. t1111 ,cd to 1Je al)a11do11ed a11cl s11all be ,1oicl. St1cl1 

601 



602 

1 recordation will not 1·ender , .. alid any clairn whicl1 was 11ot 

2 , .. alid on the effective da•te of this title, 01· which becomes in-

3 valid thereafter. Any claim recorded pursuant to the reg,1la-

4 tions promulgated under this subsection, for which the claim-

5 ant has not made application for a patent wiithin three years 

6 from the date of recordation, shall be p1·esumed to be in-

7 valid unless the claimant presents to the Secretary clear 

8 evidence of its validity. 

9 ( 2) The Secretary may administratively cancel any 

10 lease or p1·ospecting permit for violations of the te1·ms of the 

11 lease 01· permit 01· of regt1lations issued pt11~t1ant to the Min-

12 eral Leasing Act of Ifebruary 25, 1920, without regard to 

13 the 1·equir·e1ne11ts of sectio11 31 of st1cI1 Act (30 U.S.C. 188), 

14 afte1· thi1·ty days' notice to the lessee or pe1·1nittee ancl f ailt11·e 

15 of the lessee or permittee to correct the condition giving rise 

16 to the breach. 

17 ( c) The lands within the N oatak National Arctic Range 

18 a1·e, st1bject to ,7 alid existi11g rights, witI1d1·awn £1·0111 loca-

19 tion, ent1·y, a11d patent under tl1e public land la,vs of tl1e 

20 United States, including all forrns of appropriation 11ndc1~ the 

21 mining laws of the United States and from the operation of 

22 the !1ine1·al Leasing Act of Feb1·t1a1·y 25, 1920, as ame11dcd 

23 a11d st1pplcmented. 

24 ( d) Except as may otherwise be prohibited by Federal 

25 
OI' State Ia,,,, tl1c Sec1·eta1·y shall pe1·1nit the co11ti11t1ntio11 of 
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1 sucl1 st1l1sistence t1ses of t.he fisl1, ,,~ilcllife, and 1)la11 t 1·esot11·ces 

2 ,vitl1i11 the 1·efuges a11cl tl1e 1·ung·es to tl1e cxte11t that such t1ses 

3 ,vere i11 cfft)ct 011 tl1e d<1 tc of e11actn1ent of tl1e 1\.l(1ska Native 

4 Clai111s Settlcme11t Act. Such uses shall conti11t1e t111less the 

5 Sec1·eta1·y dete1·n1ines tl1at pa1·tict1la1· t1ses aI·e 111rtte1·ially and 

6 11cgati,tely affecti11g tl1c fisl1, ,,,ildlife, 01· pla11t 1·eso111·ces of 

7 tI1e reft1ges and the I'a11ges: P1-~ovided, Tliat, £01· st1ch 1·ea-

8 sons as pt1blic safety, ad1ninist1·a.tion, fish and wildlife 111a11-

9 n.gemc11t, 01· })t1blic t1se and enjoymc11t, tl1e Sec1·etn1·y 111ay, 

10 l>y 1·cg11Iation, 1>1·escri lJc co11ditions under which st1ch sub-

11 sistence t1ses shall lJe condt1cted includi11g, bt1t not li1nited 

12 to, p1·0I1ibitions 011 takir1g, the establisl1ment of lin1its on tl1e 

13 11t1111bc1· a11d ty1)e of I'(lsot11·ces taken, ancl tl1e season when 

14 and a1·ea \Vitl1in tI1e 1·eft1ges and the 1·a11ge~· wbeJ·e subsist-

15 e11ce act i ,·i tics ca11 lJc t111dr1·takcn. Reg11la tio11s pro1nl1lgated 

16 I>t11·st1ant to tl1is sec·tio11 sl1all be pt1t i11to effect only afte1· 

17 co11s11ltt1t.io11 ,vitl1 tl1t~ np1,1·<>p1·inte fi ~l1 and game agency of 

18 tlte Stn te <>f A.lrtsl{tl. 

19 \\''IIJDJijl?NESS l{EVIEW 

20 SEC. 206. ( tl) ,,1 itl1i11 tl11·ee }'ears f rc>1n the date of en-

21 n<it111e11t of tl1i .· titl<~, tl1e Scc1·cta1·y sl1all 1·ep0I·t to tl1e Pi·esi-

22 <le1it,, i1l rt<·<;<)1·<l:ltl< e ,,·itl1 s11l,. ecti<>11s 3 ( c) ar1cl 3 ( (1) of tl1c 

23 \\Tilllt'l'llt' · 1\ ct ( 7 , 't,1 t. 890; 1 G 1J .S.O. 1132 ( e) n11d 

24 (cl)) }1 'i~ l'('CC>llll11 ll(l ,n t i<)llS tl .' to f}l(! SttitttlJilit)r 01· 11011 ·uit-

25 itl,ilitjr <)f ,a11v a1· a ,,,itl1111 t]i e 1·(,ftLgc~ fl11,l tl1e Ilin11111a :ra-
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1 tional Resource Ra11ge f 01· p1·eservation as wilderness, and 

2 any designation of any ·such areas as wilderness shall be ac-

3 complished in accordance witl1 said st1bsections of the Wil(lo1·-

4 ness Act, except that this section shall not apply to that por-

5 tion of the Bering Sea National Wildlife Refuge designated as 

6 wilderness pursuant to the Act of October 23, 1970 (84 

7 Stat. 1104; 16 U.S.C. 1132 note). Notwith5tanding any-

8 thing to the contrary in the V\Tilderness Act, the Secretary 

9 shall, with respect to any existing 1·efug·e added to the refu-

· 10 ges he1~ein established by parag1·apl1s ( 1) (D), ( 2) , a.nd 

11 ( 8) of section 202 (a) of tl1is title, 1·epo1·t to the P1·esident his 

12 reco1nmendations as to the suitability of any area within the 

13 entire refuge within th1·ce yea1·s f1·om tl1e date of e11actment 

14 of this title. 

15 (b) With rega1·d to the Noatak National A1·ctic Rang·e 

16 such a wilderness report as is requu:ed in subsection (a) of 

17 this section shall be included in the Secreta1·y's report to the 

18 Congress pursuant to section 205 (a) ( 3) of this title. 

19 PART C WILD AND SCENIC RIVERS 

20 SEC. 207. (a) ·Section 3 (a) of the Wild a11d Scenic 

21 Rivers Act (82 Stat. 907) as amended ( 16 U.S.C. 1274 

22 (a) ) , is fl11·ther an1ended l>y adding tl1e following new 

23 paragraphs. 

24 '' . ALAGNAK, ALASKA. The entire river within 

25 the boundary of the Iliamna National Resource Range 



, 

1 from a point approximately eight miles below its source, 

2 to a point twenty miles above the mouth, including the 

3 N onvianuk River, to ·be administered by the Secretary 

4 of tl1e Inte1·ior; 

5 '' • ANDREAFSKY, ALASKA. From its source, 

6 including all headwaters, do~nstream for two h11ndred 
-

7 and forty miles, including the East Fork, all within the 

8 boundary of the Yukon Delta National Wildlife Refuge, 

9 to be administered by the Secretary of the Interior; 

10 '' . Iv1SHAK, ALASKA. From its sou1·ce, includ-

11 ing all headwaters and an unnamed tributary to Porcu-

12 pine Lake, downstream to a. point near Flood Creek, all 

13 within the boundary of Arctic National Wildlife Refuge, 

14 to be administered by the ·Secretary of the Interior; 

15 '' . KANEKTOK, ALASKA. The entire river within 

16 the bounda.ry of Togiak National Wildlife Refuge, 

17 Kagati Lake to a point sixteen miles above the mouth, 

18 to be ad1ni11istc1·ed by the Secretary of the Interior; 

19 '' . N OATAK, ALASKA. · From the east •boundary 

20 of the N oatak N a.ti<>nal A1·ctic ltange to its confluence 

21 with the Kelly River, to lle administered l)y the Seci·e-

22 tn1·y of the Intc1·io1·; and 

23 '' • WIND, ALASI{A. From its source, including 

24 all ·hca.d,vaters a11d one unnamed tributarj1 in Township 

.25 Tl3S, do,,,11stream for sixty-five rr1iles, ,vitl1in the 
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1 boundaries of the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge, t·o be 

2 ·administered by the Secretary of the Interior.'' 

3 (b) The river seg1nents designated in subsection (a) of 

4 this section are hereby classified and designated and shall be 

5 administered as wild 1"i ve1" areas. 

6 ( c) Notwithstanding any provisions to the cont1·a1"y of 

7 the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act (82 Stat. 907; 16 U.S.C. 

8 1271) the boundaries of the river segments 1·eferred to in 

9 subsection (a) of this section n1ay include an a1"ea extend-

10 ing up to two miles f1·om the mean high wate1· level on either 

11 side of the river segments. Notwithstanding the p1·ovisions 

12 of section 3 (b) of such Act, the Secreta1·y shall establisl1 

13 boundaries for the 1"ive1· segments 1·cfe1"1·ed to in st1bsection 

14 (a) of this section within three yea1"s afte1" the date of en-

15 nctment of this title. 

16 ( d) The provisions of section 6 of the ,vild and Scenic 

17 Rive1·s Act shall not apply to tl1e ri veJ· seg1ncnts refe1·1·ed to 

18 i11 st1bsection (a) of this section. 

19 PART D REGUI.1.A.TIONS 

20 SEC. 208. (a) The Secretary may issue such I"ules and 

21 I"egulations as may be necessary to carry ot1t the p1·0,1 i~ion8 

22 of this title. 

23 ( b) Any l"Cgt1lations he1"etof 01·e p1·esc1·ibe(l by tl1c Scc-

24 1·eta1·y fo1" any existing refuge added to tl1e 1·eft1ges I1e1·ein 

25 established as referred to in paragraphs ( 1) , ( 2) , ( 6) , 
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1 ( 7) , and ( 8) of section 202 (a) of this title shall remain 

2 in effect until rep11blished in total or in part by the Secretary. 

3 p ART E APPROPRIATION AUTHORIZATION 

4 SEC. 209. There are hereby authorized to be appropri-

5 ated such sums as may be necessary to carry out the provi-

6 sions of this title. 

7 TITLE III NATIONAL FOREST SYSTEM 

8 NEW ALASKA NATIONAL FQR.ESTS 

9 SEC. 301. For the purpose of providing for the protec-

10 tion, conservation, and management of the multiple resource 

11 ,1all1es of certain pt1blic lands in the State of Alaska as part 

12 of the National Forest System, the areas described in st1bsec-

1:3 tions ( tl) throt1gh ( c) of this section, as gene1·ally depicted 

14 ·on 1naps appropriately referenced, dated December 1973, and 

15 on file and available for public inspection in the Office of the 

16 Cl1ief, Forest Service, Department of Agriculture, are hereby 

17 estalJlishcd a.s the Wrangell Mountains, Porcupine, and 

18 Yuko11-l(11sk'<)k\,1 im N,ational Forest,s, respectively. The 

19 \iVrangcll Mountainf-, Porcupine, and Yukon-Kuskokwim 

20 N ationa,l Forests shall, subject to valid existing rights, be 

21 acl1ni11i. ,tered l)y the Secret,ary of Agriculture in accorda.nce 

22 wit.11 t11e Ia,,,s, 1·11les, and reg11lations applicable to the na-

23 tio11,1l fo1·ests. 

24 (a) The Porcupiue National Forest shall include t.he 

25 area generally depicted on a n1ap entitled, "Proposed Porcu-
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1 pine National Forest'', comprising approximately 5.5 million 

2 acres. 

3 (b) The Wrangell Mountains National Forest shall 

4 incl11de the area generally depicted on a map entitled, ''Pro-

5 posed Wrangell Mountains National Forest'', comprising 

6 approximately 5.5 million acres. 

7 ( c) The Yukon-Kuskokwim National Forest shall in-

8 elude the area generally depicted on a map entitled, ''Pro-

9 posed Yukon-Kuskokwim National Forest'', comprising ap-

10 proximately 7 .3 million acres. 

11 ADDITION TO CHUGACH lfATIONAL FOREST 

12 SEC. 302. Within sixty days following enactment of this 

13 title, the Secretary of the Interior shall, by public land order, 

14 provide for addition to the Chugach National Forest of the 

15 ·area comprising approximately five. hundred thousand acres 

16 generally depicted on a map entitled "Proposed Chugach 

17 National Forest Addition'' which is on file and available for 

18 public in1spection in the Office of the Chief, F ·orest Service, 

19 Department of Agriculture. Subject to valid existing rights, 

20 the Chugach National Forest Addition shall be adminis~tered 

21 ·as a part of the Chugach National Forest in accordance with 

22 the laws, rules, and regulations ·applicable to national forests. 

23 WILD AND SCENIC RIVERS WITHIN ALASKA NATIONAL 

24 FORESTS 

25 SEC. 303. (a) Section 3 (a) of the "rild and Scenic 

.. 



, 

• 

1 Rivers Act (82 Stat. 907, 16 U.S.C. 1274 (a)), as amended 

2 is fu1·ther amended by adding the following new paragraphs: 

3 '' • BREMNER, ALASKA. The entire river, from its 

4 origin to its confluence with the Copper River, to be admin-

5 istercd by the Secretary of Agriculture. 

6 '' • NoWITNA, ALASKA. The segment from the point 

7 where the river crosses the west boundary of section 6, town

s ship 17 south, range 22 east, F~irbanks principal merdidian, 

9 downstream to its confluence with the Yukon River, to be 

10 administered by the Secretary of Agriculture. 

11 '' . PORCUPINE., ALASKA. The segment from the 

12 Canadian border downstream to the point where the river 

13 c1·osses the no1"th boundary of section 2, township 23 north, 

14 range 18 east, Fairbanks principal meridian, to be adminis-

15 tered by the Secretary of Agriculture. 

lG '' . SHEENJEK, ALASKA. · The segment from the point 

17 where the 1·iver crosses the north boundary of section 1, 

18 township 32 north, range 16 east, Fairbanks principal me-

19 ridian, downstream to its confluence with the Porcupine 

20 River, to be administered by the Secretary of Agriculture.'' 

21 (b) The Bremner and Sheenjek River segments desig-

22 nated i11 st1l)sectio11 (a) of this section are hereby classified 

23 a11d desigr1at ed anfl sl1all lle ad1ninistc1·ed as wild ri,1cr aJ·eas. 

~4 'l~Jie I'<)1·c·ttJ)i11e a11(l r 0\\1it11a Ili,1e1~ segn1er1ts designated in 
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1 subseotion (a) of this ·section are hereby classified and desig-

2 nated and shall be administered as scenic river areas. 

3 ( c) Notwithstanding the provisions of subsection 3 ( b) 

4 of the Wild and ·Scenic Ri,rers Act (82 Stat. 907, 16 U.S.C. 

5 127 4 (b) ) , the ·Secretary 1of Agriculture shall e·s,tablish 

6 boundaries for the Wild and ,Scenic Ri,1ers referred to in sec-

7 tion 303 of this title within three years after the date of 

8 enactment of this title. 

9 SEO. 304. The Secretary of Agriculture shall, as soon as 

10 practicable after the date of enactment of this title, publish 

11 in the Federal Register a detailed description and map show-

12 ing the boundaries of the Wrangell Mountains, Porcupine, 

13 and Y t1kon-Kuskokwim National Forests, and the addition 

14 to the Chugach National Forest. 

15 SEC. 305. There are hereby authorized to be appropri-

16 ated such sums as may be necessary to carry out the provi-

17 sions of this title. 

18 TITLE IV ADDITIONS TO NATIONAL WILD AND 

19 SCENIC RIVERS SYSTEM LOCATED OUTSIDE 

20 NATIONAL PARKS, NATIONAL WILDLIFE 

21 REFUGES, AND NATIONAL FORESTS 

22 DESIGNATION 

23 SEO. 401. Section 3 (a) of the " Tild and SceniG Rive1·s 

24 Act (82 Stat. 907), as amended (16 U.S.0. 1274 (a)), 

25 is further amended by adding the following new paragraphs: 



, 

' 

1 '' . BEA VER CREEI<:, ALASKA. The segment of the 

2 main stem £1·0111 tl1e vicinity of the confluence of Bear and 

3 Champion Creeks downstream one hundred and thirty-five 

4 miles to a point approximately fifteen miles downstream 

5 from the mouth of Victoria Creek, the segment not to ex-

6 ceed two hundred thousand acJ·es; to be administered by the 

7 Sec1·eta1·y of the Interior. 

8 '' • l3IROH CREEK, ALASKA. The segment of the main 

9 stem from the vicinity of the confluence of North Fork 

10 downstream one hundred and thirty-five miles to the vicinity 

11 of J umpoff Creek, the segment not to exceed two hundred 

12 thousand acres; to be administe1·ed by the Secretary of the 

13 Interior. 

14 '' . FoRTYMILE, ALASKA. The main stem within the 

15 State of Alaska; O'B1·ien Creek; South Fork; Napoleon 

16 Creek; F1·anklin Creek; Uhler Creek, Walker Fork down-

17 stream from the co11flucnce of Liberty Creek; Wade Creek; 

18 !Iosquito Fo1·k dow11stream fro1n the vicinity of Kechum-

19 stuk; West ].,01·lc De11nison Fork downst1·eam from the con-

20 fluence of Logging Cabin C1·eek; Dennison Fork downstream 
, 

21 fron1 tl1e co11flue11ce of ,,, est Fork Dennison Fork; Logging 
• 

22 Cabin Cre{'k; N 01·th Fo1·k; Ht1tchinson C1·eek; Champion 

23 C1·eek; t11c ~Iiddle lf 01·k downst1·eam f1·om tl1e co11fltlence 

24 of J oscph C1·eck; a11d Joseph 01·eek, the seg1nents 11ot to 
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1 exceed three hundred and t"''enty thousand acres; to be ad-

2 ministe1·ed by the Secretary of the Interior. 

3 '' • UN AT,AKLEET, ALASKA. The segment of the main 

4 ·stem beginning ·at 159 degrees 21 minutes 06.156 seconds 

5 west longitude approximately six miles from the headwaters 

6 extending downstream ·sixty miles to 160 degrees 19 min-

7 utes 15.031 seconds west longitude in the vicinity of con

s fluence of the Chiroskey River, the segment not to exceed 

9 one hundred and four thousand acres; to be administered 

10 by the Secretary of the Interior.'' 

11 ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS 

12 SEC. 402. (a) The Beaver Creek, Birch Creek, and 

13 Unalakleet comp·onents, as well as Mosquito Fork down-

14 ·stream from the vicinity of Kechumstuk to Ingle Creek, 

15 North Fork, Champion Creek, Middle Fo1·k downstream 

16 from the confluence of Joseph ·Creek, and Joseph Creek 

17 units of the Fortymile component, designated in section 401 

18 ·of this title, are hereby classified and designated and shall 

19 'be administered as wild 1~iver areas pursuant to ·the Wild and 

20 ,Scenic Rivers Act. The Wade Creek unit ·of the Fortymile 

21 component is classified and designated and shall be admin-

22 istered as a recreational river area., pursuant to such Act. 

23 The remaining units of the Fortymile component are classi-

24 fied and designated and ·shall be administered ·as scenic river 

25 areas, pursuant to such. Act. The classification as wild river 
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1 a1·e·as of cc~1·bai11 seg1ne11ts of ·the Fort)~n1il€ by this subsection 

2 shall not p1·eclude such access ac1·oss those 1~iver segments 

3 as the Secretary of the Interior dete1·mines to be necessary 

4 to permit commeI·cial development of asbestos deposits in the 

5 N 01·th Fork drainage. 

6 ( b) Tl1e Secreta1·y of the Inte1·io1· shall take sucl1 action 

7 as is p1·ovided for u11de1· section 3 (b) of the Wild and Scenic 

8 Rivers Act to establish detailed boundaries and formulate 

9 detailed development and management plans within three 

10 years ·after th·e date of enaotm·en't of this title with respect 

11 to the Beaver Creek component, within two years with 

12 1·espect to the Birch C1·eek comp,011en1t, ,,·ithin one year with 

13 1·espcct ,to tl1e Fo1'ty1r1ile co111ponent, a11d within four ye·a1·s 

14 with respect to the Ur1alakleet component. 

15 (c) The provisions of 8ection 401 of this title specify-

16 i ng n1aximun1 1)c1·1r1issiblc ac1·cagcs f OI' indi viclual components 

17 s}1,1ll su1>c1·se<lc rt11y ll1·0,1isions to tl1c contra1·y of tl1c Wild 

18 a11cl Sce11ic l{i,1c1·s Act. 

19 ( d) N ot,vi t.l1st (111di11g tl1e p1·0,1isions of scctio11 9 (a) (iii) 

20 c,f the ,,rild 1111cl Sce11ic Rivers Act, tl1e 1nincrals in all Fed-
, 

21 e1·i1l ltt11cls i11t·lt1clc<l i11 tlll)' con11101te11t or pa1·t of a con]po11e11t 

22 dcsig11tt t cd l>y t]1is sect ion ns a. V\1ilcl rive1· a1"ea are he1·clJy 

2:3 ,,·itl1(lra,,,r1, :'ttlJject t<> ' 'tlli(l existir1g r·igl1ts, f1·01n i1ll forms of 

24 ft}ll)l'C>l)1·i,,ti<Jl1 lltldcr tl1 e 111i11i11g· la'1\1S t111<l f1·01n ope1·ntir>11 c,f 
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