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Abstract: The Forest Service proposes to revise the 2002 Land and Resource Management Plan (Forest Plan) for the Chugach
National Forest. Plan revision would provide an updated Forest Plan for the Chugach National Forest that would guide
management of National Forest System (NFS) lands within the forest boundary for approximately the next 15 years. The proposal
updates the management direction for approximately 5,415,148 acres of NFS lands in southcentral Alaska by describing desired
conditions, goals, objectives, suitable uses, standards and guidelines and monitoring requirements. In accordance with the
National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, the Forest Service has prepared a Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the
Draft Forest Plan. The DEIS analyzes the consequences of four alternatives, including a “no action” alternative, which would
continue management under the 2002 Forest Plan, as amended. Alternatives C and D are fully embodied in the Draft Forest Plan.

The Forest Service will use the “pre-decisional administrative review process,” also referred to as the “objection process” described
in the 2012 Planning Rule (36 CFR 219 Subpart B). This process gives an individual or entity an opportunity for an independent
Forest Service review and resolution of issues before a final plan is approved. Subpart B identifies who may file objections to a
plan revision, the responsibilities of the participants in an objection, and the procedures that apply to the review of the objection.
Section 219.53 of the Planning Rule describes who may file an objection. Individuals and entities who have submitted substantive
formal comments related to this plan revision during the opportunities for public comment for this decision may file an objection.

Comments: Itis important that reviewers provide their comments at such times and in such a way that they are useful to the
preparation of this environmental impact statement. Therefore, comments should be provided prior to the close of the comment
period and should clearly articulate the reviewer’s concerns and contentions. The submission of timely and specific comments can
affect a reviewer’s ability to participate in subsequent administrative review or judicial review. Comments received in response to
this solicitation, including names and addresses of those who comment, will be part of the public record for this proposed action.
Comments submitted anonymously will be accepted and considered; however, anonymous comments will not provide the
respondent with standing to participate in subsequent administrative or judicial reviews. Comments on the DEIS should be specific
and should address the adequacy of the environmental impact statement or the merits of the alternatives discussed or both (40
CFR 1503.3).
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Preface

This draft environmental impact statement (DEIS) was prepared in compliance with the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and other relevant Federal and State laws and regulations. This
DEIS and its supporting documents are on file at the forest supervisor’s office of the Chugach
National Forest in Anchorage, Alaska. Electronic copies are also available on the Chugach National
Forest Web site. This DEIS is organized as follows.

Chapter 1. Purpose of and Need for Revising the Chugach National Forest Land Management Plan

This chapter discusses the background of the proposal, explains the purpose and need for revising the
land management plan (forest plan or plan), and briefly describes the Forest Service’s proposal for
achieving the purpose and need. It summarizes public participation in the plan revision process and
lists significant issues identified during the scoping period.

Chapter 2. Alternatives

This chapter discusses a range of reasonable alternatives, including the no action alternative. These
alternatives are based on significant issues raised by the public and other agencies. This chapter also
explains why other alternatives were dismissed from further consideration. It includes a summary
comparison of the environmental consequences associated with each alternative that defines the
issues and provides a clear basis for choice among the alternatives.

Chapter 3. Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences

This chapter describes the environmental effects of implementing the alternatives. It describes the
affected environment, by resource areas, as a baseline against which the impacts of alternatives are
compared. The description of the affected environment is followed by disclosure of the potential
direct, indirect, and cumulative effects of implementing each of the alternatives.

Chapter 4. Consultation and Coordination

This chapter lists the credentials of those who prepared this DEIS and identifies the agencies, Alaska
Native Tribes and Corporations, and government officials consulted during the development of the
DEIS.

Glossary

This section provides definitions of terms.

Literature Cited

This section reports full citations for the sources cited in the text.
Appendices

The appendices provide more detailed information to support the analyses presented in the DEIS.
They include:

o Appendix A Chugach National Forest Wilderness Area Inventory and Evaluation

e Appendix B Relevant Agreements and Memoranda of Understanding
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Maps (see separate folder)

e Management Areas by Alternative

o Recreation Opportunity Spectrum by Alternative
e Wilderness Area Recommendation by Alternative
e Geographic Areas

e \egetation

e Game Management Units

e Land Status
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Executive Summary

Introduction

The Forest Service proposes to revise the 2002 Land and Resource Management Plan (2002 forest
plan) for the Chugach National Forest. The revised forest plan would guide management of National
Forest System (NFS) lands within the forest boundary for approximately the next 15 years. The
revised forest plan will update the management direction for approximately 5,415,148 acres of NFS
lands in southcentral Alaska by describing desired conditions, goals, objectives, suitable uses,
standards and guidelines, and monitoring requirements. In accordance with the National
Environmental Policy Act of 1969, the Forest Service has prepared a draft environmental impact
statement as part of the plan revision process. The draft environmental impact statement analyzes the
consequences of four alternatives. Alternative A, the no action alternative, would continue
management under the 2002 forest plan, as amended.

The Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Purpose and Need for Revising the Forest Plan

This action is being undertaken to meet the legal requirements of the National Forest Management
Act and the provisions of the 2012 Planning Rule. There is a need to provide management direction
that addresses changing social and environmental conditions. There is a need to consider new
information from monitoring and scientific research, and public involvement.

The 2002 forest plan has been amended five times over the plan period. While much of the 2002
forest plan as amended remains relevant, public comments and updated information from the
assessment phase of forest plan revision revealed areas where the 2002 forest plan needs to change to
better manage and protect the resources in anticipation of a changing climate while keeping up with
changes in forest use.

The need for plan revision is directly related to six overarching needs for change identified in the
assessment and through public involvement. Although much of the existing management direction in
the 2002 forest plan is adequate to provide sustainable, integrated resource management, several
emphasis areas of management direction potentially needing change were identified.

Significant Issues

In addition to the need for change emphasis areas, two significant issues identified during scoping
were used to develop the alternatives.

Wilderness Area Recommendation

With each revision of the land management plan, the Forest Service identifies and evaluates lands that
may be suitable for inclusion the National Wilderness Preservation System and determines whether or
not to recommend any such lands for wilderness area designation. The Forest Service made
wilderness area recommendations for the Chugach National Forest in 1984 and 2002. Of concern is
how much area should be recommended for wilderness area designation.

The Nellie Juan-College Fiord Wilderness Study Area was established in 1980 through passage of the
Alaska National Interest Lands Conservation Act (ANILCA) and is managed to preserve the area’s
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character and potential for inclusion in the National Wilderness Preservation System. Most people
who commented during scoping would like to see more than the 2002 proposal of 1.4 million acres
within the wilderness study area recommended for wilderness area designation. Approximately 1.9
million acres are available today for recommendation, considering recent land conveyances.

For areas outside of the wilderness study area, some people want to increase opportunities for solitude
and remote recreation experiences by increasing the amount of recommended wilderness area
designation. Others are concerned that any increase in the recommended wilderness area could affect
the amount of area available for non-wilderness uses.

Recreation Opportunity Spectrum

Since the early 1980s, the recreation opportunity spectrum has been used as a framework for
identifying, classifying, planning, and managing a range of recreation settings. Six distinct classes
have been identified: urban, rural, roaded natural, semi-primitive motorized, semi-primitive non-
motorized, and primitive are defined using specific physical, managerial, and social criteria.

The Chugach National Forest is recognized as a place for world class, nature-based outdoor
recreation. Demand for recreation opportunities continues to increase and diversify. Of concern is
where various recreation opportunities and classes should occur and to what condition they should be
managed. Some people would like the recreation opportunity spectrum map to reflect the desired
conditions and settings that are to be managed for; others would like the map to reflect current
conditions and existing decisions.

Some people want to maximize protections of the existing wilderness character within the Nellie
Juan-College Fiord Wilderness Study Area by increasing the amount of the primitive recreation class
assigned to the study area; while others are concerned that such an increase could limit opportunities
for outfitters and guides and other permitted uses (commercial fishing, nature filming, recreation
events, etc.).

Significant issues were combined with the need for change emphasis areas to create revision topics
used in the draft environmental impact statement to organize the features of the alternatives and to
compare and contrast the differences between alternatives. The following revision topics represent
broad concepts relating to the public preferences and resource management that need to be addressed
in revising the forest plan for the Chugach National Forest.

Revision topics 1 and 2 respond to the significant issues, and revision topics 3 and 4 respond to other
need for change elements and to public comments that were not identified as significant issues.

Revision Topic 1 Land Allocations

There is a need to identify and evaluate lands that may be suitable for inclusion in the National
Wilderness Preservation System and determine whether or not to recommend any such lands for
wilderness area designation. There is a need to identify and provide management direction for rivers
eligible and suitable for inclusion into the National Wild and Scenic River System. There is a need to
provide management direction for inventoried roadless areas (IRAs) and national scenic and national
historic trails. There is a need to revise management areas consistent with the 2012 Planning Rule.

Revision Topic 2 Recreation Opportunities

There is a need to provide diverse recreation opportunities in cooperation with partners, while also
protecting the natural, cultural, and scenic environment for present and future generations. Integrated
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plan components are also needed to address the uncertainties associated with a changing climate and
the timing and location of recreation opportunities and associated infrastructure.

Revision Topic 3 Ecological Sustainability

There is a need to manage or maintain key ecosystem elements, such as, air, soil, water, and
vegetation. There is a need to maintain terrestrial and aquatic ecosystem functions across the
landscape (e.g., riparian, upland, alpine, and near shore ecosystem types). There is a need to provide
management direction that promotes ecosystem resilience in a changing climate. There is a need to
maintain habitats consistent with natural ecosystem processes at a landscape scale that will provide
for the persistence of a diversity of native plant and animal species.

Revision Topic 4 Social, Economic, and Cultural Sustainability

There is a need to provide plan components that will guide the plan area’s contribution to the social,
economic, and cultural sustainability of communities within the plan area. There is a need to
acknowledge the values and interests in the Chugach National Forest held by Alaska Native Tribes
and Corporations.

Alternatives

Four alternatives are considered in detail. At this time, the agency has not identified a preferred
alternative.

Alternative A No Action

This alternative is the 2002 Forest Plan. The 2002 forest plan includes 21 management areas with
management area prescriptions that include desired conditions, suitability determinations, and
standards and guidelines. This alternative recommends 1,387,510 acres (72 percent) of NFS lands in
the Nellie Juan-College Fiord Wilderness Study Area for wilderness area designation.

Alternative B

This alternative is the draft forest plan released as the proposed action for public scoping in 2015. The
wilderness area recommendation is the same as in alternative A. Some of the 21 management areas in
the 2002 forest plan were consolidated; the draft forest plan in alternatives B, C, and D includes eight
management areas, each with associated plan components.

Recreation opportunity spectrum settings in alternative B are the same as in alternative A for the
Prince William Sound and Copper River Delta geographic areas. In the Kenai Peninsula Geographic
Area, alternative B incorporates the changes to recreation classes necessary to make classes consistent
with the Kenai Winter Access Project Record of Decision (2007). This was a travel management
decision that did not include a forest plan amendment to modify recreation classes to align with the
decision. The Kenai Winter Access Project only affected the Seward Ranger District within the Kenai
Peninsula Geographic Area.

This alternative incorporates plan components that respond to the needs for change related to
ecological sustainability and social, economic, and cultural sustainability.

Alternative C

This is the modified proposed action developed in response to consultation and scoping comments.
This alternative represents our proposal for revising the forest plan.

Chugach National Forest
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Most of the wilderness study area would be recommended for wilderness area designation (1,819,700
acres, 94 percent). In the Kenai Peninsula Geographic Area, the backcountry management area would
increase by approximately 65,355 acres between alternatives B and C. This change responds to public
comments that front country management area boundaries were too broad.

In addition to the recreation opportunity spectrum changes described for alternative B, this alternative
proposes recreation class changes forestwide. Changes include shifting nearly all of the Prince
William Sound Geographic Area to the primitive recreation class. Most of the changes were proposed
to bring the national forest into better alignment with desired management direction and visitor use
patterns.

Alternative C responds to public comments by adding plan components that strengthen language for
collaboration and partnerships with stakeholders and clarify access and uses of NFS lands near
private inholdings. It also responds to public comments by adding and strengthening plan components
for ecosystem integrity.

Alternative D

This alternative responds to public comments advocating a larger area recommended for wilderness
designation and a larger area in the primitive recreation class.

Alternative D would increase the amount of recommended wilderness area over what is proposed in
alternative C. Almost the entire wilderness study area would be recommended for wilderness area
designation (1,884,200 acres, 97 percent). In the Kenai Peninsula Geographic Area, the backcountry
management area would increase by approximately 3,896 acres between alternatives C and D, for a
total increase of approximately 69,251 acres between alternatives B and D.

Recreation opportunity spectrum settings in the alternative would be the same as alternative C except
that all NFS lands within the wilderness study area would be in the primitive recreation class, an
increase of approximately 43,070 acres over alternative C. This change would address public
comments that indicated a desire to see the entire wilderness study area managed in the primitive
recreation class. Winter snowmachine use would still be allowed within the wilderness study area as
provided for by ANILCA Section 1110(a).

As in alternative C, this alternative responds to public comments through the addition of plan
components that strengthen language for collaboration and partnerships with stakeholders and
clarifies access and uses of NFS lands near private inholdings. It also responds to public comments by
adding and strengthening plan components for ecosystem integrity.

Decision to Be Made

The responsible official for this proposed action is the forest supervisor of the Chugach National
Forest. After reviewing the analysis in the final environmental impact statement, the responsible
official will issue a record of decision that will:

o Disclose the decision (identify the selected alternative) and reasons for the decision.
e Discuss how public comments and issues were considered in the decision.

o Discuss how all alternatives were considered in reaching the decision, specifying which one is the
environmentally preferable alternative (defined in 36 CFR 220.3).

Chugach National Forest
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Approval of the revised forest plan will identify management areas and will include recommendations
for areas that can only be designated by statute, such as wilderness areas.

Comparison of Alternatives

Comparison of alternatives by significant issues and management areas

Plan Attribute

Alternative A
No Action

Alternative B

Alternative C

Alternative D

Wilderness area
recommendation
[significant issue 1]

Wilderness study
area recommended
for wilderness area

designation
[significant issue 1]

Recreation
opportunity
spectrum
[significant issue 2]

Management areas

1,387,510 acres

72 percent

2002 recreation
opportunity
spectrum map

21 management
areas

1,387,510 acres

72 percent

2002 recreation
opportunity
spectrum map
with Kenai Winter
Access Project
changes

8 management
areas

1,819,700 acres

94 percent

2016 recreation
opportunity spectrum
changes across all
geographic areas;
fringe of semi-primitive
non-motorized class in
wilderness study area
in higher recreation
use areas

8 management areas;
slight increase in
backcountry and
decrease in front

country from
alternative B

1,884,200 acres

97 percent

2016 recreation
opportunity
spectrum
changes; entire
wilderness study
area is in primitive
class

8 management
areas; slight
increase in

backcountry and

decrease in front
country from
alternative C

Forestwide recreation

opportunity spectrum classes, by alternative

Recreation Alternative A Alternative B Alternative C Alternative D
Opportunity Acres Acres Acres Acres
Spectrum Class (percent) (percent) (percent) (percent)
Primitive 2,498,666 2,498,665 2,899,932 2,943,228
(46) (46) (54) (54)
Semi-primitive non- 1,535,709 1,557,772 840,944 797,819
motorized (28) (29) (16) (15)
ﬁgt‘l'n‘;'gg'(tm t’;?”' 704,998 692,316 1,134,683 1,134,550
motorized allowed) (13) (13) (21) (@1)
Semi-primitive 583,284 574,556 449,129 449,151
motorized (112) (12) (8) (8)
Roaded natural 85,810 85,730 89,992 89,931
(2 (2) (2) (2
Roaded 6,681 6,110 469 470
(<1) (<1) (<1) (<1)
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Chapter 1. Purpose of and Need for Revising the
Chugach National Forest Land Management Plan

Introduction

We, the U.S. Department of Agriculture, Forest Service, are proposing to revise the land and resource
management plan, as amended, for the Chugach National Forest. This draft environmental impact
statement has been prepared in compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act and its
implementing regulations. This draft environmental impact statement discloses the potential effects of
a revision of the Chugach National Forest Land and Resource Management Plan (USDA 2002).

The Plan Area

The Chugach National Forest, located in southcentral Alaska, is the farthest north and west of all
national forests in the NFS and, by declaration, is the second largest at approximately 5.4 million
acres. The Chugach National Forest is composed of large, functional, intact ecosystems spread across
coastal and inland landscapes and is located close to half the population of Alaska. Nearly 99 percent
of the national forest is managed to allow natural ecological processes to occur with limited human
influence. The remainder of the national forest is in the front country management area, most of
which is on the Kenai Peninsula, and includes areas of active management and the largest focused
amount of human uses.

The national forest is divided into three administrative units, the Glacier, Seward, and Cordova
Ranger Districts (map 1). The Chugach National Forest is bordered by the Wrangell-Saint Elias
National Park and Preserve to the northeast of the Copper River Delta and by public lands managed
by the Bureau of Land Management to the east. On the Kenai Peninsula and to the west, the national
forest is bordered by the Kenai National Wildlife Refuge and the Kenai Fjords National Park. To the
north and near Girdwood, the national forest is bordered by the Chugach State Park.

Communities within the plan area include Whittier, Hope, Cooper Landing, Moose Pass, Tatitlek,
Chenega Bay, Eyak, and Cordova. Adjacent to the plan area are the communities of Anchorage,
Seward, Girdwood, Valdez, Sterling, Kenai, and Soldotna.

Regulatory Direction

In 1976, the National Forest Management Act directed the Forest Service to develop land and
resource management plans (hereafter referred to as forest plans) and use the direction in them to
manage the natural resources and human uses of each national forest. The National Forest
Management Act and its implementing regulations (36 CFR 219) require every national forest to
revise its land management plan every 15 years. The responsible official also has the discretion to
determine at any time that conditions on a plan area have changed significantly such that a plan must
be revised.
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Map 1. Vicinity map of the Chugach National Forest

This forest plan revision follows two previous forest planning efforts culminating in a forest plan in
1984 and a revised forest plan in 2002. The 2002 forest plan provided updated management direction
based on new laws and policies, resource supply potentials and projections of demand, the results of
monitoring and evaluation, and the identification of public issues and management concerns. The
2002 forest plan was amended five times. While much of the amended 2002 forest plan remains
relevant, public comments and updated information from the assessment phase of this forest plan
revision revealed areas where the forest plan needs to change to better manage and protect the
resources in anticipation of a changing climate while keeping up with changes in forest use.

In addition to the National Forest Management Act, there are many other laws and regulations that
apply to the management of national forests, including, but not limited to, the Clean Air Act, Clean
Water Act, Endangered Species Act (ESA), and National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA).
Additional direction and policy for management of national forests are provided in executive orders,
the Code of Federal Regulations, and the Forest Service directives system, the latter of which consists
of Forest Service manuals and Forest Service handbooks. Such direction is generally not repeated in a
forest plan.
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Plan Revision under the 2012 Planning Rule

A new NFS Planning Rule was published to the Federal Register in 2012, with final directives for
agency implementation released January 30, 2015. The 2012 Planning Rule is the most significant
update of Forest Service planning regulations in 30 years.

The 2012 Planning Rule emphasizes that forest plans are to guide management of the national forests
so they are ecologically sustainable and contribute to social and economic sustainability. The national
forests are managed to provide ecosystems and watersheds with ecological integrity and diverse plant
and animal communities. In addition, they are managed to have the capacity to provide people and
communities with ecosystem services and multiple uses that provide a range of social, economic, and
ecological benefits for the present and into the future.

The 2012 Planning Rule describes three phases of the planning process:
e Assessment
o Development, amendment, or revision of forest plans

e Monitoring

The Forest Service initiated the process of revising the 2002 forest plan in 2012. After an extensive
period of public outreach, the Chugach National Forest Assessment of Ecological and Socio-
Economic Conditions and Trends (forest plan assessment) was published in 2014, describing the
current state of the national forest. Supporting documentation published online included the
Wilderness Area Inventory and Evaluation, Wild and Scenic River Evaluation, Evaluation of Timber
Suitability, and Climate Change Vulnerability Assessment for the Chugach National Forest and the
Kenai Peninsula. The climate change assessment has since been published as a general technical
report by the USDA Forest Service Pacific Northwest Research Station (PNW-GTR-950). Two letters
designating species of conservation concern were also posted with these supporting documents. The
forest plan assessment includes an evaluation of relevant information, including existing ecological,
economic, and social conditions and trends across the broader landscape, to help inform the need to
change the 2002 forest plan.

A Preliminary Need to Change the Forest Plan was developed from the findings in the forest plan
assessment. This document summarizes topics or focus areas that need to change or be addressed in
the plan revision. These topics form the scope of the proposed action.

A Proposed Revised Land Management Plan was published in December 2015. Concurrent with
publication of this document, a notice of intent to prepare an environmental impact statement was
published in the Federal Register and initiated a scoping period, during which the public was invited
to comment on the proposed revised forest plan. A scoping report summarized the public comments
received during this scoping period and identified issues, or points of disagreement, related to the
proposed plan.

Forest Plan Content

Forest plans provide a framework for integrated resource management and for guiding project and
activity decisionmaking. Plans themselves do not compel any action, authorize projects or activities,
or guarantee specific results. Instead, they provide the vision and strategic direction needed to move
the national forest toward ecological, social, and economic sustainability.

Chugach National Forest
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The draft forest plan includes plan components and other content. Once approved, most additions,
modifications, or removal of plan components will require a plan amendment. A change to other
content may be made using an administrative change process, whereby nonsubstantive errors, such as
misspellings or typographical mistakes, are corrected or information (such as data and maps) is
updated. Administrative changes only apply to plan components when change is necessary to conform
the forest plan to new law or regulation, and there is no discretion (FSH 1909.12 Ch. 21.5). The
public will be notified of all plan amendments and administrative changes before they become
effective.

Plan Components

A forest plan is a general framework to guide Forest Service staff when they propose, analyze, and
decide on projects and activities. The five required components of a forest plan are desired conditions,
objectives, standards, guidelines, and suitability of lands. A plan may also include goals as an optional
plan component.

e Adesired condition is a description of specific social, economic, or ecological characteristics of
the plan area, or a portion of the plan area, toward which management of the land and resources
should be directed. This description is specific enough to allow progress toward achievement to
be determined but does not include a completion date.

e An objective is a concise, measurable, and time-specific statement of a desired rate of progress
toward one or more desired conditions. Objectives are based on reasonable foreseeable budgets.

e Astandard is a mandatory constraint on project and activity decisionmaking established to help
achieve or maintain the desired condition or conditions, to avoid or mitigate undesirable effects,
or to meet applicable legal requirements.

e Aguideline is a constraint on project and activity decisionmaking that allows for departure from
its terms, so long as the purpose of the guideline is met. Guidelines are established to help
achieve or maintain the desired condition or conditions, to avoid or mitigate undesirable effects,
or to meet applicable legal requirements.

o Suitability of lands is determined for specific lands within the plan area. The lands are identified
as generally suitable or not suitable for various uses or activities based on desired conditions
applicable to those lands. The suitability of lands is not identified for every use or activity. A
forest plan’s identification of certain lands as suitable for a use is not a commitment to allow such
use but only an indication that the use might be appropriate. If a plan identifies certain lands as
not suitable for a use, then that use or activity may not be authorized unless a change in the forest
plan is made.

o Agoal is a broad statement of intent that describes an outcome that is not at the sole control of a
national forest, such as the result of a partnership.

Other Plan Content

Other content in the forest plan consists of background information, general descriptions of areas to
provide context to plan components, identification of watersheds that are a priority for maintenance
and restoration, proposed and possible actions, and potential management approaches. Management
approaches describe the principal strategies and program priorities the responsible official intends to
employ to carry out projects and activities under the forest plan. Management approaches may discuss
potential processes, such as analysis, assessment, inventory, project planning, or project monitoring.

Chugach National Forest
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The draft forest plan monitoring program is based in the practice of adaptive management. The
adaptive management cycle includes: identifying the desired conditions (forest plan); activities to
help get there (project-level implementation); monitoring whether or not the intended results are
being achieved (monitoring program), and using those evaluations to improve implementation
activities or to amend the forest plan.

Public Participation

The Forest Service began to engage the public about the forest plan revision process in March 2012.
The public and stakeholders were informed through press releases, letters, web-based information,
and 10 community workshops led by the Forest Service and the University of Alaska Anchorage in
spring 2012. Additionally, an online participatory mapping interface (Talking Points) was available
for the public to use from April to November 2012.

On January 31, 2013, the Forest Service issued a news release announcing the beginning of the first
phase of the planning process. On February 7, 2013, a legal notice was published in the Anchorage
Daily News announcing the beginning of the assessment phase of the forest plan revision and
upcoming opportunities for public engagement. Eighteen additional public meetings and workshops
were held in local communities in 2013. In addition to these efforts, the Forest Service also conducted
a series of targeted outreach efforts to federally recognized Alaska Native Tribes and Corporations,
youth, new audiences, permittees, and neighboring landowners, including the State of Alaska, to
capture stakeholder input for the assessment.

Integrated public, stakeholder, and Forest Service employee input was collected and synthesized with
the best available information about current national forest conditions, emerging trends, and issues,
resulting in the publication of the Assessment of Ecological and Socio-Economic Conditions and
Trends in November 2014. The public was notified of the completion of the forest plan assessment on
the Chugach National Forest website, using the plan revision mailing list, and in a news release. Few
public comments were received.

Simultaneously in 2014, Forest Service specialists began several concurrent tasks required under the
national framework as part of the revision phase. These included reviews of 2002 forest plan content
to identify preliminary need to change themes, changed conditions of eligible wild and scenic rivers,
and inventory and evaluation of potential wilderness areas.

A 60-day public comment period with nine accompanying open house meetings were held in spring
2015 following publication of the following documents: Assessment of Ecological and Socio-
Economic Conditions and Trends; Preliminary Need to Change Report; Draft Wilderness Inventory
and Evaluation Report; Wild, Scenic ,and Recreational Rivers Evaluation Report; and a spring 2015
Plan Revision Newsletter. Many public comments were received and were considered in the
development of the proposed action.

The notice of intent to prepare an environmental impact statement was published in the Federal
Register on December 18, 2015. The notice of intent initiated a scoping period during which public
comment on the proposed action (proposed revised forest plan) was received from December 18,
2015 to February 19, 2016. The public was informed of the notice of intent, proposed action, and
comment period through the Chugach National Forest website, mailing lists to stakeholders and
interested members of the public, and a press release.

Chugach National Forest
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Based on comments from Forest Service personnel, public, other agencies, and non-governmental
organizations, the planning interdisciplinary team identified the significant issues and needs for
change that form the basis of the alternatives analyzed in this draft environmental impact statement.

Purpose of and Need for Revising the Forest Plan

This action is being undertaken to meet the legal requirements of the National Forest Management
Act and the provisions of the 2012 Planning Rule. There is a need to provide management direction
that addresses changing social and environmental conditions. There is a need to consider new
information from monitoring and scientific research and public involvement. The revised forest plan
will guide management activities for the Chugach National Forest for the next 10 to 15 years.

The need for plan revision is directly related to six overarching needs for change identified in the
assessment and through public involvement. Although much of the existing management direction
contained in the 2002 forest plan is adequate to provide sustainable, integrated resource management,
several emphasis areas potentially needing change were identified:

e There is a need to integrate the interests of Alaska Native Tribes and Corporations and the State
of Alaska with the forest plan and promote collaborative relationships.

e There is a need to provide diverse recreation opportunities in cooperation with partners, while
protecting the natural, cultural, and scenic environment for present and future generations.

e There is a need to identify and evaluate lands that may be suitable for inclusion in the National
Wilderness Preservation System and determine whether to recommend any such lands for
wilderness area designation. There is a need to review special designations on the forest, and
determine what plan components are needed for existing special designations and whether any
additional special designations should be recommended for designation.

e There is a need to provide management direction to support terrestrial and aquatic ecosystem
functions across the landscape and promote ecosystem resilience to encourage the persistence of
native plant and animal species in a changing climate.

e There is a need to remove site-specific travel management direction from the plan, consistent
with agency policy.

e There is a need to revise plan components consistent with the 2012 Planning Rule, including
management areas and monitoring questions and associated indicators that address the eight
categories identified in § 219.12(5).

Issues

Public involvement generated issues to be considered by the forest plan revision team. The team
separated the issues into two groups: non-significant and significant. Significant issues are those used
to develop alternatives and modify the proposed action. Nonsignificant issues are identified as those:
(1) outside the scope of the proposed action; (2) already addressed by law, regulation, the proposed
revised plan, or other higher level decision; (3) irrelevant to the decision to be made; or (4)
conjectural and not supported by scientific or factual evidence.

A list of non-significant issues and reasons regarding their categorization as non-significant is
available in the planning record. Additional information is available on the Chugach National Forest
public website.

Chugach National Forest
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Issues That Served as the Basis for Alternative Development

The Forest Service identified two significant issues during scoping related to (1) the amount of land
to be recommended for wilderness area designation and (2) the distribution of recreation opportunity
spectrum classes across the national forest.

Wilderness Area Recommendation

With each revision of a land management plan, the Forest Service identifies and evaluates lands that
may be suitable for inclusion the National Wilderness Preservation System and determines whether or
not to recommend any such lands for wilderness designation. The Forest Service made wilderness
area recommendations for the Chugach National Forest in 1984 and 2002. There is concern about
how much area should be recommended for wilderness area designation.

The Nellie Juan-College Fiord Wilderness Study Area was established in 1980 through passage of
ANILCA and is managed to preserve the area’s character and potential for inclusion in the National
Wilderness Preservation System. Most people who commented would like to see more of the area
within the wilderness study area recommended for wilderness area designation than the 2002 proposal
of 1.4 million acres. Considering recent land conveyances, approximately 1.9 million acres of NFS
lands are currently within the wilderness study area and available for recommendation.

In areas outside the wilderness study area, some people want to increase opportunities for solitude
and remote recreation experiences by increasing the amount of recommended wilderness area. Others
are concerned that any increase in recommended wilderness area could affect the amount of area
available for non-wilderness uses.

Recreation Opportunity Spectrum

Since the early 1980s, recreation opportunity spectrum has been used as a framework for identifying,
classifying, planning, and managing a range of recreation classes. Recreation opportunity spectrum
can be used as a zoning tool to establish programmatic direction for recreation management.
Recreation opportunity spectrum is an important tool for defining desired conditions and for
integrating recreation with other resource values to achieve multiple social and natural resource
objectives. Recreation opportunity spectrum describes the suitability of areas for various motor
vehicle and non-motor vehicle uses, but specific areas and routes open to motor vehicle use are
determined through separate, project-specific travel management decisions. Recreation opportunity
spectrum maps will assist the public in understanding the type of classes (landscapes) provided, the
types of transportation that is suitable in an area, the social setting to expect, and the level of
management and infrastructure.

There is concern about where various recreation opportunities and classes should occur and to what
condition they should be managed. Some people would like the recreation opportunity spectrum map
to reflect the desired conditions and classes that are to be managed for, while others would like the
map to reflect current conditions and existing decisions.

Some people want to maximize protections of the existing wilderness character within the Nellie
Juan-College Fiord Wilderness Study Area by increasing the amount of the primitive recreation class
assigned to the wilderness study area, while others are concerned that such an increase could limit
opportunities for outfitters and guides and other permitted uses (such as commercial fishing, nature
filming, and recreation events).

Chugach National Forest
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From Needs for Change and Issues to Revision Topics

Revision topics are used in the environmental impact statement to organize the alternatives and to
compare and contrast the differences between alternatives. Revision topics integrate the needs for
change with the issues, providing four themes to be addressed in revising the forest plan for the
Chugach National Forest.

Revision Topics
Revision topics 1 and 2 respond to the significant issues, and revision topics 3 and 4 respond to other
need for change elements and to public comments that were not identified as significant issues.

Revision Topic 1 Land Allocations

There is a need to identify and evaluate lands that may be suitable for inclusion in the National
Wilderness Preservation System and to determine whether or not to recommend any such lands for
wilderness area designation. There is a need to identify and provide management direction for rivers
eligible and suitable for inclusion in the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System, IRAs, and national
scenic and national historic trails, and to revise management areas consistent with the 2012 Planning
Rule.

Revision Topic 2 Recreation Opportunities

There is a need to provide diverse recreation opportunities in cooperation with partners, while
protecting the natural, cultural, and scenic environment for present and future generations. Integrated
plan components are also needed to address the uncertainties associated with a changing climate, as
they relate to the timing and location of recreation opportunities and associated infrastructure.

Revision Topic 3 Ecological Sustainability

Plan components are needed to guide management of key ecosystem elements, such as, air, soil,
water, and vegetation to maintain terrestrial and aquatic ecosystem functions across the landscape.
There is a need to provide management direction that promotes ecosystem resilience in a changing
climate, and maintain habitats consistent with natural ecosystem processes at a landscape scale that
will provide for the persistence of a diversity of native plant and animal species.

Revision Topic 4 Social, Economic, and Cultural Sustainability

There is a need to acknowledge the values and interests in the Chugach National Forest held by
Alaska Native Tribes and Corporations and better integrate traditional and cultural properties in the
plan. There is a need to describe the importance of the land and features of the Chugach National
Forest to first nations (e.g., the Chugach, Eyak, Ahtna, and Dena’ina).

There is a need to provide plan components that will guide the contribution to social, economic, and
cultural sustainability of communities of the plan area.

There is a need to remove site-specific travel management direction from the forest plan to be
consistent with the directives associated with the 2005 Travel Management Rule (36 CFR Part 212).
Forest plans are strategic in nature, and by design they do not authorize site-specific activities or uses.
The 2002 forest plan currently includes site-specific management direction for summer and winter
motor vehicle access including an Access Management Plan in appendix B that was developed prior
to promulgation of the 2005 Travel Management Rule.

Chugach National Forest
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Decision Framework

The responsible official for this proposed action is the forest supervisor of the Chugach National
Forest. After reviewing the analysis in the final environmental impact statement, the responsible
official will issue a record of decision in accordance with agency decisionmaking procedures which
will:

o Disclose the decision (identify the selected alternative) and reasons for the decision.

e Discuss how public comments and issues were considered in the decision.

« Discuss how all alternatives were considered in reaching the decision, specifying which one is the
environmentally preferable alternative.

Approval of the revised forest plan will identify management areas and will include recommendations
for areas that can only be designated by statute, such as wilderness areas.

Transition to the Revised Plan

The final record of decision will describe how the transition from the current to the revised plan will
occur, including which projects would continue to be implemented under the 2002 forest plan and
which projects would be implemented under the revised plan.

Chugach National Forest
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Chapter 2. Alternatives

Introduction

This chapter describes and compares the alternatives considered by the responsible official for the
draft forest plan. Alternatives are defined by the different ways they address the significant issues and
the revision topics, providing a framework for analyzing the different ways of accomplishing the
needed changes to the forest plan and addressing the issues described in chapter 1. Maps showing the
spatial differences among the alternatives are displayed at the end of this DEIS.

The alternatives describe a range of options for guiding management activities on the Chugach
National Forest, as required by National Environmental Policy Act regulations. Four alternatives are
described in detail. Alternative A is the no-action alternative, which reflects the 2002 forest plan.
Alternative B was released for public review and comment as the proposed action in 2015.
Alternative C represents our proposal for revising the forest plan. Development of alternatives C and
D was driven by issues identified during scoping. At this time, the agency has not identified a
preferred alternative.

This chapter presents the alternatives in comparative form, so differences among alternatives can be
readily discerned. This section describes how each of the alternatives responds to the four revision
topics identified in chapter 1. Tables are provided that compare potential future activities by
alternative and summarize the environmental consequences associated with each alternative.

The Alternatives Considered in Detail section describes how the alternatives address Revision Topic 1
Land Allocations and Revision Topic 2 Recreation Opportunities. These topics respond to the
significant issues raised in scoping as well as the need for change topics. The Elements Common to
Alternatives B, C, and D section describes how the alternatives address revision topics 3 and 4. These
topics respond to additional needs for change and to public comments that were not significant issues
and are very similar in all the action alternatives.

Alternative Development Process

Alternative B, the proposed revised plan published in 2015, was developed to address the needs for
change identified in the forest plan assessment and the pre-assessment public involvement process.
Comments provided by the public, Alaska Native Tribes and Corporations, and partner agencies
during scoping and consultation were used to identify the significant issues identified in chapter 1 and
to develop alternatives C and D.

Elements Common to All Alternatives

Forest plans provide a framework to guide project selection, project design, and project
implementation, to move towards or maintain desired conditions. They do not create, authorize, or
execute any site-specific ground-disturbing activities. While the alternatives differ in how they
address issues and revision topics in a broad sense, management of specific resources and programs
would not vary by alternative in several important respects.

All alternatives are based on the concepts of multiple-use and ecosystem management, are designed
to protect national forest resources, and comply with applicable laws, regulation, and policy. In
addition, the following elements are common to all alternatives:

Chugach National Forest
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All NFS lands within the Nellie Juan-College Fiord Wilderness Study Area would continue to be
managed to preserve their character and potential for future designation into the National
Wilderness Preservation System, subject to the provisions of ANILCA and other applicable
regulations and policy, regardless of whether they are recommended for designation or not. The
wilderness study area would not be affected until Congress acts to designate wilderness area(s)
and/or terminates the wilderness study area designation. Designated lands would be managed
according to the provisions identified by Congress, and the wilderness study area would no longer
exist. NFS lands within the wilderness study area that were not designated as wilderness area(s)
would be assigned to another management area through a forest plan amendment.

No lands outside the wilderness study area are recommended for wilderness area designation in
any of the alternatives.

All currently designated areas, such as research natural areas and IRAs, would remain in place.

Existing recommendations for additions to the National Wild and Scenic River System are carried
forward in all alternatives. No new recommendations are included in any alternative. All
recommended rivers and segments of rivers would be managed to maintain or enhance their free-
flowing status and outstandingly remarkable values.

Existing recreation special use permits would remain in effect. Renewal would be governed by
law and policy. Project implementation that is connected to authorized permits would be required
to be consistent with either the 2002 forest plan or the revised forest plan, as specified in the
transition language in the Record of Decision.

Existing special use permits for communication sites, utility corridors, transportation corridors,
and other special uses would remain in effect. Renewal would be governed by law and policy.

A leasing availability analysis for oil and gas was completed as part of the 2002 plan revision
which assigned NFS lands within the Chugach National Forest to one of four geographic zones.
At this time none of the four geographic zones are available for oil and gas leasing. Zones 3 and 4
had low or no oil and gas production potential. In Zone 1, the 1982 CNI Settlement Agreement
gave the Chugach Alaska Corporation (CAC) rights to drill from a private portion of the mineral
estate beneath the Chugach National Forest with the rights to be extinguished if a producing well
was not established by December 31, 2004. A producing well was not established and the rights
have expired. In Zone 2, the 1982 CNI Settlement Agreement gave CAC first opportunity to
acquire, through exchange, the rights to explore, develop and produce oil and gas in the area in
the event that the Secretary of Agriculture elected to make all or any part of the area available for
oil and gas leasing. The exchange rights terminated on January 2, 2008.

Current forest orders and regional orders would remain in effect.

Current designations of national scenic, historic, and recreational trails, and national scenic
byways would not be changed.

o Memoranda of understanding and memoranda of agreement would remain in place (see appendix
B).

Chugach National Forest
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Elements Common to Alternatives B, C, and D

Revision Topic 3 Ecological Sustainability

Species of Conservation Concern

The National Forest Management Act of 1976 requires the Forest Service to “provide for diversity of
plant and animal communities based on the suitability and capability of the specific land area in order
to meet overall multiple-use objectives.” As such, the 2012 Planning Rule requires the Forest Service
to maintain or restore ecological sustainability, integrity, and diversity. The 2012 Planning Rule
requires a combination of ecosystem focused and species focused plan components to “contribute to
the recovery of federally listed threatened and endangered species, conserve proposed and candidate
species, and maintain a viable population of each species of conservation concern within the plan
area.” (36 CFR 219.9(b)(1)). Species of conservation concern are species identified by the regional
forester that are known to occur in the plan area and for which there is substantial concern about the
species’ capability to persist over the long term in the plan area. Species of conservation concern do
not include federally listed threatened, endangered, or candidate species. The regional forester
identified a list of species of conservation concern for the Chugach National Forest. This list does not
vary by alternative.

Two species, Aleutian cress (Aphragmus eschscholtzianus) and dusky Canada goose (Branta
canadensis occidentalis) were identified as species of conservation concern by the regional forester
during this plan revision. Alternatives B, C, and D include ecosystem-focused and species-specific
plan components designed to provide ecological conditions to maintain a viable population of each
species of conservation concern in the plan area, to the extent that is within Forest Service authority,
the inherent capability of the plan area, and the fiscal capability of the unit.

Identifying species of conservation concern usually occurs during the planning phase, but may occur
at any time (FSH 1909.12 Ch. 21.22a). Following the current plan revision, new scientific
information may indicate some species should be added or removed from the list prompting a review
and evaluation. A determination by the regional forester that the species of conservation concern list
should be changed would result in examination of the forest plan and an amendment, if appropriate
(FSH 1909.12 Ch. 21.22b).

Species of conservation concern will assume the conservation planning role formerly held by
Regional Forester’s Sensitive Species. Because the formal transition from the sensitive species list to
the species of conservation concern approach would occur only when the record of decision is signed,
the draft environmental impact statement evaluates and discloses outcomes for Chugach National
Forest sensitive species based on the current list from 2009, but plan components have not been
developed for any sensitive species.

Effects to plants and animals on the Regional Forester’s Sensitive Species List that could result from
adoption of one of the action alternatives are discussed in this draft environmental impact statement.
Similarly, management indicator species (MIS) are not included in the draft forest plan because they
are not a part of the 2012 Planning Rule.
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Revision Topic 4 Social, Economic, and Cultural Sustainability

Travel Management

Management direction for the use of many different means of transportation is an integral part of the
2002 forest plan (alternative A). Travel management decisions in the 2002 forest plan included:

e Roads, trails, and areas open and closed to motor vehicle use during summer and winter
e Areas suitable for airboats operating outside of established water bodies or flowing channels
e Areas suitable for landing helicopters in summer and winter

Subsequent changes in national regulation and policy have necessitated changing how decisions about
those means of transportation are made and how the information related to those decisions is stored.
The 2005 Travel Management Rule (36 CFR parts 212, 251, 261, and 256) defines travel
management more narrowly, and does not include the use of boats or aircraft. Alternatives B, C, and
D include plan components related to authorized and administrative uses of boats and aircraft; use of
boats and aircraft by the general public for recreational or other purposes would be governed by forest
orders.

The 2005 Travel Management Rule and the 2012 Planning Rule have separated travel management
planning from land management planning. Specific decisions on routes and areas open and closed to
motor vehicle use are generally no longer made in forest plans, but are instead made on a project-by-
project basis, as needed.

This does not mean that the decisions on motor vehicle use in the 2002 forest plan would be nullified
by a new forest plan decision; those decisions, including the 2007 Kenai Winter Access Project
decision, would remain in place and would be carried forward in the decision for this plan revision
under alternatives B, C, and D.

The revised plan would not include the list of routes in appendix B of the 2002 forest plan; this
information is now stored in the Forest Service INFRA database. The authorized routes open and
closed to summer motor vehicle use are displayed on the Chugach National Forest’s Motor Vehicle
Use Map (MVVUM), which is updated periodically as new travel management decisions are made.
Similarly, routes and areas closed to winter motorized use are displayed on maps associated with
Forest Orders and in the future would be displayed on an Over Snow Vehicle Use Map. Maps
displaying routes and areas open and closed to winter and summer motor vehicle use are available to
the public on the Chugach National Forest website.

Allocations for Recreation Use

Allocation of commercial and noncommercial recreation use is not addressed at the forest plan level
for alternatives B, C, and D. Commercial and noncommercial recreation use allocations, where
determined necessary, would be determined on a project level basis. The landscape level allocations
for commercial and noncommercial recreation use in the 2002 forest plan (alternative A) proved to be
of limited use because of the wide variety of recreation uses in any given management area, the
variety of limiting factors that constrain different types of recreation use in any one area, and the
variety of ecosystems (coastal forest to alpine tundra) within a given management area.

Chugach National Forest
14



Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Alternatives Considered in Detall

Four alternatives are considered in detail. Alternative A is the no-action alternative, and is the current
Chugach National Forest Land and Resource Management Plan (2002 forest plan). Alternative B is
the 2015 draft forest plan released for public scoping. Alternatives C and D respond to the significant
issues identified during scoping. Alternatives C and D use the same draft forest plan but respond
differently to the significant issues, and as a result, have different management area and ROS maps.

How Revision Topics Relate to Alternatives

This section describes how the alternatives differ in response to the significant issues and related
revision topics identified in chapter 1. Revision topics 1 and 2 respond to the significant issues and
are addressed in this section.

Differences in the alternatives related to the amount of NFS lands recommended for designation as
wilderness area(s) and the amount of these lands in the various management areas are described under
revision topic 1. This topic addresses issue 1.

Differences in the alternatives related to recreation opportunity spectrum classes are described under
revision topic 2. Recreation classes are a tool used to plan how the desired range of recreation
opportunities are arranged on the landscape and describe the appropriate kinds of recreation
infrastructure for each class. A description of recreation opportunity spectrum classes is in chapter 3
in the Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences for Recreation.

Recreation opportunity spectrum classes describe suitability and management intent, but are not used
to regulate public activities and uses. When a recreation class is changed from one that allows
motorized use to a class that does not allow motorized use, that decision must be followed by a site-
specific travel management decision (e.g., the Kenai Winter Access Project decision). Similarly,
recreation classes do not regulate administrative use, nor do they affect any valid existing rights. This
topic addresses issue 2.

Revision Topic 3 Ecological Sustainability and Revision Topic 4 Social, Economic, and Cultural
Sustainability are not discussed in this section but are discussed in the Comparison of Alternatives
section. The differences among the alternatives for these topics are primarily related to the way they
are addressed through the plan components.

Alternative A No Action

Under alternative A, the existing plan, as amended, would continue to guide management of the
Chugach National Forest. Electronic copies of this plan are available on the Chugach National Forest
website.

Revision Topic 1 Land Allocations

Wilderness Area Recommendation

Alternative A recommends 1,387,510 acres (72 percent) of NFS lands in the Nellie Juan-College
Fiord Wilderness Study Area for wilderness area designation.

Management Areas

The 2002 forest plan includes 21 management areas with management area prescriptions that include
desired conditions, suitability determinations, and standards and guidelines.

Chugach National Forest
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Revision Topic 2 Recreation Opportunities

Alternative A reflects the 2002 forest plan recreation opportunity spectrum map (see alternative A
recreation opportunity spectrum map in the map package). The 2002 forest plan uses several different
subclasses and seasonal variations in addition to the primary recreation classes of primitive, semi-
primitive non-motorized, semi-primitive motorized, roaded natural, and rural. The urban class is not
used on the Chugach National Forest. The current recreation classes used on the Chugach National
Forest are described in detail in the forestwide standards and guidelines section of the 2002 forest
plan (USDA 2002).

Alternative A is the only alternative that includes subclasses for the primitive, roaded modified, and
semi-primitive recreation classes. For mapping purposes and comparisons of acreages among
alternatives, the two primitive classes have been combined, the roaded modified class has been
combined with roaded natural, and the semi-primitive classes have been combined with the semi-
primitive non-motorized class for alternative A. The seasonal variation of semi-primitive non-
motorized (winter motorized allowed) is used in all alternatives.

The recreation classes are described for each of the three geographic areas: Kenai Peninsula, Prince
William Sound, and Copper River Delta.

Kenai Peninsula Geographic Area

The dominant recreation class for the Kenai Peninsula Geographic Area is semi-primitive non-
motorized with winter motorized allowed. This recreation class provides opportunities for non-
motorized recreation in the summer months and winter motorized recreation when snow conditions
allow. Of the three geographic areas, the Kenai Peninsula receives the most motorized use due to the
access from the highway system, proximity to more than 60 percent of the population of Alaska, and
the ability of snowmachines to traverse snow-covered landscapes that are mostly inaccessible during
the summer. The semi-primitive motorized class covers approximately 32 percent of the remaining
area and provides an opportunity for motorized access year round, more recreation development, and
larger group sizes. The primitive class is only applied on the Black Mountain Research Natural Area
(less than 1 percent of the area). The roaded natural class is applied to the highway corridors (6
percent of the area), and the rural class was only applied to federal mining claims (less than 1 percent
of the area).

Prince William Sound Geographic Area

This geographic area is divided into two distinct parts for the discussion of recreation opportunity
spectrum: the Nellie Juan-College Fiord Wilderness Study Area and the remaining part of the Prince
William Sound Geographic Area.

Nellie Juan-College Fiord Wilderness Study Area: Located on the west side of Prince William Sound,
the wilderness study area is managed to maintain the area’s character and potential for future
wilderness designation and therefore has recreation classes of primitive and semi-primitive non-
motorized, with two small areas of semi-primitive non-motorized (winter motorized allowed) to
provide snow machine access during winter months (per ANILCA Section 1110(a)).

Remaining part of Prince William Sound: This consists of a small area around Whittier west of the
wilderness study area boundary and all of the area east of the wilderness study area. These areas
primarily have semi-primitive non-motorized and primitive classes with a small amount of semi-
primitive motorized and roaded natural classes.
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Copper River Delta Geographic Area

The primitive recreation class has been applied to large expanses of remote and inaccessible terrain
east of the Copper River and north of Sheridan and Scott glaciers (80 percent of the area). The area
around Sheridan and Scott glaciers has more accessible routes with adjacency to the Copper River
Highway and has been managed semi-primitive motorized (12 percent of the area). The recreation
class south of the Copper River Highway is semi-primitive non-motorized (winter motorized allowed)
to provide winter motor vehicle recreation opportunities (6 percent of the area). The Copper River
Highway is roaded natural (1 percent of the area).

Alternative B
This alternative is the proposed revised plan released for public scoping in 2015.

Revision Topic 1 Land Allocations

Wilderness Area Recommendation

The wilderness area recommendation would be the same as in alternative A. This alternative would
recommend 1,387,510 acres (72 percent) of the NFS lands in the Nellie Juan-College Fiord
Wilderness Study Area for wilderness area designation. No lands outside of the wilderness study area
would be recommended for wilderness area designation.

Management Areas

Some of the 21 management areas in the 2002 forest plan were consolidated, and similar management
areas were combined to provide a simpler and more streamlined approach. The proposed forest plans
in alternatives B, C, and D have eight management areas, each with associated plan components and
other plan content. Suitable activities and uses for each management area are identified. Management
areas in the action alternatives (B, C, and D) are:

e Management Area 1 Wilderness Study Area

e Management Area 2 Wild, Scenic, and Recreational Rivers

e Management Area 3 Research Natural Areas

e Management Area 4 Backcountry Areas

e Management Area 5 ANILCA 501(b) Areas

e Management Area 6 Exxon Valdez QOil Spill (EVOS) Acquired Lands
e Management Area 7 Municipal Watershed

e Management Area 8 Front Country

Revision Topic 2 Recreation Opportunities

The recreation opportunity spectrum classes in alternative B for the Prince William Sound and
Copper River Delta geographic areas are the same as the classes in alternative A. In the Kenai
Peninsula Geographic Area, this alternative would incorporate changes to recreation classes necessary
to be consistent with the Kenai Winter Access Project Record of Decision (2007). This was a travel
management decision that did not include a forest plan amendment to modify recreation classes to
align with the decision. The Kenai Winter Access Project only affected the Seward Ranger District
within the Kenai Peninsula Geographic Area.
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Recreation class changes related to the Kenai Winter Access Project that would be incorporated in
alternative B follow:

o The class for the west side of Seward Highway near Summit Lake would change from semi-
primitive motorized to semi-primitive non-motorized.

e The class for the east side of the Seward Highway from Hope Highway intersection to and
including Mills Creek would change from semi-primitive non-motorized (winter motorized
allowed) to semi-primitive non-motorized.

e The class for Center Creek east of Johnson Pass Trail would change from semi-primitive non-
motorized to semi-primitive non-motorized (winter motorized allowed) to allow permitting of
helicopter skiing.

e The class for the Carter Crescent drainage would change from semi-primitive non-motorized to
semi-primitive non-motorized (winter motorized allowed).

e Alarger area of Snow River drainage would change from semi-primitive non-motorized (winter
motorized allowed) to semi-primitive non-motorized.

The class for the upper section of Russian Lakes Trail (between Aspen Flats Cabin and Upper Russian
Lake) would change from semi-primitive non-motorized (winter motorized allowed) to semi-
primitive non-motorized.

Alternative C

This alternative is the modified proposed action, and represents our proposal for revising the forest
plan.

Revision Topic 1 Land Allocations

Wilderness Area Recommendation

Most of the wilderness study area would be recommended for wilderness area designation (1,819,700
acres, 94 percent). The following areas would be excluded from the wilderness area recommendation
in this alternative:

e Blackstone Bay

e Area west of and adjacent to CAC lands around Nellie Juan Lake and Nellie Juan River

e Glacier Island (south of Columbia Bay)

e Erlington Island (south end of wilderness study area)

e All EVOS acquired lands within the wilderness study area boundary (three separate parcels)
o Split estate parcel west of CAC land on Knight Island

o Small parcel east of and surrounded by CAC lands on Knight Island

No lands outside of the wilderness study area would be recommended for wilderness area
designation.

Management Areas

In the Kenai Peninsula Geographic Area, land allocation changes would be made in the Palmer Creek
drainage and areas around Grant Lake/Ptarmigan Lake and west of the Hope Highway corridor.
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Compared to alternative B, approximately 67,464 acres would change from management area 8 front
country to management area 4 backcountry. This change responds to public comments that
management area 8 front country boundaries were too broad. Most of the area that would be changed
from management area 8 front country to management area 4 backcountry is relatively remote and
current management reflects the management intent for backcountry more than for front country. In
this alternative, the area adjacent to the Palmer Creek Road that is in the roaded natural recreation
class is retained as management area 8 front country, and plan components were added to retain the
current level of development along Palmer Creek Road. No other management area changes are
proposed.

Revision Topic 2 Recreation Opportunities

Kenai Peninsula Geographic Area

Recreation opportunity spectrum settings in the Kenai Peninsula Geographic Area would be
consistent with the Kenai Winter Access Project Record of Decision for winter motorized recreation
access as described in alternative B, and would also include the changes described below.

Alternative C would change much of the semi-primitive motorized to semi-primitive non-motorized
(winter motorized allowed) on the Kenai Peninsula. This change would more accurately reflect the
types of recreation use allowed by current travel management decisions and the change to a non-
motorized setting for summer months. This change responds to public comments and is more
consistent with the desired conditions for the Kenai Peninsula Geographic Area. While current travel
management decisions allow off-highway vehicle use on designated routes, there are no designated
routes in these areas. Implementation of this alternative would change the recreation class, but a forest
order would be needed to prohibit summer helicopter use by the public.

The change would apply to these specific areas (see alternative C recreation opportunity spectrum
map in the map package):

Between the Hope Highway and Palmer Creek Road near the town of Sunrise

West of Palmer Creek Road and on either of side of Resurrection Creek south to Wolf Creek
The entire area east of Hope Highway and west of Turnagain Pass

The area around Summit Lake and the Quartz Creek drainage east of the Seward Highway
The area west of Snug Harbor road to and including Stetson Creek and Cooper Creek drainage

The Grant Lake drainage and the eastern portion of the Falls Creek drainage

N o g~ D oe

The south fork of Snow River and the Godwin Glacier area

Alternative C would increase the primitive recreation class by 78,966 acres (see alternative C
recreation opportunity spectrum map in the map package) in Snow River (currently a mix of semi-
primitive motorized, semi-primitive non-motorized, and semi-primitive hon-motorized (winter
motorized allowed) and Upper Mills Creek (currently semi-primitive non-motorized (winter
motorized allowed). This would change the recreation class, but a separate travel management
decision would be needed to change any allowed motor vehicle use. This change would create two
additional primitive recreation class areas accessible from the highway system on the Kenai Peninsula
Geographic Area in response to public comments.
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Adjacent to Crow Creek Road, the recreation class would change from semi-primitive non-motorized
to semi-primitive non-motorized (winter motorized allowed). This change would make the recreation
class consistent with current travel management decisions (closed to summer motor vehicle use but
open to winter motor vehicle use).

In the Upper Winner Creek drainage, the recreation class would change from semi-primitive non-
motorized to semi-primitive non-motorized (winter motorized allowed). This change would make the
recreation class consistent with current travel management decisions (closed to summer motor vehicle
use and open to helicopter use in the winter months).

In the Twentymile tributary immediately east of the Upper Winner Creek drainage, the recreation
class would change from semi-primitive non-motorized (winter motorized allowed) to semi-primitive
motorized. This change would make the recreation class consistent with current travel management
decisions (open to summer helicopter use and open to all winter motor vehicle use).

The recreation class in the Spencer Whistlestop area would change from semi-primitive motorized to
roaded natural. The Spencer Whistlestop area has a higher level of recreation development, larger
number of parties encountered per day, and a more roaded environment than is appropriate for a semi-
primitive motorized class.

The recreation class in the southern portion of Whittier Glacier (south of Whittier and just west of the
wilderness study area boundary) would change from semi-primitive motorized to semi-primitive non-
motorized (winter motorized allowed). This change would require a separate travel management
decision to open the area to winter motorized use. This change would accommodate winter
snowmachine use from Whittier that is already occurring nearby and provide an expanded area to use
snowmachines that is outside the wilderness study area boundary.

Prince William Sound Geographic Area

In alternative C, nearly all of the wilderness study area would have a primitive recreation class, with
the exception of narrow fringes along Blackstone Bay, Pigot Bay, Harriman Fiord, Cochrane Bay,
Culross Passages, and Coghill Lake. This change would align with current user experience and levels
of desired recreation development and level of encounters and would result in approximately 741,765
acres more of the primitive recreation class than alternatives A and B. This change also more closely
aligns with the management objective of retaining the wilderness study area’s existing character and
potential for inclusion in the National Wilderness Preservation System. While the desired recreation
setting would change, areas and routes open to motor vehicle use would not change. Motor vehicle
use would still be consistent with the new recreation settings in the area immediately south of
Whittier and around Blackstone Bay, as shown in alternative B and as provided for by ANILCA
Section 1110(a).

In the eastern part of the Prince William Sound Geographic Area, the recreation class on
Hinchinbrook Island would change from primitive to semi-primitive non-motorized. Having a semi-
primitive motorized class directly adjacent to a primitive class is typically not appropriate because
motorized use impairs the solitude and remoteness that are characteristic of a primitive class. The two
tips of this island remain in the semi-primitive motorized setting because they currently experience
summer motorized use. Similar management for recreation settings on the three big islands
(Montague, Hinchinbrook, and Hawkins) in eastern Prince William Sound was desired by the Forest
Service.
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The research natural area north of Olsen Bay in eastern Prince William Sound would change from
semi-primitive non-motorized to the primitive recreation class.

Copper River Delta Geographic Area

The recreation class south of the Copper River Highway would change from semi-primitive non-
motorized (winter motorized allowed) to semi-primitive motorized. This class would accommodate
the current amount of summer use of airboats in small waterways throughout the delta area. Land-
based motorized uses in the summer are not allowed currently. Any future changes to land-based
summer motorized use would require a separate travel management decision. This change would
make the recreation class for summer months more consistent with what the visitor may experience in
this area (the sounds and sights of motorized jet and airboats navigating small waterways and sloughs
throughout this entire area of the delta) and desired recreation opportunities.

North of Scott and Sheridan glaciers, the recreation class would change from primitive to semi-
primitive non-motorized (winter motorized allowed). This change would be consistent with current
travel management rules and permitted heli-skiing use in the winter months and would be consistent
with the desired winter motor vehicle recreation use in the area along the Tasnuna River from
Thompson Pass north of Valdez.

Rural recreation classes (located in areas with mining claims in the 2002 forest plan) would change to
the surrounding class in this alternative. Mining claim ownership and claim boundaries change
frequently, so individual recreation classes are not appropriate for these areas. The only exception is
the area directly south of Hope on the Kenai Peninsula where historic and modern placer operations
have modified the natural environment in many places and where long term mining operations are
planned.

Alternative D

This alternative would increase the amount of recommended wilderness area compared to what is
proposed for alternative C and would include additional changes to recreation classes.

Revision Topic 1 Land Allocations

Wilderness Area Recommendation

Almost the entire wilderness study area would be recommended for wilderness area designation
(1,884,200 acres or 97 percent) with the following exclusions:

e Area west of and adjacent to CAC lands around Nellie Juan Lake and River

e All EVOS acquired lands within wilderness study area boundary (three separate parcels)
e Split estate parcel west of CAC land on Knight Island

o Small parcel east of and surrounded by CAC lands on Knight Island

No lands outside of the wilderness study area would be recommended for wilderness area
designation.

Management Areas

In the Kenai Peninsula Geographic Area, land allocation changes would be made in areas around
Grant Lake/Ptarmigan Lake and west of the Hope Highway corridor and in the Palmer Creek
drainage. Approximately 3,896 more acres would change from management area 8 front country to
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management area 4 backcountry, compared to alternative C, and 71,360 more acres would change
compared to alternative B. In this alternative, a larger portion of the Palmer Creek drainage would
change from management area 8 front country to management area 4 backcountry, including the area
adjacent to Palmer Creek Road that was excluded in alternative C.

Revision Topic 2 Recreation Opportunities

Recreation opportunity spectrum classes for this alternative would be the same as alternative C except
that all NFS lands within the wilderness study area would be in the primitive recreation class, an
increase of approximately 43,295 acres. This change would address public comments that indicated a
desire to see the entire wilderness study area managed in a primitive recreation class. While winter
snow machine use would still be allowed within the wilderness study area as provided for by
ANILCA Section 1110(a), a subsequent travel management decision would be needed to implement
an authorized motor vehicle use closure around Whitter and Blackstone Bay to prohibit snow
machine use not allowed by ANILCA.

Alternatives Considered but Eliminated from Detailed Study

Implement a Commercial Timber Harvest Program

Feasibility is limited by the small potentially suitable timber base (6,060 acres), immature spruce
stands due to spruce beetle mortality in the 1990s, lack of roads and mills, and largely inaccessible
terrain. In addition, the primary interest of local communities is provision of fuelwood.

Approximately 70 percent of the standing timber volume on the Kenai Peninsula was killed by spruce
bark beetles in the 1990s. About 80 to 100 years growth are needed to replace a mature forest.

In 2016, there were only three active saw mills within a 100 mile drive of the national forest. Only
one of these mills operates continually throughout the year.

Approximately 99 percent of the Chugach National Forest lies within IRAs governed by the Roadless
Area Conservation Rule (36 CFR 219 Subpart D). The intent of this rule is to protect the social and
ecological characteristics of these areas from road construction and reconstruction and most timber
harvesting activities. Many miles of road in IRAs would be needed to access additional timber
volume, which is now mostly hemlock and not a commercial species.

Given the general prohibition on road building and timber harvest over such a vast extent of the
national forest, a commercial timber harvest program would be extremely difficult to implement.

Do Not Recommend Any Areas for Wilderness Area Designation

There is strong public support for recommending most or all of the wilderness study area for
wilderness area designation. Beginning in 1973, there was recognition of the unique wilderness
gualities in the wilderness study area with the first Roadless Area Review and Evaluation. In 1974,
the Chugach National Forest multiple use plan recognized the outstanding scenic qualities of the
Harriman Fiord area and the Columbia Glacier area, and during deliberation on HR 39 (which
eventually was passed into law as ANILCA), the administration favored wilderness area designation
for 696,000 acres in the Nellie Juan area and 847,000 acres in the College Fiord area.
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Consider the Following Areas for Wilderness Area Designation

Gulch Creek and Alpenglow Complex

This area currently supports a heli-skiing permit and multiple small active mining operations in the
lower Gulch Creek area. A wilderness area recommendation in this area would necessitate elimination
of this area from the heli-skiing permit.

Snow River and Greater Paradise Lakes Valley

This area was considered and eliminated because it currently has a winter motor vehicle corridor that
is used to access the south fork of Snow River and the Godwin Glacier area. This route is very
popular with snow machine enthusiasts. A wilderness area recommendation in these areas would
necessitate different plan components to protect wilderness character and would prohibit winter motor
vehicle users from accessing these areas. In addition, the land development potential for CAC for
their private parcels in the Nellie Juan Lake and River area was considered.

Green, Montague, Evans, Hawkins, and Hinchinbrook Islands

These lands are outside the wilderness study area. There was strong cohesive public opinion
regarding recommending wilderness area designation for areas within the wilderness study area but
only a few comments indicated support for areas outside the wilderness study area. With the breadth
of the wilderness study area and the amount of roadless areas outside the wilderness study area,
interest in wilderness area recommendations outside the wilderness study area was lacking.

Green Island is a designated research natural area. Approximately half of Evans Island is privately
owned, and recommending wilderness area designation on the half that is NFS lands would not be
consistent with the values, uses, and subsistence uses of the Chenega Corporation.

Recommend the Entire Wilderness Study Area for Wilderness Area
Designation

This alternative was considered but eliminated. Three EVOS acquired parcels were excluded from
wilderness area recommendations in all of the alternatives because the subsurface estates are owned
by CAC, which has expressed interest in developing the subsurface estate. Such development would
not be compatible with wilderness area designation. The surface is managed as directed in the
purchase agreement and restrictive covenants.

A small parcel of land on Knight Island was not recommended in any of the alternatives because it is
completely surrounded by CAC lands and would be administratively difficult to manage as a
designated wilderness area.

Comparison of Alternatives

This section compares how the four alternatives respond to the four revision topics. The revision
topics incorporate the significant issues identified in scoping and the needs for change identified in
the assessment. An overall summary of the alternatives related to the significant issues is presented in
table 1.
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Table 1. Comparison of alternatives by significant issues and management areas

Plan Attribute

Alternative A
No Action

Alternative B

Alternative C

Alternative D

Wilderness area
recommendation
[significant issue 1]

Wilderness study
area recommended
for wilderness area

designation
[significant issue 1]

Recreation
opportunity
spectrum
[significant issue 2]

Management areas

1,387,510 acres

72 percent

2002 recreation
opportunity
spectrum map

21 management
areas

1,387,510 acres

72 percent

2002 recreation
opportunity
spectrum map
with Kenai Winter
Access Project
changes

8 management
areas

1,819,700 acres

94 percent

2016 recreation
opportunity spectrum
changes across all
geographic areas;
fringe of semi-primitive
non-motorized class in
wilderness study area
in higher recreation
use areas

8 management areas;
slight increase in
backcountry and
decrease in front

country from
alternative B

1,884,200 acres

97 percent

2016 recreation
opportunity
spectrum
changes; entire
wilderness study
area is in primitive
class

8 management
areas; slight
increase in

backcountry and

decrease in front
country from
alternative C

Revision Topic 1 Land Allocations

Wilderness Recommendation

Lands recommended for wilderness area designation vary by alternative (table 1) but are all within
the wilderness study area. Alternatives A and B would recommend the same amount of NFS lands for
wilderness area designation, while alternative C would increase the recommended lands by 432,190
acres. Alternative D would recommend 64,500 acres more than alternative C and would recommend
approximately 496,690 more acres than alternatives A and B.

Management Areas

Management areas were reduced for the action alternatives, and similar land allocations were
combined. These changes were made to simplify the management area scheme and does not
significantly change the management intent. The same number of acres would be allocated to each

management area in the action alternatives except for the backcountry and front country management
areas (table 2). In the Kenai Peninsula Geographic Area, areas in the Palmer Creek drainage and areas
around Grant Lake/Ptarmigan Lake and west of the Hope Highway corridor would change from front
country to backcountry. This change was proposed in response to scoping comments and would result
in greater consistency between current management and the intent for these management areas as
expressed in the revised forest plan. Management area 4 backcountry would increase by
approximately 67,464 acres between alternatives B and C, and 3,896 acres between alternatives C and
D, for a total increase of approximately 71,360 acres between alternatives B and D.
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Table 2. Management area allocations for action alternatives

Alternative B Alternative C Alternative D

Management Area Acres Acres Acres

(percent) (percent) (percent)
Management Area 1 1,908,881 1,908,881 1,908,881
Wilderness Study Area (35) (35) (35)
Management Area 2 31,663 31,663 31,663
Wild, Scenic, and (1) (<1) (<1)
Recreational Rivers
Management Area 3 29,843 29,843 29,843
Research Natural Areas (<1) (<1) (<1)
Management Area 4 1,627,951 1,695,415 1,699,311
Backcountry (32) (32) (32)
Management Area 5 1,538,664 1,538,664 1,538,664
ANILCA 501(b) Areas (28) (28) (28)
Management Area 6 100,378 100,378 100,378
EVOS Acquired Lands (2) 2) 2)
Management Area 7 439 439 439
Municipal Watershed (<1) (<1) (<1)
Management Area 8 177,329 109,865 105,969
Front Country 3) ) )

Other Land Allocations

The Nellie Juan-College Fiord Wilderness Study Area boundary and the IRA boundaries would
remain the same in all alternatives. The wilderness study area boundary was designated by Congress
and cannot be changed by the Forest Service. The IRA boundaries were defined through the Roadless
Area Conservation Rule, and cannot be modified by plan revision.

Research natural areas, national scenic, national recreation, and national historic trails also remain the
same in all alternatives.

No additional rivers were found eligible for inclusion into the National Wild and Scenic River System
(Land Management Plan appendix E) during the assessment phase, so these would be unchanged
from the 2002 forest plan and do not vary by alternative.

Revision Topic 2 Recreation Opportunities

Recreation opportunity spectrum classes vary by alternative (table 3). Forestwide, the area in the
primitive class would be similar between alternatives A and B and between alternatives C and D, but
C and D would increase by about 7 to 8 percent over A and B. The area in the semi-primitive non-
motorized class would be similar between alternatives A and B and also between alternatives C and
D, but would decrease by about 15 percent between these two. NFS lands in the Non-motorized
classes would decrease by 5 to 6 percent for alternatives C and D.

The area in the semi-primitive non-motorized (winter motorized allowed) class would increase by
about 7 percent for alternatives C and D, while other motor vehicle classes would either remain the
same or decrease slightly across the action alternatives.
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Table 3. Forestwide recreation opportunity spectrum classes, by alternative

Recreation Alternative A Alternative B Alternative C Alternative D
Opportunity Acres Acres Acres Acres
Spectrum Class (percent) (percent) (percent) (percent)
Primitive 2,498,666 2,498,665 2,899,932 2,943,228
(46) (46) (54) (54)
Semi-primitive non- 1,535,709 1,557,772 840,944 797,819
motorized (28) (29) (16) (15)
ﬁgt‘l'n‘;'gg'(tm o 704,998 692,316 1,134,683 1,134,550
motorized allowed) (13) (13) (21) (1)
Semi-primitive 583,284 574,556 449,129 449,151
motorized (112) (12) (8) (8)
Roaded natural 85,810 85,730 89,992 89,931
@ 2 2 @
Roaded 6,681 6,110 469 470
(<1) (<1) (<1) (<1)

Recreation classes vary by alternative across the three geographic areas (table 4). For the Kenai
Peninsula Geographic Area, alternative B is similar to current recreation classes, while alternatives C
and D add a moderate amount of the primitive class and change a larger area of semi-primitive
motorized to semi-primitive non-motorized (winter motorized allowed). Of the three geographic
areas, the Kenai Peninsula has the greatest area of motorized classes, largely due to the presence of
the road system there.

Table 4. Comparison of recreation opportunity spectrum classes for the three geographic areas of th