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Dear Reviewer:

Enclosed for your information is the combined final Lower Sheenjek Wild and Scenic River
Study and Legislative Environmental Impact Statement (final study/LLEIS). The final study/LEIS
was required by Section 5(a) of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act as amended by Section 604 of the
Alaska National Interest Lands Conservation Act. It evaluates the segment of the Sheenjek River
from its mouth to the northern boundary of the Yukon Flats National Wildlife Refuge, a distance
of about 99 river miles. '

The final study/LEIS was done cooperatively by the US Fish and Wildlife Service and National
Park Service, as the latter agency was delegated Wild and Scenic River study responsibility by the
Secretary of the Interior. The study began in the early 1980’s with a draft study/LEIS mailed out
for public comment in the fall of 1984. 1t recommended designation of the study segment by
Congress that was supported by the majority of comments received. Funding and administrative
constraints, however, prevented completion of the Study/LEIS process.

The effort resumed in 1997, but the intervening time required updating the earlier work and
additional public involvement to ensure that information was accurate and up-to-date. This final
study/LEIS 1s the result of that work. It recommends designation of the study segment by
Congress. The majority of written comments provided during the 1998 review supported
designation of the Lower Sheenjek River (50 of 51 individuals and 10 of 15 organizations with
two organizations providing only comments without any recommendations).

A record of decision for the final study/LLEIS will be completed no sooner than 30 days from the
above date,

If you have any questions, contact Study Leader Jack Mosby at 907-257-2650, or Yukon Flats
National Wildlife Refuge Manager Ted Heuer at 1-800-531-0676 or 907-456-0440.

Sincerely,
obert D. Barhee David B. Allen
Regional Director Regional Director
National Park Service US Fish and Wildlife Service
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Purpose and Need

Study of the Lower Sheenjek River for possible inclusion in the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System
was authorized by Section 5 {a) of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act as amended throngh Section 604 of the
Alaska National Interest Lands Conservation Act of December 2, 1980 (PL 96-487). The proposed action
(preterred alternative) is a recommendation that Congress designate the Lower Sheenjek River as a
National Wild River. The purpose of this action is to preserve the free-flowing condition of the river and
to protect the “outstandingly remarkable cuitural (subsistence), wildlife. scenic, and recreational values™
associated with the river, its water quality, and the adjacent lands. The need is to guide future land use
decisions 1o protect those values in the river corridor.

Findings of the Wild and Scenic River Study

According to the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act. a river segment must be in a substantially “free-flowing
condition” and it must possess “outstandingly remarkable scenic, recreational, geologic, fish and wildlife,
historic, or other similar values” to be eligible for inclusion in the National Wild and Scenic River
System.

The Sheenjek River is a 277 mile-long free-tflowing, unpolluted tributary of the Porcupine River. The
study area includes the lower part of the river within the Yukon Flats National Wildlife Refuge and
extends two miles outward from either bank; it is about 99 miles in length. The river outside the study
area (within the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge) is already included in the National Wild and Scenic
Rivers System. The entire study area is eligible and snitable for inclusion in the National Wild and
Scenic Rivers System and meets the classification criterta as wild.

The study area has outstandingly remarkable cultural (subsistence), wildlife, scenic, and recreational
values. The river and adjacent coitidor have historicaily provided access to important resources used by
local people for subsistence. The river area also provides habitat for waterfow] and otber migratory birds,
moose, black bear, grizzly bear, and beaver, and has appealing scenery that features a riverscape of thick
forests, boggy meadows and flatlands, and expansive sand and gravel bars. Finally, it offers excellent
boatinng waters and camping opportunities with good accessibility. Because the Upper Sheenjek River is
already included in the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System, designation of the Lower Sheenjek
River offers an excellent opportunity to protect an entire watershed in the region, with its diversity of
biophysical settings.

Althongh there is little private land within the study area, there are several cabin sites used for hunting,
trapping, and other activities. Except for six Native alloiments totaling about 800 acres, all of the river
area is federally owned.

Alternatives Considered

Alternative A: Under this alternative, the Lower Sheenjek River (within the Yukon Flats National
Wildlife Refuge) would be recommended for addition to the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System for
its outstandingly remarkable cultural (subsistence). wildlife, scenic, and recreational values, The segment
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would be classified as wild, and management of all federal Jands would be with the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service. Management objectives would focus on keeping the area free from water resource
development projects, minimizing the impact of recreational vse on the rivers’ outstandingly remarkable
values, and generally maintairning the undeveloped character of the river corridor, Designation would
likely provide additional protection and managemient attention relative to other rivers and resources in the
Yukon Flats National Wildlife Refuge, and would encourage consistent management of both the Lower
and Upper segments of the river (the Upper Sheenjek River is already part of the National Wild and
Scenic System). No expenditures for administrative or public use facilities are recommended under this
alternative, although funds would be required to develop a river management plan (estimated at $40,000)
and for annual corridor administration (estimated at less than $5,000 per year). No land acquisition is
needed under this alternative.

Alternative B: No Action. Under this alternative, the Lower Sheenjek River would not be
recommended for addition to the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System. The river’s resource values
would not receive additional protection or management attention relative 1o other rivers or resources in
the Yukon Flats National Wildlife Refuge.

Public Comment

People living in the vicinity of the Lower Sheenjek River {(in Fort Yukon and other nearby villages) are
concerned about additional regulations or restrictions that might result from designation. While some
support designation, there appears to be general opposition to additional conservation units,

Agencies of the State of Alaska have expressed concern regarding how the river corridor might be
managed differently if added to the National Wild and Scenic Rivers sysiem. For example, concern was
expressed for continuation of reasonable access to private land within the corridor, continnation of
customary and traditional uses and activities, navigability, and continuation of numerous state
management authorities.

The majority of comments provided during the 1998 Draft Study/Legislative Environmental Impact
Statement (by residents of Anchiorage, Fairbanks, other communities in Alaska, and other interested
persons from outside Alaska, and a variety of environmental and recreation organizations) favored
designation of the Lower Sheenjek River (50 of 51 individuals, 10 of 15 organizations}). Support was
generally associated with assuring protection of the free-flowing, undeveloped character of the river and
similar values.

Three organizations (Alaska Outdoor Council, Alaska Miner’s Assoctation, and the Alaska Citizen’s
Advisory Commission on Federal Areas) opposed designation of the Lower Sheenmek. Their comments
focused on the adequacy of existing Refuge management, the lack of development threats, or
disagreement with judgments that the Lower Sheenjek’s resources are “outstandingly remarkabie.” Two
organizations provided only commentis withoot any recommendations.

Comments received for the 1984 Draft Study/Legislative Environmental Impact Statement and the 1998
Draft Study/Legislative Environmental Impact Statement are summarized in the "Consultation and
Coordination" section. This is the revised Final Study/Legislative Environmental Impact Statement for
the Lower Sheenjek Wild and Scenic River Study.
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Proposed Action (Preferred Alternative)

The proposed action (preferred alternative) presented in this Final Study/Legislative Environmental
Impact Statement recommends Congressional designation of the study river segment (Alternative A).
This proposed action recommends providing statutory protection of the ontstandingly remarkable cultural
(subsistence), wildlife, scenic and recreational values of the Lower Sheenjek River. If acted upon by
Congress, this action would complete the inclusion of the entire length of the Sheenjek River to the
National Wild and Scenic Rivers System and provide consistent management for the entire river by the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.

Summary of Effects of the Proposal and Alternatives

There are no known imminent threats to the free-flowing character or ontstandingly remarkable values of
the Lower Sheenjek River, All federal lands along the study river segment are in the Yukon Flats
Natjonal Wildlife Refuge. Under the no action alternative, refuge lands would be protected from
development or other activities incompatible with refuge purposes. Management directions provided in
the Refuge’s Comprehensive Conservation Plan largely focus on the protection of fish and wildlife and
their habitat, and they can be administratively changed during revisions or amendments to that plan. Wild
designation would provide additional statutory protection for the specifically identified resources in the
corridor, and ensure more focused management attention on those outstandingly remarkable values.

Inclusion in the National Wild and Sceni¢ Rivers System would assure that the river area would be
managed to maintain its natural condition for the benefit and enjoyment of present and future generations.
Designation would be compatible with the purposes for which the Yukon Flats National Wildlife Refuge
was established. Management would protect identified values of the river as well as ensure compatibility
with refuge purposes and the National Wildlife Refuge System mission,

This added protection wonld benefit present uses of the river, including subsistence and recreation. Some
other potential uses, however, would be restricted or foreclosed. For example, oil and gas development
and major water resources projects would be precluded. Although none have been proposed for the area,
the construction of potential future roads, pipelines, or utility lines could also be affected by cost increases
or design/location restrictions needed to protect river values.

Abbreviations Used in Text

ANWR Arctic National Wildlife Refuge

ANILCA Alaska National Interest Lands Conservation Act
EA Environmental Assessment

EIS Environmental Impact Statement

LEIS Legislative Environmental Impact Statement
NPS National Park Service

NEPA National Environmental Policy Act

NWR National Wildlife Refuge

YENWR Yuken Flats National Wildlife Refuge

USFWS United States Fish and Wildlife Service
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Chapter 1 Introdiuction {

Chapter 1: Introduction

The Sheenjek River flows approximately 277 miles from the Brooks Range south to the Porcupine River
near Fort Yukon in interior Alaska (see Region Map on facing page). Through its length, the river
traverses a variety of biophysical environments, from the alpine and sub-alpine tundra of the Brooks
Range to the boggy spruce forests and meadows of the Yukon Flats. These environments and the
diversity of aquatic and wildlife species that inhabit them, in turn, provide high quality opportunities for
subsistence and recreation use, Although some other rivers in the region possess similar characteristics,
the Sheenjek River basin provides an exceptional representation of the river environments and resources
of interior Alaska.

Congress recognized the value of conserving the natural resources of the region, including those in the
Sheenjek corridor. In 1980, as part of the Alaska National Interest Lands Conservation Act (ANILCA),'
Congress expanded the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge (ANWR) and created the Yukon Flats Naticonal
Wildlife Refuge (YFNWR) which encompass the river. ANILCA also designated the Upper Sheenjek
within the Arctic Refuge as a National Wild River for its outstandingly remarkable scenic, fish and
wildlife, and recreational values, and called for a Wild and Scenic River study of the Lower Sheenjek
River within the Yukon Flats Refuge. *

The Wild and Scenic River study of the Lower Sheenjek River began in the early 1980s, and a Draft
Study/Legislative Environmental Impact Statement (LELS) was mailed out for public comment in 1984,
The report recommended designation of the study segment by Congress, and the majority of comments
supported this recommendation. Funding and administrative constraints, however, prevented completion
of the Study/LEIS process.

The effort resumed in 1997, but the amount of intervening time required an extensive review of earlier
work and additional public involvement to ensure that information was accurate and up-to-date. A 1998
Draft Study/LEIS was the output of this resumed effort, and it replaced the 1984 Draft Study/LEIS.
Public comment and agency review of the 1998 Draft Study/LEIS then served as the basis for the
development of this Final Study/LEIS.

Purpose, Need, and Objectives of the Study

The purpose of the study is to explore the issues associated with designating the Lower Sheenjek River as
a National Wild River. The need for the study was identified by Congress through ANILCA. The
Department of the Interior is responsible for conducting the Study/LEIS, and then making a
recommendation to the President. The President, in turn, will transmit the Study/LEIS with his
recommendation to Congress, which makes the final decision whether the river should be designated. If
Congress adds the river to the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service (the proposed managing agency) will prepare a management plan for the affected river area.’

' Public Law 96-487; hereafter referred to as ANILCA

? Study of the Lower Sheenjek River as a possible addition to the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System was
specifically authorized by section 604 of the Alaska National Interest Lands Conservation Act which amended
section 3(a) of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act (PL 90-542).

* The National Park Service (NPS) is assisting the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) in conducting the study
because it has Wild and Scenic River study authorization from the Secretary of the Interior. NPS will not assume
any management responsibility for the Lower Sheenjek River, which remains with USFWS.
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Within this general purpose and need, specific objectives of the Study/LLEIS are to:
+ Summarize informatton about the river, its resources, and values.

¢ Evaluate the eligibility of the river for inclusion in the National Wild and Scenic River system: Is
the river free-flowing? Are the river’s resources and values “outstandingly remarkable?”

¢ Identify the appropriate classification for the river in accordance with the Wild and Scenic Rivers
Act: Is the river “wild,” “scenic.,” or “recreational?”

¢ Evaluate suitability of designation: Can the river be managed etfectively for those values through
inclusion in the system? Should it receive the additional protection this designation would
provide?

+ Determine likely consequences of designation vs. non-designation as required by the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).

*  Document public involvement and coordination with affected parties at various stages in the
study as required by NEPA,

e Develop an interim management plan to guide management actions in the corridor unti! Congress
has decided whether to designate the river.

In meeting these objectives, the Final Study/LEIS has been prepared in accordance with the NEPA of
1969 and the regulations of the Council on Environmental Quality (40 CFR 1506.8).

Purpose and Need for Proposed Action

The proposed action (preferred alternative) recommends Congressional designation of the Lower
Sheenjek as a National Wild River. The purpose of this action is to preserve the free-flowing condition of
the river and to protect the outstandingly remarkable cultural, wildlife, scenic, and recreational values
associated with the river and the adjacent public lands. The need for this action is to guide future land use
decisions so they protect the outstanding values associated with the river and adjacent corridor.

Document Organization

The document is divided into several chapters that address the objectives stated above. Chapter 2 on
concepts and methods reviews the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, the designation process, and the
integration of that process with the requirements of NEPA. For readers unfamiliar with the Wild and
Scenic Rivers Act, this includes a discussion of eligibility and “outstandingly remarkable values,”
classification, and suitability. It also includes a brief discussion of the NEPA process and how it directed
the study and report format.

Chapter 3 describes the findings of the Wild and Scenic River study. This chapter explores whether the
Lower Sheenjek is eligible and suitable for inclusion in the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System, and
how it may be classified if it is included.

Chapter 4 provides a description of the alternatives. In this case, there are only two: designation and
non-designation (no action). This chapter describes how the river and its values may be managed
differently under the two alternatives. It also describes alternatives considered, but rejected.
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Chapter 5 provides a description of the river and its surrounding environment. This chapter
summarizes available information about the river and its resources (“the affected environment™). It
includes discossion of the: 1} regional context (e.g., physical setting, climate, socio-economntic
characteristics, land use, and land ownership); 2) specific natural and cultural resources in the study area
(e.g.. geology. vegetation and soils, hydrology, fish and wildlife); and 3) current and potential human uses
{e.g., access/transportation, subsistence use, recreation use, and mineral, oil and gas, forest, and water
rescurce development).

Chapter 6 describes the environmental consequences of the two alternatives. These follow from the
discussion of the various resources listed above, and explore how those resources may be affected by
designation or non-designation.

Chapter 7 describes the consultation and coordination employed in conducting the study and
developing this document. This includes a list of agencies and organizations consulted during the study, a
chronology of the study, and comments generated during various stages of the study.

Appendices include: A) intesim management guidelines for use until Congress has decided if the river
should be designated; B) an evaluation of impacts on subsistence as required by Section 810 of ANILCA;
C) a list of wildlife species found in the river corridor; D) a letter from the USFWS Northern Ecological
Services reviewing endangered species and critical habitat in the Lower Sheenjek as required by Section 7
of the Endangered Species Act; and E) Estimated costs for the study.




Lenver Sheenjek Wilkd and Scenic River StudvALETS



LA

Chaprer 20 Concepts and Methods

Chapter 2: Concepts and Methods

This section of the report reviews the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, the study process, and the integration
of that process with the requirements of the NEPA. For readers unfamiliar with the Wild and Scenic
Rivers Act and its application, this includes a discussion of eligibility and “outstandingly remarkable
values,” suitability, and classification. It also includes a brief discussion of the NEPA process and how it
directed the study effort and the format of this report.

The Wild and Scenic Rivers Act'

Congress passed the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act in 1968.° The intent of Congress in establishing the
national system of rivers is defined as follows:

It is hereby declared 1o be the policy of the United States that certain selected rivers of
the Nation which, with their immediate environments, possess outstandingly remarkable
scenic, recreational, geologic, fish and wildlife, historic, cultural, or other similar values,
shall be preserved in free-flowing condition, and thar they and their immediate
environments shall be protected for the benefit and enjoyment of present and future
generations. The Congress declares that the established national policy of dams and
other constriuction at appropriate sections of the rivers of the United States needs to be
complemented by a policy that would preserve other selected rivers or sections thereof in
their free-flowing condition 10 protect the water guality of such rivers and to fulfill other
vital national conservation purposes.

The original Wild and Scenic Rivers Act designated eight river segments and prescribed methods and
standards by which additional rivers could be added to the system. Numerous amendments to the Act and
designations by the Secretary of the Interior through December 1998 have established protection for a
total of 154 river segments, totaling about 10,800 miles.

Table 1 provides some additional information about the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System,
Oregon has the most river segments in the system with 46 (totaling 1,785 miles), while Alaska has 25
river segments, but with nearly twice the mileage (totaling 3,210 miles). All of the Alaska rivers were
designated as part of ANILCA, which also authorized study of 12 additional segments. Ten of the 12
studies have been completed, and although three recommended designation (all were in the National
Petroleum Reserve), Congress did not designate any. The Lower Sheenjek River and the Squirrel River®
are the two remaining studies from the ANILCA authorizations.

The Wild and Scenic Rivers Act carries specific protection mandates ranging from the prohibition of
dams or other major water resowrce projects to the withdrawal of lands in the corridor from mineral entry.
The Act also requires identification of the “outstandingly remarkable values” for designated rivers and the
development of management plans that detail how those values will be protected. Recognizing that

' The information in this section is based on Final Revised Guidelines for Eligibility, Classification, and
Management of National Wild and Scenic River System areas (Federal Register, 1982), and A Synopsis for Guiding
Management of Wild & Scenic Rivers in Alaska as adopted by the Alaska Land Use Council {November 1982).

* Public Law 90-542

* The Squirrel River Study/LEIS is also in the process of being cormpleted by the Bureau of Land Management;
although the river was found eligible, it does not recommend designation.
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Table 1. Number of segments and miles in National Wild and Scenic River System by leading states.

T

State Number of river segments Number of miles
Oregon2 46 1,785
-Alaska 25 3,210
Michigan 16 626
California 14 1,749
Arkansas 3 210
Idaho 7 507
All other states 38 2,713
Total 154 10,800

'Defined by distinct river name in the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act as amended. In most cases, wributaries are not counted as
separate segments,
“Includes the Snake River in Hells Canyon, which forms the Oregon-Idahe border; the Snake is not counted in Idaho totals.

specific protections depend on recognized values and the management plan designed to protect them,
designations by Congress in recent years have often included information about how the rivers will be
managed. For several rivers. management plans have actually been completed prior to designation.

Wild and Scenic River status is distinct from other conservation designations such as Wilderness, which
focuses on a high level of preservation and non-impairment of the natural environment. In contrast, Wild
and Scenic rivers are established to maintain existing conditions at the time of designation, which may
include substantial human use and development. People may have important, active roles in a river
corridor environment, and Wild and Scenic River status may both recognize and protect those roles.

Designation is the act of including a river in the National Wild and Scenic Rivers Systern. A river can

only be designated by an Act of Congress, or in special situations by the Secretary of the Interior. The

steps leading to designation typically involve an extensive study of the river, usunally led by staff from the

National Park Service, Bureau of Land Management, or U. §. Forest Service.

Section 4{a)(ii) of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act requires that studies address several topics, including:
¢ characteristics which do or do not make the river arca a worthy addition to the system;

e current status of land ownership and use in the area;

» reasonable foreseeable potential uses of the land and water which would be enhanced, foreclosed,
or curtailed if the area were included in the National Wild and Scenic System:

+ which federal agency should administer the river;

o the extent to which administration and costs should be shared by State and local agencies:

» estimated costs to the United States to acquire necessary lands or to administer the area.
In addressing these topics. Wild and Scenic river studies have evolved over the years and are currently
organized around three major issues: 1) eligibility and the identification of “outstandingly remarkable
values;” 2) classification of the river, which helps guide management actions in the river management

plans; and 3} the suitability of having federal agencies manage the river and corridor for those outstanding
values. Each of these concepts is discussed below.
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Eligibility and “Outstandingly Remarkable Values™

To be eligible for inclusion in the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System, a river segment must meet
two criteria as set forth in section 2(b) of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act: 1) it must be in a substantially
free-flowing, natural condition; and 2} it must possess at least one outstandingly remarkable scenic,
recreational, geologic, fish and wildlife, historic, cultural, or other similar value.

“Outstandingly remarkable” values are not defined in the Act, so determining qualified resources is not
simple. Guidelines for eligibility (Federal Register, 1982) note that determinations are to be “professional
judgments™ on the part of the study team, and that these judgments need to be documented in the study
report. Accordingly, determination of "outstandingly remarkable” values is best seen as a process that
begins with study team evaluation and description, but is completed only after Presidential and
Congressional review.

In previous studies, “eligible” values have been variously defined in terms of nationally or regionally
significant values, values exceptional for those found in a geographic area, unique values, or values
representative for a region. While each of these definitions provide some guidance, determining what is
“outstandingly remarkable” ultimately involves comparing one river’s resources to those of other rivers.
This evaluative dimension is a part of most natural resource issues, but it is particularly central in the
designation of conservation units such as Wiid and Scenic Rivers. The purpose of the Naticnal Wild and
Scenic Rivers System is to protect outstanding rivers of different types throughout the country. In the
final analysis, study teams are asked to make professional judgments about the qualities of the study river,
and clearly document the criteria used for those judgments. The President and Congress then have the
necessary information to make their own decision about whether the river should be designated.

Classification

Wild and Scenic River studies must determine if the river segment should be classified wild, scenic, or
recreational. These classifications broadly define the level of development of the river corridor at the
time of designation. For the purposes of classification, a river may be divided into further segments, and
there may be alternative classifications explored through the NEPA process. The following criteria from
section 2(b) of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act were considered in determining an appropriate river
classification:

Wild river areas

Those rivers or sections of rivers that are free of impoundments and generally inaccessible except by trail,
with watersheds or shorelines essentially primitive and waters unpolluted. These represent “vestiges of
primitive America.”

Scenic river areas
Those rivers or sections of rivers that are free of impoundments, with shorelines or watersheds stili
largely primitive and shorelines largely undeveloped, but accessible in places by roads.

Recreational river areas

Those rivers or sections of rivers that are readily accessible by road or railroad, that may have undergone
some development along their shorelines, and that may have undergone some impoundment or diversions
in the past.
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Suitability

After eligibility and classification have been determined, the final issue is whether the river is a suitable
addition. This determination requires judging whether the benefits of designation outweigh the costs of
managing for those values. While this judgment is ultimately made by Congress, study reports make a
suitability determination for consideration by the Secretary of the Interior and the President, which is then
passed on to Congress. Information typically relevant to this determination includes descriptions of:

¢ the extent of public lands in the river area;

* costs reguired for acquisition, development, management, and operation of the river as a Wild
and Scenic nver;

e public, local, or state interest in acting to protect and manage the river;

e the feasibility and timeliness of designation;

s interests of local residents: and

+ competing land management priorities.
The fundamental issue is whether Wild and Scenic River status is likely to enhance and protect the values
of the river at a reasonable financial and social cost. The systematic consideration of the impacts of

designation, both positive and negative, is central to the suitability determination and are further explored
during the impact analysis which is also conducted during a Wild and Scenic River study.

The National Environmental Policy Act Process

After collecting and analyzing information pertaining to eligibility, classification, and suitability, Wild
and Scenic River studies must analyze the impacts of alternatives as directed by the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).*

NEPA is one of the central environmental laws in the country. It specifies that agencies consider
environmental consequences before implementing any major federal action. More specifically, NEPA
requires the preparation of reports that explore aliernative actions and compare their impacts,

NEPA does not mandate particular actions, nor does it require choosing the alternative that would have
the least environmental tmpact. Instead, NEPA prescribes a deliberative, systematic process for
considering environmental impacts, thus ensuring that decisions are neither arbitrary nor capricious.
NEPA requires focus on four fundamental issues:

¢ The consideration of alternatives to the proposed action, including a no action alternative.

e The assessment of impacts for each alternative, including cumulative impacts.

* The creation of interdisciplinary teams to develop alternatives and assess possible impacts.

+ Substantial public involvement throughout the NEPA process so that stakeholders and the public
can observe findings and comment upon them.

* 42 U.S. 4371, hereafter referred to as NEPA.
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Under NEPA, federal actions initially require preparation of an Environmental Assessment (EA).
Environmental Assessments require interdisciplinary teams to develop alternatives and describe potential
impacts of the alternatives, as well as include public involvement, but EAs are generally brief documents
scaled to the level of potential impacts. An EA can result in one of two outcomes: 1) a Finding of No
Significant Impact , whereby the action can be implemented, or 2} the need to develep an Environmental
Impact Statement (EIS). In cases where the federal action is complex or likely to involve significant
impacts, the EA step is often forgone in favor of the more detailed EIS.

The end point of an EIS is a Record of Decision, which describes the recommended action and why it was
selected. In the case of Wild and Scenic River designation, a Record of Decision is filed before the
recommendation and study are forwarded to the President, who transmits this to Congress. The final
decision of whether the river will be designated is made by Congress.

An EIS is a full disclosure document developed in accordance with Council on Envircnmental Quality,
the Department of the Interior, and NPS guidelines for NEPA processes. These guidelines specify how to
involve the public in the EIS process; they mandate public meetings, the distribution of environmental
documents, and specify certain periods of time for public comment on those decuments. The final
chapter of this report describes the public involvement conducted as part of this Study/LEIS, which has
included public meetings in affected areas, extensive public comment periods, and the provision of
information to interested parties,
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Chapter 3: Wild and Scenic River Study Findings

This chapter sunminarizes the findings of the Wild and Scenic River Study, focusing on determinations of
eligibiliry, classification, and suitability. These determinations were based on the criferia discussed in
Chapter 2: Concepts and Methods, as well as inforination discussed in Chapter 5: The Affected
Environment.

The Lower Sheenjek River study area included the 99 mile segment within the Yukon Flats National
Wildlife Refuge.! The lateral boundaries of the study area were two miles from the river (see map of
Sheenjek River Study Area on page 28). If the river were designated, the lateral boundaries would be an
average of one-half mile from each side of the river (assuming Congress continues the pattern established
by ANILCA).

Eligibility

The Lower Sheenjek is a river without any impoundments or other water developments, and is in a
primitive, free-flowing condition. The Lower Sheenjek also has several values that can be considered
“outstandingly remarkable™ becaunse they are representative for the Yukon Flats, a recognized
physiographic region, and no river segments in this region with similar values are already included in the
National Wild and Scenic System. The study area comprises a primitive natural landscape that typifies
this interior Alaskan area, has a tradition of subsistence use, important wildlife habitat, expansive scenery,
and offers high quality recreation opportunities. A discussion of each of these outstandingly remarkable
values is given below.

Outstandingly Remarkable Cultural (Subsistence) Values

The Lower Sheenjek has played and continues to play an important role in the life of people who live in
the Yukon Flats region, Local people have fished, hunted, and trapped along the Sheenjek for centuries,
and the river was known as a primary travel route between the Yuken Flats and the Brooks Range,
allowing for trade between the interior Athabascans and north slope Inupiat.

The river and corridor continue to provide important subsistence food sources for local people, some of
who camp or reside along the river for portions of the year. The river also represents places that remind
local people of their fundamental relationship with the land. While local people use other rivers in the
Yukon Flats region in similar ways, the Lower Sheenjek provides an example of a river corridor where
this use is traditional and continuing, and where place names, iraditional associations, and oral histories of
the river are part of an active cultural heritage. The cultural relevance and subsistence use of the Lower
Sheenjek is thus representative of that for the region, and should be recognized if the river is included in
the national system. In addition, no other interior Alaska segment of the National Wild and Scenic River
System recognizes similar cultural or subsistence use as “outstandingly remarkable.”

"In the 1984 Draft Study/EIS, the Lower Sheenjek River within the Yukon Flats National Wildlife Refuge was
described as 90 miles in length. The discrepancy with the current estimate of 99 miles is due to improved
cartographic measurement of a sinuous alluvial stream. It does not reflect an actual “on-the-ground” increase in the
length of the river or its associated linear corridor,
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Chapter 3: Wild and Scenic River Study Findings

This chapter summarizes the findings of the Wild and Scenic River Studv, focusing on determinations of
eligibility, classification, and suitability. These determinarions were based on the criteria discussed in
Chapter 2: Concepts and Methods, as well as information discussed in Chapter 5: The Affected
Environment,

The Lower Sheenjek River study area included the 99 mile segment within the Yukon Flats National
Wildlife Refuge.! The lateral boundaries of the study area were two miles from the river (see map of
Sheenjek River Study Area on page 28). If the river were designated, the lateral boundaries wounld be an
average of cne-half mile from each side of the river (assuming Congress continues the pattern established
by ANILCA).

Eligibility

The Lower Sheenjek is a river without any impoundments or other water devetopments, and is in a
primitive, free-flowing condition. The Lower Sheenjek aiso has several values that can be considered
“outstandingly remarkable” because they are representative for the Yukon Flats, a recognized
physiographic region, and no river segments in this region with similar values are already included in the
National Wild and Scenic System. The study area comprises a primitive natural landscape that typifies
this interior Alaskan area, has a tradition of subsistence use, important wildlife habitat, expansive scenery,
and offers high quality recreation opportunities. A discussion of each of these outstandingly remarkable
values is given below,

Ouistandingly Remarkable Cultural (Subsistence)} Values

The Lower Sheenjek has played and centinues to play an important role in the life of people who live in
the Yukon Flats region. Local people have fished. hunted, and trapped along the Sheenjek for centuries,
and the river was known as a primary travel route between the Yukon Flats and the Brooks Range,
allowing for trade between the interior Athabascans and north slope Inupiat.

The river and corridor continue to provide important subsistence food sources for {ocal people, some of
who camp or reside along the river for postions of the year. The river also represents places that remind
local people of their fundamental relationship with the land. While local people use other rivers in the
Yukon Flats region in similar ways, the Lower Sheenjek provides an example of a river corridor where
this use is traditional and continuing, and where place names, traditional associations, and oral histories of
the river are part of an active cultural heritage. The cultural relevance and subsistence use of the Lower
Sheenjek is thus representative of that for the region, and should be recognized if the river is included in
the national system. In addition, no other interior Alaska segment of the National Wild and Scenic River
System recognizes similar cultural or subsistence use as “outstandingly remarkable.”

" In the 1984 Draft Study/EIS, the Lower Sheenjek River within the Yukon Flats National Wildlife Refuge was
described as 90 miles in length. The discrepancy with the current estimate of 99 miles is due to improved
cartegraphic measurement of a sinuous alluvial stream. It does not reflect an actual “on-the-ground™ increase in the
length of the river or its associated linear corridor.




Fi Lonvor Sieenicd Wil ond Soendc Kiver Sii

Photo 1. Local people use a variety
of wildlife resources along the Lower
Sheenjek (hide on drying rack).

Photo 2. Moose hunting is among the most important subsistence
activities in the Lower Sheenjek corridor.

Photo 3. Local area residents sometimes build cabins in associalion with
hunting, trapping or othier subsistence activities. Designation wounld formally
recognize the cultural value of these structures.
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Outstandingly Remarkable Wildlife Values

The Lower Sheenjek provides important habitat for a variety of aquatic and terrestrial wildlife. The river
supports the strongest fall chum saimon run in the Yukon River drainage, and numerous waterfow! and
other migratory birds come to the river each year to breed and then rear their young. Moose, bears,
marten, beavers, and other wildlife also can be found in the river corridor. While wildlife populations for
the Lower Sheenjek are not exceptional for the Yukon Flats region, they are representative. There are
interior Alaska rivers in the National Wild and Scenic River System, but they either feature mountainous
terrain (e.g.. Upper Sheenjek. Alatna, John, Kobuk, Noatak, North Fork Koyukuk, Delta), uplands terrain
(e.g., Charley, Andreafsky, Gulkana, Forty Mile), or less forested wildlife habitax (e.g., Nowitna and
Selawik}. The two designated rivers similar to the Lower Sheenjek in terms of wildlife and wildlife
habitat are Birch Creek and Beaver Creek; however, the boundaries of the designated portions of those
rivers end as they enter the Yukon Flats. In summary. no other interior Alaskan Wild and Scenic River in
the system protects these same ecological environments and associated wildlife.

Photo 4. The forests of the Lower Sheenjek provide Photo 5. Moose also thrive in the high quality
excellent habitat for species such as boreal owls. habitat along the river.

Photo 6. Bald eagles nest and fish Photo 7. The Lower Sheenjek features the largest fall chum salmon
along the river. fishery on the Yukon River system (technicians are counting fish).
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Photo 8. The Lower Sheenjek
corridor features a multitude of
ponds. bogs. sloughs. and other
wetlands which provide excel-
lent nesting and rearing habitat
for waterfowl] such as these
northern pintails.

Outstandingly Remarkable Scenic Values

The Lower Sheenjek does not provide extensive scenic diversity, and features thick spruce forest
interspersed with open meadows and expansive sand and gravel bars, However. the river offers
mteresting scenic features in the immediate river environment. Throughout its 99 mile meandering
length. the river has sharp cut-banks and sweeping bends; stillwater sloughs and oxbows: sand, gravel,
and rock beaches and point bars; and frequent sweepers, log jams, and channel changes created by an
active alluvial river. These scenic features, while common along the rivers of the Yukon Flats, provide a
representative example of those for the region. As discussed with regard to wildlife (see above), there are
several interior Alaska rivers in the National Wild and Scenic System, but they feature more mountainous
or upland terrain, or they have less forested and more tundra-like lowlands. Beaver and Birch Creek, the
two designated rivers closest to the Lower Sheenjek. do not include the sections of the rivers that have
similar Yukon Flats scenery. In summary, there is no other interior Alaska Wild and Scenic¢ River in the
National System that offers this lowland, alluvial river scenery.

Photo 9.
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Outstandingly Remarkable Recreational Values

The Lower Sheenjek offers outsiandingly remarkable recreational values in at least three ways. First, it
offers access to a landscape of flat, expansive muskeg and taiga forest that would be difficult to reach
over land, at least in summer. The curvent is generally slow RTINS (IR
and the river winds back and forth in an oxbow pattern across
almost flat ground. The river can be enjoyed by boaters in
canoes or rafts without much concern for fast rapids; much of
the river is easily boatable in powerboats as well. For
recreationists interested in exploring the environment of the
Yukon Flats, a trip on the Lower Sheenjek offers one of the _
best boating opportunities in the region. Phote 10, Boaters can access the Lower
Sheenjek from the Yukon and Porcupine,

Second. the river has a variety of interesting features and micro-environments for recreation users to
enjoy There are many large camping beaches of gravel and sand as well as smaller point bars. There are
also interesting meanders, oxbows, sloughs. and
side channels, many of which are created by
massive log jams. These require on-river route
decisions and provide an element of challenge to
trips, as well as offering opportunities to appreciate
the active alluvial processes. The river has long
stretches of taiga forest and open wet meadows
which provide both scenic and wildlife habitat
diversity, and can help visitors appreciate the
expanse of the Alaskan interior. These
environments also provide important habitat for
waterfowl and other migratory birds, grizzly bears,
black bears, moose. or wolves. offering both

Photo 11. The Lower Sheenjek offers superlative hunting and viewing epportunities. Finally, the

camping opportunities on expansive gravel bars. river supports anadromous and resident tish
populations that provide quality sport fishing
opportunities.

Third, the Lower Sheenjek has outstandingly remarkable recreation value because it is adjacent to the
Upper Sheenjek, and combining the two segments provides one of the best long floating trips in interior
Alaska. Recreation users who travel through both can : :

experience a tremendous diversity of biophysical
environments, and take advantage of opportunities to
hike in the alpine splendor of the Brooks Range,
navigate the interesting qigfeis of the headwaters, run a
short segment of Class IVTI+ whitewater, explore the
bluffs and subalpine hills of the Brooks foothills, and
then move through the taiga forest and geomorphical-
ly-active lower river. Individually, none of these
features may be extraordinary. Taken together, SR -
however, they provide an exceptional combination Photo 12. Combining trips on the Upper and Lower
of features for recreation users to enjoy. Sheenjek provides an exceptional long float trip.
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While there are other interior Alaska rivers that offer recreation opportunities similar to those available on
the Lower Sheenjek, no nationally designated river is within the Yukon Flats physiographic region or
offers access to the same lowland environment. As noted above, the designated portions of Birch Creek
and Beaver Creek (the Wild and Scenic rivers most often compared to the Sheenjek) both end as they
enter the Yukon Flats region.

Photo 13. As the Sheenjek meets the Porcupine River, it offers xpaSive views of the Yukon Flms.
Summary

The Lower Sheenjek provides a superb example of the cultural, wildlife, scenic, and recreational values of
interior Alaska, and no other Alaskan river segment in the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System
currently protects this combination. As a free flowing river in a natural condition, with several
outstandingly remarkable values, this study concludes that the Lower Sheenjek is eligible for inclusion in
the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System.

Classification

Based on the classification criteria outlined in the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, the Lower Sheenjek
should be designated “Wild™ if it is included in the system. There are no roads along or to the river, and
development levels are extremely low. The river is unpolluted, free of impoundments caused by humans,
and in a largely pristine, unmodified environment.

Suitability

The Lower Sheenjek is suitable for inclusion in the National Wild and Scenic system for at least three
reasons. First, and most importantly, the river corridor is entirely within an existing conservation unit, the
Yukon Flats National Wildlife Refuge, and almost all the lands along it are owned by the federal
government. Native allotments would be excluded from the boundaries of the proposed designated river
corridor, as recommended by guidelines established by the Alaska Land Use Council (1982), and
consistent with the pattern of designations established by ANILCA. In addition. traditional uses of cabins
and camps along the Lower Sheenjek would not be affected by Wild River designation: in fact, these uses
would be protected as part of the culturat values of the river. Accordingly. there are no substantial costs
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required for acquisition, development. management or operation of the Lower Sheenjek as a National
Wild River.

Second, designation is both feasible and timely. Designation is feasible because no new administrative
bodies are needed to administer the river. Designation is timely, at least from an administrative
perspective, because Congress created the Refuge and authorized study of the river through ANILCA in
1980. The Lower Sheenjek Wild and Scenic River Study/LEIS. in fact, should have been completed in
the mid- to late-1980"s, but funding constraints made this impossible. As the last remaining study
authorized by ANILCA, it is time to forward the findings on to the President and Congress to consider.

Third, there are no significant competing land management priorities in the corridor because the Lower
Sheenjek does not have significant timber, mineral, or water resources that would be precluded from
development by designation. While there is some moderate development potential for oil and high
potential for natural gas, development of those resources are also unlikely to be precluded by designation
given current technology. Note: Chapter 5 will describe these resources and Chapter & will discuss the
impacts of designation on potential development.

There are, however, at keast two arguments against a “suitable™ determination for the Lower Sheenjek.
First, local residents show mixed attitudes toward managing the river as part of the National Wild and
Scenic Rivers System. While many people express an interest im maintaining the river as it 1s, there is
also general distrust of any governmental program that has the potential to add a new layer of regulation.
As will be discussed, however, designation of the Lower Sheenjek does not require regulatory approaches
to protect outstandingly remarkable values. In addition. identifying cultural uses as an outstandingly
remarkable value shows government intent to maintain, rather than restrict, current and traditional uses of
the river. As will be discussed in Chapters 4 and 6, designation could also provide opportunities for
Refuge staff and local people to coordinate and jointly develop management activities in the area.

Second, there are no foreseeable threats to the outstandingly remarkable values in the near future, so one
could argue there is not a compelling need to protect them through an additional designation. While this
point appears valid in the short term, a historical perspective suggests a different conclusion. For
example, when Yellowstone National Park was designated in 1872, few foresaw the conservation
challenges it faces today. Because it was designated and received added statutory profection for its
values, however, managers were and are able to address many of these challenges.

At some point in the future, there may be developmental threats to the cultural, wildlife, scenic, or
recreational values of the Lower Sheenjek. Wikh the additional protection of Wild and Scenic River
designation, the U. 5. Fish and Wildlife Service is more likely to have the financial, administrative, or
legal resources to address those threats. Although the river also receives protection as part of the Yukon
Flats National Wildlife Refuge, those purposes are broader. The Refuge purposes do not require more
focused efforts to manage the specific values identified for the Lower Sheenjek River.

In summary, designation of the Lower Sheenjek is timely and feasible. Although local residents showed
mixed attitudes toward designation, there is a broad base of support from other groups and the public.
Designation is also unlikely 1o hinder development of significant extractive resources in the area. [t can,
however, identify important cultural, wildlife, scenic, and recreational values in the corridor and ensure
that those will receive management attention over the long term. On balance, the Lower Sheenjek is
suitable for inclusion, particularly if the ambivalence of local people and the state can be addressed
through cooperative management efforis that explicitly recognize customary and traditional uses as an
outstandingly remarkable value.
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Chapter 4: Description of Alternatives

This chapter describes the proposed action and alternative. In this case, there are only two. designation
and non-designation (no action). Short discussions of the alternatives describe how the river and its
values might be managed differently under each.

Alternative A: Designation (Preferred Alternative)

This alternative would recommend designation of the 99-mile segment of the Sheenjek River (that within
the Yukon Flats National Wildlife Refuge) as a National Wild River. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
would administer the designated river area. This designation is consistent with the existing management
direction of bath the Yukon Flats and Arctic National Wildlife Refuges (as per Comprehensive
Conservation Plans for those refuges). Designation would ensure long-term management and protection
of the entire river's outstandingly remarkable values through the mandatory development of a river
management plan for the Lower River.

The river management plan would be prepared by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, but structured as a
cooperative effort with the State of Alaska and local interests. The plan would follow a collaborative
approach that provides both formal and informal opportunities for “stakeholders” (such as the State of
Alaska, individual private landowners, regional Native corporations, and both recreation and subsistence
users of the river) to help develop and revise components of the plan.

Lateral boundaries for the designated river area would be established in conformance with section 606 of
ANILCA. The boundaries would include only federal lands and not more than an average of 640 acres
per river mile. The private lands within the study area (six Native allotments) would not be included
within the boundaries of the river area. No federal Jand acquisition is proposed under this alternative.

Management of the wild river area would focus on preserving and enhancing the outstanding cultural,
wildlife, scenic, and recreational values of the river corridor. Site-specific resources (e.g., specific
cultural sites, wildlife habitat, etc.) requiring special management efforts would be identified. and
management practices would be developed for their protection. The following objectives would govern
Fish and Wildlite Service management of the river segment as a component of the national system:

¢ Maintain the free-flowing condition and high water quality of the river.
¢ Protect the outstandingly remarkable values identified in this report.

+ Continue existing uses in the river corridor. including but not limited o subsistence, trapping,
hunting, fishing, fish and wildlife habitat protection and enhancement, and recreation.

¢ Control and manage recreational use of the area as necessary to protect natural, cultural, and
recreational values, as well as private property.

Consistent with the Yukon Flats Comprehensive Management Plan, management actions would be
limited to the minimum necessary to achieve these objectives. Appendix A outlines interim river
management guidelines, suggesting the potential content of any eventual river management plan. It also
suggests a collaborative planning approach for developing a cooperative plan with the State of Alaska,
local Native interests, private landowners, and both recreation and subsistence users.
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Under this alternative, recreation use on the river is likely to increase slightly because of increased

popuiation levels in the state. increased tourism levels to Alaska, and increased interest in river recreation.

However, use of the river is exiremely low at present {estimated to be fewer than ten trips per vear).
Designation could potentially increase awareness of recreation opportunities on the river and thus
increase use levels, but these are unlikely to be large. The Upper Sheenjek has been designated since
1980 and continues to have low use levels (estimated to be fewer than forty trips per year). Use levels on
the Lower Sheenjek are expected to remain lower than those for the Upper Sheenjek regardless of the
outcome of designation or the level of public attention directed toward the river. Many recreation users
will continue to leave the river after running the Upper Sheenjek because of limited vacation time {(the
entire river requires about two weeks to float).

The river management plan would address issues that might result from increased use such as user
impacts, conflicts between recreation and subsistence users, and trespass/vandalism on private property.
The plan would also identify opportunities for providing better information about the river to the public.
Off-river education and interpretation efforts are seen as the primary strategy for maintaining the quality
of recreation opportunities as well as addressing most of the recreation management challenges in the
river corridor. Regulation of recreation use 1s expected to be minimal.

Traditional subsistence activities. including fishing, trapping, and hunting are expected to continue in the
river corridor at current levels under this alternative. However, the few privately-owned properties and
traditional camps and cabins under permit along the river are expected to receive slightly more use and
become more developed within the next 20 years. Due to the scattered locations of these parcels, the
overall level of development s still expected to be low (no more than three new cabins or associated
outbuildings are expected to be developed).

The river management plan is expected to follow existing policy and regulations regarding the
construction of cabins on public land (50 CFR 36.33) as part of traditional subsistence or other allowed
uses. These regulations grant non-transferable five-year special use permits for the construction or
replacement of these kinds of buildings (not for recreational cabins). Under this alternative, however,
additional management attention is expected to ensure that development does not diminish the
outstanding values of the river. The existing policy that allows cutting of firewood and house logs, for
example, might be slightly modified to minimize visual impacts to the scenic values of the corridor.

No systematic archeological survey work is planned under this alternative, but recognition of cultural
resources as an "outstandingly remarkable" value would support survey work if any cultural sites became
known as the naturally active alluvial river cuts through new areas. Any program for the survey and
protection of cultural resources would be developed in consultation with the State Historic Preservation
Office and the National Advisory Council on Historic Preservation.

The state's jurisdiction and responsibilities with respect to fish and wildlife. water quality, and similar
interests would be unaffected by designation under this alternative. Designation, however, could result in
slightly increased management attention to wildlife or other ecological issues in the corndor. While fish
and wildlife conservation is a USFWS priority on all Refuge lands, Wild and Scenic Rivers within
conservation units have historically received additional regard when research or management projects are
being developed.’

' For example, the U.S. Forest Service has conducted more instream flow research on Wild and Scenic Rivers than
on other rivers on Forest Service lands in Idaho, even though this research applies to the protection of fisheries,
recreation, and channel maintenance on all its rivers.
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The Federal Energy Regulatory Commission would be prohibited from Jicensing the construction of any
dam, water condutit, reservoir, powerhouse, transmission line, or other water resource project under the
Federal Power Act on or directly affecting the Lower Sheenjek. Federal agencies would also be
prohibited from assisting by loan, grant, license, or otherwise in the construction of any water resources
project that would have a direct and adverse effect on the values for which the river was designated (Wild
and Scenic Rivers Act, section 7{a)).

The Yukon Flats, including the Lower Sheenjek River corridor, has been identified as having moderate
potential for oil development and may have high potential for coal bed methane gas development. Under
this alternative, however, no oil and gas exploration would be allowed in the corridor by statute.

The river corridor has low potential for mining development and there are no current claims in the
corridor. No known mining claims, transportation corridors, or existing rights-of-way would affect future
management of the Lower Sheenjek River. In addition to already being withdrawn from all forms of
appropriation or disposal under the public land laws (including location, entry. and patent under the
mining laws by virtue of National Wildlife Refuge status), all tederal lands within one-half mile of the
bank of the river would be withdrawn from operation of the minera] feasing laws (ANILCA, section 606,
and National Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, section 9(a)),

No specific development needs are anticipated. Additional federal costs would accrue from planning and
management for the designated river area. The majority of these costs would occur during preparation of
the river management plan (estimated at $40,000), but small annual expenditures (less than $5,000 per
year) are envisioned to implement the plan and monitor river resources. Appendix A includes
information about the costs of preparing a management plan and managing the river in subsequent years.
There would be no additional federal costs directly attributable to this action in the near future.

The Lower Sheenjek River is an extremely active alluvial river whose meanders can change dramatically
over the course of years. Under the designation alternative, lateral boundary adjustments of the National
Wild River may be necessary. Section 3(b) of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act allows for the amendment
of boundaries due to natural hydrological action following notice in the Federal Register and to both
houses of Congress.

Alternative B: No Action (Non-Designation)

Under this alternative, the Lower Sheenjek River would not be recommended for designation. No
additional statutory protection of the lower river’s values would be provided beyond that provided by the
Yukon Flats National Wildlife Refuge Comprehensive Conservation Plan.

The Yukon Flats Comprehensive Conservation Plan currently classifies the Lower Sheenjek in its
“minimal management” category, and this is expected to continue if the river is not designated. This
management category is intended to maintain the pristine condition of those areas which have high fish,
wildlife, and wilderness values, but which have not been designated as Wilderness by Congress. In
general, this type of management is similar to management that would be applied under wild river
designation. at keast in the short term. Major resource developments such as commercial timber harvests,
sand and gravel removal, and oil and gas exploration are currently not permitted, and only minor
modifications to the environment are allowed for habitat improvement {and ounlv ¢n a case-by-case basis).
The most significant difference between “minimal management”™ and more formal protection provided by
wild river designation is that the former can be changed administratively, whereas Congress can only
change the latter.
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Land ownership status and low resource development potential suggest that “minimal management”
protections would remain in the foreseeable future. Almost all of the lands within the river corridor
would remain in federal ownership and be managed by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. Significant
activity or development on the scattered private holdings are also not expected. Traditional subsistence
activities, including fishing. trapping, and hunting are expected to continue as the major uses of these
holdings. Any activities not already addressed by regulation on federal lands would still require permits
from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and can be regulated consistent with applicable laws and the
Retfuge Comprehensive Conservation Plan.

Under this altemative, recreation use of the Lower Sheenjek is expected to increase slightly for similar
reasons discussed for Alternative A. It is possible that recreation use would increase slightly less than
with Alternative A, however, because designation might publicize opportunities to some degree. Under
this alternative, focused management of recreation use would not be provided under the “minimal
management” categorization.

No archeological survey work is planned under this alternative.

Subsistence use by local residents is expected to remain at similar levels whether the river is designated or
not, The few privately-owned properties along the river are expected to receive slightly more use and
become more developed within the next 20 years. However, due to the scattered Jocations of these
parcels, the overall level of development is expected to be small (no more than three new sites are
estimated to be developed). Any activities taking place on refuge lands (e.g., timber cutting) woutd
continue to require permits from the 1J.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, but no special attention to managing
those activities to prevent impacts to the river’s values would occur under this alternative.

The Lower Sheenjek River corridor has been identified as having moderate potential for oil development
and may have high potential for coal bed methane gas development. Under current regulations (43 CFR
3101.5-1(b)) and the refuge management plan, oil and gas development and exploration is prohibited.
However, unlike the designation alternative, this could be changed administratively.

No known mining claims, proposed transportation corridors, or existing rights-of-way would affect future
management of the Lower Sheenjek River. All of these activities are currently not allowed in the
Sheenjek corridor by virtue of the “minimal management” classitication or law, although the former
could be changed administratively,

No significant changes in the river corridor are anticipated in the foreseeable future under this alternative,
bat it does not offer long term statutory protection of river's outstanding values, nor direct management
attention toward protecting those values, Protection of these values would be compatible with the
purposes of the refuges. but under this alternative it would not be an explicit objective of refuge
management.

Alternatives Considered but Rejected

An additional alternative was considered during the 1980°s component of this Study/LEIS that explored
designation of a shorter segment of the river. This segment. however, was in a land parcel added to the
Arctic Refuge and became part of the Upper Sheenjek National Wild River in 1983, Wilderness
evaluations and recommendations were already completed as part of the 1987 Refuge Comprehensive
Conservation Plan. Other segment divisions were considered as alternatives based on land ownership,
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geography, and natural resources during this component of the Study/LEIS, but these were judged to be
artificial and not pursued. The entire Lower River is relatively uniform in its biophysical setting and in
how it is used. Accordingly, only two aliernatives were analyzed.

Summary of Alternatives

Management of the river and adjacent corridor is likely to be similar in the near future under either
alternative. Major resource development is currently not allowed in the area, and managers already focus
on maintaining important resources while allowing traditional uses. The substantive difference between
the two alternatives is that designation would formally recognize specific outstandingly remarkable values
in the corridor, and provide statutory protection of those values into the future. In conirast, those values
are only generally recognized in the Yukon Flats National Wildlife Refuge Comprehensive Conservation
Plan, and corrent management of the area could be changed administratively when the plan is revised.
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Chapter 5: The Affected Environment

This chapter provides a description of the river and its surrounding environment. It summarizes
available information about the river and its resonrces ( “the affected environment™). This includes
discussions of the regionul comext (e.g., physical setting, climate, socio-economic characteristics, land
use and land ownership), specific natural and cultural resources in the study area (e.g., geclogy,
vegetation and soils, hvdrology, fish and wildlife}, and current and potential human uses (e.g.,
access/transportation, subsistence use, recreation use, and mineral, oil and gas, forest, and water
resource development),

Regional Setting

Physical Setting

The region is bounded by the Brooks Range to the north, the Yukon River to the south, the Christian
River to the west, and the Canadian border to the east (See Regional Map on page x). The region includes
three distinct physiographic provinces: alpine (eastem Brooks Range). piedmont (Porcupine Plateau), and
flats (Yukon Flats). The alpine province is characterized by steeply sloped mountains with summits over
7.000 feet in elevation, evidence of extensive glaciation. alpine tundra, and scattered stands of stunted
spruce trees. The piedmont province is an upland area with rounded summits up to 3.500 feet in elevation
and mixed forests of spruce, poplar, aspen, willow, and birch. The flats province is a broad marshy
floodplain containing thousands of thaw lakes, oxbows, and sloughs; its elevation varies from about 400
feet on the floor to 600 feet at the tops of the silt- and gravel-covered terraces.

The Porcupine River and its major tributaries {the Sheenjek, Black, and Coleen rivers) drain the region.
The Sheenjek River crosses all three of the physiographic provinces, but only the lower piedmont and
flats provinces are represented in the river study area.

Climate

The climate of the region is generally classified as continental subarctic. It is a zone of considerable
climatic extremes. For example, Fort Yukon holds Alaska's record high temperature of 100° F and also
comes close to the record low at minus 75° F. During summer there is almost continuocus sunlight for
more than three months. During the winter the sun is above the horizon for about 3 hours each day, and
the average length of daylight and twilight during winter is 6 to 8 hours. Rainfall varies from 7 10 10
inches annually; the region can technically be classified as a desert on the basis of low precipitation
(University of Alaska 1978, pp. 11-1, 11-3).

Socioeconomic Characteristics

Even by Alaskan standards, the region is sparsely populated. The total estimated 1997 population of the
region's villages was 1,024, including Fort Yukon (575), Chalkyitsik (87), Arctic Village (121}, and
Venetie (241). Fifty-six percent of this population lives in Fort Yukon (Alaska Department of Labor,
Research and Analysis, Demographic Unit, 1997). During the past 30 years, the total population has been
relatively stable due to an overall balance between the natural increase (the excess of births over deaths)
and net out-migration. The area populace is predominately native {(close to 90 percent) and the
overwhelming majority of natives are Gwich’in Athabascan Indians {Alaska Department of Labor, 1997).
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The cash and subsistence economies of the region are closely interrelated, with most residents
participating in both economies. Variations in hifestyles among residents depend upon the degree to
which they pursue subsistence activities as opposed to wage-earning activities. The principal sources for
the cash economy are government jobs (such as in the school system). seasonal jobs provided by various
construction projects, freight hauling, fire fighting, and Federal, State and Tribal government programs
(e.g., unemployment compensation. social security benefits, permanent fund dividends. and tribal
dividends). Other sources of cash income in the region include sale of furs and arts and crafts (University
of Alaska 1978, pp. 5-1 to 5-7).

Subsistence activities are extremely important in the region for the food and shelter they provide, and for
the cultural ties they make with a traditional way of life. Surveys taken in the region reveal that a
significant proportion of the food for a large percentage of residents is provided by hunting. fishing, or
gathering. Over 80 percent of the native households surveyed in the general area report that at least half
of their food comes from subsistence activities. The proportion of food derived from subsistence for
people living in Fort Yukon, however, is less than the proportion for people living in the smaller villages
(University of Alaska 1978, pp. 5-1 to 5-7). Local timber is an important source of fuel and house logs.

Land Use

Land use is generally characterized as "occasional and intermittent,” including "recreation, sport hunting
and fishing, subsistence, seasonal residences, and resource exploration.” The exceptions are the small
concentrations of residential, service, and industrial land in Fort Yukon, Arctic Village, Chalkyitsik. and
Venetie (Selkregg n.d.. p. 292). Many families and individuals reside outside of the villages for periods
(up to a season in length) in pursuit of a subsistence-based lifestyle. The places they choose to use
depend on a variety of factors, including weather conditions and distribution of wildlife. Moose hunting,
trapping, and fishing are the principal subsistence activities in the region.

There is no commercial agricultural development in the region. although there may be some potential for
this type of activity. There are a few large gardens (1 to 2 acres) in Fort Yukon, and there has been at
least one rice-farming venture. Agricultural experiments in "nearby” Ramparts on the Yukon River
during the early 1920s also achieved some success in several crop varieties, particularly grains and
legumes (University of Alaska 1978, p. 14-1)

Use of the region's forests is small in scale. The greatest current use of harvested timber is firewood,
although some house log cutting also occurs. A special use permit is required to cut any live tree greater
than six inches in diameter on Refuge lands. The Pacific Northwest Forestry Sciences Lab has estimated
that there are 1,597,000 acres of potential commercial forest land with an estimated volume of
611,931,000 cubic teet of timber within an area roughly corresponding to the subject region (USDA,
Forest Service 1982).

This has not been a very active area for mineral or petroleum exploration or development, and no
significant developments exist to date. Occurrences of tin, lead, and lead-zinc have been identified in
pockets lying between the Rapid River and the Coleen River.

Gold and copper have been identified on the Sheenjek River, but na production has been recorded
(University of Alaska 1978, p. 16-5). Based upon early general assessments, the upper Porcupine region
was rated moderate as a potential petroleumn province or basin, while the Yukon Flats was rated high
(Selkregg n.d., p. 127). Similarly, a report in final review suggests the Yukon Flats area has high
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potential for coal-bed methane gas (Tyler, et all, 1998). There has been no development, however, and
actual exploration has been sparse.

Recreational use of the region includes river travel, sport hunting and fishing, camping, and related
activities. There are several rivers noted for their scenic beauty, primitive character, and suitable boating
waters. Most of the area, except in the Brooks Range, is not well suited to long distance hiking. Moose
and waterfowl are the primary objectives of sport hunters in the lowlands, Sheep are hunted in the
Brooks Range. Grizzlies, black bear, caribou, and wolves are also taken by sport hunters, but mostly in
association with the hunting of other species (University of Alaska 1978, p. 18-2).

Land Ownership in the Region

The major existing and potential landowners in the region are the federal government, state of Alaska, and
native corporations. The principal Native landowners/land managers are Doyon Limited (the regional
corporation), Gwitchyaa Zhee (the Fort Yukon village corporation), the Native Village of Fort Yukon (the
tribal government in Fort Yukon), and Chalkyitsik (a Native corporation). Native allotments are found
throughout the Yukon Flats region, and six allotments occur within the boundaries of the Lower Sheenjek
Study Area. Almost all the federal land is managed by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service through the
Yukon Flats National Wildlife Refuge and the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge.

Study Area

River Setting

The Sheenjek River begins its 277-mile southward course in the Brooks Range, and passes through alpine
and piedmont physiographic regions before entering the flats province near the northern boundary of the
Yukon Flats National Wildlife Refuge (see Map 2 on the following page). The lower 99 miles of the river
are within the refuge and encompass the Study Area.

The Lower Sheenjek’s elevation is between 500 and 700 feet. The flats are a broad, forested alluvial
plain, almost devoid of relief, containing numerous lakes, potholes, and oxbows. Extensive areas of

swamp and muskeg are present. Stands of spruce, aspen, cottonwood, and birch grow throughout the
area, especially along the stream courses and around lakes.

Through the flats, the Sheenjek is confined largely to a single channel with numerous meanders and banks
of peat and silt. Occasionally the bank has eroded or collapsed. exposing underlying permafrost and
masses of ground ice. In these lower reaches, bank vegetation and adjacent forests often restrict views,
although there are open boggy meadows and large point bars that offer further views, Because the current
is relatively slow in the lower reaches, the numerous oxbows and sloughs provide an expanded
watercourse for canoe exploration, with numerous opportunities to view the waldlife of the area. There
are extensive log jams on the river, which accentuates active alluvial channel formation.

Geology
The general geology along the Sheenjek River (within the Yukon Flats province) is mostly well sorted

floodplain, terrace, and alluvial fan deposits with some areas of exposed mafic rocks. The Flats are an
area of discontinuous permafrost.
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Vegetation and Soils

Throughout most of the study area, vegetation within a mile of the river is a mixture of forest, pond,
meadow, and bog. These vegetation types are in various stages of natural succession. The predominant
vegetation type in the study area is spruce forest, with occasional paiches or meadows of tundra. The
tundra is a mixture of lichens, dwarf willow, moss campion, low berry bushes, and other low plants. The
forest 1s mixed black and white spruce, with birch. balsam poplar, aspen, and willow as well. Where
hardwood dominates the forest stand, ground cover species include grasses and sedges along with rose,
berry, and other low bushes. Crowberry and cranberry are common. Where spruce dominates, mosses
cover the forest floor,

In much of the flats, where the river slows and many old oxbows and sloughs have formed, the immediate
river area is a marsh habitat, The marsh is a very wet area covered with communities of mosses and
coarse sedges. The wet areas are separated by slightly raised ridges of vegetation composed of niosses,
Labrador tea, berries, and dwarf birch. Clumps and rows of spruce and larch trees grow on slightly higher
ground. There are no known threatened or endangered plant species in the Lower Sheenjek River study
area, #

Regional estimates of comimercial forest land and timber volume are reported in the section discussing
regional land uses. No forest inventory has been conducted in the study area, but the more productive
forest lands are known to lie adjacent to the river, particularly in the lower portions.

Based upon an estimate from the statewide Soil Conservation Service Exploratory Soil Survey map, 15
percent of the Lower Sheenjek River study area has class I and 111 soils (generally well drained and
level).

Streamflow and Water Quality

The Upper Sheenjek (outside the study area) begins as a typical mountain stream with a steep gradient
and numerous rapids, riffles, and boulders, and progresses through the piedmont area where it alternates
between a swift single thread channel and wider, flat braided areas. As it enters the study area, the
Sheenjek slows, becoming increasingly placid and wide, with cut banks of peat and silt. Through the
flats, the river has the characteristic strong meander patterns of Yukon River tributaries.

During normal summer water conditions, there are no major rapids in the study area, but occasional riffles
are created by gradient differentials caused by log jams and the active alluvial channel. On the
International Whitewater Scale, the river is Class I {moving water with few riffles or waves; few or no
obstructions and these are easy to avoid). The current speed is about 2 to 4 miles per hour (with a typical
gradient between 2 and 6 feet per mile).

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service operated a stream gaging station on the Lower Sheenjek River (about
25 miles upstream of the confluence with the Porcupine River) from 1993 to 1998. Figure 1 shows the
mean daily discharge hydrograph during the open water season for the five years (1993-1997). The
hydrograph is typical of interior Alaskan streams. Peak flows occur in the spring with break-up and
snowmelt. Isolated peaks occur during summer months due to thunder shower activity. Stream flow
declines in the fall and throngh the winter,

With low levels of human use in the area, water quality is considered excellent and there are no known
major sources of man-caused pollution. The only known on-site water guality measurements were taken
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during State of Alaska hydrologic reconnaissance efforts in 1984 and 1985 (Maurer, 1997). These
showed the river has “high quality water characterized by high concentrations of dissolved oxygen, low
turbidity, and basic pH.” The river also was shown to have relatively high average specific conductance
and alkalinity values, which were attributed to the limestone geology of the drainage basin.

Water clarity can vary on the river. It is usually very clear during periods of low water which often occur

in mid-summer, and which consistently occur by late Angust and September. During spring breakup, and
after moderate to heavy rains, the water is often turbid from sediment washed into the river.
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Fignre 1. Average hydrograph (mean daily discharge) for
open water season on the Lower Sheenjek River, 1993-1997

Wildlife

Note: Few comprehensive wildlife surveys have specifically focused on the Lower Sheenjek River. The
wildlife information described below was largely compiled from surveys conducted by the US Fish and
Wildlife Service and the Alaska Department of Fish and Game and apply more generally to the Yukon
Flats region. While acknowledging that population estimates and habitat characterizations for the entire
refuge are not specifically applicable to the river corridor, best professional judgments suggest that the
Lower Sheenjek provides a diversity of habitat used by the majority of the species discussed.

The Lower Sheenjek River is situated in the northern portion of the Yukon Flats. The Yukon Flats is well
known for its high concentrations of breeding migratory waterfowl and other birds. Its diverse and
expansive habitats include breeding grounds for the highest densities of ducks found in Alaska, and it
may be the most consistent production area in North America (Hodges et al., 1996). It is also an
important stopover for waterfow! returning from northern regions of Alaska. Waterfowl that nest on the
Yukon Flats include American wigeon, Barrow's and comimon goldeneye, bufflehead, canvasback, green-
winged teal, lesser and greater scaup, mailard, northern pintail, northern shoveler, redhead, ring-necked
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duck, surf and white-winged scoter, Canada goose, greater white-fronted goose, trumpeter swan, and
tundra swan.

Breeding pair surveys conducted in 1991 indicate that the Lower Sheenjek contains low to moderate duck
densities ranging from .8 to 13 ducks per square mile (Platte & Butler, 1991). Although goose surveys
have not been conducted for the Lower Sheenjek, relatively low densities have been identified to the
south on the Yukon (McLean, 1992). Swan densities are suspected to be low based on surveys conducted
on parts of the Lower Sheenjek (USFWS, 1996). Aerial surveys of the Lower Sheenjek indicate that
loons are common. Nearly 20,000 Pacific and common loons breed on the Yukon Flats (Lanctot &
Quang, 1992).

Little information has been collected on other migratory or resident birds on the Lower Sheenjek River,
However, specific data is available for adjacent areas of the Yukon Flats. A complete listing of all 159
avian species inhabiting the Yukon Flats are available in the refuge bird list (Appendix C).

The USFWS has only identified two endangered or threaiened species that may occur in the Lower
Sheenjek River corridor: the American peregrine falcon and the Arctic peregrine falcon. The former was
delisted in August 1999, while the latter was delisted in 1994, However, the USFWS recommends
avoiding impacts to these species as they have only recently recovered.

The Arctic peregrine nests in tundra areas in northern and western Alaska, but migrates through the rest of
the state during spring and fall migration. There are no known Arctic peregrine nests within 10 miles of
the corridor. The American peregrine nests in forested areas of interior Alaska and migrates through
central, south-central, and southeast Alaska during the spring and fall. There are no known American
peregrine nest sites within 10 miles of the Lower Sheenjek corridor; however, they may migrate or hunt in
the area. For more information on these species, see Appendix D,

Large mammals inhabiting the refuge are characteristic of Alaska's boreal forest, shrub tundra, and
northern alpine areas and include moose, caribou, and both black and grizzly bear.

Moose generally occur throughout the refuge in relatively low densities. A recent population survey for
the Porcupine River area {which included the Lower Sheenjek below Shuman Lake) estimated densities
of 0.5 moose per square mile (Bertram & Stephenson, 1997), The river also provides winter habitat for
the Porcupine caribou herd. Black and grizzly bear are thought to be common due to the rich chum
salmon fishery on the river.

Fur-bearing animals using the river corridor include beaver, coyote, lynx, marten, mink, muskrat, red fox,
river otter, snowshoe hare, weasel, wolf, and wolverine. The Black River drainage to the east produces
some of the most sought-after lynx pelts in Alaska. Aerial surveys suggest wolves occur at low densities,
probably in response to low density prey populations (Stephenson 1992; 1997). Marten is the economic
staple for most trappers in the region. Trapper interviews and harvest information suggest that mink,
otter, and wolverine may occur in low densities in and around the Lower Sheenjek.

Little is known about small mammals on the Lower Sheenjek River. Species documented in other parts
of the Yukon Flats include brown and northern bog lemming; dusky, masked and pygmy shrew; meadow,
red-backed, tundra, and yellow-cheeked vole; and meadow jumping mouse. Other documented small
mammals include Alaska marmot, red squirrel, and Yukon Flats ground squirrel.
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Fish

Note: No comprehensive fishery inventory studies have been conducted in the Lower Sheenjek River or
in the adjacent waters of the Porcupine River. Lower Sheenjek River fishery information in this section
was compiled from several sources, including: an inventory study conducted in the headwaters of the
Sheenjek River and nearby lakes, ADF&G salmon enumeration projects. a recent radio telemetry study,
and documented fish species composition in streams within the upper Yukon Flats Basin with sinvlar
habitat features.

Craig and Wells (1975) conducted fishery inventory studies in the Upper Sheenjek River including
Monument Creek, Koness River, Old John Lake, and Big Fish Lake. These studies were associated with
routing of the proposed Arctic Gas pipeline in northeast Alaska. A total of ten fish species were
documented. Arctic grayling, round whitefish, and slimy sculpin had the widest distribution and greatest
abundance. These species are probably common in the Lower Sheenjek River as well. Other fish species
present in the Sheenjek’s headwaters and lakes. which may be present in the Lower Sheenjek River,
include: longnose sucker, humpback whitefish, broad whitefish, least cisco, and burbot. Additional
species commoenly associated with main channel habitats such as sheefish and northern pike are likely
present. In total, there are probably more than 15 fish species present in the study area. Spectfic fishery
inventory and habitat studies are identified in the Refuge Fishery Management Plan (1990) for the
Sheenjek River. USFWS will continue to seek funds to carry out these studies.

More complete fishery documentation exists for chum salmon as a result of annual aerial surveys
conducted by ADF&G since 1973 as well as data gathered from a counting tower and riverine sonar
facility (operational since 1981). Fall chum salmon are, by far, the most abundant salmon species in the
Lower Sheenjek River. Chum salmon runs arrive in the river early Auvgust, peak in early September, and
last until early October. Based upon spawning escapement counts, the Sheenjek River fall chum run is
also one of the largest stocks within the Yukon River drainage. This stock is a major component of
mixed stock subsistence and commercial fishertes that occur along nearly 1,000 miles of the Yukon
River. The average spawning escapement for the Sheenjek River, from 1990 to 1996, was 131,706 chum
salmon with nearly 250,000 salmon returning in 1996 {(JTC. 1996). Among other Yuken River
tributaries, only the Chandalar River offers fall chum salmon runs similar in magnitude to the Sheenjek.
The current ADF&G fall chum spawning escapement objective for the Sheenjek is 64,000 salmon. Based
upon extensive aerial surveys, the lower 100 miles of the river is the most important fall chum spawning
habitat in the Sheenjek drainage. Principal known fall chum spawning areas are located at River Mile 12,
30, 45, 70, and 80.

The importance of these spawning areas were again documented in 1998 by USFWS and National Marine
Fisheries Service using radio transmitters implanted in migrating fall chum salmon. Of the 481
transmitters deployed in the mainstern Yukon River near Rampart, 120 transmitters (25%) were relocated
in the Sheenjek River (JTC, 1998). Follow-up aerial tracking surveys in the Sheenjek River documented
spawning areas extending from the Refuge boundary at River Mile 99, downstream to the ADF&G sonar
catnp at River Mile 6. Results from these studies indicate that the Lower Sheenjek River Study Area
encompasses the majority of the fall chum spawning habitat in the Sheenjek drainage.

Less is known about the abundance and spawning distribution of chinook and coho salmon in the
Sheenjek River. A USFWS aerial survey in 1985 (best information available) documented 45 chinook
salmon spawning in a 20 mile section of the mainstem Sheenjek River, approximately five miles below
Thluichohnjik Creek (Rost 1986). Visual survey conditions were rated as poor and it is likely that the
chinook stock i1s considerably larger than reported numbers indicate. The chinook run in the Sheenpek
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River begins in early July and continues through early August with the majority of active spawning
occurring in late July and August. In 1974, 28 coho salmon were counted during an ADF&G fall chum
salmon aerial survey (Barton 1984). These fish were scattered from near the mouth of the Sheenjek River
upstream to the Koness River. Coho stock abundance within the Sheenjek drainage is thought to be very
small. Generally coho salmon spawn later than fall chum salmon; extending from late September to late
October.

Cultural Values

Very little has been written about the historic or archeological values along the Sheenjek River. The
region, however, particularly along the Porcupine and Yukon rivers, is rich in history and archeology.
Many of the activities in the region probably also occurred in the Sheenjek drainage. since this was a
natural travel corridor over the Arctic Divide and because the area has long been a source of fur-bearing
animals.

The Sheenjek River served as a major north-south route for travel and trade between Athabascans and
Inupiat. Oral histories of the Athabascan residents of the Yukon Flats illustrate this use of the corridor
and also suggest the importance of the Sheenjek River as an early day hunting and fishing area. Today,
evidence of prehistoric camps, such as stone ax cut tree stumps, may be found near salmon spawning
areas.

The residents of Arctic Village have long had a historic tie to the upper portion of the study corridor.
Sheenjek Village. an abandoned village site a few miles outside of the study area near White Snow
Mountain, was home to several present day Arctic Village families in the 1930s and 1940s.

Some of the highlights of the region’s more recent history in the Sheenjek River area include the
establishment of a major trading post at Fort Yukon in 1847 by the Hudson's Bay Company; the growth
of the fur trade until Fort Yukon became the company's most valuable post west of the Rocky Mountains;
the subsequent moves of the post after the purchase of Alaska by the United States: gold prospecting in
the late 1800s; and the temporary resurgence of fur trapping in the area in the 1920s.

There are no sites in the corridor listed as eligible for the National Register of Historic Places, but this is
probably because of insufficient survey work. Because of continning deposition and erosion, the most
likely areas for the location of significant historic resources are on the few elevated areas adjacent to the
river course (few of which occur in the Lower Sheenjek).

Subsistence Use

In terms of use-days, trapping remains the primary subsistence activity along the Lower Sheenjek River.
Several individuals have active trapping camps along or near the river corridor, and may reside in the
corridor for significant periods of time. A few individuals who live in Fort Yukon maintain shorter
traplines, commuting by snowmachine or aircraft every week or two. Although there may be as many
trappers in the area as in earlier years, the local consensus is that effort and total fur harvest have
declined,

Hunting takes many forms along the Sheenjek River, varying by where people are from, their means of
access, and their degree of dependency upon game as a food source. Most hunting is for moose, although
black bears and an infrequent grizzly are taken incidentally. There is little available data on hunter effort
and harvest, but local people suggest that 20 to 35 people (in parties of 6 to 12) travel up the Sheenjek
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every fall. They probably take 10 to 15 moose. They typically use flat-bottomed riverboats with 25- (o
70-horsepower outboard motors.

Most fishing on the river is incidental to other activities. It is primarily hook-and-line and 1s ortented
toward northern pike and grayling. There are no known fish camps on the Sheenjek. A few subsistence
users from Fort Yukon are believed to set nets for chum salmon near the mouth of the river; and nets are
set by one or more local residents who have traplines along the river, primarily to gather dog food.
Residents from Venetie or Arctic Village have occasionally taken snowmachines over land to the
Sheenjek River for subsistence fishing in late fall and early winter, but this appears io have occurred more
in the past. Besides salmon, whitefish and burbot may also be sought for subsistence parposes.

An important part of most trips on the river by local people is the maintenance of ties with their
traditional lifestyle. Alithough the methods and tools used in conducting subsistence activittes have
evolved historically, the tundamental activities of hunting, trapping, fishing and camping on the river are
the same.

The future of subsistence uses on the Lower Sheenjek River will depend on a number of interrelated
soctal, political, economic, and biological considerations acting both within and outside the region, In
general, irapping use can be expecied to vary in response to the cycles of furbearer populations and fur
product prices. Among local people, the effect of competing old and modern values is not predictable,
although given the current renewal of interest in the land and traditional ways, it seems likely that
trapping will remain the primary local use of the Lower Sheenjek.

Hunting effort in the area is likely to remain constant, but it could expand if moose densities increase.
Although increasing economic opportunities in the region may reduce the actual local dependency on
subsistence resources, higher income can be used to purchase equipment and cover transportation costs,
thereby increasing the ease of participation in subsistence activities. It is not likely that intensive
subsistence fishing operations will develop on the river, but existing uses are likely to remain static or
slightly increase in relation to population increases,

Access/Transportation

Access to the study area occurs by aircraft and boats. There are no highways or railroads within or near
the study area. The state has identified an RS 2477 right-of-way on an old winter tractor trail roughly
paralleling the Sheenjek River, but it is about 30 air miles east of the river. Fort Yukon, which is served
by scheduled commercial air service from Fairbanks and is a base of local air taxi operators, ts about 20
air miles south of the Sheenjek River mouth.

The river generally does not offer reaches long and straight enough to land float planes, but several gravel
bars usually provide landing opportunities for small wheeled aircraft (as long as river levels are low and
log debris is not present). These sites change from vear to vear because the river is alluvially active.

Boaters commonly reach the Upper Sheenjek by float plane, landing on Last Lake or Lobo Lake, and then
they float downstream into the Lower Sheenjek. As noted above, it is possible to fly into gravel bars on
the river just to float the Lower Sheenjek, but relatively few boaters appear to do this. In contrast, it ts far
more common for Upper Sheenjek boaters to leave the river corridor from these gravel bars. The most
common gravel bar pick-up areas are in the ten mile reach below the confluence with the Koness River,
which is outside the Lower Sheenjek River Study Area.




Chapder 30 Fhe Affecied Eovivonmeni a7

In addition to these parcels, some of which may have cabins or other structures {land owners are not
required to report these), there are eight permitted cabins (plus one tent frame) n the Lower River
corridor. All of these were in use before ANILCA and they remain under permit to three individuals for
their use in association with traditional subsistence activities. No new cabins or structures have been built
under permit in the corridor since 1980.

Under provisions of the Alaska Statehood Act (PL 85-508) and the Federal Submerged Lands Act of
1953 (PL 83-31), the State of Alaska owns the bed of navigable waters (which includes land such as
gravel bars that are below ordinary high water). In 1992, the State of Alaska gave notice of 1ts intent to
file real property quiet title actions on certain submerged lands in Alaska. In this notice, the State asserted
that the Sheenjek River is navigable from its mouth to the confluence with Thluichohnjik Creek (located
just north of the Yukon Flats — Arctic Wildlife Refuge boundary).

No response is required or has been made by the United States in regard to this State navigability
assertion. For land conveyance purposes, the BLM may administratively consider a river navigable, but
final navigability determinations for final quiet title purposes are addressed in Federal Court. No
navigability determination has been made for the Sheenjek, so this study report does not assume State
land ownership of the bed and grave) bars below ordinary high water. Land ownership and navigability
determinations are independent of the Wild and Scenic designation process.
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Chapter 6: Environmental Consequences

This chapter describes the environmental consequences of the two alternatives. These descriptions follow
from the discussion of the various resources listed above and explore how designation or non-designation
will affect those resources. A table at the end of the chapter summarizes consequences under the two
alternatives.

Impacts Common to Both Alternatives

Impacts to several resources included in Chapter 5 (“the Affected Environment") were determined to be
tdentical under either alternative and not affected by the study, and are not discussed further in this
chapter. These include:

Physical setting

Climate

Socioeconomic characteristics

Geology

Vegetation and soils

Streamflow and water quality

Regional transportation

Traditional access to private property
Mineral development

Endangered species (see also Appendix D)

& # & & & & » 5 o @

Alternative A: Designation as Wild River (Preferred Alternative)
Impact on the River's Free-Flowing Character

The primary purpose of designation would be to keep the river segment free flowing by prohibiting
federal or federally-assisted water resource development projects. This wonld include prohibitions on
impoundments designed to increase waterfowl] productivity. These actions are unlikely even without
designation, but this action provides statutory protection. Designation would thus ensure the preservation
of the free-flowing character of the lower 99 miles of river and would preclude any major diversion of
water.

Conclusion: The free-flowing character of the river would be ensured through statutory protection.
Impact on the Corridor's Undeveloped Character

Designation would help ensure the preservation of the undeveloped character of the refuge lands along
the lower 99 miles of the river by foreclosing oil and gas leasing and development, mechanical habitat
manipulation, or any other major development project. These uses in the corridor are unlikely even
without designation, but designation provides additional sratutory protection. Because of the small
number and scattered locations, Native allotments along the Lower Sheenjek River are not expected to
have a significant impact on the river's undeveloped character, Traditional subsistence activities such as
trapping and hunting are expected to continue as the major uses of these lands and would be formally
recognized as an outstandingly remarkable value of the corridor. Any permitted activities {e.g., timber
cutting, cabin construction} taking place on federal land in association with these activities would
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continue to require permits from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. These would be regulated consistent
with the refuge management plan and with attention toward the protection of the river’s outstandingly
remarkable vatues.

Conclusion: The undeveloped character of the river corridor would be protected by statuze on the Lower
Sheenjek River under this alternative. Any development in assoctation with the scattered tracts of private
land would have minor impacts on the overall undeveloped character of the corrider, most of which
would be minimized by increased management attention.

Impact on Fish and Wildlife

Designation may help assure that the fish and wildlife resources of the Lower Sheenjek River would be
maintained and protected in the future. Few changes in biological resources are likely to occur even
without designation, as existing USFWS management direction requires the conservation of fish and
wildlife resources. However, wild river status may help provide legal, financial, or administrative
resources to address future impacts above and beyond what would be provided through regular refuge
management.

Conclusion: Fish and wildlife values of the river corridor are likely to remain unchanged and would
receive long-term protection and management.

Impact on Scenic Quality

Designation would provide greater assurance that the characteristic scenic features of the Lower Sheenjek
River would remain unchanged in the future. Few changes in scenic quality are likely to occur even
without designation, but wild river stats may help provide legal, financial, and administrative resources
to address future impacts.

Conclusion: The features that characterize the outstanding scenery of the river corridor would remain
unchanged and would receive long-term protection and management.

Impact on Subsistence Use

Designation would not affect subsistence use or travel to subsistence use areas. Continuation of
subsistence activities within national wildlife refuges and compenents of the National Wild and Scenic
Rivers System is allowed by law. Subsistence use wouid be formally recognized as an outstandingly
remarkable value of the corridor. Slight increases in recreation use have the potential to lead to contlicts
between local people and recreation users, However, recreation use on the Lower Sheenjek is exiremely
low and generally limited to July and August, while most subsistence use occurs after August (chum
salmon fishing and moose hunting), or during winter months. Accordingly. it seems unlikely that even
minor conflicts between these two groups will develop.

Conclusion: Subsistence use of refuge lands would not change, and its stature may be enbanced by its
formal recognition of subsistence use as an important value of the river.

Impact on Archeological Sites

The alluvial nature of the Lower Sheenjek River (a constantly shifting channel and high rates of erosion)
make cultural resources exceedingly difficult to find. Some disturbance 1o unknown sites could occur
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because of the possibility of increased visitor use. However, this would be minor because use levels are
expected to rematn low (see recreational use section below) and increased management attention on
minimizing recreation impacts are more likely under this alternative.

Conclusion: No significant adverse impacts to sifes would be expected as a result of designation.
Impact on Recreational Use and Experiences

Visitor use would be expected to slightly increase under this alternative regardless of whether the Lower
Sheenjek is designated. It is possible that additional publicity surrounding designation could result in a
few more trips to the Lower Sheenjek River than might otherwise oceur, but this is very unlikely to result
in any substantial or sustained use increase. The Upper Sheenjek has been designated since 1980 and
designation of an additional segment seems unlikely to significantly increase publicity or to change the
river's attractiveness to potential visitors.

With use levels remaining at low levels or slightly increasing, no significant impacts from recreational use
are expected in the near future. Most camping takes place on gravel bars, which are resistant to impacts
from occasional recreation use and are typically “cleaned” each year by high water. If impacts do become
noticeable at commonly used campsites, increased management attention required by designation and a
river management plan can help minimize those impacts. Off-river education and interpretation efforts
are expected to suffice in these circumstances. Use limitations or other regulations designed to control
recreation use levels are not expected to be needed in the near future. No major conflicts among visitors
are expected.

Conclusion: The existing opportunities tor outstanding recreational experiences would not change. and
long-term protection of recreation opportunities would be enhanced by designation.

Impact on the Construction of New Cabins and Other Structures on Federal Land

Designation would require that any new development in the corridor have minimal impacts on identified
culwral, wildlife, scenic, recreational, or other values. Structures not on private land would require
permits to be built; these permits might specify sethacks from the river or other minor restrictions. The
number of new developments on federal land is likely to be less than three cabins, and many are likely to
take place at existing developed sites (replacements or additions to existing structures), If these were
developed, new structures could be required to be located far encugh back from the river that they would
not be obvious to other nsers.

Conclusion: A small increase in the number of potential new cabins or other possible development is
expected, but any new development would have minimal impacts on the outstandingly remarkable
features of the river.

Impact on Trespass and Damage to Private Property
Designation might enhance the Yukon Flats National Wildlife Refuge's ability to support increased
management of visitor use, including providing information on the location of private property and how

to avoid it. This would help to mitigate conflicts between visitors and owners of private property.

Conclusion: Although trespass could slightly increase commensurate with small increases in recreation
use, unintentional trespass could be reduced by increased management attention.
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Impact on Qil and Gas Leasing and Development

Oil and gas leasing and development are not allowed under the current refuge management plan. which is
an administrative rather than statutory closure.  Designation would close the Lower Sheenjek comridor to
oil and gas development by statute. The change in oil and gas leasing opportunity is expected to be minor
even as there is estimated to be moderate potential for oil development and high potential for coal bed
methane gas. In both cases, development is considered unlikely in the near future because studies have
not identified specific oil or gas reserves. nor have they explored specific economic feasibility of
development. More importantly, the area encompassing the Lower Sheenjek is currently ¢losed to oil and
gas leasing and exploration (in accordance with *minimal management” discussed in the refuge
management plan}. Firally. even 1 the refuge were opened to oil and gas development. existing
technological improvements in oil and gas development are likely to allow tields below the designated
corridor to be accessed from outside its boundaries.

Conclusion: Designation would ensure statutory protection trom oil and gas development, which is only
administratively provided under refuge management plan protection.

Impact on the Harvest of Forest Resources

No commercial timber harvest is allowed on refuge lands: only limited harvests tor local use are expected
in the river corridor. On federal lands, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service would regulate this local use.
Under the designation alternative, timber cutting would be managed in accordance with existing
regulations, with particular attention to mininuzing visibility of harvests from the river.

Conclusion: Small scale personal use harvests of timber would be allowed along the river. but this
alternative might require harvests to be set back from the river to protect scenic and wildlife values.

Alternative B: No Action (Non-Designation)
Impact on the River's Free-Flowing Character

The only action that would significantly change the free-flowing character would be a major water
diversion or impoundment. The lower river channel is not physically suitable for even a low-level
impoundment. A major water diversion is feasible; however, no such development has been proposed,
and the national wildlife refuge status of the land surrounding the river and the wild river status of the
upper segments mike such development unlikely. However, under this alternative. water development is
not precluded in the Lower Sheenjek River.

Conclusion: No significant change in the river's free-flowing character is expected: however, there would
be no statutory prohibition of a major diversion in the future.

Impact on the Corridor’s Undeveloped Character

The tederal cefuge lands in the corridor would be managed primarily to preserve wildlife habitat n its
natural diversity. Current management direction does not allow oil and gas leasing and development.
mineral entry, or ather major development projects. Habitat manipulation (e.g., prescribed bumning,
logging, and so on) along the river would be allowable under this alternative, but is not considered fikely
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in the near future. Because of their smalf numbers and scattered locations, Native atlotments along the
Lower Sheenjek River are not expected to have a significant impact on the river's undeveloped character.
Traditional subsistence activities, trapping, and hunting are expected to continue as the major uses of
these lands. Any allowable activities {e.g.. timber cutting) taking place on federal land in association with
these activities would continue to require permits from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. These
activities would be regulated consistent with refuge management plans, but would not be reviewed for
effects on the river’s cutstandingly remarkable values.

Conclusion: The undeveloped character of the river corridor would be maintained under the proposed
management for the refuges; however, such protection is only administratively determined and subject to
change.

Impact on Fish and Wildlife

The fish and wildlife resources of the Lower Sheenjek River would probably remain unchanged in the
future, because refuge management focuses on maintaining and enhancing these biological resources.
However, additional attention on the specific fish and wildlife resources of the Lower Sheenjek are less
likely under this alternative.

Conclusion: The river's tish and wildlife resources would probably remain unchanged, but statutory
protection and additional management to address potential impacts would be limited.

Impact on Scenic Quality

The characteristic scenic features of the Lower Sheenjek River would probably remain unchanged in the
future, because ¢urrent management direction does not allow major development in the corridor.
However, this management direction could be changed administratively. In addition, current
management does not require specific attention toward impacts on scenery as would occur under
designation.

Conclusion: The features that characterize the river’s scenery would probably remain unchanged. but
statutory protection to address potential impacts would be limited.

Impact on Subsistence Use

Subsistence activities would continue to be 4 major use of the corridor. Fewer than 100 people currently
use the study area for subsistence purposes. No change is expected in subsistence use of refuge lands.
No change in existing use patterns is expected.

Conclusion: Subsistence use of refuge lands would not change.
Impact on Archeological Sites

The alluvial nature of the Lower Sheenjek River {a constantly shitiing channel and high rates ot erosion)
make cultural resources exceedingly ditficult to find. Some disturbance to unknown sites could occur
because of the possibility of increased visitor use. However, this is likely to be minor because use levels
are expected to remain low (see recreational use section). Adequate survey work to locate sites within the
corridor has not been done, but potentially significant sites have been reported. No significant threat to



Pt Towies Spean LR aand e e e s SRS
these resources is expected. but archevlogical surveys of the area are unlikely to occur under this
alternative.

Conclusion: No appreciable change in the condition of sites would be expected: identification of sites is
unlikely.

Impact on Recreational Use and Experiences

Visitor use is expected to slightly increase even if the Lower Sheenjek is not designated: increased
tourism to Alaska. increased state population levels, and increasing interest in river recreation are the
most important factors driving use levels.

With use tevels remaining low or slightly increasing. no significant impacts from recreational use are
expected in the near future. Most camping tukes place on gravel bars, which are resistant to impacts
from occasional recreation use and are iypically “cleaned™ each year by high water. If impacts do become
noticeable at commonty used campsites, however, some management attention is likely to be directed at
minimizing those impacts. Off-river education and interpretation efforts are not expected to be a focus of
management under this alternative. Use limitations or other regulations designed to control recreation use
levels are not expected to be needed in the near future. No major conflicts among visitors are expected.

Conclusion: The existing opportunities for outstanding recreational experiences would not change. but
long-term protection of recreation opportunities would not be a focus of management attention.

Impact on Construction of New Cabins and Other Structures on Federal Land

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service might allow construction of new cabins under special use permuts if
these facilities were necessary to support an ongoing allowable activity (trapping. for example). Minor
administrative tacilities might also be required. A reasonable estimate is that three new cabins would be
built on refuge land within the next 20 years. All activities on federal lands would be consistent with the
approved management plan for the refuge. which calls for minimum management activities and protection
of the area’s natural character. No special management attention would focus on minimizing the impacts
of this development on the outstandingly remarkable values of the river {e.g., no setback regulations are
expected}.

Conclusion: A slight increase in the number of new cabins (or similar minor development} is expected.
and management attention on the impacts of these developments would be smatl.

Impact on Trespass and Damage to Private Property

There are a few private cabins along the river. Some trespass and vandalism have been reported. With
slightly increasing numbers of visitors using the river area. the potential for trespass and vandalism would
also increase. Visitor use in the corridor is not expected to receive particular management attention and
off-river education designed to minimize unintentional trespass is unlikely,

Conclusion: Incidents of trespass would ncrease commensurate with increases in visitor use, but are still
likely to remain relatively low. No special effort is likely to be made to minimize unintentional trespass
by recreation users.
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Impact on Oil and Gas Leasing and Development

Based on a one-mile wide corridor (one-halt mile on cither side of the river), approximately 78,000 acres
of refuge land could potentially be available for oil and gas leasing and development under this
alternative. The corridor has only moderate potential for future oil discoveries, however, even though
coal bed methane gas potential 1s high (Tyler et al., 1998). In either case, development is considered
unlikely in the near future, as studies have not identitied specitic oil or gas reserves, nor have they
explored specific economic feasibility of development. lo addition. exploration and production
technologies would generally allow for 01l and gas development to occur in areas outside the corridor.
All YENWR lands are currently closed to oil and gas Teasing. including the Lower Sheenjek River
corridor, although this could be changed administratively.

Conclusion: No change in oil and gas leasing and development opportunity is expected, but development
could be administratively alHowed in the future with a change in the refuge management plan.

Impact on the Harvest of Forest Resources

There are potential commercial timber resources within the corridor although commercial timber harvests
are prohibited on the refuge. Very limited cutting for local use is expected in the river corridor. The U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service regulates this activity on federal lands. but no particular attention to impacts on
the river’s outstandingly remarkable values 1s used to manage these harvests.

Conclusion: No change in timber harvesting opportunity is expected; management of local harvests on
federal lands would be regulated according to existing regulations and refuge policy.

Impact Summary

Unavoidable Adverse Impacts

There would be no unavoidable adverse effects from implementation of any of the alternatives.
Short-term vs. Long-term Productivity

Designation would provide statutory long-term protection of the outstandingly remarkable recreational,
scenic, wildlife, and cultural (subsistence) values of the Lower Sheenjek River. This would be consistent
with the existing designation of the upper segment and compatible with the purposes for which the two
surrounding national wildlife refuges were established. Management of the river comidor 1s expected 1o
be very similar under either of the alternatives in the short term. In the long term, however, wild river
status would preclude any changes in management that could adversely affect the values for which the
river was designated.

Irreversible or Irretrievable Commitments of Resources

There would be no irreversible or irreirievable commitments of resources under either of the alternatives,
Management of the corridor is expected to be similar in both alternatives, although Alternative A
(designation) provides greater statutory profection and increased management atteantion to the
outstandingly remarkable values of the river corridor. In contrast, Alternative B (nen-designation) could



allow changes in management over the long-teem should there be a change in management in the
surrounding refuge.

Cumulative Impacts

Both alternatives are expected to have similar timpacts in the near future. The substantive differences are
between the statutory protection of designation versus the administrative protection under the existing
refitge munagenment plan. Accordingly. itis ditficult to suggest differences in cumulative impacts of the
two alternatives.

One possible difference in cumuiative impacts concerns potential regulations that might be imposed on
either local or recreational users if the river 1s designated und human use of the river results in significant
impacts to the identified "outstandingly remarkable” values. However. as discussed above, educational
rather than regulatory approaches are expected to be sufticient to manage for the river’s values under the
designation alternative.

A second possible difference in cumulative impacts refers to the accumulated effects of multiple
additional Nattonal Wild and Scenic River designations in the area. However. no new designations are
being contemplated. and the Department of Interior has recommended against inclusion of one nearby
river, a 181-mile segment of the Porcupine. In summary. cumulative impacts of the two alternatives are
Judged to be similar.




Table 2: Summary of Environmental Impacts

Issue/Impact

Alternative A: Designation

AHernative B: No Action

Free-flowing character

Free-flowing character protected by
statue,

Likely w remain free flowing. but not
protected by statule.

Undeveloped character

Undeveloped character recognized and
protected by statute and required
managemenl plan; additional management
attention can help minismize future
impacts.

Likely to retain undeveloped character,
but no statutory protection or additonal
management attention to potential impacts
required.

Fislt and wildlife

Fish and wildiife resources would be
prolected by statute and management plamn:
additional management atiention can help
minimize fulure impacts.

Likely lo retain abundance and quality ot
fish and wiidlife resources, but increased
statutory protection.

Scenic quality

Sceaic values would be recognized and
protected by statuie and required by
management plan; additional management
attention can help minimize future
impacts.

Likely to retain scenic quality, but no
statutory protection or additional
management attention to potential impacts
required.

Subsistence nse

Subsistence use would not change and
would be formully recognized as an
outstundingly remarkable value of the
river.

Subsistence use 15 unlikely to change.

Archeological sites

No significant impacts to sites: surveys of
sites are more likely 10 occur,

No significant impacts 1o sites: no surveys
of sites 1s expected.

Recreational use

Existing opportunities would remain and
be recognized. Use levels may increase
slightly because of designation, but they
are still {ikely 1o remain low, Off-river
education and interpretation efforts likely
e incrense: these may help minimize
impacts of recreation use.

Existing recreation opportunitics Likely to
remain. but would not receive additional
management attention. Use levels likely
to increase, bul perhaps less than under
designution. Significant oft-river
education and interpretation efforts
unlikely to be implemented.

Construction of new
cabins on federal land

No difference in number or generaul
location of new cabins. Setbacks or
screening of new structures fikely to be
required tor permitices.

No difference in number or location ol
new cabins for permitiees,

Trespass and damage 10
private property

Unlikely 1o change: slight increase in
recreation use offset by providing better
information about private land to
minimize unintenticnal trespass.

Unlikely to change.

il and gas development

Nu oil and gas development in corridor by
statute; minimal loss in vil or gas
development opportunity because of
technology allernatives,

No ol and gas development in corrtdor by
administrative decision.

Forest harvest

Setbacks and screening would be required
with private firewood and house log
harvests on federal land for cabin
permittees and adjacent private property
OWNErs.

No screening or seiback resurtctions tor
private tirewood and house log harvess
on federal {and.
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Chapter 7: Consultation and Coordination

This chapter describes the public involvement efforts emploved in conducting the study and developing
this document, This includes a list of agencies and organizations consulted during the study, o
chronology of the study, and summaries of comments generated during various stages of the study 1o
date.

Chronology of the Lower Sheenjek Wild and Scenic Study

The Lower Sheenjek Wild and Scenic River Study/LEIS has had a long history. The Study/LEIS was
initiated by the passage of ANILCA in late 1980. and the study process began the following year. This
led to a Draft Study/LEIS, which was produced for public comment in 1984, and a Final Study/LEIS that
was drafted (but never releused) in 1985, At this time, however, funding and administrative constraints
prevented further work on the effort, which remained dormant untit 1997, when the current effort began.
A chronology of the study process is given below.

December 1980 ANILCA passed: Upper Sheenjek within Arctic NWR is designated as National Wild
River: study of similar designation for Lower Sheenjek is required.

May 198] Letters mailed to the governor of Alaska, individual state agencies, individual federal
agencies in Alaska, and native regional and village corporations and organizations with
lands or interests in the study area. These letters announced the beginning of the study
and specifically invited participation in the study process.

July 1981 News release was sent to local and statewide newspapers announcing the initiation of
the study, and requesting information on the study area and identification of issues. At
the same time letters requesting the same mput were mailed to individuals and
organizations in Alaska and in the Lower 48 whom the National Park Service
perceived might be interested in the study.

August 1981 Initial field reconnaissance on river,

Aug-Sept (981 Follow-up letters were mailed to state agency heads and leaders of native organizations
with lands or other direct inferests in the study area. These letters again requested
information and invited direct participation,

Qctober 1951 Stady team meetings to consider study findingsfalternatives.

Nov. 20, 1981 A "Notice of Intent to Prepare Report/Environmental Impact Statement and To Hold
Public Meetings" was published in the Federaf Register.

January 1982 Public information brochure was mailed to state and federal agencies, affected native
organizattons, and individuals and groups on the mailing list, explaining the study.
presenting the findings of the study team, and describing the alternatives. Responses
were requested. News release was sent to local and stafewide newspapers announcing
availability of the public information brochure and announcing the schedule of public
meetings.

Jan.-Mar. 1982 Public review period and public meetings on preliminary study findings. Meetings in
Anchorage (Jan. 20), Fairbanks (Jan.26}, and Fort Yukon (Mar. 4).
The public meetings were held to provide information on the study, to answer
questions about the study findings, and to gather additionul information on the area.




March (9R2

October 1983

September 1984
Sept.-Dec. 1984
Juiy (985

Winter 1996-97
Spr.-Sum. 1997

May-June 1997

July 1997
Dec. 16. 1997

Sep. 9, 1998
Sep. 30, 1998
Dec. 1998
Jan. 15, 1999
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Some expression of support for potential alternatives was also received. Liule
comment was provided in the Anchorage meetings. In Fairbanks. the comments were
mixed. but the majority was in favor of designation. In Fort Yukon the expression was
almost unanimously in favor of ne-action (non-designation).

A total of 38 written comments were received primarily in response to the public
information brochure. The origins of written comments were Anchorage (6), Fairbanks
{13). Fort Yukon area (1), other Alaska communities (5). Lower 48 (1 1), and unknown
(21, From this total, 31 favored designation of alt or portions of the study area and 7
favored the no-action {(non-designation) alternative.

Study team consideration of public comments and development of alternatives,
Alternatives include no action (non-designation), designation of segment within Yukon
Flats NWR, designation of segment between Yukon Flats NWR and Arctic NWR, or
designation of both study segments.

Arctic NWR expanded after state selections relinguished: segment of Sheenjek between
refuges (on the expanded refuge lands) automatically designated as a Wild River.

Dratt Study/LLEIS released.
Public comment period on Draft Stdy/LEIS.

A Draft Final Study/LEIS was prepared but never completed due to funding/
administrative constraints,

Funding 1o complete Study/LEIS process obtained by NPS.,

Study/LEIS process resumey; Public Meetings and Comment Brochure released 10
update public on the process.

Public meetings held in Fairbanks (May 13 and Fort Yukon (May 12 and June 25).
Public comment open until September 57, 1997.
Field reconnaissance on river by NPS and USFWS.

Notice of Intent 1o prepare a Dratt Wild and Scenic River Study and Revised Draft
Legislative Environmental Impact Statement published in Federal Register.

Draft study/LEIS reteased by DOL.
Revised Draft Study/LEIS sent to mailing iist for public comment.
Public meetings in Anchorage (Dec. 8). Fairbanks (Dec. 9), and Fr. Yukon (Dec. 10},

Public comment closed,
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List of Agencies

The expertise of various agencies and groups was involved in the study of the Lower Sheenjek River.
Both the initial study (conducted from 1981 to 1985) and the current study {summarized in this
document) have been led by staft from the National Park Service in close cooperation with the U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service, which manages the adjacent lands.

National Park Service involvement is based on that agency’s expertise regarding the Wild and Scenic
Rivers Act and funding availability. In addition. the Fish and Wildlife Service did not have authority to
conduct Wild and Scenic studies during the early 1980°s study period. The National Park Service will not
assume any management responsibility for the Lower Sheenjek River even if the river is designated.

Staff and officials from the Alaska Department of Fish and Game. Alaska Department of Natural
Resources, and Doyon Limited have also been closely involved in the study process, participating on the
initial study team, and commenting upon various study documents.

In addition. a variety of other agencies, organizations, and individuals have been involved in the study. A
list of agencies and organizations that were sent copies of the Drafi Study/LEIS in 1984 {and who were
sent this Revised Draft Study/LELS) is given below. Mailings were also made 1o individuals on the
mailing list maintained at the Alaska Regional Office, National Park Service, Anchoruge.

Federal Agencies

Department of Agriculture

Forest Service

Natural Resources Conservation Service
Department of Commerce

National Marine Fisheries Service

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
Deparstment of Defense

Army Corps of Engineers
Department of Energy

Alaska Power Administration

Energy Research und Development Administration

Federal Encrgy Regulatory Commission
Department of Health and Human Services
Department of Housing and Urban Development
Depariment of the Interior

Bureau of Indian Affairs

Bureau of Land Management

Bureau of Mines

Bureau of Reclamation

Fish and Wildlife Service

Geological Survey

Minerals Management Service

National Park Service

Office of Surface Mining, Reclamation and Enforcement
Department of State
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Department of Transportation
Federal Aviation Administration
Federal Highway Adminisiration

Environmental Pretection Agency

Alaska State Agencies (through the conservation system unit coordinator)

Alaska Power Authority

Citizens’ Advisory Commission on Federal lands
Department of Administration

Department of Commerce and Economic Development
Department of Community and Regiona) Affairs
Department of Education

Department of Environmental Conservation
Department of Fish and Game

Department of Health and Social Services
Department of Law

Department of Labor

Department of Military Affairs

Department of Natural Resources

Department of Public Safety

Department of Revenue

Department of Transportation and Public Facilities
Division of Fish and Wildlife Protection

Division of Policy Development and Planning

Local Agencies

City of Fort Yukon

Native Village of Fort Yukon
Village of Beaver

Village of Arctic Village
Village of Chalkvyitsik
Village of Venetie

Interested Groups

Alaska Center for the Environment
Alaska Chamber of Commerce
Alaska Coalition

Alaska Conservation Society
Alaska Federation of Natives
Alaska Historical Commission
Alaska Historical Society

Alaska Land Act Coordinating Committee
Alaska Legal Services

Alaska Miners Association

Alaska Native Foundation

Alaska Oil and Gas Association
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Alaska Professional Hunters

Alaska Sportsmen's Council

Alaska Wilderness Council

Alaska Wildlite Federation

American Mining Congress

American Petroleum Institute

Arctic Environmental Information and Data Center
Association of Village Council Presidents
Audubon Society

Doyon Limited

Federation of Western Qutdoor Clubs
Friends of the Earth

Institute of Arctic and Alpine Research
National Wildtife Federation

Sierra Club

Sotl Conservation Society of America
Tanana Chiefs Conference. Inc.
Wilderness Society

Wildlife Management Institute

Wildlife Society

The document was also sent to all private landowners and cabin permittees in the study area.

Summary of Issue and Alternative Development 1981-1985

Issues and alternatives were developed during the initial study period (1981-1985). A summary of how
the issues and alternatives were developed is provided below.

Issue Development

Issue identification or “scoping” involved public and agency responses to the study through letters, news
releases, a public informatien brochure, and public meetings.

Letters requesting identification of issues and submission of information were mailed to the governor of
Alaska, individual state agencies, individual federal agencies in Alaska, and native regional and village
corporations and organizations with lands or interests in the study area.

A news release was sentt to local and statewide newspapers announcing the study and requesting
information on the study area and issues. Letters requesting the same were mailed to individuals and
organizations in Alaska and the Lower 48 identified by the National Park Service as being potentially
interested in the study. A public information brochure about the study, issues, and potential alternatives
was distributed to federal and state agencies, groups. and individuals as well.

Public meetings to discuss the study were held in Anchorage and Fairbanks in January 1982 and in Fort
Yukon in March 1982, The public meetings were held primarily to provide information on the study, 1o
answer questions about the study findings, and to gather addinional information on the issues 1o be
analyzed.




Alaska state agencies submitted a list of issues through the conservation system unit coordinator. The
state expressed concern about how the river area might be managed it designated. Among the state's
principal concerns were the continuation of reasonable access 1o private and state lands along the river:
provisions for transportation across the river cortidor to develop state and private tands beyond the
designated river area: continuation of customary and traditional uses and activitics: and provisions for
future programs and facilities for the protection and improvement of fish and wildlite habitat and species
management.

Local residents were most concerned that wild river designation might restrict their activities on federal
lands. such as new cabin construction or rebuilding of existing cabins and timber cutting. There was also
some concern that designation might result in future controls on adjacent private lands even if designation
pertained only to federal lands. Another local concern focused on the potentiat for designation to attract
more recreation use 1o the river, which could increase trespass and damage 1o private property.

Principal concerns of residents of Anchorage. Fairbanks. other communities in Alaska, und areas outside
Alaska included protection of the river's free-flowing character and associated values. maintenance of
existing uses. and respect for local peoples' waditional uses and activities on the river.

A list of the impact issues identitied through the scoping process is presented below. The list was
examined to determine which pertained directly to the study and should receive further analysis. The
starred issues (%) on this list were determined to be important for assessing and comparing impacts of the
alternatives for the Lower Sheenjek River, Related issves from this list were sometimes combined into a
single issue for analyvsis purposes.

Access

e traditional access w private property®

s future road development along or across the river corridor

¢ waditional public access to utilize wildlife and fishery resources
s uccess to minerad claims

Water Resource and Other Development

*  hydroelectric development

¢ mineral expleration and development®

e seisimic exploration for oil and gas®

* ol and gas drilling*

e new cabins and other structures on federal lands*

Transportation

s commercial barge operations

« regional roud rimsportation®

e use of motorized boats

* tuture development of tragsportation. i.e.. roads, landing strips. and docking tacilities in or across the
corridor

e expansion of river navigatonal facilitics

Subsistence

+  customary and traditional uses™

¢ cutting of firewood and houselogs*
*  hunting, trapping, and fishing*
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e conflicts with increasing numbers of recreationists*

Fish and Wildlife Management

* construction and maintenance of facilities needed for fish and wildlife management activities
* aerial and ground surveys of fish and wildlife

s management or research programs

Private Property

* new cabin construction®

o rebuilding of existing cabins®

e use and development of private lands

» (respass and vandalism*

» government condemnation ot private lands to acquire access and scenic easements
e conveyance of selected lands to the state of Alaska or native corporations

+  State of Alaska ownership of submerged lands vnder navigable rivers

Recreation

* quality and diversity of recreational opportunities
* jmpacts from increased recreational use®
¢ sport hunting and fishing

Other

e river's free-flowing character and associated values®
® harvest of forest resources

water quality

publicity about the river area

possible national wilderness area designation
wilderness qualities

scenic qualities™®

Readers should note that other issues (those not starred) were not ignored. However, many of these issues
are 1) not affected by alternatives under consideration, 2) already addressed by existing faws and thus not
refevant. or 3) pertain to uses of non-federal or private lund and thus not relevant (Section 15 of the Wild
and Scenic Rivers Act provides that nonfederal lands in Alaska are excluded from the boundaries of
designated wild. scenic. or recreational rivers. and because prior valid claims to tederal lands are not
atfected by designation). The issues in these three categories are listed below,

Issues not affected by alternatives

e Construction and maintenance of facilities o further fish and wildlife management activities
*  Aerial and ground surveys of fish and wildlife

+  Management or research programs

Issues addressed by existing laws

o traditional public access to utitize wildlife and fishery resources (section 811 of ANILCA)
* access to existing mineral claims (section 11 1H) of ANILCA)

* sport hunting and fishing (section 13 of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act)

¢« management of fish and wildlite (section 13 of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act)
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Issues pertaining to non-federal lands and not relevant to designation

new cabin construction on private property

rebulding of existing cabins on private property

use and development of private lands

government condemnation of private lands to acquire access and scenic easements
conveyances of selected lands 1o the State of Alaska or native corporations

State of Alaska ownership of submerged lands along navigable rivers

Finally. the following tssues were identified because they are frequently imporiant in wild and scenic
river studies. However, they are not factors in the Lower Sheenjek River study.

provisions of the comprehensive refuge management plans
possible national wilderness area designation
hydroelectric development

regtonal river transportation

water quality

historic structures

*« & * & » =

Alternatives Development

Initial development alternatives began at a study team meeting on October 6 and 7, 1981, At this
meeting, preliminary study findings were reviewed, and the river area's outstandingly remarkable values
were identified. Four alternatives were also identified:

No actron (no designration)

Designation of portion of river within Yukon Flats National Wildlife Refuge {99 meles)
Designation of portion of river crossing state-selected lands (34 miles)

Designation of both study segments (approximately 124 miles)

In Januvary 1982, a public information brochure describing the study, the findings to date. and the
alternatives were circulated to state and federal agencies, groups. and tndividuals that had indicated
interest in the study. These groups and individuals were invited to indicate a preference for aliernatives.
propose additional alternatives, and comment on the findings or other issues. During the comment
period, public meetings were held tn Anchorage. Fairbanks, and Fort Yukon.

In October 1983 the alternative for designation of the portion of river crossing state-selected lands was
dropped, since the state of Alaska had relinquished ifs claim to these lands and the area added to the
Arctic National Wildlife Refuge. This segment of the river was thus automatically a part of the
designated Upper Sheenjek Wild River.

In the current draft. only two alternatives are considered: designation and no action (non-designation).
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Chapter 70 Consaltaion and Conrdingtion
Summary of Public Comment on the 1984 Draft Study/LEIS

The Draft Stwdy and Environmental Impact Statement for the Lower Sheenjek Wild and Scenic River
study was made available for public comment and review on September 14, 1984, The comment period
ended on December 31. 1984. The proposed action in this Study/LEIS was designation of the entire
Lower River,

Letters of comment from various federal and state government agencies and private organizations and
individuals have been summarized below. Copies of all letters are available from the Alaska Regional
Office of the National Park Service.

Federal Agencies

USDA Forest Service: Concurs with designation proposal.
¢+ Department of the Army. Designation would not affect any Corps of Engineer projects: no objections
to designation proposal.
» (S Department of Energy: Oil and gas potential in area is higher south of Porcupine River and
outside study area. No objections to designation proposal.
US Fish and Wildlife Service: Concurs with designation proposal.
Office of Surface Mining, Reclamation and Enforcement: Concurs with designation proposal.
Federal Aviauon Administration, Department of Transportation: No comments.
Environmental Protection Agency: Finai draft should more clearly delineute outstandingly remarkable
vaiues that could be affected by the lack of designation {no action alternative). No objections to
designation.

* o & »

Alaska State Agencies

¢ Office of the Governor: Opposes designation and has several concerns.
s Citizens' Advisory Commission on Federal Areas: Opposes designation.

Private Organizations

Northern Alaska Environmental Center: Supports designation for several reasons.
Sierra Club: Supports designation for several reasons; interested in precluding habitat manipulation in
corridor as well,
National Audubon Society: Supports designation for several reasons.

¢  Alaska Oil and Gas Association: Opposes designation and suggests oil and gas potential of area has
not been assessed with new technologies.

Individuals

Comments were received from 23 individuals of which 22 were clearly in favor of wild and scenic river
designation and only one was clearly opposed. Of the 22 [etters supporting designation. 21 of these
supported Alternative C (designation of both segments) and one supported Alternative B (designation of
Lower River only). Two of these letters made specific management recommendations or asked guestions
related to management of national wildlife refuges. These questions are not directly related to the wild
and scenic river study and were referred to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service for consideration.




Summary of Comment from 1997 Public Involvement Effort

Articles about the river study were included in the May and November 1997 issues of the refuge’s
newslerter which is distributed to all post office box holders {(~750) within the Yukon Flats. as well as w
other interested individuals. A meeting notice news release was also mailed and FAXed to radio stations
and newspapers in Fairbanks, Fort Yukon. and Anchorage on May 8", A meeting notice was also placed
as a newspaper ad in the Fairbanks Daily News Miner on May 9 and 12

Three public meetings were held 1o review the process and further develop issues for the resumption of
the Study/LEIS process, The following briefly reviews issues discussed during these meetings.

Fort Yukon Meeting
May 12 at Native Village Office

Ted Heuer (FWS) and Juck Mosby (NPS) gave a summary of how the refuge was estublished and why the
lower Sheenjek River is being evaluated again for possible wild and scenic river designation. Abourt {2-
15 people attended: 12 people signed the mailing list

Much of the meeting focused on the need and puspose ot a study and what Wild River status would mean
for local people. There was u review of issues developed in the 1984 dratt. and reiteration that the study
was resuming and all issues remained open.

Concern was expressed over the impacts of increased recreational use and the need to ensure that local
uses would be given higher priority.

Concern was expressed about the general lack of local input into management. There were some
comments about the over-regulation of local users.

There wus some concern about the timing of the meeting (during the traditional spring waterfowl hunting
period) and the lack of public notice tfor the meeting (although it was on the radio. in the paper. and
notices were sent 1o the village office and posted in the village). NPS and USFWS agreed to return in
June 1997 when more people could attend. It was also agreed that an informational brochure would be
prepared and mailed out prior to that meeting.

Fairbanks Meeting
Fairbanks May 13, (997 at Public Lands Information Center

Ted Heuer (FWS) and Jack Moshy (NPS) gave a summary of how the refuge wus established and why the
lower Sheenjek River is being evaluated again for possibie wild and scenic river designation. Six people
attended: three people signed the madling list.

The meeting focused on the need and purpose of a study and what Wilkd River status would mean. There
was a review of issues developed in the 1984 draft. and reiteration that the study was resoming and all
1ssues remained open.

Attendees usked a series of questions about current uses and resources in the corridor. as well as some
background on wild and scenic rivers in Alaska. Other questions asked whether an archeologist would be
involved in evaluating cultural resources (the answer was “ves™) and why USFWS was not lead on the
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study (NPS has expertise and Wild and Scenic River study authorization). Questions also asked for a
summary of advantages and disadvantages of designation.

Information Brochure

An informational four-page brochure discussing the Lower Sheenjek River Study/LEIS was developed
following the first Fort Yukon meeting. It was mailed to almost 200 individuals and organizations
throughout Alaska and the lower 49 states, 50 copies were sent to the Fort Yukon vitlage office. and a
haif dozen copies were sent to each village office in the refuge in early June 1997, Issues and other
concerns were requested in writing, by phone, or electronic mail by September 5, 1997.

Fifteen responses were received: seven recommended designation, two no action, and cight did not
indicate a preference but offered the following suggestions: 1) consider the area open to alf, 2) concerned
about subsistence use be addressed, 3) concerned that someone from outside the area would be telling us
how to live, and 4) would recreational hunting and trapping be permitted?

The State of Alaska, Division of Governmental Coordination also provided comments in 5 areas: 1)
subsistence and recreational use, timing of each. and provisions to protect existing and future subsistence
use; 2) coordinating management with the state on the state owned Sheenjek River: 3) management of
recreational use especially if use levels increase; 4) reference to the Alaska Land Use Council "Synopsis
for Guiding Management of Wild. Scenic and Recreational River Areas in Alaska” and provide a
summary of these differences in Alaska: and 5} addressing and resolving local concerns most impacted by
designation.

Second Fort Yokon Meeting
June 25, 1997

Ted Heuer (FWS), Greg McClellan {FWS) and Jack Mosby (NPS) held a two-hour open house at the
village office. Seven people stopped by to talk about the study and refuge. Questions raised included:
why the study was being done; size of the river corridor that would be protected: effects on RS 2477
proposals; how designation might affect subsistence activities, commercial guiding, and tourist activity.
Concern was expressed about increasing number of people coming from outside the arca; changes and
the possibility of additional permtits and regulations that would restrict local use of the area or access 1o
allotments. It was also suggested that the refuge establish a field office in Fort Yukon.
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Summary of Public Meeting Comment on 1998 Draft Study/LEIS

Introduction

Three pubiic meetings were held at the following locations and times tn December of [998 w provide
opportunities for the public to comment on the draft Lower Sheenjek Wild and Scenic River
Swdy/Legislative Environmental Impact Statement (Study/LEIS). The draft documents was mailed
September 30. 1998 over 300 people and organizations on the project muiling list.

Anchorage Loussac Library Tuesday, December 8" 7 p.m.
Fairbanksy AK Public Lands Info Center  Wednesday. December 9" 7 p.m,
Fort Yukon Native Village Building Thursday, December 10™ 7 p.m,

These meetings were publicized through newspaper advertisements and listed in a cover letter
accompanying the draft document. In Fort Yukon. public service announcements were also made over
the radio and a local announcer interviewed agency statf peior to the meeting.

The following summarizes the general format of the meetings. and then reviews the discussion at each of
the meetings. Thraughout the summary, public comments/questions are provided in irafics. while agency
responses are given in regular type.,

General Format

AH three meetings began with introductions of the ugency staff present, as listed below. and then a brief
overview of the meeting purpose.

Ted Heuer USFWS Yukon Flats National Wildlife Refuge manager
Jack Moshy NPS Rivers. Trails. and Conservation Assistance program leader
Doug Whittaker NPS/CSU Graduate assistant af Colorado State University under
contract with NPS to assist on this study
Jerry Strocbele USFWS Northern Region Refuge Supervisor { Anchorage meeting only)

Following the introductions by Heuer. Whittaker and Mosby presented a 15 to 20 minute overview of the
Wild and Scenic River Study process and the study findings for the Lower Sheenjek. This overview
included:

= A summary of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act

* A summary of the size of the existing National Wild and Scenic River System

= A summary of Alaskan Wikd and Scenic Rivers and the relationship with Alaska National Interest
Lands Conservation Act of 1980 (ANILCA)

= Definitions of Wild and Scenic River cligibility, suitability, and classification

= A shide show illustrating resources of the Lower Sheenjek

* A summary of the Lower Sheenjek “owstandingly remarkable™ vaiues leading 1o an “eligible™ finding

= A summary of pros and cons leading to a “suitable™ tinding

» A review of management actions likely under designation and the no action alternative

» A review of the steps necessary for designation (final study/LEIS recommendation 15 sent to the
Secretary of the Interior, who forwards it to the President. who forwards it to Congress with his
recommendation for the final decision on designation).
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The remainder of the meetings were spent in open discussion with the public (summarized below). At the
end of the meetings, we thanked attendees and reminded them that comments would be accepted and
appreciated via mail or electronic mail until January 15, 1999

Anchorage Meeting

Attendees: Eleanor Huffines NOLS/AWRTA
Nicole Whittington Evans The Wilderness Society
Jack Hession Sierra Club
Alan Phipps State Department of Government Coordination
Warren Keogh private citizen
Elaine Zevenbergen APU student
Abby Wyers APU student

General comments about the Study/LEIS or the river

s Relutions between local people and commercial recreation trips seems to be improving in recent
years,

*  Studs/LEIS seemy 1o be succinet and clear.

= The river provides excellent opportunities for long hiking/boating trips.

= The State would like 1o see a joint river management plan developed if the river is designated
(because the river is likely to be asserted as navigable and thus ovwned by the State}.

v There appear to be few conflicts between designation and other resource development. This is a
good candidate for inclusion in the sysiem.

Questions and Answers

Do jetboaits or other motorized users go up the Lower Sheenjek and will Wild and Scenic siatus regulate
powerboat use?

Most local people have props on their powerboats: a few moose hunters from Fairbanks may operate
jetboats on the lower river. Both types of boating use are traditional on the Lower Sheenjek and are not
proposed to be limited or regulated under the management plan.

How is the Lower Sheenjek accessed by recreation users? Is theve an aivstrip or lake nearby for access
to the lower river only?

Most recreation users tloat the lower river in conjunction with the upper river. It is possible to fly into
one of two or three large gravel bars just upstream of the study area: these are the bars that many upper
river boaters use to tuke out (and avoid the lower 100 miles because they have limited time). In any given
year, these bars may or may not be usable because of debris or channel changes. However, airplane
technology continues to improve, making shorter bars more accessible.

Are there any cultural resowrces on the Lower Sheenjek?

We were concerned about cultural resources and had Chuck Diters (USFWS archeologist} come along
during the fieldwork. Because of the alluvial nature of the river (constantly shifting channel}. finding
such resources would be exceedingly difficult. There are few high points along the lower river, which
would suggest suitable locations. No cultural resources work is planned for the corridor, but if any
cultural resources were discovered, wild river status would help provide legal protection because they are
identified as "outstandingly remarkable” values in the study.
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Are "outstandingly remarkable” values ever prioritized?
"Outstandingly remarkuble” values are not prioritized in a Wild and Scenic River study or management
plan. The geal is to protect or enhance all "outstandingly remarkable” values,

Aren’t recreation tise and subsistence use of the river in potential conflict?

If recreation use were to rise dramatically, it is possible that it would begin 1o conflict with local use,
However, there is little chance of even modest increases in recreation use in the near future because
access s so difficutt. In addition, most recreation use currently occurs in July and early August. while
most subsistence use is associated with fishing, hunting, and trapping which occur in late August,
September, and through the winter. respectively. Finally, most curreat recreation users appear to
appreciate subsistence use and prefer a wilderness-like experience that features solitude and relatively low
use levels. This information will be included in the final study. Proposed management of the river is
expected to discourage high recreation use levels.

Does National Wild River status elevate recreation wse above subsistence ise”

No (see answer above). In any case. parts of ANILCA protect subsistence use and access. so any
limitations on use of the river would not be applicable to subsistence use.  And agaim. no restriction of
use is expected to be needed on the Lower Sheenjek.

If Congress does nor act. frow long would any interine protecrion fast? Is there a sunset clause?

From the date that the President sends the report to Congress with his recommendation. Congress has
three years to pass a hill that would designate the river. If no bill is passed within three years, the river
would not be designated. The interim protections provided by section 3(b) would terminate,

How strong is the opposition to Wild River status in Forr Yukon or other nearby vitlages?

We will learn more about this on Wednesday at the Fort Yukon public meeting.  We expect w find both
support and opposition. At the first public meeting in Fort Yukon in May [997. there was general
opposition. At a second public meeting in June 1997, local opinion was more mixed, There is always
concern in bush Alaska about federal government designations and whether thase may change local or
traditional uses.

Is the river navigable? Who owns the river?

Navigability is a complex issue. For the purposes of this study, the lower rives is not assumed 1o be
navigable because no such determination has been tormally made, However, the State has asserted
navigability for the Lower Sheenjek and, if granted, it would own the water column and the heaches/
gravel bars below ordinary high water. In such a circumstance. cooperative planning with the state will
obviously be cructal, We expect 10 revise the study/LEIS 1o reflect interest in improved management/
planning consultation with the State in any case.

Hus the Stite voiced opposition to Wild River designarion?

State representative responded: No formal decision en whether to sapport or oppose designation has been
made. When the mitial draft was sent out in the mid-80"s the State was generally opposed. At this time.
it 1s more accurate to say that the State has some concerns about designation. A letter with State thoughts
will be forthcoming.

Did vou consider other alternutives?
Ax discussed in the Study/LEIS. we considered developing alternatives with shorter segments considered
for destgnation. However, these were judged to be artificial; there are really only two alternatives here (to
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designate or not). Splitting the Lower River into any other segments does not make sense from any
relevant resource or physiographic viewpoint.

How is Wild River designation different from Wilderness or National Park designation?

Wild and Scenic rivers are distinct from more protective designations in that they focus on specific
“outstandingly remarkable" values. not blanket protection from development. Many Wild and Scenic
rivers in the country have considerable development along their banks. Wild and Scenic status 1s
essentially about preventing dams and other water resource development, and recognition for existing
values. In the case of the Lower Sheenjek, all existing uses (such as trapping cabins associated with
subsistence use. powerboat use, access to private allotments, etc.) are identitied as appropriate and valued
uses of the river and would be protected, not restricted. Wild River status. however, would preclude oil
and gas development, mining, or corridor development on federal land (even as these are not proposed or
considered likely for the corridor).

What is the difference between Wild River status and Refuge status?

Wild River status adds a legal protective layer beyond Refuge status. [t specifically identifies
subsistence, fish. wildlife, and recreation as "outstandingly remarkable” values to be protected. Refuge
status focuses more broadly on fish and wildlife resources. Protection for the Refuge is provided by
Congressional authorizing legislation and administratively in the Comprehensive Conservation Plan;
protection via Wild River stuatus would come from Congress. Practically, Wild River status is vnlikely to
result in management different from surrounding Refuge lands in the near future. In the long term,
however. the river might receive greater management attention and priority than general Refuge lands.

Fairbanks Meeting

Attendees: Paul J. Williams private citizen and ailotment owner on Lower Sheenjek
Freda Williams private citizen and allotment owner on Lower Sheenjek
Chris Larsen Northern Alaska Environmental Center

General comments about the Studv/EEIS or the river

»  As a person with an allotment on the river, I'm not interested in attracting a lot of recreation use,
which might ruin i,

s [ had a cabin on the river that got burned down by a squatter (this was before I had title). T hope
Wild and Scenic designation might help protect my land.

= There used 10 be more trapping up there than there is now (other areas such as the Porcupine and the
Black are just easier to get to and there is a lot of open water on the Sheenjek in winter).

s Bill Russell’s danghter wrote ¢ book about life on the river —might be called " Home 5S¢ fiooling.”
Provides information about subsistence life.

v In general, I'm interested in keeping the river the way it is, If W&S means that, then | might support
i,

s The Lower Sheenjek has a lot of grayling too. You could live off that.

»  The river definitely changes channels a lot, and sometimes logjums can make travel imposyible. The
viver cut right through my allotment a few years ago.

v To get to the river from Fairbunks you have to drive 3 hours to Circle, travel 2 hours on the Yukon fo
Fort Yukon, and then travel another 2 hours up the Porcupine. With a big boar {Carolina Skiff with
180 hp). vou use some gas.
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o [haven't been on the river. but the river seems like a good candidate for protection. No mujor
development uses would be affected, and it would be good to protect a river from headwaters to the

Yikon.

Questions and Answers

Woudd I be able 10 build a cabin on my allotment if the river was designated Wild?

Yes. Wild River designation would only apply 1o a mile-wide corridor and none of the allotments {there
are six along the river} would be included in the corridor. The Refuge might encourage allotment owners
to consider building cabins out of sight of the river to help matntain the naturalness of the corridor and to
discourage trespassing by recreation users. Building away from the banks makes sense in any case
because river channels change so frequently,

Would a trapper who wants to build a cabin on the river be able to get a permit for that?

In the [9 years since ANILCA, no one has applied for a cabin-building permit on the Lower Sheenjek. but
the Refuge would consider issuing one to any legitimate subsistence trapper. This would be done on a
case by case basis. and we would likely encourage any development to be set back from the river for the
reasons discussed before. Wild River designation would not change this process, as subsistence uses are
considered one of the "outstandingly remarkable" values to be protected.

Could a trapper build u cabin and then go five on the river vear-round?
In general. a permit to buitd a cabin would specity that the cabin be for subsistence use only, not vear-

round use. Cabin permits are not homesteading programs,

Fort Yukon Meeting

Attendees: Tricia Waggoner CATG
Bentley Solemon private citizen
Pat Adams private citizen
Walter Flitt Native Village of Fort Yukon
Davey James Native Village of Fort Yukon/CATG
Steve Waggoner private citizen and potential Sheenjek outfitier/guide

General commenis about the Studv/LEIS or the river

*  ['meoncerned about the publicizing of this neeting; make sure vou send future announcements of
such meetings und any documents to Walter Flitt at the village office as well as to the tribal council.
Also consider daviime mectings, longer stavs, and try to arrange for more opportunities for people to
come by (many are of Bingo tonight).

= Asaperson with an allotment on the river, I'm not interested in attraciing o lot of recreation use,
which might ruin it
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Questions and Answers

What if we wanted to open up the river for oil and gay development. or to build a road across ir?

The river is already administratively closed to oil and gas development; Wild River status would
Congressionally prevent that development. If a road were proposed, there is a process for its
consideration under Title 11 of ANILCA. No road proposals for this area have been made in the past,
There are neither 17b easements notr any RS2477 ¢laims for rights-of-way.

Will designation canse increased recreation use? Could someone opent o store ont the river 10 fake
advantage of the recrearion use on the river in the future?

We don’t think designation is likely to increasc use very much. The upper river has been designated for
19 yvears and it still sees relatively low use levels. The lower river sees much less. A person who owned
an ailotment could open up a store since that is on private land. The Refuge would probably not permit
commercial activities like a store on Refuge land.

What if an allotmert owner wanted to bring some heavy equipment up to his place to build access from
the river to his cabins or something like that?

First, what an allotment owner does on his land is up to him; they are outside of the Wild River
boundaries. Second, Title L1 of ANILCA allows access 10 allotments so if there was a proposal to
develop a road to an allotment, the Refuge would take a look at that. But the goal would be to minimize
impacts on the Wild River values. and the Refuge would be able to work with people to make that
happen.

How wide will the Wild River corridor be?

For the study, the corridor is two miles wide on either side of the river. 1f designated, the average would
be about a half-mile wide on either side of the river (one-mile total width), with boundaries excluding any
private land (allotments). The law requires exclusion of private land.

How will vou define the river corvidor in the future if the channel keeps changing so much? Couldn’'t the
river move out of the boundaries you set?

That's an excellent point. We don’t think there is a river in the Nautional Wild and Scenic System that has
such an active alluvial channel. It detinitely could move (you can ohserve this just by looking at a map —
there are oxbows and meanders that are secveral miles wide) outside the one-mile border. We will talk to
people back in Washington about this issue. [Note: Section 3b of Wild and Scenic Rivers Act allows
subsequent boundary amendments.]

Are motorized boats and planes atlowed on Wild Rivers?
It depends on the river and the management pian. For the Lower Sheenjek. there would be no restrictions
on motorboat or plane use, which are clearly traditional and have been recognized as such in this study.

What do vou know about cultural resources on the viver? You should hire locally and collect stories from
elders about use of the river before thev ger oo old. Chiefs are going to Washington D.C. 10 work on
getting a project 1o retrace lustory of our villages. Potential elders include: Moses ar Arcric Villuge,
James Gilbert, and David Solomon in Chalkyitsik.

We were concerned about cultural resources and had Chuck Diters (USFWS archeologist) come along
during the fieldwork. Because of the alluvial nature of the river (constantly shifting channel). he said that
finding such resources would be exceedingly difficult. There are few high points along the lower river,
which would suggest suitable locations. No cultural resources work is planned for the corridor, but if any
cultural resources were discovered, Wild River status would help provide additional legal protection. As
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far as learning about the history of local use, the Refuge would welcome any projects coming out of
Washington that would help document use and cultural resources. Based on what we learned from Chuck
Diters. however. it probably does not pay to go looking for sites on the Lower Sheenjek in comparison to
other places in the area. The river changes so often that it is difficult to find evidence of camping use
from last year. let alone from 50. 500, or 5,000 years ago.

How would you define recreation? You should define it better in the report,

That is a complex question. Recreation researchers formally define recreation as the experiences that
people have when they are freely engaging in non-work activities. But we think you are concerned about
the need tor clanity so we can manage recreation use and make sure it does not conflict with subsistence
use. We will revise the Study/LEIS to be clearer about recreation use. and how it might be managed.

Lam a commercial oulfitter/guide. How will Wild River designation affect my options for taking clients
on the Sheenjek? Do thev prohibit or limit commercial use on Wild Rivers elsewhere?

Because the river is already in the refuge, you need a commercial use permit in any case. The Refuge
handles those an a case by case basis, and generally tries to work with the guide/outfitter ta develop an
operating plan that will minimize impacts on the land and wildlife. Wild River status would not affect
this process, except that the Refuge might pay more attention to potential impacts on the "outstandingly
remarkable” values., As far as we know, commercial use limits are otly in place on rivers, which have
considerable use impact problems. and those limits were adopted after extensive public input and studies.
Because use and impacts are so low on the Sheenjek, the prospect of commercial use limits seems remote,
(like the river). If they were ever instituted, you can be sure there will be an open public process.

Are there any other long rivers in the Wild and Scenic River Svsiem? Would this be the longest?

We think this would be one of the longest in the system. but the designated portion of the Noatak is
longer at 330 miles. On the other hand. the designated part of that river ends upstream of the village of
Noatak, so its entire length is not designated. If the Lower Sheenjek is added. the entire Sheenjek would
be designated.

Ocher Issues (not specific to the Lower Sheenjek River)

*  There is a beaver problem up many of these rivers. Because the price for beaver fur is so low,
trapping is down and the overabundance might be having biological consequences. Some concern
about fish migration into/out of lakes that have outlets dammed by beaver.

* Weare still concerned that hunting regularions allow hunting of the lead caribou herd (Porcupine
herd). Local people don’t think it is okay to harvest the lead herd, as these animals are kev 1o the
heulth of the herd at large (they choose the migration route).

»  Need to hire locally when doing any studies.

= Land trade for military surplus land near Fort Yukon.
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Summary of Written Comments on 1998 Draft Study/LEIS

The public was invited to submit written comments via mail. fax, email, or by phone on the Drafi
Study/LEIS released in late 1998. Comments were accepted through February 1, 1999, The following
summarizes and provides examples of comments. Comments from individuals are summarized in a table
and by type. Comments from organizations are provided in their entirety. Criticisms of the study related
to factual matters or logic involved in its conclusions have received short responses that include
information about how the final draft has addressed those criticisms.

List of Organization Comments

Organization/Name City & State Support? Type Length
National Parks and Comservation Association | Anchorage, AK Support designation Email & mail 2 para.
(Chip Dennerlein via Joan Pascale) i |
Knik Canoers and Kayakers {Eric Downey  { Anchorage, AK Support designation Email & Fax T? para.
and Cathy Hart)
Fatrbanks Paddiers and Alaska Wilderness Fairbanks, AK Support designation Emuil 6t para,
Recreation and Tourism Assoc. {Ed Davis)
|
Amencan Rivers, Audubon (National and Various Support designation  ; Email & written 5 pages
State), Alaska Conservation Alliance (joint
COMmments} !
Seattle Audubon (Georgia Conti} Seattle. WA Support designation Email T 2 para,
Northern Alaska Envivonmental Center Fairbanks. AK Support designation Email 3 para,
Boreal Briefs #79 (Patrick Sousa)
Alaska Discovery (Ken Leghorn & Susan Juneau, AK Support designation Fax 3 para.
Warner) ;
|
The Wilderness Society (Nicole ]_Anchnmgc. AK Support designation Mail T 2 pages
Whittington-Evans) L !
Sierma Club (Jack Hession) Anchorage, AK Support designation Mail 2 pages
Northern Alaska Environmental Center Fairbanks, AK Support designation Mail 2 pages
Alaska Miners Association (Steven Borelly Anchorage, AK Opposes designation | Mail 10 pages
| |
Citizen’s Advisory Commission on Federal Fairbanks, AK Opposes designation | Mail 3 pages
Areas (Stan Leaphart) 1
Alaska Quidoor Council (Tamara Aselsson) Fairbanks, AK Oppaoscs desigration Muil J 4 para,
US Fish and Wildlile Sevvice Nosthern Fairbanks, AK ! N/A Mail 2 pages
Alaska Ecalogical Services (info on
endangered species) (Patrick Sovsa) i
.- s |
US Environmental Protection Agency Scattle, WA N/A i Mail | 2 pages
fcompliance review: no objections but some | l
comments) | 1

Summary of Organizational Comments

Fifteen organizations provided comments. Ten (67%) supported designation. three (20%) opposed, and
two (13%) provided comments only without making any recommendations. Twelve (80%) were from
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Alaska, five {33%) were from Anchorage, seven (47%) from Fairbanks, two (13%) from Seattle, and one

(7%} joint letter from three organizations from Washington, DC and Anchorage. The actual letters from
these organizations and responses to their comments follow this section.

Summary of comments from individuals

* Atotal of 51 individuals sent comments (41 by email: 6 by fax, 2 by mail, 2 by phone).

e 23 (45%) were from Alaska.

s 11 {22%) were from Fairbanks,

* 10 (20%} of the individuals whe wrote reported having been on the Lower Sheenjek.

* 2 individuals reported they had not been on the river; the rest did not comment on their Lower
Sheenjek experience and presumably have not been there (a total of 41 or 80%).

-

14 (27%) wrote two or more paragraphs of comments.
50 out of 31 (98%) support designation of Lower Sheenjek as a National Wild River.

Examples of individual support letters

This lerter is 1o inform you that I support the efforts to designate the lower Sheenjek River as a Wild and Scenic
River. This would protect important wildlife habitat and the cultural. scenic. and recreational values associated
with the lower river. It would be wonderful and important to fiture generations to have the entive river length of
this beautiful river desipnared as wild and scenic.

Gary Simpson
Albuquerque, New Mexico

1 have floated the Sheenjek for pleasire a few times in the past 11 years. I have to say it is truly one of the finest
subarctic river experiences in Alasko. The river is truly wild, wildlife Is abundunt, the river has outstanding
scenery, and offers primitive wilderness experience so important on public lands. Designating the lower Sheenjek as
Wild would preserve the free-flowing condition of the river and protect the cultural, wildlife, scenic, und
recreational values associated with the river and its adjacent public lands.

Lurge you to designate the lower Sheenjek as a Wild river, so the entire Sheenjek is federally protecied against
incomparible development.

Karen Jettmar
Anchorage, Alaska

Example of opposition letter (only one from an individual)

It appears the Sheenjek River wild and scenic river status is. obviously, another attempt t0 “LOCK-UP" and prevent
oil, gas. and mineral exploration and development.

Judging from past state budgets. the state needs all the revenye thev can get and oil, gas & mineral development is
their best source.

Mark Ringstad
Fairbanks, Alaska
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List of individuals sending comments

39

[ Name City & State Position Onriver? | Type Length |
Mike Macy i | Suppon designation Yey Email | para.
Jennifer Allison-KEeim 7 Support designation ? _Email 1 pari.
Frank Gallagher i Support designation ? Email | pura.

| Dan Nicholson __ Anchorage. Alaska Support designation ? Email 1 para.

| Chase Hensel 11 Alaska Support designation ? Email 1 para.
Tadd Kelsey 1, Utah Support designation ? Email | para.
Sean Schenk WA Support designation ? Email | 1 para.
Daniel Nelson Akron. Ohio Support designation N Phone | --
Gary Simpson Aibuguerque, NM Support designation ? Fax 1 pura,
Mary Hertert Anchorage. Alaska | Support designation 7 Emauil 3 para.
Macgill Adams Anchorage. Alaska Support designation Yes | Email | pura.
Dan Ritziman | _Anchorage, Alaska Suppon designation ‘ Yes L Email 2 para.
Karen Jettmar ] Anchorage, Alaska Suppoert designation ! Yes ! Email 2 para.
Bruce Baker | _Auke Bay, Alaska Support designation ? j- Mail | | para,
Sharon Walker | Bakersfield. CA Suppaort designation 7 | Fax | para.
Marc Olson Barrett, MN __|__Suppor designation T [ Email | para.
Brian Keane Cinncinati, Ohio Support designation 1 ? | Email 2 pura.
Joyce P, Oswald Denali Park, Alaska | Supportdesignation * Emiu! 2 para.
Alan Seegert Denali Park, Alaska | Support designation _ | ! | Email |_para.
Sue Deyoe Denali Park, Alaska | Support designation 1 ? Email 1 para.
Leslie Adams o Denali Park. Alaska Support designation 7 Email 1 pura.

. Ann Leonard | Estes Park, CO Support designation Yes Email 2 para.
Kathy Mernitt Fairbanks. Alaska Support designation N | Email _2 para.
Sheri Lewis (received by Fred Deines) Fairbanks, Alaska Support designation 7 Phone --
Joseph Rueier Fairbanks, Alaska Support designation 7 Email 1 para.
Mayrin Kutzenga | Fairbanks. Alaska Support designation Yo Emuil 2 para,

| Frans Meuter _ |_Fairbanks, Alaska Support designation ! Emait t para.
Tonya D. Trabant Fairbunks, Aluska Support designation ? Email | para.
Thornas J. Classen Fairbanks. Alaska Support designation ! Emuil | para.
Pat Reinhard Fairbanks, Alaska Support designation ? Email | para,
Beverly Reitz Fairhanks, Alaska Support designation Yes Fax 3 para.
Frank Keim Fairbanks, Alaska Suppont designation _ Yoy | Fax | para,
Mark Ringslad Fuirbanks. Alaska Opposes designation _No Maill | Z2para_ |

| Sharon Ziegler-Chong Hilo, HI Support designation ? Emal | para.
Barbara Kelly Junean. Alaska Support designation ? Email 1 pari
Nathan Suge Kingston, Rl Support designation ? Erail | pari,

| David Naghski Lewisherry, PA Suppart designation ? Fax 1 para.
Michacl Rentz_ Minnetonka, MN Support designation Ne Email 1 _para,

R. Glenden Brunk Prescoti, AZ Support designation i Email | para.
Mark Black Providence, Rl Sappoit designation ? Email | para.
Harrison Grathwohl, Ph.D. Redmond, WA Support designation ? Email | para.

! Robert Stagman, M.D. Seatile, WA Support designation N Emait | paga,

| Steve Hauschka Seattle. WA Support designation Yes Email 2 pura,
Kelly Coladarci Silver Spring, MD Support designation ! | Email_ | 1 para.
Caitlin Cornwall Sonoma, CA Support designation ? Enail 1 para,

'_Fgchm‘d Dale Sonoma. CA Support designation [- ! Email | para,
Carmen T. Santasania State College, PA Support designation ? Email 3para. |

| Bill and Marityn Voorhies |_West Tremont, ME Support designation _ 7 Email 2 para,
Carol Pinsky Blumenthal Wilmington, DL Support designation ? Fax_ | _ 1 para,
Charlie Milligan Wingdale, NY Support designation ? Enail ’ ] para.
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from the Secretary of the Interior and extensive recent expericnee i conducting such
studies. Such sharing of federal expentise will surely enhance the effort to protect rivers
that deserve 1o be included in the national wild & scenic rivers prograim

{1 i of course mystifving 1o us thal a study, which was mandated by the Congress in
[t = only being completed nearly tventy years later' And of courss the benpthy
delay. after an initial multi-vear effort was ferminated in 1985 due 10 "funding
constraints”. his necessitated an exiensive review and updating of the prior work. thereby
adding 1o the "cost o complere” the study. Be that as it may . however, we are pleased
that the study has new been completed. and we support the proposed action, namety,
Congressionmal designation of the Lower Sheenjek as a " wild” river.

Findings on_Cligibility

Tos be “eligible” for inglusion in the natianal wild & scemic rivers sy stem. a candidate
river seement must be in substantially free-flowing. natural condition, and it must posses
af least ene outstandingly remarkabte value, The Lower Sheenjek River mects these
cligihitiey standards with ease. First. there are ao impoundments or any other waler
developments on the river, which exists in a primitive, free-flowing condition, Sty .
1. The 1o federal apencies also determined that the Lower Sheenjck has not one bt
four oustandingly remarkable values: Caltural. Wildlife, Seenic and Recreativnal
Values In particalat, we applaud the decision af the plarmers o recognize "vastomary
and teaditional uses” of the river as an outstandingly remarkable value. thereby providing
assurances w the local population that designation would not result in major changes m
their way of lile or their use of the river. Thus the "eligibality” criperia have been met

Classification

We agree with the proposed classilication of the Lower Sheenjek ag "wiltd”. given the
Fact that there are no roads along or even "to” the river. and very low population bevels
near the river, with some of that being only seasonal. Study. pp. 1113

The sujtability determination also "writes isell™.

{a) Prescnce Within An Existing Federal Wildlife Rgluge -The niver corridor s widun
the Yukon Flats Wildlife Refuge, almast all the land along the dver is lederally

owned. and the few private native allotments wouldl be excluded trom the boundanes.

Fraditional uses of cabins and canps would be protected in maintaining "eyltural
values” of U river 1t bears emphasis that as a resull there would be no substantial
custs required a5 a result of desighation. either fiw acyuisition of land. development.
management or operation. In short. this river 15 5o "wild" that it can be protected by
the designation. and essentially lefi alone,

S e P O
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No responses.
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competing land management prionties for the corrider. sinee the area does tt have

‘ (b} Lack of Competing Land Management Priorities - T'here also appear 10 be no
signifreant thmber. ol gas, mineral of water resourees.

‘ 1c) Peasibility and Dimelingss - We do not sgree with the study's conelosion, in its
broadwest sense, (that destgnation is "Umels". Stady, po P30 10 would have been
"tinely" o do 5o inthe carly 1980, atler twenty-Hive rivers in Adaska were
designated in the Adaska National Interest Lands Conservation Act of 1980 and
twelve additional Alaskan nivers, including the Lower sheenjek. wore wdhentified by
Congress for funther study. However, given the charactenisties of the Lower Sheenjek
River, which exceed ail of (he criteria set torth in the Wild & Scenic Rivers Act, the
river elearly deserves o be desigiated as a "wild” niver in the naoooal sysiem, There
i thus some truth in the old adage that "there is no tine ke the prosent™ for
desigianion of this river,

We believe designation ol the Lower Sheenjeh would be especially attractive since,
carmbined with the Lipper Sheenjek River, which was designaied inthe 1980 Act the
entire Sheenjek River would Lhen be included in the national systent. is 11 deserves W be.
The shudy also concludes. for exanple. that combining the two segments ot the Sheenjek
would provide "onge of the best long Noating irips in interfor Alaska,” Study, p. 12

(i Treatment of Potential Local Concerns - We are by no means msensilive o the
concerns ol (e local populatiun about inclusion of the Lower Sheenjek 1o the ational

syatem, and the potential for an added layer of regolaion. as expressed atpp. 11-12 of

the Study. Considerable elfort was made dunng the mew” study penad 10 vblain
ingat from the local population, with two meetings at Fort Yukon in 1997 and onc in
Farrbanks, Three public heanngs were alse held in December 1995 on the siudy und
its recommendations, This is "all to e good”.

[ lwever, we believe some of this somewhat uitocused locad concern might have
heen overcome 11 the local population had been invalved with federal agency
personne! in development ol o management plan during the study sell as has been
sugcesstully done by WNES nn ihe case o several Pastern oivers i recent years (e.g.
Gresit Lpgg Rever (NI The potential for recurring interaction duning development ol
stch o plan woutd have ensured that 4l issues were "on the tble”. that the full impact
ol destgnation would by known, and that zoluiions conld be devised 10 any specific
Pssues that might be raised. But this roule was not 1aken.

This Dstee con still be ettectively managed, inoour view, by @ program ot cducation
about witg hie wild and scenic rivers progrant is - and isn't  and by effective lataon
willi the local population, iy the study itsell acknowledpes, (Stady, po 41 The study
makes 1t vers clear that no land acquisiton is being proposed, and that virtually no
addiional adminiatiation would be reguired. in the event of designation, [ also bears
crpliazis than the area we are addressing 15 extremely remote and undeveloped. Al
present the population in wawas in e region i 1024 or whicl mere than hall live in

!\J
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1. Response: We agree that the study should have been completed in the
mid- 19807, The pouint we were making in the Draft Study/LEIS related w
the timeliness of this component of the study, and the idea that there is ho
reason o [urther delay its cormpletion. This final draft revises this section
tex reflect our concern about previous tardiness and the need to complete
the study now.

2. Response: We will continue to send inlormation and meet with local
people about the final study or other issues as needed. The Final
Study/LEIS contains several revisions to reflect interest on the part off
USFWS to conduct cooperative management on the river.
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one town, Forl Yukon, which itself is outside the river corridor under study. [n terms
of recreational use, there are fewer than 10 river trips on the Lower Sheenjek exch
summer season. And all that can be contemplated in terms of fulure development
along this segment of the river is three cabins or associated outbuildings (indeed. no
new struclurcs have apparently been built in the region since 1980),

The Interim River Management Guidelines set forth in Appendix A 1o the study alse
appear to be sensilive W local concerns, and to provide the necessary assurances to the
local population. Thus, the elements all appear 1o be in place for a successful
conclusion of the "outreach” efforl, and for both designation of the Lower Sheenjek
and development of an appropriaie management plan.

Environmental Impact Statement

Chapter 5 of the study provides a comprehensive analysis of the "atfected environment”
of the Lower Sheenjek River arca. Noteworthy elements include the wide temperature
tange of the area: the important subsistence economies of the area, which would be
protected as an outstandingly remarkable value: the extremely limited non-public land
ownership in the area; the excellent water quality of the river; and the fact that the entire
river segment is canoeable.

Also. there is extensive wildlife in the study area (il is notewarthy, for cxample, that at
une simie the Hudson Bay Company outpost a1 Fort Yukon, southwest of the study ared.
was "the company’s most valuable post west of the Rocky Mountains”). Finalty, o
mineral prawuction has occurred in the arca, and only mininal oil and gas exploration has
heen conducied. Thus the usual contlicts between preservation and development inherent
in any consideration of wild and scenic designation tor a particular river segment should
ke much reduced here,

Summary and Conclusion

The Lower Sheenjck River ts certainly “wild” in its present state, The river is free-
flowing, there is very limited population in the region, and very little development. More
than 99 percent of the land i3 public Jand, and the handful of private parcels wouid be
excluded from the proposed boundarics of the "wild” river designation. Local issues, such
as they are. could be dealt with during the development of & management plan.
Diesignation of the Lower Sheenjek River would "camplete the job™ of bringing the
Sheenjek into the national system.

The study weighs (wo alternative courses of action: designation of the Lower Sheenjek
as a "wild” niver. and "ne action”. 1t is perhaps remarkable that the authors of the study
conclude that in the circumstances, the cumualative impacts of the two alternatives "are
judged to be simitar”. since so Litle additional regulation would be implemented.
However. we believe it is most significant that under the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act ol
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3. Response: We agree and drew simitar conclusions in other parts of the
document, The cumulative impacts section in this Final Study/LELS has
been revised to reaffirm this point.
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Long, as amended. "designation” of the Lower Sheenyek would provide statuory (rather 3. 3. See pre vious page for responses to the American Rivers consalidatad
thun merely admmistrative} protection aginst federal water projects and against ol and . loller
gas Jeasing within the boundarics which would be established under a management plan, con t. i '

The Lower Sheenpek River is as wild as almost any in the federal systent today., arncd
aleserves o rernawin soo Uhos, Aanerican Rivers, the Matiomul Audalan Socicty, the Alaska
Stule Oce of the Natwnal Avdubon Sociece ind the Alaska Conservation Alliance supporl

implementation of Adlernutive Az designation as awild river.

Respoctl]y subanited.
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January 15, 1998

Mr. Jack Mosby

Srudy Leader

Sheenjek River Study

2525 Gambell Street
Anchorage, AK 99503-2892

Dear Mr, Mosby:

The Citizens' Advisory Commission on Federal Areas has completed its review of the
Revised Draft Wild and Scenic River Swdy and Legislative Envireamental Impact
Statement {Draft Study/LEIS) for the Lower Sheenjek River. We are pleased that the
Department of the Interior is moving forward lo complete this study and we appreciate
the opportunity to comment.  As neted in the curment document, the Commission
opposed designation of this river segment as wild river in comments submiued on the
1984 Draft Swdy/LEIS. The Commission found nothing in this most recent Draft
Study/LEIS which causes us o reverse our previons posiion, Thersfore, we suppon
adoption of Alternative B, the no-action or non-designation alternative,  We offer the
following comments for consideration during preparation of the final LEIS.

neral Comment:

The Draft Swdy/LEIS presents no compelling arguments for designating the Lower
Sheenjek as a wild river. While acknowledging that there are presently no threals 1o
the tiver's free-Howing and undeveloped character, the document nevertheless attempts
1 support the proposed designation under the preferred alternative by implying thai the
current administrative protections afforded to the river and surrounding refuge lands are
inadequate.  In fact, while the “minimat management” classification imposed by the
Comprehensive Conservation Plan (CCP) for the Yukor Flats Mational Wildlife Refuge
s an sdministralive designation, both the river and the surrounding uplands are
protected from incompante activities by a number of federal statules,

The Alaska National Inferest [ands Conservation Act (ANIL.CA)Y, the National Wildlife
Refuge System Administration Act of 1266, and the Nutional Wildlife Refuge Sysiem

N0 Airport Wey

Citizens’ Advisory Commission e o
on Federal Areas ton €177
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1. Response: The National Wildlife Refuge System Administration Act of
1966, the Alaska National Interest Lands Conservation Act of 1980, and
the National Wildlife Refuge System Improvement Act of 1997 all protect
the proposed corridor from any use or activity that the refuge manager
determines would not be compatible with the purposes for which the
Yukon Flats National Wildlile Refuge was established. In all likelihood
"any activity or use of a sufficient magnitude to threaten the resources of
the Lower Sheenjek" would not be determinedt to be compatible.
However. a retuge compatibility determination is an administrative
decision based on "the sound pralessiony] judgement” ol the reluge
manager, whereas Wild River status provides additional statutory
protection.
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Improvement Act of 1997 each contain provisions prohibiting any use within a refupe
unless such use is determined to be compatible with refuge purposes. The Yukon Flais
CCP cleasly slates that a site-specific compatibility determination will be required for
all activities of uses requinng special use permils. A compatibility delermination is
required regardless of the management category designation for a particular area of the
refuge. Certainly, any activity or use of a sufficient magnitude to threaten the
resources of the Lower Sheenjek would have to meet this compatibility test,

Further, an examunation of the CCPs for the Selawik, Nowitna and Arclic National
Wildlife Refuges, each of which also contains a Wild River management plan, indicates
that there are minimal differences between aclivities and uses allowed in the "wild
river" and "minimal® management categories, For example, large scale habital
improvement may be allowed in minimal management arcas, but not within 2 wild river
commidor.  Even then, while technically allowed, large scale habitat improvement within
a minimal management area would still require NEPA compliance, a compatibility
determination and revision of the refuge CCP.

The Department ol he Inlerior is alse aware of the concerns of local residents and
property owners regarding designation of this river segmenl. While we are not aware
of any vehement opposilion to designation, neither are we aware of any local strong
support.  What we have found is that much of the concerns arise from the uncertainties
about how designation will affect continuation of traditional activities and the potential
for conflicts with an increase in the nuinber of river users. Past experience with other
designated rivers has demonstrated that the increased attention and use which resulls
from designation generally means an increase in conflicts belween river users. Too
often, those conflicts are resolved at the expense of local users and traditional uses.

This Commission is also concerned about the effects of designalion on the judsdiction
and management authority of the State of Alaska with respect to the water column and
the fands beneatl he navigable waters of the lower Sheenjek River. Although the Draft
Swdy/LEIS sates that State's jurisdiction and authurities would be unaffected by
designation, we do nat believe this will be the case, particularly il recently proposed
DOI regulations are adopted. These draft regulations (63 FR 67834} which will apply
to all designated wild and scenic rivers and could potentialty affect the ability of the
State to conduct fisheries enhancement and other projects on the Sheenjek, even though
it is 2 State-owned navigable river.

Specitic Comments

Impact on Fish and Wildlife {pg. 39). This section concludes that "statwlory protection
and addilienal management to address potertial impacts [to he river's fish and wildlife

resources] would be limited” under the no-designation alicrnalive. We find no statutory
provisions in the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act or ANILCA which mandates a higher
standard af prowection of fish and wildlife resources within a designated river. We
believe this conclusion to be incorrect.

Loower Nheenjed Wild aid Seenic River Sudval RIS
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2. Response: We agree there is little difference in current management regimes.
and note that short term management in the future is also likely to be similar.
However, we continue w note that Wild siatus would apply statutory protection
against certain types of development. while refuge "minimal management” staus
only provides administrative protection. This Final Study/EIS cmphasizes this
distinction,

3. Response: We don’t know what rivers they are relerring 1o, but the Upper
Sheenjek. the river most Likely to predict use levels on the Lower Sheenjek. did not
experience a dramatic increase in use after it was destgnated in 1980, More
importantly, our analysis of use patterns on the Sheenjek suggests that use is
unlikely 1o increase substantiably in the near future, In addition, we are sensitive to
the recreation/local use conllict issue, which was atopic at public meetings. The
final druft hus been revised w reflect the potental for conllict and why dilferent
seasons of use make this conflictunbikely. Finally, we refer the authors of this
letter to sectivny of the report that emphasize the importanee of lecal use and the
subsequens identification ot tha use as an "outstandingly remarkable” value.
Coven this emphasis, wo believe that management plans Jor the river must ensure
that recreation and locil users reeaive equal consideration when resolving
confliets,

4. Response: As noted inthis Tinal Study/LEES. o formal navigability
determination has not been made Tor the Tower Sheenjek tsee Chaprer 5. 1and
Ownershiph. However, we do agree that Wild status would prevent certain
fisheries enhancement projects if those impounded or diverted water, or otherwise
harmed "outstandingly remarkable” values. Inthis way. it may be accuraie o
ohserve that stae jurisdiction would be altected if the river is declared navigable.
The revised Final Study/LEIS clanifies (os point.

5. Response: We generadly agree thut management attention is unlikely to be less
because fish and wildlife resources are the top priorily of refuge management.
However, the Wild amd Scenic Rivers Act does mandate higher protection for
"outstandingly remarkable” vulues which would inelude Tish and wildlife Tor the
Lower Sheenjek. Accordingly. wild river status could encourage greater
management attention. On g number of rivers in the Lower 48. decisions to
vonduct fish and wildlife studics or management actions depend in part on whether
ariver is oris notin the Nanonal Wild and Scenic System. Revisions in this Final
Study/LETS auempt to make this subte disunclion more clear.
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Januaty 13. 1959 ’ 6. Response: The cabin policy cited by the Commission was replaced by

I 1 Construction of New Cabj Oh A ! Lands (pg. 40) Tegularions on ”cal?ins and other related structureg'i wh‘ich were published
This section slates that no special management attention would focus ot minimizing the in the Federal Register on July 27, 1994, and codified in 50 CFR 36.33.
impacis of any construction of cabins under special use permits, such as requiring that The cabin regulations do not specifically require a 100-foot setback from
the cabin be set back from the river bank s0 that it would not be seen from the river. Tn | . rivers. However, a refuge special use permit is required to "construct, use

fact, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Cabin Management Policy states that new

cabins will not be localed directly on the banks of a navigable or floatable river; they and/or accupy a cabin” on any National Wlldhfe Refuge _m AlaSk‘?’ lele
will be set back a minimum of 100 fect leaving a buffer of standing vegetation, This 100-foot setback can be (and bas been} u“jed by maiy refuge managers as
policy applics to all refuge lands, ane of the canditions of a cabin construction permit.

In conclusion, this Commission does not believe that the proposed designation is
warranted, as adequate protection of the resources associated with the Sheenjek is
provided by the refuge management plan as well as by agency management regulations
and policies. We support adoption of the no-action alternative.

Sincerely,

Stan Leaphart
Executive Director

Cc: Senator Ted Stevens
Senator Frank Murkowski
Congressman Don Young
Governor Tony Knowles
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I. Response: Legislation vrged ctficient completion of the studics, but it
did not require studies o be completed within any specificd time period.
The vriginal study process got underway in May 1981, and the planning
teany collaboratively developed the June 1984 Sheenjek draft
environmentai impact statement (EIS) and wild and scenic river study,
which recominended designation. The 1984 Final Study/EIS was being
prepared in late 1985, but funding for the project wus exhausted and statf
were ransferred o other projects, In the imervening years. requests for
additional funding o complete the study report/EIS were not available due
ter higher natienal priocities. In liscal year 1997 udditional funds were
linally made availzble to complete the project. Due to the fong delay, the
Study/ELS had o be revised und updated with more current infornation, s
detatied m this report.

2. Response: The Study/LELS carctully explains why the Lower
Sheenjek’s values are "outstandingly remackable™ and recognizes the
evaluative quality of these judgments (sce Chapter 3. Lligibility).
Reasvmalle people may disagree about what is or is not "outstandingly
remarkable.” Accordingly. one goal In a Wild and Scenic river study is to
develop clear reasoning for Congress o consider. The study 1eam belicves
it has accurately characterized valves on the river as representative for the
regien rather than omque. We also feel they are accurately characterized
as being values that are not already included in the Natonal Wild and
Scenic River System. Accordingly. we think we are presenting Congress
with the idurmation it needs w make the final determination of whethey
such resources deserve recognition as "outstandingly remurkable.”
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and 14). Accordingly, the designation of the lower Sheenjek River as u wild river area is not
appropriate.

Since the ANILC A mandated stady and report to Congress expired in 1984, we recommend that the
eflfort be shelved and the savings from preparing a final LEIS and administrative support fon
Congressional action be used to provide pro-active management of the cxisting values of the loner
Sheenyek River ,

IF e Department of the Interior miends Lo conltmie with preparing @ final LEIS, the folowng
deficiencics negd to be resolved:

1. The LEIS s deficient in evaluating ihe long-temi cumulative inpact on subsistence
resvurces and uses in the lower Sheenjek study arca from Alaskans and visitors [or reereation Lhat
would reasonably resull with designation as a wild nver.

2 The T.FIS is deficient beeause w does not evaluate the long-tenm cumulatnve impact of
recreation and subsistence by the polential addition of the Porcupine River to the National Wild und
Scenie Rivers System.

3. The LEIS is deficient hecause it does not identily “any outstandingly remarkable™
aspects ef the lower Sheenjek study area that distinguish it from any number of other rivers.
Statements in the ducamentation make the very point that the area is similar ro many other
such areas.

4. The LELS does pot explain that ar least 92 miles of the bed and river bapk helow
mean high water of the lower Sheenjek are owned by the State of Alaska under the provisions
of the Alaska Statehood Act (sce page 35 of the draft and pages il and 33 of ihe LEIS). The LEIS
dous notindicate whether the BLM finding on the cwnetship of the Sheenpek River due 1018 beinyg
mavigable did or did pat use the standards of navigabihey cstabhished by the Gulkana Decision.

These lap lacts are very important sinee ANILCA Seoton 606{ak 1) probubies the boundaries of

Peatiomal Witd and Scenic fiver component v Alaska from includig . any bands owned by the
Stale or a polilical subdivision of the State nor shall such boundary extend around any private linds
adjuinmyg the river as {0 surtaund ar effectively suround such private tunds . T he LEIS netther
clearly shows these non- (ederal ownerships nor evaluates the lotg-lemi cumulalive impacts o1 non-
federal lands if Uie lower nver is designated o wild river area. The long-standing controversy about
uge of stale land associated the Forlyvmile Wild and Scome River ind recently iitiated study of the
Gulkana Wild and Scenie River are current cxamples where the statlutory., regulatory, and policy
provisions of the Wild Rivers Aci add 1o the confusion,

5. The LEIS is deficient in its discussion of the existing and propused requirements of
fuderal laws and reculations aboul decision making associated with the protection ol wetlands. Also
the LFI% docs not discuss the recent creation of “wisential fish hubiat” and the pending federal
regulations by the National Marine Fisheries Service amd protectivns for Chum and other salmen
reported ko by in the fower Sheempek River. Finally, the final LEIS needs to address ihe implications
of the pending Depariment ol the Interior medi ticalion of the exising regulations for anaging umis
of the rational wild and scenic rvers systom,
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3. Response: Sce AMA response 1.

4. Response: We think these will be minor because the respective seasons
are different: the Final Study/LEIS expands on this point (see Chapter 6,
Empuct on Subsistence Use),

5. Response: This analysis is unnecessary since the Porcupine has not
been recommended for designation: the Porcupine River Wild and Scenic
study (1983) reconunended against designation. The Final Study/LEIS
clarifies this point.

6. Response: See AMA cesponse 2 on previous page.

7. Response: Additional information on navigability and its effect on
boundary and land ownership issues are provided in this Final
Study/LEIS. This is a complex topic arca as nofed by AMA;
unfortunately, navigability has not been tormally determined for the
Lower Sheenjek, so the study team has been instructed to assume that the
river is not navigable for this analysis. If the river is declared navigable
{as usserted by the State), cooperative management with the stule
obviously becomes more crucial. Development of a cooperative planning
etfort with the state is discussed in greater length in this Final Stady/LEIS.

%. Response: The regulations referenced by AMA are separate from Wild
and Scenic designation decisions. Those regulations may well apply 1o
management decisions on the Sheenjek. but they are nol specific Lo the
Sheenjek. Wild designation as recommended 1n this Study/LELS is about
additional statutory protection of specific resources on the Lower
Sheenjek.
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6. The LEIS is deticient in not discussing the existing management of the upper Sheenjek
River since 1980 as a wild river and how that management would or would not also be applied to
the lower Sheenjek Rivera[iis added te the national wild and scenic rivers systain For example,
we commend the Depariment of the Imerior for its determination thal construetion o new cabins 1s
consisierd with the management pnincipats for o wild river aren, but note that thes seems to be
differenl than the way the Department s curvently applying the criteris of wild river arca

management in Alaska. Are new calans permitied i the wild rver area of the upper Sheempek? 11

not, then wiy are they considered an appropriate use in e lower river area”

7. The LEIS is deficient jo its discussion of existiog water qualits which is seated ro be
excelient but no eriteria or dava is given to show describe the current water goaiity.

£ The 1984 draft Nsied the lower Sheenjek being 90 nver miles long tpage 99, while the
LEIS suys the lower Sheenjek 1s 99 river miles long. Where are the new nine miles proposed for
adedronin the LEIS Tuewied? The new viver mileage shso mieans that almost 10,506 scres would be
subject 10 the restncuons of foderal law and deparement regulation ag 2 “wild viver areg™.

It is clear from the LEIS that the lower Sheenjek should not be recommended for addition to
the national Wild and Scenic River System,

The attached specific comments illusirate the reasons Tor our conclusions that designation 1s not
appropriale and that the LELS is deficien,

Sincerely,

o

“Steven C. Borell, P.E,
Execulive Drector

en losure

SN Senator Tod Stevens
Senawor Frank Murkowski
Congressman Don Youny
Governor Tony Knowles

9.

.
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9. Response: Consistent management between the Upper and Lower
Sheenjek is not a given, but we agree that it is likely. The Upper
Sheenjek’s management plan is included in the Arctic Reluge
management plan and i does allow the construction of new cabins in
association with traditional subsistence activities, which is consistent with
our analysis in this Study/LLEIS. Additional discussion of the Upper
Sheenjek management plan and the links between it and the development
of a Lower Sheenjek management plan are presented in Appendix A,

10, Response: Water gquality information Yor the river is cusrently sparse,
but we have revised the Final Study/LEIS to reflect the infarmation that is
available (see Chapter 5, Streamflow and Water Quality).

L1. Response: This milcage discrepancy is & function of better geographic
information. The [984 calculations were made by hand while the figures
here were made with a mechanical cartographic twol. The final
Study/LEIS includes a short explanation of this issue.
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Specitic comments from Alaska Miners Association:

Specific Comments on the Revised Draft, Wild and Scenic River Study and
Legislative Envirenmental Impact Statement, Lower Sheenjek River, Alaska

{dated January 1998 and distributed September 30, 1998)
Ownerships and Access;

1. Under the terms of the Alaska Staiehood Act (he State of Alaska, with a few exceplions,
became the owner of a1l inland navigablée waters, located in Alaska. Page ii, lines 33-35 should
reflect this Tact (see Page 17, Tine 22 and Fage 33, lines | 0-22).

2. Also the final study shoold recognize that ANIT.CA specifically amended the Wild and
Seenic Rivers Act for additions to the wational system in Alaska by excluding from the final
boundary . any lands ovwied by the Scate or a political suhdivision of 1lve State nor shall such
houndary ¢xtend areaad any privite lands adjoining the river as to surroumnd or elfectively
surround such privale lands...” [Section 606.{a) 1)]. As a nunimuwm, the fingd LULS should show
the location of the river bed and banks below mcan high waier that the federal govemunent helieves
o be not-mavigable so that e long-term cumulative conseguences on state ind not-Tederal

ownerships can be properly evalilated.

3. The LEIS dues not show where the additional ninc miles of river are located, why Lhey were
aded, and the ownership of the bed and banks belaw mean high water for (lis additional nver
mileage and other non-federa! land within or adjoining the almast 143,500 acres of federa) land to be
managed 35 4 aald oiver area (90 mver miles icthe 1984 dratt vs e 99 river miles in the LIS}

4. Page 24, Siate property, especialy of beds and banks of the lower river and its
interconnecied slonghs, RS 2477 right-ol-ways, and other cxisting irails for trapping, timber-
fire wood harvest, and subsistence should be shown, Where is the private propety in the study
area referenced in the sludy? Are she private swnerships fee-tile lund or land still wader contral of
the Departiient of the [nterior, Bureau of Tadian AlTairs as native alloiniems™ Is the only iceess o
the fower Sheenjek by river boat® The 1984 draft indwares there were aineralt landmy sties in the
sty area--are fxod-wing el rotary-wing airerall access su)l bappening and where?

“Qutstanding Remarkable Values™ of the Lower Sheenjek River:

3. Page 11, ines 17-19 make the point thit the Tower Sheenjek is oustandingly remarkable because
it ke other rivers in the “reglon™. This statement is prima facie evidence that the Lower
Sheenjek River does not qualify for desigoation as a wild river.

Page 1 lines 8- 100 Which rvers are refurenced i being stimilar o the Tow er Sheenjek in e Yukon
National Wildlife Retfuge? Whut are the spevial and “exceptional representation” and values of the
lower Sheenjek River basi that are aot present m these other rivers in the refuge snd imerior
Aduska? Specifically, how are the values for the lower Sheenjek River study different from vilues
aysociated with it tiver basin and with the Porcupine River, Ataska? ITthe lower Sheonpek River is
included in the natienal system, would the Poreuping River be recommended lor non-inclusion sinee
it also is another river in intenor Alasl with similar values?

{AMA Page 2 of 8 was blank}

Claprer 70 Conswlrcaiony and Cooidinetion
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12, See AMA response 7.
I3. See AMA response 7.
14. See AMA response 11.

I5. Response: The Draft LEIS did show private allotments and stale-
owned land. Aside trom the river itself. which 15 discussed in greater
deiail relative to the navigability issue. there ure no state lands or potential
state lands in the area. With regard (o sloughs, eic.. the river bed chunges
often and maps at the chosen scale do not show every one. We don’t think
there ure any permanent trails in the corridor (Just winicr trails. which
gencrally follow the river). There arc no permanent airstrips on the river.
as planes fand on different gravel bars in different years depending upon
water Jevels and debris. Revisions to the Final Swd/LEIS address these
155UEN,

t6. See AMA response 2,

7. Response: This Final Study/LEIS addresses this concern by
discussing simiarities and differences with specific rivers in the area or
already in the Nutional Wild and Scenie River System. The Porcupine
was already studied for designation, and it was not recommended for
designation in 1985; while the river was found eligible. it was not found
sujtable. The unsuitable determination was made based on opposition
from local residents and the State of Alaska, and consideration for the
extensive amount of adjacent private land that would be affected by
designation.
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6. Pape 5 comprares untts of the mutional wild and scenic dver system (0 othicr stawes. For example
there are 3 n Oregon and 25 in Alasks. What 15 the relevance ol this fact 1o the proposal to add he
lower Sheenjek e the pational wild and scenic river system? [f the final LELS is to mclude this
referenee, then it woul! be useful 1o compare the miles of river and acreages included within the
boundaries of the 46 in Oregon 1o the 25 in Atuska? Such cemparisons are inappropriate and
meaningless and should be remaved.

Subsistence:

T Page 11, lines 32-33 say wtal subsistence use on the lower Sheenyek is used ke other nvers in
sinlar wavs, What is the “atstanding remurkable” subsisionce on this river that makes it dj{ferent
{rom othwr nvers in the area? For eXample, how arc the volume and kinds of subsistence use on the
lewver Sheenjek River sigmficantly differentthan subsisienee on the Black River imnediately (o the
gouth? Tage D1 lines 3839 asser that none of the other 25 units o 1he nation wild and soenic
rivers system i Alaska consider subsistence or eultural use o be importnt What 15 1he basis for
coneluding that none of the other 25 miver wnts {for xample the Nowitna or Annlreaisky or dabn or
MNeatik or Kabuk tiversh o not have subsistence resouwrces or subsistence use given very high
priority lnagement acuvity for the Departimwent of the bnertor tegardless of'the staws of the fuderal
fand a8 wilderness, park, refuge or lands managed by the Boread of Land Management? Withow
showing the contrasts with ather rivers the discussion on suk nce should eliminate this area
Trvm consideration for designation.

¥ Puge 16, lincs 30-37 and Page 1%, lines 37-3%. The wsserlion thal subsistence use will nal
wierease in the Jower 99 miles of the Sheenjek River assumes than there will he ne long-term
demagraphic chamge or ercases in the local rural and wbao poputation in Alaska 1ow docs this
federal progection compare with local and siue estimates of future Adaskans? How will designation
as o wild river arca prevent subsistence use from beeoming i tulare “ronservalion issug™

9 Page 36, fines 26-32, The impact of increaseil long-term cunmulative impact on subsislence use
by increase recreation use directly agtribuled to designation or by increasing subsistence due 10 rural
population growth in Alaska has not been adeguately considered to support the conclugion of no
sigrificant adverse effect,

10 Page 36, lines 13-14. Increasing recreation use is likely 1o cause conibict, especially with
subsistence use. The LELS thdicates that existing subststence uses and recreation uses are low, The
inerease of more floaters has not been evaluated for its cumuldive fong-lern impact on ibregene
subsistence resource and recreation opportunities by exisung or futute Alaska residents s it
ctivisioned that sport hunting for the {imited wildlife resources of the luwer Sheenjek will be
prohibited as was the recent cxample for sheep huating in the adjacem Arctic National Wildlife
Refuge!

Wildiife:

11, Page 12, line 2 says that wildlifc associated with the 99 square miles of the tower Sheenjek “are
nat exceplional for the region...”  The LEIS docs not discuss the presence of threatened or
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IR, Response: We think the comparisons with other states are relevant because
information about the size and characteristics of the Nutional Wild and Scenic
Rivers System are key to understanding what Congress considers eligible and
worthy of designation. But we agree that more complete information about
mileage by various states may be wsefud, The Final Swdy/LELS includes a more
compiete summary of the National Wild and Scenic Rives System,

19. Response: We can’t speak for subsistence qualities on other rivers of in other

studies. On the Lower Sheenjek. local cultural use is historic, and important 10
local rural residents. as well as representative for the region. Preciscly because
cultural subsistence use has not been identified as an importani value on other

Alaska rivers in the system. it fits with our eriteria for "outstandingly remarkable "

20, Response: The Study/LEIS uses state demographic statistics which suggest

that dramatic population increases in rural interior Alaska are unlikely, There has
not heen a significant increase in population in the past 20 years, and the level of

subsistence use in the arca has not inereased in the Sheenjek vatley according to
discussions with local people. This may be related o the price of furs andfor
relatively low levels of moose. I those increase. subsistence use would fikely
increase: however, we know of no Indicators thil suggest dramatic increases in
these areas are likely.

21, Response: The Finat Study/LELS includes additional discussion of this

conflict issue, bul continues to suggest that low levels of local and recreation use
are likely in the foreseeable future. [n addition, we continue o suggest thal non-

regulatory managemeni options could minimize any conflict that does oceur.

22. Response: The Final Study/LETS includes additional discussion of
endangered species (see Chapter 5, Wildlite).
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endangered specics, and if present how designation s a wild nver area would impact recovery
cfforts.

12. Page 27, lines 14-15 discuss birds in general lerms of the entire Y ukon Flats National Refuge
What percentage of “well known'™ habitat for breeding Tigratory waterfow] and wther birds in the
Yulon Flats National Wildlife Refuge is located in the Lower Sheenjek River Sludy Area? How
many of the 20,000 breeding Pacific and common loons in the retuye are reasonably expecied Lo be
in the Lower Sheenjek River Study Area? Reference to the lotal refuye are meaningless without
answering these and similar quesiicns.

13 Page 28, line 4. Appendix B should read ¢, How docs a listing of 157 bird species for the
Yukon Fluts National Wildlife Refuge apply to “ourstanding remarkable™ bird values of the study
arca? The LELS ilentifics no unugual or special habitats for birds in the study area. 10so, then admit
it, if not then describe

Fish:

14. Page 11, line 44 says the lower Sheenjek has the “strongest fall run of chum salmon in the
(entire] ¥ ukon River drainage” and one of the “largest storks” (Page 29, lines 5-11). What is the
hasis for this assertion and what historicat data support it? This scems o be over-stating the
situation since those same chum saimon have come through 3 very long trp along with other salmon
up the Yuken River and then up the lower Porcupine River. How much cssential chum salinen
spuw ning habitat is associated with the lower Sheenjek River and how docy that compare with other
chum sitlmon spawning habitat w the Yukon River and Poreupine River drunages in Alaska? The
LEIS indicates chum salmon spasning habifal is bocated af iiver miles 12, 30,45, T and 80, Page
2% of the 1984 drafl indicates that natural rechanneling w the vicomty of mile 45 hus possibly
desiroyved salmon spawning habitat al nver mile 45, Does chum salmon spawning habitat stifl exist
atriver mile 35 or il damaged bos much remains? Fias nutural rechanneling impacted chum salmon
spawning at river miles 12, 30, 70 and 80 sinee the 1984 drafl was prepared”!

15, I he 1954 drafl (Page 27) lisis | 5 other fish species that are known or “likely™ 1o be found inthe
lawer Sheemjek River, Are there impertant {ish habilats for these fish and if so where?

Yo The tinat LEVS should desenbe the reguivements of the cssential fish habital protechion as
outlined in the pending regulations by the National Marine Fisheries Service and low these apply
16 the Tower Sheenjek River with and without designation as a wild river.

7. The final LEIS should describe the federal requirements aml the role of the U 5. Fish and
Wildlife Service which alse manages lederal land adjoining the lower Sheenjek, for pratecting Osh
habitat i wetlands under the Clean Water Act aml the Rivers and Harbors Acl and how these
requirements would apply to the lower Sheenjek River with und without designahion os 2 wild nver.

Recreation:

1§, Page 12, lines 20-45 and Page 13 lines 1-5 discuss the recreational values of the lower Sheenjek
in general terms. How is the recreation experience on the lower Sheenjek different from other
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23. Response: We disagree that wildlife estimates applicable to the refuge at large
are meaningless for characterizing wildlife in the Lower Sheenjek corridor. They
are also the best information available. The Final Swdy/LELS is clearer about
where the information applies. It states. for example. thal while we can’t be sure
that alt 157 hird species in the refuge use the Lower Sheenjek. our best
professional judgment suggests the lower 99 miles of river provide a variety of
habitats that would be nsed by the majority ol these species,

24. Response: The Final Study/LEIS expands on what is known about the chum
salmon [ishery to be cleater about what we know and do not know. “The river is
constantly shilting, so the specific locations of spawning habitat may change trom
year to year. However, we have identified known spawning areas (o the extent
possible.

25, Response: The fisheries section in Chapter § has been revised to provide
currently availabe information ubouat various species. We acknowledge gaps in
information ubout their specific habital needs within the Lower Sheenjek corridor,

26, Response: New regulations and requirements relative to National Marine
Fisheries Service designation of “essential fish habitat.” the Clean Water Act, and
the Rivers and Harbars Act are unlikely to apply differently regardless of whether
the Lower Sheenjek is designated or not. ‘These federal regulations or
requirements are independent of wild river designation.

27. Response: We disagree with this notion. The Lower Sheenjek ieatures a
diiTereat environment that is more actively alluvial, The Yukon Flals landscape
also has considerably more and different kinds of adjacent wetlands thun the vivers
mentioned by AMA. many of which do not feature lowland terrain in any case. n
addition, the river is contiguous with the Upper Sheenjek, and thus offers
opportunitics for long wilderncss-like river trips through a diversity of Alaskan
ecosystems, Similarly. while some of those on the AMA list offer trips of similar
length to a combincd Upper and Lower Sheenjek trip. none offer 4 single trip from
the Brooks Range to the flats.
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rivers in Interior Alaska? The same description ol ihe recreation resources of the Lower Sheenek
also applies all or substantial river miles within a1 least 14 other cxistmp Alaskan wnits of the
national system: Birch Creek and Beaver Creek, and the Alateg, Andrealsky, Charley, Gulkana,
Jotm, Kobuk, Mulchatna, Nowtak, North Fork Koyukuk, Nowiing, Selawik, and uppcr Sheenjek
rivers, Page 16, nes 11-13 indicate that recreational use will be law because the upper river is
better and (he pme 1t takes 10 floal the entire river. The potential Ruture “conservation issue” of
conflict between reereation and subsistence users of the lower river needs evatution (see comments
on Subsistence).

19. Page 14, lines 3-4. The implication that reguiatory approaches will not be used on the Jower
Sheenjek River, or that any such regulaions would be “minimal™ if added to the national system is
misleading. The universal patiern has been for increasing reguliion of recreation on federal lands
ir Aluska includmg airerali Yandings, snowmachine and motorboat use. and sport hunting.

20, Page 26, line 22 How docs a Class | river ditlicully classification correlate 1o the statement on
page 25, hine 20 about “extensive log jums on the dver™?

Cultural:

21. The LEIS should re-gxamine and better explain the ritjonale for the unsupported assertion thal
protection of culturil or archeological resources would be enhanced by adding the lower Sheenjek
Lo nativnal system over the rest of the existing Yukon Flats National Wildlifi: Refuge.

22, Puge 16, lincg 39-44. The 1.EIS does not describe the cumulalive long-Term conscguences o
atherarcheological resunrees of he national wildlife refuge system when archealogical survey waork
for the Yukon Fluts National Wildlife Refuge in future years “may be™ concentrated in the lower
Sheenjek

23, Page 18.1inc 35 What 1s the basis for asserting that the U.S, Fish and Wildlife Service and the
Department of the Intenor wilk not comply with long-standing Department mandate to survey and
protect archeological resources on federal Land?

Scenic:

24. Puge 12, hine § aptly surnurizes the nver setting as " does not provide scenic diversity..”
Lines 9 and 10 asscrs the lower Sheenjek offers “superlutive views of uninterupted honzontal
dimension™ appeurs Lo describe what one sees from an airerafl. The view frenm the niver or on s
immediate tiver banks {sec the six photos in the 1984 draft, pages 6 and 7) is a continuous forest
long both river banks. an meised nver and one with a legend indication a unspecificd length fows
through “rolling hills and steep vegetated blulis™.

Water Qualily:

25 Page 26 line 34, Does Ui statement “water quality is excellent” mean that the lower Sheenjek
and other watcr bodies in the wdjacent square miles of federal land fully meet all stawe and federal
water qualily standards in s cxisting condition 1£ not, which federal and water quality standards
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28 Response: We don't agree that regulation approaches are universal on
federal lands. On the Upper Sheenjek. for example. there are no
motorized use regulations or use limits. In addition, the Study/LEIS is
explicit in calling for continued traditional recreation uses including
snowmachine and motorboat use, as well as airplune landings,

29. Response: Class ratings are bused on whitewater difficulty, which is
distinct from the difticulty of having to portage over a log jum if you
choose the wrong channel. [n most cases, the current is slow enough to
allow boaters 1o easily maneuver around sweepers and log jams.
Revisions in this Final Study/LEIS clarify this issue.

30. Response: This section was revised to reflect our understanding that
wild status would not necessarily increase survey or study of archeological
resources.

31. Response: The river is 99 miles fong. There arc sections where it is
heavy forest as described. There arc other sections wherc it cuts through
tow hills and shows bluffs. Still other arcas have large point bars or open
meadows that feature an uninterrupted horizontal dimension. We stand by
these descriptions: additional photos included in this Final Study/LELS
illustrate this diversity of scenic features.

32. Response: See AMA response 10.
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and Wwhich water bodies andfor river segments do not comply? How can water qualicy be excellent
without specifying (be criteria being used and the existing water quality as compared to that
criteria?

Existing and Reasonably Expected Future Use:

Existng federat land is undeveloped and must be managed in accord with the provisions of
AMILCA, which established the Yukon Flats National Wildlife Refuge. Reasonably expected uses
of private and state land would not be developed in a manner that would harm the “ouistandingly
remarkable” values of the study area. Page iv, lines $-13 assert there are no known immanent threals
to the lower Sheenjek River; Page 32 hincs 32-38 say thete are no existing or planned waler resource
preyects in the study arca and that the river ts nof physically suitable for evena low-level dum, Other
resource evaluations indicate "Tew changes are likely™ for the Iroe-flowing character of the lower
nver, (15 bislogical resources, scenic quahity, unkmvsa archeological sites, recreation bse and
expericnees, subsistence harvesung forest products, and to privite property.

26, Page 25. The final LEIS should include appropriate scale resource maps showing geology, soils,
vegetation, fish and wildiife should be included 1o illustrate the fikencsscs or differences ofthe lnwer
Sheenjek River und its immediate environment from other federal land in the upper Sheeniek wild
viver ared and the Yukon Flats Nationul Refuge. For example the locution of chun salmon habivat
al five places in the 99 miles of river, What are the iypes and retative values of the protected
wetlands in the lower Sheenjek sludy area?

27. Puge 19, lines 14-15. The assertion that the Depanment of the Intevior would oot give attention
w0 the “outstandingly remarkable” values of the 99 square mules of federal land adjoining the lower
Sheenjek River in its future reluge management plans 15 withoul hasis and should be deleted. firue
fhat the Department of the leterior inlends 1o ignore the “vutstandingly remarkable™ values of these
fedetal lands. then the document should sa indicate the basis for not providing appropriate proteciion
(@ public resources under its care and hiow wild river status would resolve non-compliance with the
existing Congressional requirements for managing the Yukon Flats Natjonal Wildlif: Refuge
csiablished in ANIL.CA.

28. Page 14 lines 11-20, 11 the Department of the Interior cannot protect the values of the first
world"s first national park, Yellowstone. explain how the proposed designation of the 99 miles of
the Lower Sheenjck as o unit of the national wild and scenic rivers systern will cause batter
protection by the Departruznt of the Interior from unspecified fulure “canservation challenges™, or
that the lower river will be “'more Fkely™ o have exira linancial, legal, or adminisirative capabilities
than for the ANILCA specified managemient of the Y ukon Flats National Wildlife Refuge?

29. Page 36, lines 20-31. We cornmiend! the Department of the Intenar for its finding that the Wild
and Scenic Rivers Act allows construction of new cabins on federal refuge land within the
boundaries of a wild river area, Arc new cabins permitted in the upper Sheenjek wild river area?
IF new cabing are prohibited By the provisions of the Wild River Act. then admit it at evaluate the
conseyuences of locating a cabin or other development associated with subsistence use on the fower
river no ¢lpser than one mule from the fiver bank.
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33. Response: See CACFA response 1, AMA response 2 and 5.

34. Response: While it is possible to develop maps as suggested, we
believe the text description has provided sufficient information about these
resources for the purposes of the Study/LELS. River miles have heen
placed on the maps in this Final Study/LEIS to help identily spawning
grounds,

35. Response: See AMA response 3.

36. Response: The challenges that Yellowstone faces cun be addressed
precisely because it does have statutory protection and recejves
subsequent attention. We don't know what long term threats will come
the Sheenjek’s way: wild status provides greater statutory protection from
those possible threats. Also sce AMA response 5.

37. Response: Sce AMA response 9.
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300 Page 33, lines 5-7 and Page 37, lines 41-44. ANILCA amended the Wild and Scenie Rivers Act
Lo expaind the ol amount of federal Tasds that could ke ineluded within the boundary of o witd and
scenic fiver. A the sae time, iCrestricied the limlation te oil and gas feasing for unly the Jirs one-
half mrile of the bank o 0 wild viver area [Scetion 606 ta}11). What 15 the potential JTor conl-bed
gas within or closely pssociatud with the sty arca or for energy transmission facilities across the
sty arci 1o loval residents in the refuge?

AL Whar are the reasonably expeeted differences, 18uny. between the casting Department of the
fierion managerment objectives of the upper Sheenjok Wild River in the Arctic National Wiklil
Reluge submitted to the Congress and those proposud for the lower Sheenjek River il included by
Comgress in the Nutional Wild and Seenw Rivers System?

37 Page 3¥. lines 9-16. We support the Department conc lugion that imber harvest can be pemtted
within the beundarics wf a wild viver arcss The linal LEIS needs 10 evaluate the lomg-term
chtalitive imphations for vy timber cutting 1o avoid adversely ingpacting the “superiaive
views ol uninterrupted honzontal dimenston™ 17 prohibited, then say so and evaluate the impacts

Costs:

FhPage o tines T 10 indicate st less thinn S5000 annually wonld be spent ta manage he
proposed wild vivei. Iherationaic is unclear lor either designation or for spending additiona! federal
funds for managing i resouree 1hat 1s wler federal prolection as a Congressionally desiznated
ANILCA mational wildhife refupe. The wssertion of noadditional ederal costs direetly s nibutabie
to [designation] imthe pear fuure™ (Page 17, lines 28-20 is inconsistent with pravions stalements
abvik the finameral, degal and administrative increased cosls as suwuested by e Yellowsione
example 1 prepared. the final TEIS should include the lang-rernr comuliive federal costs.
meluding preparation of a fusth LS, wdintnistrative suppon for Congressional action ussociule
warh Alerniive A Tlve entire discussion of costs in conllicting aml does nol recagnize the
parteei that added use will resoltin added controls and significant added custs (o the UPETLY.

M Ehe progected nereased foderal management cost does ot comport with the stalemen on page
T thathe iy erwill have wercased fnding, legal and adimenisiatis e expenses or thal archeoloyical
survess will be dong T also dovs nol consider the increased custs o nataging increased
recreatiotal Use 1o protect natwral, celurat and reercational values and private property and for
Nt sibsistende uses gpage 151

P The wtab coss associatad wilh the provious studies. propareion of the LEIS. and puhlie
ligarin s metings shoubd be idenutiod indie ial EETS s well e the reasenably expected costs For
prepaing die fnal TEES and for Department of the Intermss adonisivatis o suppent ol e legislation”?
Ao What e He anticipated costs for proparing tie river manamament plan. T hding pubdse spu,
he fower tiver s doesigamanad wild rive?

370 What wre thwe wiatti-Catlaed Jorest e polentiaf costs and resource loss o mmercasald teereation
e aissocitad wilk e proposed desivrabion ol the lower Sheonjek witd nver area
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38, Response:r We have checked with BLM oil and gas experts and have
found that the Yukon Flats nay have high potential for coal bed-methane
gas. o addition, the State of Alaska appears interested in the potentisd for
tapping this resource for tuval encrey supply {e.g.. within a few miles of
villuges like Fort Yukon). Qur understanding is that littic is known about
the specific gas potendial Tor any particulur part of the Yukon Flats (i e.,
the Lower Sheenjek corridar), nor the economic feasibility of developing
that potential aside from the gencral notion that development would have
to be within a few miles ol a populated village, We also understand that a
mile-wide corridor is unlikely 1o impose a significant burden on gas
exploration. developmens, or transmission facilities given modern
development technology (it gas exploration and development are opencd
in the refuge). The Final Study/LELS has been revised o reflect this new
information,

39, Response: Appendix A includes new information on this opic.

40. Response: We disagree that increased regulation is inevitable. We
also stand by our estimate tor the short ternt: these estimates are costs
above and beyond those costs associated with management of the river
and adjacent areas without designution. Additional discussion ol planning
and management costs bs provided in Appendix A.

41, Response: The Final Studv/LEIS includes @ sumniary of these costs
{see Appendix E).

42, Response: We cannot quantify change in visk of Torest fire from
recreation use but we expect it Lo remain low since we expect use to
remain low. There Is no necessary correlation between increased use and
forest fire in any case becunse the places where peaple camp ton paint
Bars near wet riparian arcas) are unlikely o be high fire danger areas.
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35 What are the cosis for managing the upper Shecnjek wild river arca average vearly and
cumulative federal costs singe 19807

Eavivonmental Coasequences:

39This discussion should fcus an existing or planned development of federal land as an integral
part of the cxisting Yukon Llats Natioval Wildlife Refuge  Since the provisions of the wild and
scenie rivers act do not apply 1o non-federal land in Alaska it is especially important to clearly
identily bow existing management will not protect the existing values of the lower Sheenjek
study srea mow and in the future, 1ihere are impacts to pon-federal resowrees. hen these existing
and future itpacts shoutd be fubly identifivd and evatuated. The LEIS daes ot make a compelling
case that siditional Congressional designation will ephance the ability of the Department of
the inferioy to comphy with the existing Congressional mandate for munagement of the refugs.

Page wof %
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44,
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43 Response: Actual management costs for the Upper Sheenjek are
difficult 1o disentangle from refuge management budgets since staff and
field sravel costs are not broken out by particular resource locations.
However, refuge stall estimate that in recent years, annual costs of less
than $5.000 have been spent on aclivities directly associated with wild
river management (campsite and wildlife inventories and so on). Thix
further supgest that expenditures were likely cven lower in the first 15
years after the river was designated. Cumulative costs attributable o wild
river management since 1980 are probably less than $1(0.000. Readers
should note that river management planning of the Upper Shecnjek were
integrated with the Arctic Refuge comprehemsive conservation plan and
thosc planning costs are not included in this estimate. Similarly. resource
specialist staff salaries {which are independent of the Upper Sheenjek’s
designation status) are not included v this estimate.

44, Response: The Study/LLIS has stated that ditferences in future
managemcent under the two alternatives {designation vs, no action) would
be similar in the short run. but that designation adds an additional statutory
fevel of protection and u focus on specific values in the river corridor. The
Finul Study/LEIS also carcfully identities potential impacts to non-federal
resources (see Chapter 6),
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S,
@" UNITED BTATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
REQION 10
1200 Sixth Avanue
Saaftle, Washington 88101

Decembet 11, 1998
Reply To
Ann Of: ECO-088 Ref: 84-186.NPS

Mr. Robert D. Barbee

Alaska Regional Office, National Park Service
2525 Gambell Street

Anchorage, AK 99503-2892

Dear Mir. Barbee:

In accordance with our responsibilities under the National Environmemal Policy Act and
§309 of the Clean Ait Act, we have reviewed the Revised Diraft Wild and Scenic River Study and
Legistative Environmemtal bmpact Statcracnt (LETS) for the proposed Lower Sheenjek River,
Alaska, The draft LEIS analyzes one action alternative (0 sudy the Sheenjek River for possible
inclusion in the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System as required by Seciton S(a) of the Wild
and Scenic Rivers Act as amended through Section 604 of the Alaska National Interest Lands
Conservation Act. The LETS states that the purpose is 1o “preserve the free-flowing conditior: of
the river and to protect the outstandingly remarkable cultural (subsistence}, wildlife, scenic, and
recreational values assncialed with the river and the adjacent public iands.” The need is to “auide
fuiure land use decisions in a manner that assures protection of the outstanding valucs associaled
with the niver and adjacent corridor.”

Based on our review and the project’s purpose of maintzining the undeveloped character
of the river corridot, we have rated the revised draft LELS LO (Lack of Objections). This rating
and a summary of our comments will be published in the Federal Regisrer. We have enclosed a
summary of ihe rating system used in our review for your reference.,

Atthough we support th intentions of the proposed project, our review revealed a number
of minor coneerns, which if addressed, would more camprehensively illusirate project
information and impacts to the public. Qur primary concerns relate 1o a tack of sndangered
specics infermation, nclusion of specific information regarding river users, end State and
Federal coordination efforts.

The LEIS lacks information about the presence of th 16 and endangered species.
Discussiong with National Park Service staff indicate that listed species do not permanently
reside in the project area, but pass through. We recormmend that the LEIS include a summary of
results from Seetion 7 consultation with UGS Fish and Wildlife Service (US FEWS). Incluswon of
thés information would disclose listed species, potential impacts and mitigation efforts deemed

Chaprer 70 Comradiigion and Coovdination Page S5

1. Responsc: We have made revisions to the Final Study/LEIS o
explore this lopic; a letter from the USFWS Northern Lcological
Services on the topic is also provided in Appendix D.
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necessery. Inelusion of this information also scems appropriate since the LEIS identifies US
F&'W3 as a cooperating agency.

The LEIS and the reviewing public identify the increased potertial for contlict between
recTeationists and subsistence users as 2 significant issue. The Affected Environment section of
the LEIS describes subsistence uses, rafting, hunting, fishing and more minor land uses in the
project area. We believe that the LEIS should contain additiona] analysis, if available, which
detatls when and where uses occur and the potential for land use conflicts, Such analysis and
disclosuce would likely help quel] public distrust of the project and would be consistent with
NEPA (40 CFR 1502.15 and 1502.16).

The State of Alaska owns the bed, banks and water in all navigable waters ineluding the
lower Sheenjek. Possible increases in river recreation use tnay require management of users as
well as surrounding Federal lands. Because this Federal action impacts a state-managed resource,
the LEIS should disclose how Federal agencies and the State have collaboratively deterimined to
manage the bed, banks and water of the Sheenjek River,

We arc interesied in working closely with the Department of the Interiot National Park
Service and US Fish and Wildlife Service in the resolution of these issues and [ encourage you to
contact Chris Gebhardt at (206} 553-0253 at your earficst convenience 1o discuss our comments
and how they might best be addressed.

Thank you for the opportenity to review this revised draft LELS.

Eha® s

Richard B. Parkin, Manager
Geographic Implementation Unit

ce: Dave Allen, US Fish and Wildlife Service

Cheprrer 70 Comsyliation and Covrdinntion Page 8Y

2. Response: This Final Study/LEIS includes expanded discussion of
the potential for recreation and subsistence use conflict. With low use
levels and distinetion in the seasons of use of these two groups, we
conclude that conflicls are unlikely in the near future.

3. Navigability, Response: A navigabilily determination has not
been formally adjudicated. However, we recognize the imporiance of
developing a collaborative plan for river management with the state in
the eventuality that it is declared navigable. Revisions in this Final
Study/LEIS expand on these issues. Sec also AMA Response 7.
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PO Box 73802

Fairbanks BK 37073302 L
Tel FAX {907) 45544500 (4262)

a-mail. culdsoridoolane som

e
Rt ot Audubon
Dacember 10 1998 Ig{y

r Projecl Leader Washunfian Munpoofit Comaraiin
2 Lgwar Sheeryek Rivar Wld Riven Propazal

Alasha Ragieess) CHiue

Hayinng Park, Setvca

2R2E Gambell Sireel

ancherage, A 99503- 26829 January 10, 1999

Dear Progct | eaibir

The Alaska Dulgaer Coundl appreciates the sppziur ity 1 review and somment
on the “Revised Drak of the Wild ard Scenc River Siudy and Legisiaive
Environmental impach S{etenvent for i Liwwt Shaenjek Ruer Alaska daked January Ted Heuer, Reluge Manager
1088 The Council réprasanls ap|woximalely 41 oulAIG OFpRENIZaUans wath aver Yukon Elats National Wildiife Re!'up'c
12 (00 1w by 9 "

The Alaska Duldoor Soumcl apposes Me NP5 prefeos aileinalve whieh wouid Federal Building and Courthouse
antall congressional designalian of the [ Sheergk River as a Wil Raver  The 161 12th Avenue, Room 264
Countl sppases $Uch 3 designaton becauss bSlaska alraady has porlons o over 2¢
nwers protetled by Ihe Wkl and Suaue River system and mamiaing that ther lewer Fawrbanks, AK 99701

Sheeryek River doas nol possis "ootstandingly remarkable soere. recreahonal,
gl st ond waidiis, Tesione, cuweal o seiar valwes' asrequiced by law Thw
lower Shesmek Frver rs typical of dozens of clhed lowland nvers i It ot Alaghz o

Ihe livwer Sheeniek Rives rans thraugh Ihe fukin Flaly Nabanal Wikdite Retuge ear Mr. Heuer,
and thefe arc na current or propased haeals 1 Hig rver The Councir pehevas 1nal
corgrassianal designann ws a Wild Rvier i unnecessary tor amy 12350 ercept to Lam woiting un belalf of Seattle Andubom Sociciy and its 5,000+ memtbers ahout the lower
el yel anGliver Laye of tederal confrol over $131e navigable weiars " . "

Copres of Ig [BLET wll B sert [0 AGERT S CoNGrEssional deleyrin seeking Sheenjek Raver.
thet Ralp 0 prevending a lufher exaensu af federal cantil vve Alaska's natuwal

regmImtes We support the melusion of the Wwer Sheenjek River in the Watioual Wild and Svenic River

Sinceraly - systent. As studies have documentsd, the Sheenjek River provides excellent habitat for 2 variety

Tr e Mryﬂu‘r“/t__/“ of animats. Mear und dear 1o the heasts of our siembership ate the bards that nest, brood, rear.

Thrinea Axels$on ' molt, stage and feed in the arza. Because maoy of these birds are migratory. Pacific Northwest

Exacutive thrector residems enjoy them as they visit he Lower 48 An Aubudan memher who recetuly paddled the
Cc llonorable |ed Sievens Porcupine River near the maouth of the Sheenjek ceported seeng winte fronted geese, boreal

Hervabie Frank, Murkowshi

shickadaes, 0sprey, sharp-shinned hawks, bald eaples. aud red-tail hawks.
Horeefable Blon Young

Seattle Andubon Society supports protection of writical wildihfe habitas and, thes, strongly
endorses the inclusion of the lower Sheenjek River in the Witd and Scemic River systen. Please
inform us ahoul the Foat dectsion 50 we van appsise dur members. Thank you for this
opportunity e subrmit our comments.

Sincersly,

Gevtgia Conty
Conservahon Committee

TO5D - 350k Averiet NE ¢ Seatile, WA 991054814 -+ 206-521- 440 or $21-8242

@ Racyc'ed Pager
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Northern Alaska Environmental Center
218 DRIVEWAY STREET, FAIRDANKS, ALASKA 9970]-2806
PHONE: ($07TM52-502) Fax: (907p452-31100
brtp-fwww mosquile el Cony - nase
naec{ MasquUieneLcom

Jagary 1§, 1999

Yukon Flats National Wildlife Refuge
Attn: Ted Heuer

Federal Building and Courthouse

101 12" Avenue, Room 264
Feirbanks, AK 99701

Dear Wr, Heuer:

Thank you for this opportunity 10 comment on the proposed inclusion of (he Lower Sheenjek
Raver in the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System. The Northem Alaska Eaviconmental
Center is a nonprofit congervatign organization with 1,360 members and has been based in
Fairbanks since its founding in 1971. We are dedicaled to preserving wildemess and natural
tiabilals in interior and norfher Alasion,

The *Revized Draft Witd and Scenic River Smudy and Legislative Envirormental Impsct
Statement” for the Lowor Sheeniek River finds that the preferred altemative would “recommend
[the Lower Sheenjek) for addition to the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System.™ (i} The
Northemn Center fully supports this alternative.

The Lower Sheenjek River is a free-flowing river with many “outsiandingly remarkable” values,
including scenic, wildlile, recreational, and cultweal, ali of which are outlined in the study. (11-3)
Thus, the nvet qualifies for inciusion in the Nauonal Wild and Scenic River Svstem. The Wild
and Scenic Rivers Act of 1968 states that selecied rivers “sliall be preserved in free-flowing
condition, and that their immediate environments shall be protected for the benefit and
enjoyment of present and future generations,” (§) Agam, the Northern Center believes that the
Lower Sheenjek River should be selested for inclusiun and we futly support said
recommendation.

Selecting the Lower Sheenjek would pose no undue hassle to the management agencies involved
{U.S. Depariment of the Interior, National Park Service, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Servics). The
study notes that no land acquisition is needed for the preferred altemative, a5 the river and its
surrounding environment is already fully contained within 2 national wildlife refuge. (5)
Additionally, there would be ne need for a new administrative body and the costs of river
managenent would be minimal. {13)

Furthermore, there gr¢ no competing land management prionities for the river. The atea has no

sigttificant timber, mineral, or oil and gas resources, thus no commercial interests would be
affecied by the Wild River designation. And the few existing cabins, camps, and native

printed on recycled paper
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allotments would also be unaffected by this designation. Considering the relative ease with
which this wild desigration may be implemenied, we beheve that the Lower Sheenjek River
merils serious consideration.

Apart from these logistical concemns, however, the Lower Sheenjek merits consideration simply
for its own extraordinary values. The river and its environs are hume to many species of
migralory birds as well 4s large marnmals such as moose, bears, and beavers. This river basin is
recognized as a superb example of the cuitural, wildbife, scenic, and recreational values af
terior Alaska The study notes that “no other Alasken river segmentin the Nationa! Wild and
Scenic River Syster currently protects this combination.” (12} Anad because the Upper Sheenjck
15 already designated as wild, it makes sense to include the lower portion and have all 277 miles
of the river included in the National Witd and Seenic River System.

Additionally, the Northem Center believes thar this action would mark a significant precedent in
watershed conservation, thereby reversing Congress' trend of lacklustar indifference evident
since the Alaska National Intevest Lands Conservalion Aci of 1980, This act mandated that
twelve rivers in Alaska be studied for inclusion in the Natronal Wild and Scenjc River System,
Of those twelve, seven were disregarded outright and three were recommended for inclusion (but
have not yet been acted on by Congress), leaving only the Lower Sheenjel and the Squirrel as
the two remaining studies. The Nonthern Center dees not feel that the Lower Sheenjek should be
granted this designation simply as the “token” river of ANILC A, however it could reaffirm that
wilderness protection is an essential part of our nation's land managerment practices.

Mardy Murie, well-known as the “grandmother”’ of the conservation moventent in Alaska, poled
the Sheenjek River with her husband Qlaus in the 1920°s. Much laier, she stood before the 1.8,
Congress and spoke it suppori of wilderness preservation. “‘Beauly is a resource 1 and of
itself.” she stated. ““Alaska must be allowed w0 be Alaska, that is her greatest economy. | hope
the United States of America is not so rich that she can afford to let these wildemnesses pass by -
or 50 paor she cannol afford to keep them.™

In that spirit, 1 wish to close by reiterating that the Northerny Alaska Environmental Center fully
supports the inclusion of the Lower Sheenjek River ik the Nationa! Wild and Scenic River
System.

Sincerely,

(Zc
Ross Coen
Wilderness Carnpaign Coordinator
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lanuary 13, 1999

Ted Heuer, Refuge hanage
Yukon Flata NWR

Federal Building and Cruthouse
101 1 2h Avenue, Koom 63
Fairbanks AK 99711

Fan (907 4560506

| Page

Dear Mr. Hewer:

o Eie e & S eatn G A g RO Te I T hrce d4Y)

We s_r:c-n_gly support the lawer Sheenjek being included w the designation 45 & Wild und
Seenic River so that the entirz tiver will he protected. We have taken float trips on the

Shweciyei for eight vears and are planning annther trip thig cotting

Margare! Murie, who was avarded the Presidential meda) of Freedorn as ©

i the creation of America's great reaswre, the Archc Natonal Wi

Aupnst,

1dlife Reluge,” ones

said T think the Sheenei River is tie rmost beautifl river in the world, ™ Weagien

A prime miever

A5 vonl K, the Sheenjok Baver is 2 prime habitar for migTale Y waterfowd, invose. hear
and beaver. Please do everything 1n your power to prutect this peistine Inverior &laska
over fur eur furure gendrauons to eojay its wildh f2 and its seenic beaury,

Thank you for your effnrts.

Sinceraly, -
.l" s | 1
// /./ o /. -?}f{ff*“- Arsn

Ken Leghom and Susan Wamer
Owiers
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January 12, 1999

Ted Heuer, Refuge Manager

Yukon Flals NWR

Federal Building and Courthiouse
101 1 2th Avenue, Room 264
Fairbarks, AK 5970]

Dear Mr. Hewer;

TORYO
LRt TR T
FA3 B3 3REE-EIRD

HORG KON
31 254084
fau: AL - FOA0: QB

SIHNGAPORY
EL TR N Y
Fad &5-%3a.223)

JAKRARTA
LCARERUGAEENT Gre CE
AT -RAFIZ IR
Fhr Gl&-isi-Troo

I support the designation of the Sheenjek as a Wild Raver. [am farurate o be a

Co-GWHeT 1 properly on Beaver Creek and therefire know Mirst hand how important such a
degignation ¢an be in protecting a river.

IGy.1g

Sincerely yours,
: a;-},\‘d’v{){.g(.l, S

“ lonathen G Blattmachy

ce. Syhaa Ward

i JI{ : f 4‘;’:’??’)-' A




Sierra Club

Alaska Fleld Office

241 E. Fifth Avenue, Swite 205, Anchorage. Alaska 5950
(X7} 276-4048 » TAN {NF) 25H-65107

fenver Sheewied Wild and Scendie River Stedv/AETS

January L5, 1999
Mr Juck blishy
Kiw Trails and Conservation Assistnes Progiam
Nativnal Park Service
2325 Gambell Steeel
Anchore. AR PS03 280G

Mlr, Ted Heuer
Refuge Manager
Yukon Flas Nutionuh Wildlife Refioge
ledleral Building md Courthouse

104 12™ Aveaue, Hoom 264
Fairbanks. 4K 99701

B Hovised [radi Wikl and Scenic River Study and Legislatiee Eovieopmentul Impact
Statement for the Lower Sheenjoh River, Alaska

eiir Wlersrs. Mosks and Peuer
Ihe Sievra Club. 3 national erivironmeiks) organizaten wirls chapters in e slate.

appreciates the dpporunny W submit commignts on e Lavwer Shevnjeb River Drafl
Sty and Legislative BTS (huwdyy

e caecing 1o the S1pl. e rundamentad issue i whethor Wold aml Seeme Riser stats
15 Ithels o enhanee and hetp protect the values of the rioer at a reasonable lnaocial and
snzial gt

1M amswner o that question is ves. Wild river status would bring s signilivantly highe
Teval al' prowetion b the tiver. AL presen, 1t s aceoss non-w ilderness re Jugy dands
Uraat are subject e uses and developments tat could deamidivally luange the clrater ol
the river vorridor. and poremially disqualily i forsild dver siawus, For examply.t
comcensahile that dums ot other majer water resource development. ruads, Tiggting.
nieral leasing, extensive habetal manipualation., and ather develupment might be
perenitted 10 e grver corridor it found t be conpatibile wath refuge parpeses.

Wild rver siatie., by preeluding du uses and developments ioted ahos, insues that the
river und s orrignr will remain in their present nalnal condition

Cluipter 7
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Because adninistration of the lower river as a wild river would cost less than five
thousand dollars per vear. the financial cost of designation is reasonable. The suctal cost
identified i the Study, a set-back requirement fur subsistence wood-cutting and new or
reconstructed subsistence cabins, seems a reasonable one, cspecially in light of the
benetits: maintenance of scenic/acsthetic values. and protection of riparian habatat.

I'he Sierra club finds the case for wild river status very persuasive, In summury, the
iower Sheenjek is sitable tor addition to the Wild and Scenic Rivers System as a wild
viver for the tollowing reasons:

# 11 has owstandingly remarkable wildlife, subsistence. and recreativnal values.

# Az the upper river is already a wild river, adding wild designation for the lower would
pecteet and give uniform management to the entire river as it flows actoss a variety of
Jandscapes to ils conlluence with the Porcupine River.

* By providing the highest level of security for fish and wildlite habitat that sustains
the local and regional subsistence economy, ¢.g.. as a major churn salmon producer.
wild river status would help accomplish the subsistence policy objectives ol
Congress in AMILOA.

*  Ir provides excellent boating, camping. and wildlife viewing oppartunities for river
travelers.

«  Virally all land in the proposed cotridor is fuderally owned. which means that uswal
use and management condlicts arising from multiple jurisdictions in other river
corridors would not he present along the fower Sheenjek.

»  Reluge management vosts would be neglipible.

# There would be no impuct un current use and actavities in the river corridor.

Omhe issic of suitability. the Study notes (hal local residents and the Stae have shown
“t particular interest” in seeing the lower river added to the national oiver system.
While this may hasve been an aceurate description of an earlivr state administration”s
position. the administration of Governor Teny Knewles may take a more enlightened
position,

An excellent feature of the Study is the recommendation that the wild river corridor be
one mile wide, as 15 case with existing wild rivers established by ANILUA - By conrast,
the LS. Farest Service, ignoring ANILC AL propeses a mere hal-mile wide corridor for
proposed wild and scenic rivees on the two national lerests in Alaska.

I conclusion. the Sierra Club commiends the authars of the sludy tor a concise yel
thorough analysis of the Lower Sheenjek river. and urges the Administrution 1o forward a
wild river recommendation w Congress,

Sinverely. .
/-k’ftﬂa

Jack Tession

Alaska Representative
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Knik Canoars & Kayaksrs, inc,
PO Box 24786). Anchorage, AK 99504 2851

Tel 1907) 566-1554 Wi kek oey

Janyary 15, 1998

Ted Houar, Refuge Manager
Yukon Flals NWH

Federaj Bullding ang Courlhousa
101 12th Avenue, Room 264
Fairbanks, AK %9701

1 pAne via fax ha (8073 456-NA0F

Oear Mr. Heuer:

I am writing loday to suppori of the proposed dasignalion of the Lawer Sheenjek River
A%8 Wil ARl Soanie River. Tha Kedk Gannesa & Kayakara (KOK) ks an Anchorhga-
baseq voluntear nonprofit organization that has represenied 1ha interesis of hon-
molorized bealars sinee Y970, Qur club bas a currant mambarship of 312 households.

We promaote boating inletests by encouraging paddiespotts, disseminating imormation
On sale boaling, and ao ting tor hoating interasts on lesuas ol Rocess atd

conservation, KCK's constructive input has been welcomed by ihe Alaska Siate Parks,
US Forest Service, National Park Service, Atmy Corps of Englrgers. FIL Richardson and

ather public entitias. We appreciate e opporiuny to 6emment on the sludy and draf
LEIS tor ke Lower Sheenjek River.

Wa support the LEIS Prefatced Akemative of desigrialian as a Wit & Scenic Biver, We
are particutarly in lavor of eftorts thal tadilitate eduaation and mterpralation, ensure the
continuanca of Lhe undevelopad, scanke characler of tha river. and o impactive use ol
Ihz corrdor, whilg excluding tutura impoundment of exiractive use {such &3 oll and gas)

Sincerely,

Eric Downay, Presldenl
Kalk Canoers and Kayakers

139 ESe B 208 Ancaorage. AR 9
[a W78 277 &322« Fag 13

gries S0 Convedicsion and Coordinetion Puaye U4

National Parks

and Conservation Association

Avaska Reclonar OFrcE
Jamary 151959

‘Ted Heyee, Refuge Manager
Yukon Flats NWR

101 12" Aveoue, Ruom 26d
Fairbanks, AK 99101

Via FAX; 9)7-4560%6
SURJECT: Wi and Scenic River designation far the Lower Sbetnjeb River

Deear br. Hever,

- Sreni;, Raver desygratiou [on the
Thank you For the ¢ppOriunty & comment on the proposed Wid and
Lower }Sheeniek River. Ths Nanonal ¥arks and Conserahon Associanen (NPCA) wm s e
desiguanon NPT was establishd i 1919 to protect and ¢nhance the Nabanab Park System. Today thees
are neariv 400,000 memhery of winch 1150 arein Alaska

jek i ot i SRk System N'sa remole
The Lower Sheenjek is an ¢xceltent addwian o the Nauenal Wiid & Sceois: Ruvers Sy
and wiké ared, laq];d‘j i ite nteral S The over i free-Nowing, bos no redds 20 wagoe developmem.'
few villages and low popwlapon. Although rianagement of the arma woulc_l weman largely unchanged, we
recemmend procceding wih the desipration ar s time as proiection against fubure dmvelogment
possibilives

Sincerelv. L
AN >
Sy e g b

Cﬁp"Demnerl:in
Alaska Regponad Drecior

Narionel Office )
UITGE Mass Ave N

Alaska Regional Office

e L LR

Weshingran T 20755
al- 302 20teT2Y e Fax 12020 0380030
O Tebaer X
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THE WILDERNESS SOCIE

Sheenyjek River Coniments
2325 Gambel] Streat
Anchorgge, AK 99503-28492

Junvary 8, 1994

NJEK WILD AND SCENIC RIVER STUDY AND -
ACT SYATEMENT COMMENTS

RE: LOWER SHE
; VIRONMENTAL M

The Wikierness Socicly apprecintes the opporunity w submit comments for Lhe
Lawer Sheerjek Wild snd Scenic Biver Study and Legisiutve Enviconmental linpact
Statgment {Dralt Study LTISL

The Wildemess Svcieny (TWS L founded i 1935, vs a nup-profl menthership
wrgani calion deveted to preserving wildemess and wildlifz, protecting Ametica’s prine
Torests, purks. mvers, Josens, oo shorcimes, and fostering an Aamerican land ethic. Whith

ROO00 members nalonwide, TWS has 800 memlers i Alaska, many ot whoe use the
Chugach National Forest and are concernad about the management of its patural
resources.

TWSE supports the preferred alemaosg wivell wouhld duesignaie the fower partron
ot the Sheerpek River as o Manonal Wild River  This desigaation sould pratect the
atslandingey remarkatle cullural, saldlie, scem wd reereatinnal values associated with
the spver annl the adjacent public Tumbs.

At vtlined in i Draft Sty P18 e €

requirements For a Nalonal Wild River ina nulnbr:r af wuys: 1) ll1i. Tiver U}mdor I
entirely within a Conservation Systam Unit | Yukon Fluts Nadonal Wildlite Refuge), 23 a
designunion is both leasible amd omcly: and 3y thiere are no sigmilewt conpeling fand
managzmend priorities for the corrdor (e the river corridor does ol have signifcant
trmher, ail, mineral on water resosreesh, Dosigiating Ui lower porlion of the Sheenjek

Fiver as & Natemul Wild Biver waould prolect the entive iy ot conrwdor (she upper poction af’

the Sheenjek nver is already desiunaded o tsational Wild River). which 15 2 refuively rare
phenomenon in Alaska and the United Stales. Only a handful of entire Tiver corridors are
designated Wild in Alaska,

The Dralt Stly 'LERS outlines the Tallowang as outtandingly remarkable values
of tive river cornidor subsisience. wuldiife, anid recreationu| values. The subsisienue and
cultural values of the river corridor are sigmificam and have been developed over

ALASEA REGION
44 W ERT TTHOAVENUE, ANCHIOREAGE. AR 9950
TEL 407y 2724455 LaX 071 erqy70
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centuries, The Sheenjek was kuown as a primary travel route between the Yukon Flats
and Lhe Brooks range, which allowed for irade. While we understand local people in
eneral do not support ihe idea of Nationa! Wild River designation, identifying and
specifying subsistence as onc of the ourstandingly remarkable values of the tiver would
piotect subsistence apportunilies in perpetuity from future incompatible development
threats.

Described by Mardy Murie as one of the most beawtiful rivers in the world, the
Sheenjck provides a fantastic educatonal and recreauonal epportumty because of its
cultural, wildlife and scenic values, Designating the lower river as Wild will ensure the
protection of a niver type which is not yet mcorpontcd inte the National Wikl and Scenic
River systemn. In additian, by adding the lower river (o National Wild River designation
the U.S. Frsh und Wilditfe ‘?cnr(‘e will ensure a workd-class recreational and educational
opportunity along the entire river corridor,

In conchusion, TWS strongly suppors the preferred alternalive to designate the
lower Shecek River ag a National Wild River hecause of its outstandingly remarkable
subsisience, wildlife and recreational values, We leel this action should be embraced by
decision-ntakers parncularly because there are no significant competing land management
priorities wilhin the nver corridor,

Thank you for this oppartunity 1o commuerit, 11 you bave any guestion please do
not hesitate W contact us.

Sincerely,
/[%wﬁ 74//& 5{7ﬁbu/t%m

Nicols Whittington-Cvans
Assistant Regional Director, Alaska

e Robert [, Barbee, Regional Director, Nutional Park Service
Tave Allen, Regional Director, LIS, Fish and Wildlile Servics
Ted Heuer, Yukon Flats National Wildlife Refuge Manager
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Appendix A: Interim River Management Guidelines

The following are based on interim management guidelines for Wild Rivers in Alaska managed by the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and the analysis presented tu this report. These guidelines are intended to
provide management direction in the corridor until a management plan is developed. That management
plan would probably incorporate most of these guidelines, but would not be bound by them.

Any futare river management planning process will also involve significant public comment, and would
adopt a collaborative approach. This approach would encourage representatives of local people and
organizations, recreation users and organizations. and State of Alaska officials to participate on the
planning team.

If the Lower Sheenjek is designated and a river planning effort commences. Arctic NWR officials have
indicated interest in concurrently completing a river management plan for the Upper Sheenjek. The
Upper Sheenjek wax designated before federal guidelines required plans for designated rivers. and so it
does not have a stand-alone management plan (although Upper Sheenjek management is covered in some
detail in the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge Comprehensive Conservation Plan).

If the Lower Sheenjek is not designated by Congress, these guidelines will not be applied and
management direction would be provided by the Yukon Flats Comprehensive Conservation Plan.

Management Goals
Designation of a wild river corridor requires additional focus and management attention on the river's

outstandingly remarkable cultural, wildlife, scenic, and recreational values. This includes:

*  Support for subsistence use of the river corridor and the cultural heritage it invokes by recognizing
existing and past uses by local people, and ensuring those uses are continued into the future.

» Maintaining high quality wildlife habitat by limiting development along the river.
* Maintaining high quality scenery by minimizing visible development along the river.

e Maintaining high quality recreation opportunities that feature solitude, undeveloped natural
landscapes, and a minimal management philosophy (few regulations).

Specific Guidelines
Private Lands

Private land owners (especially cabin owners) are concerned about the Wild River classification attracting
large numbers of river travelers, some of whom may trespass on their land, enter their cabins, and damage
or steal their property. Managers should demonstrate awareness and concern for private land owners’
problems and take actions to help protect private property. For example, managers can advise river
travelers about the existence of private land through an informational brochure to discourage
unintentionyl trespass.

Managers may also be able to develop a cooperative agreement that encovrages managers o help protect
property while landowners minimize adverse impact along the niver (i.e., leave vegetative screentng along
the property river bank, keep structures and equipment out of stght from the river, and vse subdued color
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paints). These types of actions may make private property less obvious and less likely to be investigated
by river tfravelers. Cooperative agreements are not mandatory; Wild River designation does not aftect
private lands which will be located out of the designated corridor.

Oil and Gas Leasing and Exploration

(il and gas development is already administratively prohibited in the study area, and designation would
provide statutory protection from this type of development. These guidelines reiterate the need for this
closure during Congressional consideration.

Mining

No claims exist in the corridor and the retuge is clused to additional new claims: Wild River status would
support this closure.

Cabins

When possible. new trapline, guiding. or fish camp cabins on refuge lands in the Wild River corridor
should be set back and screened from the river, This can minimize trespass by recreation users as well as
maintain higher quality scenic values. Existing cabins on refuge lands may be partially concealed by
permitting river bank vegetation to grow unchecked.

Logging

Small scale cutting for trapline, guiding. or fish camp cabins on refuge lands {or in association with
nearby cabins on private land) usually involves hand logging conducted in summer. When possible,
harvests should be set back or screened from the river. This will maintain higher guality scenic and
wildlife values.

Access

Both the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act and ANILCA have specific provisions assuring access 1o private
land. The law provides that boundaries for designated rivers in Alaska shall not surround private lands
adjoining the river. Owners or occupers of private lands within a designated river area ave assured
adequate and feasible access for economic and other purposes to their land. Adequate access may inciude
the traditional or established means of access used by landowners at the time the river 1s designated or
other access that will not harm the river’s resources.

When possible. summer access trails should be aligned te minimize visibility from the river. Similarly,
when possible, they should also be aligned on lands that are less susceptible to erosion ar to avoid critical
habitat areas.

Subsistence Use

Subsistence use is recognized as an outstandingly remarkable value of the Lower Sheenjek River and is to
be allowed and protected. This includes allowing use of the river by local people for hunting. tishing,
rrapping and similar activities as fong as fish and game resources are available (as determined by relevant
state and federal wildlife laws).
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Conflict between Recreation Users and Subsistence Users

Subsistence users have concerns about the presence of recreation users. Trespass and vandalism of
subsistence camps or cabins is one issue, but local users have also expressed concern about recreation
impacts on hunting and trapping success (more recreation use may scare game from the river), differences
in philosophy about the taking of fish and game. and general antipathy toward users who dress differently,
use different craft. and represent newer users of the resource. In contrast, there is little evidence that
recreation users perceive much conflict with local subsistence users.

Education efforts of both groups is probably the best approach for addressing this issue. Information that
shows public lands can help minimize trespass issues and might help explain local people’s sensitivity
roward recreation use of the arca.

Hunting, Fishing and Trapping

Hunting, fishing and trapping seasons, Jimits, methods and means will be managed in accord with
relevant federal and state fish and game regulations.

Education and Scientific Use

Wild and scenic rivers possess important educational and scientific values by presenting natural
environments where human modifications are generally minor. In general, scientific studies of
phenomena in the Lower Sheenjek will be allowed as long as they do not conflict with existing recreation
or subsistence users.

Primitiveness

Leave intact the log jams. tlood outwashes, cutbank-fallen trees, and other natural river features. Both
subsistence and recreation users appreciate that there are hazards in natural environments and do not
require management efforts to reduce those.

Commercial River Guiding

Commercial river guiding can be authorized with a Refuge Special Use Permit. Guiding permits can
ensure appropriate minimum jmpact techniques are employed by guided users, and offer opportunities to
educate them about preventing potential conflicts with subsistence users.

Boating Use Permits

A permit for boating use is not expected to be required on the Lower Sheenjek, where current recreation
use is extremely low.

Camping

Recreation or subsistence camps have the potential to become noticeably impacted by consistent use.
Periodic monitoring of popular sites may be needed to document impacts and design appropriafe
remedies. Because most camps are on sand and gravel bars which are “cleaned” by high water each year,
camping impacts on the Lower Sheenjek are not expected to be a significant impact problem in the
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foreseeable future. Constructed camping facilities on federal lands are not recommended: recrcation and
subsistence users should continue o use sand/gravel bars and pack out any equipment they pack in.

Campfires

Fires are a part of camping in Alaska. The Lower Sheenjek has considerable driftwaod available for
firewoaod; recreation users should be urged to use dead and down wood only. but no further regulations
concerning firewood use are expected to be needed.

Litter Control and Sanitation

Garbage and trash cans will not be placed within the river corridor. Users are expected to hawl out or
burn any retuse they bring into the river. Human waste should be buried at least 100 vards from any
waler source.,

Signs

Directional and information signs are inappropriate and not needed in a Wild River corridor. The location
of points of interest in the river brochure should be made by reference to existing land marks.

Safety

Safety is important but so is fun and discovery. Excessive official safety guidance und surveillance can
destroy the spirit of discovery on a river. Frequently, the more detaif the agency uses in warning of
hazards, the more susceptible the agency is to tort claims from fatlure to include even more detail.

The land and the river. not the agency. offer opportunity for risks. However, if o major hazard exists on
the river the travelers should probably be advised.

Some hazards include aufeis, rapidly rising water level. cold water, trees and roots wads in the water.
sweepers, and undercut banks.

Aufeis. Aufeis is the name given to ice formed when the stream ice becomes thick and the stream is
freezing from the bottom restricting the flow. Water is forced 10 the surface and flows over the top of the
ice freezing in successive layers, until finally the ice flow may be several feet thick. In summer the river
cuts a deep channel through the ice to the river bed. The channel walls are vertical. In some places the
river tlows in a tunnel under the ice. Getting carried info a tunnel is hazardous,

Cold water. Early in the summer the water is extremely cold. Travelers should wear high buoyancy life
jackets with waterproof matches and candles in the pockets for fire starting.

Undercut banks. The river 1s constantly cutting into the forest on the outside of the river bends. The
frozen soil beneath the forest floor is melted by the water und erodes from heneath the forest floor. When
the river level reaches above the undercut area. the surtace flow is impeded by the bank while beneath the
surface an under current flows swiftlv. A person carried underneath may become tangled in trec roots or
drift limbs.
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The cutting of the banks causes trees to topple into the waler while the root system of some still holds the
base on shore. Boats swept against the trees are caught in the branches or root wads and sometimes
overturned.

Monitoring and Law Enforcement

Maintain Jow profile while monitoring use and river conditions. Minimize use of motor boats or aircraft
for administrative purposes. except as they may be used by the public. Helicopters. however, may be
needed to conduct management activities and are not intended to be limited by this guideline. Aircraft
use through the corridor should be at high altitude with low power setting whenever possible. Law
enforcement patrols should be conducted by refuge staff and be combined with the monitoring patrols.

Motorized Equipment

Use of motorized equipment (except for snow machines, boats, airplanes, and helicopters) should be
minimized by agencies when the sound will disturb other users.

Firearms

Refuge and river regulations permit hunting and carrying firearms. Target shooting and general plinking
should be discouraged; other areas in the refuge are more appropriate for this type of activity.
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Appendix B: Section 810 Subsistence Evaluation

Intreduction
Section 810(a) of the Alaska National Interest Lands Conservation Act (ANILCA) states:

i determining whether to withdraw, reserve, lease, or otherwise permif the use,
oceupancy, or disposition of public lands under any provision of law authorizing such
actions, the head of the Federal agency having primary jurisdiction over such lands or
his designee shall evaluate the effect of such use, occupancy. or disposition on
subsistence uses and needs, the availability of other lands for the purposes sought to be
achieved, and other alternatives which would reduce or eliminate the use, occupancy, or
disposition of public lands needed for subsistence purposes. No such withdrawal,
reservation, lease, permit, or other use, occupancy or disposition of such lands which
would significantly resirict subsistence uses shall be effected wuil the head of such
Federal agency:

1. gives notice to the appropriate Stute agency and the appropriate local
commiittees and regional councils established pursuant to section 805;
gives notice of, and holds, a heuring in the vicinity of the area involved: und

3. determines that (a) such a significant restriction of subsistence uses is
necessary, consistent with sound management principles for the wtilization of the
public lands, (b} the proposed activity will involve the minimal amount of public
lands necessary to accomplish the purposes of such use, occupancy, oy other
disposition. and (¢) reasonable steps will be taken to minimize adverse impacts upon
subsistence uses and resources resulting from such actions.

%)

The Evaluation Process

ANILCA made additions to existing wildlife refuges and created new refuges as part of the National
wildlife Refuge System in Alaska. The purposes of the refuge invoived in this study are stated in section
302 of ANILCA:

The purposes for which the Yukon Flats National Wildlife Refuge is established and shall
be managed include:

(i) to conserve fish and wildlife populations and habitats in their natural diversity
including, but not limited to, canvasbacks and other migratory birds, Dall sheep. bears.
moose, wolves, wolverines and other furbearers, caribou {including participarion in
coordinated ecological studies and management of the Porcupine and Fortymile caribou
herds} and salmon;

(ii) to fulfill the internarional treaty obligations of the United States with respect to fish
and wildlife and their habitats;

(iii} to provide, in a manner consistent with the purposes set forth in subparagraphs (f)
and (i}, the opporiunity for continued subsistenice uses by local residents; and
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fiv) to ensure, to the maximum extent practicable and in a manner consistent with the
purposes sef forth in paragraph (1) water quality and necessary water guantity within the
refuge.

In addition, components of the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System are to be administered pursuant
to the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, which states. in part:

Each component of the national wild and scenic river svstem shall be administered in
such manner as 1o protect and enhance the valwes which caused it 1o be included in said
sysfent without, insofar s is consistent therewith, limiting other uses that do not
substantially interfere with public use and enjoviment of these values. In such
administrarion primary emphasis shatl be given to proteciing its desthetic, sceitic,
historic, archeological, and scientific features. Marnagement plans for any siech
component may establish varving degrees of intensity for its protection and development.
bused on the special attributes of the areq.

Also, subsistence uses were to be permitted in the refuges and components ot the National Wikl and
Scenic Rivers System in accordance with title VII[ ot ANILCA.

The potential for significant restriction must be evaluated for the proposed action's effect upon
"subsistence uses and needs, the availabihity of other lands for the purposes sought to be achieved and
other alternatives which would reduce or eliminate the use.” Restriction on subsistence use would be
significant it there were large reductions in the abundance of harvestable resowrces, major redistribution
of those resources, substantial interference with harvester access to active subsistence sites, or a major
increase in hunting by others than rural residents.

By asking the following series of questions and analyzing the responses, relative to the area and the
proposed action, an evaiuation of significance becomes possible.

1. Would the alternative cause a reduction in the population of wildlife, fish, and other resources
upon which subsistence harvesting depends: and/or would the alternative cause a redistribution
in those harvestable resources by etther cansing a decline in the papulation of wildlife or fish
harvested for subsistence or by altering the distribution ot those harvestable resources?

2. Would the alternative cause a restriction on access to the harvestable resources where
harvesting historically has tuken place?
3. Would the alternative lead to increased competition for the big game present there?

Proposed Action On Federal Lands

The Department of the Intertor has identified the Lower Sheenjek River {comprising 99 river miles) as
eligible and suitable for inclusion in the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System. This action would add
statutory protection to the outstanding values in the river corridor. These lands and values are already
receiving a high degree of protection by virue of national wildlife refuge status and the existing and
proposed management of the refuge lands. Addition of this segment would complete the Sheenjek as a
component of the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System by adding the remainder of the river to the
system. The other alternative considered was non-designation (ne action),
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Affected Environment

As described in the subsistence section of the EIS, subsistence use occurs in varying degrees along the
lower Sheenjek River. Noncommercial trapping is the predominant subsistence activity. Hunting also
takes place along the entire segment. Most fishing on the river is done incidentally to other activities. A
few subsistence users from Fort Yukon are believed to set nets near the mouth of the river; and nets are
set by one or more local residents who have traplines along the river.

Environmental Consequences

To determine the potential impact on existing subsistence activities, the three evaluation criteria were
analyzed relative to existing subsistence resources which could be affected. The EIS describes the total
range of potential impacts which may occur in the "Environmental Consequences” chapter. The
evaluation criteria include:

» the potential to reduce important subsistence wildlife populations
= the effect the uction might have on hunter access
® the potential for the action to increase hunter competition

The Potential to Reduce Populations

Under both alternatives, management of the river corridor would emphasize maintenance of existing
conditions, including wildlife populations and wilderness character. Visitor use is expected to increase at
similar rates under both alternatives and remain at relatively low levels. Because the upper portion of the
Sheenjek River is already designated as a wild river, addition of the lower river is unlikely to contribute to
additional use. This use would be confined to the immediate environment of the river and would not
affect any wildlife populations or their habitat.

Conclusion: None of the alternatives including the proposed action would cause a reduction in the
population or habitat of any harvestable resource or result in a redistribution of harvestable resources.

Restriction of Access

Under the alternative, all existing means and routes of access, including airplanes. motorboats, and
snowmachines. would continue as allowed by law along the lower Sheenjek.

Under the proposed action, atiempts would be made to locate any tuture motorized vehicle trails along the
lower few miles of the river farther than [/2 mile from the river to minimize impacts on the scenic,
recreational, and other values of the designated corridor. Such restrictions would comply with provisions
of ANILCA relating to subsisience and access.

Conclusion: None of the alternatives including the proposed action would restrict existing access 1o
harvestable resources. If the river segment was designated, there might be restrictions placed on new
routes of access proposed for the lower few miles of the river.




Increase in Competition

Under either alternative, visitor use of the river corridor is expected to increase but still remain at low
levels. Because most of the recreational use of the river would occur during the summer months prior to
big game hunting seasons, designation of the lower Sheenjek would naot result in increased competition
for big game.

The slight increase in use s also not expected to have any sigmficant impacts on subsistence fishing or
gathering activities.

Conclusion: None of the altermatives including the preposed action would appreciably increase
competition for big game or other harvestable resources.

Availability of Other Lands for the Proposed Action

No other lands are available for this particular action because the river and its associated resources cannot
be relocated. In addition, portions of the Sheenjek River have already been designated as a wild river. so
this action would complete the previous designation. Management under the proposed action would be
very stmilar to that proposed for the refuge lands without designation.

Alternatives Considered

The EIS analyzes two alternatives: no action, and designation of the tower 99-mile segment {proposed
action}.

Consuitation and Coordination

The following agencies and organizations were consulted throughout the study process and were provided
with preliminary copies of this evaluation:

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Alaska Department of Fish and Game
Tanana Chiefs Conference, Inc.
Doyon Ltd.

Alaska Federation of Natives

Native Village of Fort Yukon

Public involvement during the study is discussed in Chapter 7.
Findings

Based upon the above process and considering all the available information, this evaluation could not
forecast any reasonable foreseeable events that would entail a significant restriction of subsistence use.
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The following checklist of 160 species was compiled from
refuge observations and published records,

ABUNDANCE (seasonal for migrants)
A = Abundant

C = Common {certain to be seen or heard in suitable habitat}
U = Uncommeon {present but not certain to be scen; or locally
distributed}
R = Rare (seen only a [ew times annually)
O = Qccasional (seen only a few times in a five-year period)
X = Accidental (has been seen only once or Iwice; may not
be seen again)
STATUS
Y = Year-round residen|
B = Breeding species (migratory}
* Breeding has been documented for this species through
observation of cggs, nests. or dependeni {unfledged or
recently fledged) young.
M = Migrant non-breeder (raveling between
stmmer and winlet range
¥ = ¥isitor from outside its normal range

Ab 5t
LOONS
___ Red-throated Loon u B
__. Pacific Loon C B*
__ Common Loon C B*
GREBES
_ Homed Giche C B*
__ Red-necked Grebe C B*
CORMORANTS
___ Double-crested Cormorant X ¥
SWANS., GEESE, DUCKS
_ Tundra Swan R M
_ Trumpeter Swan U B*
__ Greater White-fronted Gouse U B
_ Snow Goose R M
__ Bram X \Y
___ Canuda Goose U B
__ Green-winged Teal C B*
___ Mallard C B*
___ Northern Pintail C B*
___ Biue-winged Teal R B*

__ Northern Shoveler

_ Gadwall

__ American Wigeon

__ Canvashack

___ Redhead

—_ Ring-necked Duck

__ Greater Scaup

_ Lesser Scaup

——_King Eider

___ Hurlequin Duck

___ Oldsquaw

_ Black Scoter

__ Swif Seoter

___ White-winged Scoter

___ Common Goldeneye

___ Barrow’s Goldeneye

___ Bufflehead

__ Common Merganser

___ Red-breasied Merganser

_ Ruddy Duck
EAGLES, HAWKS

_ Osprey

_ Bald Eagle

__ Northern Harrier

___ Sharp-shinned Hawk

_ Nuorthern Goshawk

___ Swainson’s Hawk

—_ Red-tatled Hawk

__ Rough-legged Hawk

____ Golden Eagle
FALCONS

_ _American Kestrel

_ Merln

___ Peregrine Falcon

__ Gyrfalcon
GROUSE

___ Spruce Grouse

_ Willow Ptarmigan

.. Rock Ptarmigan

__ Rufted Grouse

__ Sharp-tailed Grouse
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B
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COOTS
_ Amencan Coot
CRANES
Sandhall Crane

PLOVERS
__ Black-hellied Plover
__ American Golden-Plover
___ Semipalmaied Plover
__ Kilideer
SANDPIPERS
___ Greater Yellowleps
__ Lesser Yellowlegs
_—_ Solitary Sandpiper
___ Spotted Sandpiper
___ Wandering Tattler
_ Upland Sandpiper
. Whimbrel
___ Hudsonian Godwat
___ Ruddy Turnstone
_ Surttyird
__ Sanderling
___ Semipalmated Sandpiper
__ Western Sandpiper
__. Least Sandpiper
__ Baird’s Sandpiper
. Pectoral Sandpiper
__ Dunlin
__ Suilt Sandpiper
___ Buftf-breasted Sandpiper
—_ Long-bitled Powilcher
__ Common Snipe
__ Wilson's Phalarope
_ Red-necked Phalarope
___ Red Phalarope

JAEGERS, GULLS, AND TERNS

__ Long-tailed Jaeger
___ Bonaparte’s Gull
_ Mew Gull
___Herring Gull
Glaucous Gull

Arctic Tern
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PIGFONS AND DOVES

_ _Rock Dove

_ _ Mourning Dove
OWLS

_ Great Horned Owl

_ Snowy Owl

__ WNorthern Hawk Owl

— Oreat Gray Owl

__ Short-eared Owl

~__ Boreal Owl
KINGFISHERS

__ Beled Kingfisher
WOODPECKERS

_ . Downy Woodpecker

_ Hairy Woudpecker

__ Three-tocd Woudpecker

_ Black-backed Wondpecker

_ Northern Fhcker
TYRANT FLYCATCHERS

_ Ohive-sided Flyeatcher

_ Western Wood-Pewee

___ Alder Flycatcher

_ Hummond's Flycutcher

___ Say’s Phocbe

__ Tastern Kingbird
LARKS

_ Hurned Lark
SWaALLOWS

__ Tree Swallow

_. Violet-green Swallow

_ Bank Swallow

_ Clitf Swallow
JAYS, MAGPIES, CROWS

__.. Gray Jay

__ Black-hilled Maugpic

__ Commaon Raven

CHICKADFES

__ Black-copped Chickadee

— Siberian Tit

_ Boreul Chichadee

QO

]

0
t
U
1
U

o

< <

Y

Y *

Yok

vl

W<

WIIEm®

B i
B*
B
B+

Y
Y

NUTHATCHES
__ Red-breasted Nuthatch
DIFPERS
—__ American Dipper
KINGLETS
__ Ruby-crowned Kinglet
THRUSHES
__ Northern Wheatear
___ Townsend's Solitaire
__ Gray-cheeked Thrush
—_ Swainson’s Thiush
___ Hermit Thrash
___ American Robin
__ Varied Thrush
WAGTAILS, PIPITS
_ White Wagtail
__ American Pipit
WAXWINGS
___ Bohemian Waxwing
SHRIKES
__ Northern Shrike
STARELINGS
_ Ewropean Starling
WOOD WARBLERS
_ Orange-crowned Warbler
—Yellow Warbler
. Yellow-rumped Wurbler
. Blackpoll Warbler
__ Northern Waterthrush
— Wilson™s Warbler
SPARROWS, BUNTINGS
_ . American Tree Sparrow
___ Chipping Sparrow
——_ Savannah Sparrow
— Fox Sparrow
_ Lincoln™s Sparrow
Gulden-crowned Sparrow
—_ White-crowned Sparrow
. Dark-eyed Junco
__ Lapland Longspur
__ Smith’s Longspur
Snow Bunling
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BLACKRBIRDS

_ Red-winged Blackbird J B*

— Ruusty Blackhird C  B¥
FINCHES

— Rosy Finch u B

___ Pine Grosbeak ] Y

___ White-winged Crossbill C Y

__ Common Redpoll C e

—— Hoary Redpell U M

The Yukon Fluts National Wildlife Refuge consists of 8.5
million acres and encompasses the Yokon Flats wetlands
basin. This basin is located along the Arctic Circle and is
bordered by the Brooks Range 1o the north and the White
Mountains to the south. 1t includes 300 miles of the
Yukon River, North America’s fifth lurgest river: an
estimated 40,000 shallow lakes, ponds, and sloughs: and
7000 miles of rivers and streams. The rich wetlands ol
the Yukon Flats are some of the most productive
waterfowl breeding areas in North Americu: an estimated
[.5 million ducks breed here anmually. The Ilats also
include a variety of other habitats, such as forests of white
spruce, paper birch, and quaking aspen; black spruce bugs:
thickets of willow and alder; and grasslands and meadows.
These habitats are important to a variety of songbirds,
shorebirds, and upland game hirds.

List was compiled by K.M. Sow]
Revised February 1999
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FISH & WILLHLIFE
SERVICE

United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
NORTHERN ALASKA ECOLOGICAL SERVICES
101 12" Ave,, Box 19, Room 110
Fairbanks, AK 99701
January 4, 1999

Mr. Jack Mosby

National Park Service
2525 Gambell St.
Anchorage, Alaska 99503

Re:  Wild and Scenic River Designation
of the Sheenjek River

This responds to your request for a list of endangered and threatened species and critical habitats
pursuant to section 7 of the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended (Act). This
information is being provided for your use in preparing an Environmental Impact Statement for
the proposed designation of the Sheenjek River as a Wild and Scenic River.

The following listed or previously listed species may occur in the area of proposed activity:

American peregrine falcon (Falco peregrinus anatun)  Endangered
Arctic peregrine falcon (Falca peregrinus tundriug) Delisted in 1994

The American peregrine falcon nests in the forested areas of interior Alaska, and migrates
through central, southcentral, and southeastern Alaska during spring and fall migration. There is
no designated critical habitat for American peregrine falcons in Alaska. There are no known
American peregrine falcon nest sites within 10 miles of the Sheenjek River, however they may
migrate through or huat in the area.

The arctic peregrine falcon (Falco peregrinus fundrius) was removed from the list of endangered
and threatened species on October 3, 1994, The Service recommends that agencies and
applicants aveid impacts to arctic peregrine falcons as they have recently recovered from
threatened status, and could be emergency listed at any time if survey data indicate a reversal in
recovery. This subspecies nests in tundra areas of northern and western Alaska and migrates
throughout most of the state during spring and fall migration. There are no known arctic
peregrine falcon nest sites within 10 miles of the project site.

Based on the project description provided, the Service concludes that this project is not likely to
adversely impact listed species. Preparation of a Biological Assessment or further consultation
under section 7 of the Act regarding this project is not necessary at this time. [f project plans

change, additicnal information on listed or proposed species becomes available, or new species

. e _ .
Ny
Dear Mr. Mosby:
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are listed that may be affected by the project. consultation should be reinitiated.

This letter relates only to endangered species under our jurisdiction. It does not address other
legislation or responsibilities under the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act, Clean Water Act, or
National Environmentat Policy Act,

Thank vou for your cooperation in meeting our joint respensibilitics under the Act. If you need
further assistance, please contact Cathy Donaldson at (907) 456-0354.

Sincerely,
Pbeck Gorsne-

Patrick Sousa
Field Supervisor
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Appendix E: Estimated Costs of Wild and Scenic River Study/LEIS

This Wild and Scenic River Study/LEIS was conducted over multiple years in two distinct efforts.
Information about the costs in the 1980-1985 effort is unavailable: estimated costs for the resumption of
the Study/LEIS beginning in Fiscal Year 1997 are provided below.

Wild and Scenic River Study/LEIS Costs (1997 to present)

The following are costs above and beyond base expenditures paid to Refuge staff who also contributed
expertise, reviews, and some sections of the Study/LEIS. Tt also does not include base salaries paid to the
NPS staff person who participated in the fieldwork and administered the study process, or other NPS staff
who reviewed and helped edit the Study/LEIS.

Fiscal Year 1997 (October 1996 - September 1997)

$30,000 to complete field reconnaissance on the river, begin gathering updated resource information,
place a Notice in the Federal Register, place newspaper ads for scoping meetings, and cover travel costs
of conducting the scoping meetings. A substantial component of this money (about $20,000) was spent in
a cooperative agreement with Colorado State University for a doctoral student to participate in the
fieldwork, organize resource information, participate in the public involvement, and rewrite the Draft
Study/LEIS.

Fiscal Year 1998 {October 1997 - September 1998)
$7.600 to complete document revisions, print, and distribute the revised Draft Study/LEIS.

Fiscal Year 1999 (October 1998 — September 1999)

$22.000 to conduct and travel to three public meetings on the Draft Study/LEIS, place newspaper
advertisements for those public meetings, to revise and print the Final Study/LEIS, to place Federal
Register notices, and publish a final Record of Decision.
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The 1984 Draft Study/LEIS was prepared by Jim Morris. Outdoor Recreation Planner, National
Park Service, Alaska Regional Office.

The 1985 Final Study/LEIS (prepared but never released) was prepared by Vanghn Baker.
Outdoor Recreation Planner, National Park Service, Alaska Regional Office.

Primary consultants on the 1981-1985 Study/LEIS were:

Abby Arnold, Tanana Chiefs Conference, Inc.

Louis Barton, Alaska Departiment of Fish and Game

Phil Berrian, Doyon Limited
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Judy Liedberg, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. Arctic National Wildlife Refuge
Mitcheil Sheldon. U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Yukon Flats National Wildlife Refuge
Averill Thayer, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

Joe Wehrman, Alaska Department of Natural Resources
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The 1997-1999 Draft Study/LEIS was updated and revised by:

¢ Doug Whittaker, Colorado State University, who has been an outdoor recreation planner with
the National Park Service and Bureau of Land Management in Alaska, and has expertise in
river management issnes.

o Jack Mosby, Alaska Regional Office, Nationai Park Service, who is the program manager of
the Rivers, Trails and Conservation Assistance program for Alaska and has considerable
expertise with river planning and management issues in Alaska.

Sections of the Study/LEIS were contributed by staff from the Yukon Flats National Wildlife

Refuge: additional members of that staff, the USFWS regional office in Anchorage. and NPS

regional office staff in Anchorage also reviewed the document, or assisted in condncting field

work. Contributors and reviewers {and their expertise and contributions) are briefly listed below
in alphabetical order.

e Mark Bertram is the wildlife biologist for Yukon Fiats NWR; he contributed the section on
wildlife and reviewed the Draft Study/LEIS.

e Ari Banet is an oil and gas specialist who works for the BLM. and provided recent
information regarding oil and gas potential for the region.

o  Fred Deines is the deputy refuge manager for Yukon Flats NWR and he reviewed the Draft
Study/LEIS.

o Chuck Diters is the cultura) resource specialist for the U.S. Fish and Wildhife Service at the
regional office in Anchorage. He pasticipated in the 1997 fieldwork and reviewed the Draft
Study/LEIS.

e Perry Grissom is the fire management officer for the Yukon Flats NWR and he reviewed the
Draft Study/LEIS.

¢ Mary Lu Harle works in the water resources branch of the Fish and Wildlife Service regional
office in Anchiorage. She reviewed the Draft Study/LEIS.
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+ Ted Heuer is the Yukon Flats National Wildlife Refuge manager and he reviewed all
documents. and participated in the public meetings.
¢ Greg McClellan is the subsistence coordinator for the Yukon Flats, Arctic, and Kanuti
refuges and he reviewed the Draft Study/LEIS.
¢ Bud Rice is a NEPA compliance specialist with National Park Service regional office in
Anchorage and he reviewed the Draft Study/LEIS.
¢ Rod Simmons works in the fisheries resource office for the Arctic, Yukon Flats. and Kanuti
refuges. He contributed the fisheries section and reviewed the Draft Study/LEIS.
¢ Kiristine Sowl is a biological technician for the Yukon Flats refuge and she reviewed the Draft
Study/LEIS.
¢ John Trawicki works in the water resources branch of the Fish and Wildlife Service Alaska
regional office and provided the information on flows for the Lower Sheenjek.
* Mike Vivion is a biologist/pilot with the Yukon Flats refuge and he reviewed the Study/LEIS.
‘ o Paul Williams 1s a refuge information technician for the Yukon Flats NWR and participated
in the 1997 fieldwork.
‘ ¢ Qlen Yankus is an environmental specialist with the National Park Service regional office in
| Anchorage. He reviewed the Final Study/LEIS.
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As the Nation’s principal conservation agency, the Department of the Interior has basic responsibilities o
protect and conserve our lund and water. encrgy and minerals, fish and wildlife, parks and recreation
areas. and to ensure the wise use of all these resources. The department also has major responsibilities for
American Indian reservation communities and for people who live in the island territories under U.S.
Administration.

Publicatien services provided by the staff of the Alaska System Support Office.
Document Number NPS D2225B, August 1999,




