COMMENT SUMMARY:  EAST ALASKA RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN
DRAFT ALTERNATIVES
Introduction:

This is a summary of comments received from a public review of the draft alternatives formulated as part of the East Alaska Resource Management Planning process.  These comments will be used by the planning team in development of a preferred alternative, which will be analyzed in a draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).  The draft EIS should be available for public review and comment by the end of December, 2004.
Methods:

The draft alternative packet was distributed to people on the mailing list (those who had attended initial scoping meetings) and made available through 17 public meetings held around the planning area.  Reviewers were given at least one month to comment.  Comment deadline was July 2, 2004.  Each packet contained a comment form that “rated” each component of each alternative as “acceptable, unacceptable, or preferred.” In addition, reviewers were encouraged to make written comments.  Reviewers used both methods, some utilizing only the provided form and others making detailed comments without using the form.  Both detailed comments and comments utilizing the form are summarized below.  Comments are summarized by issues.

Comment forms with the “rating” system were tallied.  Individual written comments, whether on the comment form or contained in a letter to the BLM, were categorized by the 10 issues below.  Similar comments were combined and tallied to produce quantitative information for the comparison and analysis of public input.  There were 95 individuals and organizations that commented on the EARMP.  
Alternatives:

There were four alternatives presented within the review packet:

· Alternative A:  Describes current management.
· Alternative B:  Describes management with an emphasis on resource development.
· Alternative C:  Describes management with an emphasis on resource conservation or maintenance.
· Alternative D:  Describes a balance between B and C.
Content Analysis conducted by Tamara Larzelere, ECO associate at Glennallen Field Office.

1. How should OHVs, access, and roads be managed for various purposes on public lands while protecting natural and cultural resources?

	19
	Limit OHVs to designated trails, stop cross country travel

	14
	Need road accessible trails/areas that are maintained and enforced for non-motorized users (quiet areas) in both the winter and the summer months

	13
	Delta Mountains SRMA (includes: Castner, Canwell, Fells, McCallum, and Augustana drainages) as a non-motorized winter use area

	9
	Designation of trails is a necessary and useful management tool and should be implemented

	9
	All areas should be designated open to OHV use (RS2477s, 17B easements, trails, other historic routes)

	7
	Education and interpretation should be pursued to educate the public about the impacts recreation can have on the land, Leave No Trace

	5
	Jetskis, hovercraft, and airboats should be prohibited 

	5
	Areas should be closed to OHV use unless specifically opened in limited areas

	5
	OHV trails need to be made sustainable through maintenance and appropriate trail construction

	5
	Don’t do trail hardening

	5
	Areas are needed for non-motorized winter recreation

	4
	BLM GFO needs a travel management plan at the district of sub-region level, with range of opportunities from primitive to developed, non-motorized, and motorized

	4
	Some RS2477s are okay and justified, but all of them are too many to designate

	3
	Recognize all RS2477s

	3
	Subsistence use of OHVs and access to public lands needs to be upheld

	3
	OHVs that are impacting anadromous and salmon bearing streams should be closely monitored and/or closed to motorized use

	2
	No currently proposed alternative depicts a balance of open, limited, and closed designations

	2
	Develop multi-use OHV trail systems with a single trailhead point.

	3
	Biology (wildlife or resource damage) should be the primary factor to designating trails, not political acceptance or popularity.

	2
	Trail use needs to be monitored

	1
	Forestry roads should be open to public use after the government is through using them for logging.

	1
	Limit OHVs where it will damage wetland habitat or affect nesting / breeding

	1
	Seasonal limitations on OHV use should include moose hunting season from September 1 – 30

	1
	Create a trails advisory group that represents a balanced spectrum of viewpoints on trails issues

	1
	Cumulative effects of OHVs needs to monitored and addressed

	1
	“seasonal limitations” will lead to “closure” and the trails will not then be reopened

	1
	OHV limitations are fine as long as game retrieval is allowed during hunting season

	1
	No new airstrips or roads

	1
	Careful consideration of the non-motorized proposals put forth in the map and proposals submitted to the BLM on November 5, 2003 entitled “Proposal for Non-Motorized Trails, Routes, and Areas on BLM Lands in Eastern Alaska” written collaboratively by the Alaska Coalition, Copper Country Alliance, and residents of the Copper River basin.  

	1
	Need weight restrictions on trails

	1
	RS2477s should take into account limited areas and vegetation degradation

	1
	No RS2477 should be recognized unless it complies with the original intent of the mining act

	1
	Minimum snow cover should be required and publicized for all areas before winter cross country travel is allowed.

	1
	Airstrips should be allowed on a case-by-case basis to provide access to remote areas 

	1
	New roads should be allowed on a case-by-case basis

	1
	Hardening the 17B easements is the best solution

	1
	Need to develop carrying capacities for specific trails and sites.

	1
	Need a separate alternative table just for OHV issues

	1
	Education will only work for those who are willing to learn

	1
	Trail hardening should only be done if it can reduce environmental damage, is cost effective, and is a part of the implementation level plan

	1
	BLM has a mandate to prevent resource damage.  BLM cannot, legally, ignore the selected lands and then begin to manage them once the conveyance process is over.

	1
	BLM is not recognizing the OHV user group

	1
	Areas that should be closed to motorized recreation are: the Ernestine area; Tazlina River bluff; Gergie Lake off the Glenn Hwy; areas in the Clearwater Mountains; Tangle Lakes Archeological District & River corridor; Willow Mnt. And Stuck Mnt.; Northern Portion of Tonsina Controlled Use Area; Bernard Creek area (off trail); 59-Mile Trail; Copper River Trail (mile 12 ½); Liberty Creek Trail; Uranatina Drainage. 

	1
	Further limit OHV use within all ACECs

	1
	Support Alternative C with: 1) language should cover all BLM lands not only unencumbered, 2) prioritization of 17B easements should be a management objective 

	
	Delta Bison ACEC

	1
	No biological reason for OHV restrictions

	1
	OHV restrictions need to extend into the fall when ground is sufficiently frozen

	
	Nelchina Caribou ACEC

	5
	OHV restrictions should be increased (all snow free months, 4/15 – 10/15)

	3
	In favor of OHV restrictions to protect the calving area

	1
	The Nelchina Use Area Plan covers all OHV restrictions needed for this area

	1
	No reason to put restrictions on OHVs as they are used for hunting and are thus increasing the caribou calving population

	
	West Fork Gulkana ACEC

	5
	Limit OHVs more (in summer and fall, throughout entire year, beginning in April, 4/15-10/15)

	2
	Limit OHVs to designated trails

	2
	Fall and winter OHV use should be restricted to designated trails to protect the bull moose

	1
	No roads should be allowed within this ACEC

	1
	Develop carrying capacity on large group size

	1
	No powered watercraft except to support subsistence hunting

	
	Delta River SRMA

	3
	Jetskis, hovercraft, and airboats should be prohibited

	3
	Horsepower/ decibel limits on the lakes and river

	1
	Needs to be a cap on OHV use

	1
	No OHV restrictions

	
	Denali Highway SRMA

	5
	Support the Clearwater Sub-Unit (Non-motorized area)

	1
	No in favor of the Clearwater Sub-unit

	1
	No new roads

	1
	Limit OHV use in summer and winter

	
	Gulkana River SRMA

	2
	Consider motorboat restrictions on upper portions of the river

	2
	Jetskis, hovercraft, and airboats should be prohibited

	1
	Support OHV trail designation

	1
	No powerboats except to support subsistence

	
	Tiekel SRMA

	5
	Support the Tonsina Sub-Unit (Non-motorized area)

	1
	Include Stuart Creek drainage and area around Tonsina Lake in the non-motorized alternatives

	1
	Extend the boundaries of the Tonsina Sub-unit to the Richardson highway

	1
	Limit OHV use


	Trails

	
	Preferred
	Acceptable
	Unacceptable

	Alternative A
	13
	1
	6

	Alternative B
	4
	5
	11

	Alternative C
	2
	1
	12

	Alternative D
	1
	1
	14


2. How should recreation be managed to provide a diversity of experiences on BLM-managed lands?  What measures are necessary to ensure that a diversity of recreational opportunities are maintained?  (This is where any SRMA comments go.  This is also where comments related to commercial use or Special Recreation Permits  should go).

	12
	Determine eligible rivers for Wild and Scenic Designation (as shown in April 13th packet)

	12
	Carrying Capacity needs to be determined for: heli skiing activities in Thompson Pass, SRMAs, ACECs, large group sizes throughout the district, flightseeing in the Copper Basin, 

	10
	Reinstate Eureka/Nelchina SRMA – Support alternative C

	5
	Pro-active management needs to happen for flightseeing within the Copper Basin (carrying capacity, limits of acceptable change studies)

	2
	Need continued monitoring and inventory of all SRMAs and recreation activities

	1
	Need areas designated for remote or primitive recreational experience.

	1
	Commercially guided motorized activities need to be thoroughly addressed

	1
	Commercial use on public lands should return benefits to the public

	1
	Add Copper River, Duktoth, and Klutina River to the list of eligible rivers for Wild and Scenic designation

	1
	Manage visual resources as Class I

	1
	Don’t study for any Wild and Scenic designations or any other conservation based wilderness areas

	1
	Monitoring of recreation and tourism should be pursued at the watershed level

	1
	Need more diverse recreational opportunities

	1
	Chistochina/ Slana area should have some intensive recreation management taking place 

	1
	Flightseeing should be forbidden in the Copper Basin

	1
	Recreation should focus on education

	1
	Education and interpretation goals should be higher than just highway signs

	
	ACECs

	1
	Delta Bison ACEC – no SRPs during calving season

	1
	Nelchina Caribou ACEC – no SRPs from 5/1 to 6/15

	1
	Nelchina Caribou ACEC – develop more recreational facilities for both summer and winter use

	1
	West Fork Gulkana ACEC – when figuring the carrying capacity for the SRPs, the primary trumpeter swan breeding habitat areas should have a carrying capacity of zero

	
	Heli Skiing – Thompson Pass

	2
	Should be monitored and have strict regulations

	2
	Stop all winter heli activities

	1
	Should only be allowed south of the Tiekel River and Stuart Creek

	1
	Develop huts for the skiers

	1
	Support heli operated SRPs in the south portion of the Tonsia Sub-Unit, at least in the winter

	1
	Create as own SRMA for winter use / industry

	
	Delta River SRMA

	2
	Keep it as it is with minimal development

	2
	Support the viewshed to be included in the preferred alternative

	1
	Visual resources managed on a case-by-case basis

	1
	Need to be able to maintain existing primitive recreational experience

	1
	Need to develop comprehensive management plan for multiple use recreation

	1
	Needs more intensive management (campground renovations, signs, trails)

	1
	Need to plan for increased use within this SRMA

	1
	Need mineral material sites for maintenance, but still protect the viewshed.

	Delta River SRMA

	
	Preferred
	Acceptable
	Unacceptable

	Alternative A
	18
	2
	3

	Alternative B
	3
	4
	12

	Alternative C
	13
	2
	11

	Alternative D
	3
	5
	7

	
	Denali Highway SRMA

	1
	Support the original version Alternative C (April 13th, blue packet)

	1
	Include the entire viewshed

	1
	No new developments along the highway, keep it as it is

	1
	Don’t designate as a BackCountry Byway

	1
	Need mineral material sites for maintenance, but still protect the viewshed.

	Denali Highway SRMA

	
	Preferred
	Acceptable
	Unacceptable

	Alternative A
	15
	3
	3

	Alternative B
	4
	5
	10

	Alternative C
	12
	2
	13

	Alternative D
	4
	6
	8

	
	Gulkana River SRMA

	1
	Expand the West Fork Wild and Scenic Corridor 

	1
	Toilets should be phased out

	1
	Some informational and hazard signage would be good on the river

	Gulkana River SRMA

	
	Preferred
	Acceptable
	Unacceptable

	Alternative A
	10
	1
	9

	Alternative B
	2
	8
	11

	Alternative C
	14
	2
	13

	Alternative D
	4
	3
	14

	
	Tiekel SRMA

	2
	Manage and protect viewshed for a primitive experience

	2
	Mineral material sites for maintenance area fine, but still protect the viewshed.

	1
	Keep as it is, do not develop any more


	Tiekel SRMA

	
	Preferred
	Acceptable
	Unacceptable

	Alternative A
	14
	3
	3

	Alternative B
	5
	2
	14

	Alternative C
	14
	3
	11

	Alternative D
	2
	5
	12


3. What level of commercial or other authorized use should be allowed in the planning area, and what conditions will be applied to permitted activities? (Comments related to permits or authorized use, such as FLPMA leases or any other permitted activities).

	4
	Develop more public use, recreational cabin program

	2
	Do not destroy current remote structures as they are heavily relied upon for shelter, simply turn them into public use

	2
	Gulkana SRMA – no ROW should be allowed

	1
	Gulkana SRMA – ROW considered on a case-by-case basis

	1
	West Fork ACEC – no cabins of any type

	1
	Denali Highway SRMA- support cabin system development

	1
	Do not allow public cabins in any ACEC

	1
	No public use cabins anywhere in the district

	1
	No FLPMA leases

	1
	No ROW leases

	1
	No military permits

	1
	No firewood permits

	1
	All permits and leases should be considered on a case-by-case basis outside the Special Management Areas with emphasis in already developed areas

	1
	FLPMA 302 leases – ACECs and Denali SRMA be added into Alternative D

	Lands & Realty

	
	Preferred
	Acceptable
	Unacceptable

	Alternative A
	4
	3
	4 

	Alternative B
	1
	4
	7

	Alternative C
	6
	3
	4

	Alternative D
	8
	2
	2


4. What kind of management is needed to protect special resource values identified by specialists or the public?  (This is where comments on RNAs, ACECs, and Mitigation Guidelines for Surface Disturbing Activities will go).

	6
	Mitigation Guidelines for Surface Disturbing Activities do not adequately protect resources.

	4
	Specific studies should be done to determine effects of helicopters, OHVs, and mining on wildlife habitat

	3
	Habitat protection should be a high priority for BLM

	3
	Put cultural resources alternatives back into the plan

	3
	Bering RNA should be upgraded to park / wilderness status

	2
	Bering RNA should include State and Alaska Native Regional Corporation selected lands

	2
	Mitigation Guidelines should also apply to non-commercial activities – OHV use in open areas

	2
	Consider a Copper River Watershed ACEC, management approach

	2
	West Fork ACEC – zero day disturbance on raptor nests

	1
	West Fork ACEC – need baseline data, actual data, not just a speculation the problem exists to support this designation

	1
	West Fork ACEC – no disturbance should be allowed around nest sites

	1
	Bering RNA – too remote to devote funds to closures or limitations on use

	1
	Bering RNA shouldn’t be studied to death, research has impacts too

	1
	Bering RNA shouldn’t be a place where tourism is encouraged

	1
	Bering RNA – don’t focus on nunatak protection but rather on anadromous streams and salmon

	1
	Nelchina ACEC – the designation covers too small of an area.

	1
	Increase buffer zones for all anadromous streams in all ACECs

	1
	Primary Trumpeter Swan Breeding Habitat areas should be all trumpeter swan habitat

	1
	Mitigation Guidelines are a way to hide restrictions

	1
	Mitigation Guidelines are a blatant attempt to ban OHVs from everywhere

	1
	Mitigation Guidelines  “critical spawning habitat” should be replaced with “any salmon life stage habitat”

	1
	Mitigation Guidelines are too strict for mining operations

	1
	NOT in support of any ACEC or RNA– Alternative A or B

	1
	Impacts from helicopters on goats and sheep should be studied 

	1
	BLM should outline goals for cultural interpretation of the area’s cultural and natural history

	1
	All ACECs and RNA should include selected lands

	Delta Bison ACEC

	
	Preferred
	Acceptable
	Unacceptable

	Alternative A
	6
	14
	4

	Alternative B
	4
	4
	14

	Alternative C
	15
	0
	19

	Alternative D
	11
	3
	2

	Nelchina Caribou ACEC

	
	Preferred
	Acceptable
	Unacceptable

	Alternative A
	16
	2
	5

	Alternative B
	1
	7
	13

	Alternative C
	14
	5
	14

	Alternative D
	5
	9
	5

	West Fork Gulkana ACEC

	
	Preferred
	Acceptable
	Unacceptable

	Alternative A
	14
	4
	4

	Alternative B
	2
	3
	14

	Alternative C
	14
	2
	13

	Alternative D
	4
	6
	11

	Bering Glacier RNA

	
	Preferred
	Acceptable
	Unacceptable

	Alternative A
	16
	1
	4

	Alternative B
	1
	6
	8

	Alternative C
	11
	2
	10

	Alternative D
	8
	5
	9


5. What (if any) areas should be made available for disposal?  If the Slana settlement area is made available for disposal, what conditions would apply and what effect would this have on social and environmental conditions in the area.  (Any comments related to land disposal, acquisition, or land exchange should go here.  Or Slana comments).

	4
	Tangle Lakes Lodge acquisition – good idea (education, amenities, collaboration with Princess) with the proper planning and issue development

	3
	Opposed to any land disposals

	2
	Upon the abandonment and rehabilitation of the pipeline corridor, BLM should retain the land in public ownership and return them to multiple use.

	2
	Each Slana homesite should be properly and legally surveyed as promised by the BLM

	2
	No parcel should be disposed of without first being surveyed and have reasonable access to that land

	2
	Disposals of parcels – After original filer rejects or 24 months is up, a competitive sealed bid  procedure will be implemented with the second highest priority given to landowners immediately adjacent to the parcel in question

	1
	Disposals of parcels – highest priority should be given to the filer for $2.50 per acre and each filer given 24 months to respond from the date of the latest method of contact was made

	1
	Disposals of parcels - Those applications for patent the BLM considers “closed” or “final” should be included in this resolution process.

	1
	Disposals of parcels - $2.50 was the original per acre value offered at original disposal and will be the only acceptable value now for the original filer.

	1
	Disposals of parcels - If original filer and immediate landowners reject, parcel is offered to general public via a competitive sealed bid.

	1
	Slana should be disposed of as #3 under Alternative D states

	1
	Add West Fork Gulkana ACEC and Denali SRMA back into the list for acquisitions under Alternative D

	1
	Disposal of public lands should not be perused

	1
	No land disposals within Special Management Areas

	1
	Acquire inholdings if possible

	1
	If the original filer and land owners immediately adjacent reject, the parcel then goes to other North and South Slana residents and if still rejected reverts back to the BLM or the State of Alaska

	1
	BLM needs to provide allotments for community infrastructure to develop

	1
	Do not use a “sealed bid auction” for disposal of parcels.  Hold a public auction with a min. bid price.

	1
	Issues of access must be evaluated and remedied.  Access to a parcel should be advertised with the disposal of that parcel to the general public

	1
	Slana Alaskans Unite ask that the BLM review all decisions made in regards to settlement claims for fairness and legality and make the appropriate actions upon completion of this review.


6. How should fish habitat be managed to protect the headwaters of the Copper River, a vitally important subsistence, sport and commercial salmon fishery?  (Fish habitat protection or management or "mitigation guidelines" comments related to fisheries).

	8
	Preserve wild salmon habitat

	4
	Increase the buffer zone around anadromous streams for surface disturbing activities (200meters, 1,000 feet, 400 feet)

	3
	The Fisheries alternative table and goals need to be put back into Draft EIS

	1
	Mitigation Guidelines specific to fish habitat and spawning habitat need to be developed

	1
	Plan is not protective enough for fish habitat

	1
	The Copper River salmon run should be the cornerstone of all management decisions

	1
	Need a cooperative land management and monitoring system for the Copper River drainage


7. How will forest and woodland resources be managed for forest health and to manage fuel loads, as well as to provide fish and wildlife habitat and personal or commercial wood products?  (Forestry, firewood, fuels reduction projects).

	3
	Need projects aimed at subsistence firewood permits and fire management (beetle kill) as in alternative D

	2
	Need to differentiate between gathering personal firewood for campfires from firewood for house heating

	2
	No commercial logging should be allowed within 300 feet of common hiking trails

	2
	Eliminate commercial logging in this district

	2
	No commercial sales within the ACECs

	2
	Support commercial logging as long as it remains on a regional scale that is appropriate to this area.

	2
	Provide assistance to homeowners in creating a buffer zone around their homes.

	2
	Commercial logging should only be allowed if it is compatible with land use in adjacent areas, adequately protects salmon spawning habitat, and is done responsibly by local outfits.

	2
	Cumulative effects of logging need to be monitored and addressed

	2
	Support alternative D for “Scattered Firewood/houselogs” when no visual or recreational impacts occur and it doesn’t increase fire or beetle kill hazard

	1
	“Scattered firewood/houselog areas” – local forestry advisory groups with balanced representation by established

	1
	“Scattered firewood/houselog areas” – must follow current, sustainable harvest practices.

	1
	Recommend a forestry logging program that keeps forests at a younger, healthier level 

	1
	No firewood permits

	1
	Natural fires should NOT be suppressed

	1
	Inventory, beetle kill removal, and reforestation are all needed

	1
	Logging should be prohibited

	1
	No commercial logging on State or Alaska Native Regional Corporation selected lands

	1
	Prohibit use of fireworks on all BLM lands

	1
	Forestry Tables need to state the objectives for each alternative

	1
	Within WSR corridors and ACECs strongly encourage “enhancing the values” rather than “do not adversely impact the values” as a more forward-thinking stewardship of the forests

	Forestry

	
	Preferred
	Acceptable
	Unacceptable

	Alternative A
	4
	8
	7

	Alternative B
	2
	4
	12

	Alternative C
	5
	2
	12

	Alternative D
	12
	3
	4


8. How will riparian and upland vegetation be managed to provide for fish and wildlife habitat?  What role will fire play in this management?  (Fish and wildlife habitat improvement, prescribed burning).

	7
	Wildlife habitat management should focus on maintaining a diverse ecosystem, not single species management

	4
	Support wildlife habitat monitoring and inventory

	3
	Wildlife habitat management program should contain protective measures for both game and non-game species

	2
	In favor of prescribed burning for purposes of habitat enhancement

	2
	SWAV alternatives should be put into Draft EIS and Alternative C adopted

	1
	Plan not protective enough for wildlife habitat

	1
	Move objective 10 to the top of the list to emphasis it’s importance  (diverse habitat)

	1
	Mitigation Guidelines for Riparian / wetlands mitigation are weak at best, actually put up barriers for mitigation

	1
	Habitat improvement should not restrict access

	Wildlife

	
	Preferred
	Acceptable
	Unacceptable

	Alternative A
	13
	2
	4

	Alternative B
	1
	2
	12

	Alternative C
	2
	5
	7

	Alternative D
	4
	6
	8


9. How will subsistence opportunities and resources be maintained and protected? How will management actions/guidelines/allowable uses prescribed in response to the first eight issues affect subsistence opportunities and resources? 
	1
	Implement OHV permit system for subsistence use instead of open OHV subsistence use

	1
	Subsistence table should be put back in the alternative packet

	1
	BLM should retain the TAPS corridor in support of subsistence hunting program


10. What areas should be made available for mineral exploration and development?  (minerals comments, ANCSA d(1) withdrawals).

	14
	Maintain all D1 withdrawals within all the Special Management Areas (SRMA, ACEC, RNA)

	3
	Denali SRMA – no mineral development within the SRMA

	2
	Any PLO that is not serving its original purpose should be removed as part of this plan

	2
	Mineral development should be the key component to this plan as the planning area has high potential for valuable minerals

	2
	Revoke all D1 withdrawals including the pipeline corridor

	2
	Do not open mining to locatable minerals until the Mining Law of 1872 has been revised providing for a satisfactory return to the public of the resources taken

	2
	In the Draft and Final EIS, sedimentary basins should be shown and identified for their mineral potential, federal and state mining claims should be shown, a mineral occurrence map should be developed for the plan area, an appendix bibliography for all known minerals and mining reports for the planning area.

	1
	Denali SRMA – open to mineral development

	2
	Denali SRMA – closure of viewshed to mineral entry

	1
	West Fork ACEC – close to mineral entry

	1
	West Fork ACEC – close to coal mining

	1
	West  Fork ACEC – revoke the D1 withdrawals

	1
	Nelchina ACEC – no mining should be allowed in this area

	1
	Nelchina ACEC – not enough information exists about potential to close this area to mineral entry.

	1
	Gulkana SRMA – closure of viewshed to mineral entry

	1
	Gulkana SRMA – no coal leases within the SRMA

	1
	Bering RNA – Maintain D1 withdrawal

	1
	VRM classes II areas in the entire planning area, primary trumpeter swan breeding habitat, critical moose winter range, areas within ¼ mile of historically active bald eagle and osprey nest sites, and lands adjacent to communities and residential areas should be closed to mineral entry

	1
	Mining is fine as long as it does not degrade visual resources or harm fish or wildlife habitat

	1
	Areas outside Special Management Areas should be considered for mineral leases on a case-by-case basis with emphasis in the already developed corridor

	1
	Mineral entry should keep in mind wildlife habitat and viewsheds

	1
	Limit areas that are open to mineral entry

	1
	Don’t withdrawal lands for the sake of withdrawing them, there are enough lands set aside in the parks.

	1
	No new coal leases

	1
	Don’t close areas to oil and gas without knowing the potential for oil and gas for the area

	1
	Leasable oil and gas should be considered on a case-by-case basis as technology have developed a lot in the last 10 years on reducing environmental impacts of mining. 

	1
	Take extra care with coal bed methane as it is very controversial

	1
	Locatable minerals – re-insert language addressing revegetation after mineral exploration in the objectives section.

	1
	All mineral development is unacceptable

	1
	Potential mineral sites should be researched and developed for mineral extraction that would benefit the local economy

	1
	Need a 400 ft. buffer from mineral entry for anadromous streams

	1
	Current mining is fine, but not new leases

	1
	SRMAs, ACECs, RNA, WSR corridors should be closed to coal leasing

	1
	Cumulative effects of mining need to be monitored and addressed

	Leasable Minerals: Coal

	
	Preferred
	Acceptable
	Unacceptable

	Alternative A
	12
	3
	3

	Alternative B
	3
	1
	10

	Alternative C
	4
	2
	8

	Alternative D
	2
	5
	8

	Leasable Minerals: Oil & Gas

	
	Preferred
	Acceptable
	Unacceptable

	Alternative A
	9
	5
	2

	Alternative B
	4
	0
	8

	Alternative C
	6
	0
	7

	Alternative D
	1
	4
	7

	Locatable Minerals

	
	Preferred
	Acceptable
	Unacceptable

	Alternative A
	7
	8
	2

	Alternative B
	10
	3
	5

	Alternative C
	3
	3
	12

	Alternative D
	2
	4
	10


General planning (comments regarding the public involvement, quality of the review materials, public meetings, maps, etc.  

	6
	Implementation level plans need to be completed in a timely manner following the release of the RMP

	5
	Meetings not publicized adequately or accurately causing confusion

	5
	Maps needed more reference points such as townships, sections, lat, long, or more landmarks.

	5
	Upset at the drastic, and evidently arbitrary, changes made from the April 13th (blue) version of the alternative tables and the April 29th (green) version.

	3
	BLM, GFO has done a good job working with the public on the EARMP

	3
	Didn’t feel as though BLM really wanted public input and just holding meetings because they were required by law to do so.

	2
	BLM did not get adequate specialist input from local sources in the development of alternatives.

	2
	Interim and long term management is a dangerous precedent to set for other RMPs and is not necessary

	1
	Plan not needed at this time

	1
	Maps very good

	1
	Because of the two week lag to revise, comment period extended into summer months and should have been extended much longer to accommodate the heavy work load of Alaskans in the summer

	1
	Comment period of two months was too short

	1
	Glossary was complete and very helpful

	1
	The alternatives (ABCD) structure was awkward and made the information difficult to digest.

	1
	An interactive map on the internet that would allow the public to make orders for larger hard copy maps would be a nice resource for public while making these decisions.

	1
	Long term planning should not close an area to use without review

	1
	Add an introduction or abstract summary explaining legal framework for the EARMP

	1
	Not enough outreach was done with 4-wheeling organizations and the Trappers Association


Other comments: 
	21
	Support Alternative C overall

	12
	Should be managing lands selected by the State of Alaska and Alaska Native Regional Corporations until conveyance

	4
	Wilderness in Alaska needs to be revaluated and protected

	3
	Support Alternative B overall

	3
	No plan should be put in place on lands selected by the State of Alaska or Alaska Native Regional Corporations

	4
	A full range of the spectrum of alternatives is not present, Alternative D is not a balance of B and C as it is supposed be

	2
	ANLICA “no more” clause, as well as the Secretary’s decision means no more areas should be evaluated for wilderness designation

	2
	Leave Alaska alone, do not change a thing

	2
	Interim management should be more restrictive to provide for a smoother transition with conveyance

	2
	Support Alternative C from original packet (blue, April 13th)

	2
	Collaborate with public for specific issues (Eyak near Bering, Denali Borough for Cantwell area)

	2
	Should use ROS more effectively as a tool to provide a diversity of recreational experiences throughout the district, display ROS on maps

	1
	Conservation and stewardship, not preservation is the best alternative

	1
	“native” should be referred to as Alaska Native Regional Corporation or simply private land owners – get away from describing people through racial makeup.

	1
	No goals are listed for SRMAs, Land & Realty, Leasable Minerals.  This is inconsistent and should be remedied

	1
	Plan does not address TAPS or a catastrophic TAPS failure


