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1. Introduction  

Volume 2 provides a summary of the comments that were received from January 25, 2008 
through May 19, 2008, on the Proposed Land Exchange Yukon Flats National Wildlife Refuge 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (Draft EIS) and responses to those comments. Additional 
information about the public comment period can be found in Chapter 5 of Volume 1 of the Final 
EIS. 

1.1 Comment Response Process 

All comments were reviewed and organized so that an objective analysis and presentation of the 
comments could be made. Comment letters and hearing transcripts were assigned tracking 
numbers and entered into a database. All comments received on the draft documents are included 
in the Administrative Record. 

The project interdisciplinary team reviewed all comments. A comment received a specific 
response if it (1) was substantive and related to inadequacies or inaccuracies in the analysis or 
methodologies used; and/or (2) identified new impacts or recommended reasonable new 
alternatives. Each individual communication was assigned a number and each substantive 
comment was identified within a comment response database. Substantive comments were 
identified and responded to in this volume (see Section 1.4). Comments deemed nonsubstantive 
were also evaluated and any resulting issues are summarized and tallied (see below). 
Nonsubstantive comments included opinions in favor or against the project or an alternative and 
communications that expressed an opinion about the project. Nonsubstantive comments were 
recorded, but no response is included in the summary in Section 1.3.3. The original letters and a 
copy of the comment response database output have been entered into the Administrative Record. 

1.2 Quantitative Analysis of Comments Received 

1.2.1 Summary of Comments Received on the Draft EIS and the Response Process 
Approximately 104,600 individual communications (an individual piece of mail, website 
submission, or statement at a public meeting) on the Draft EIS were received during the public 
comment period. Comments on the Draft EIS were received via mail, hand delivery, the project 
website (http://yukonflatseis.ensr.com), and at public hearings.  

Over 103,000 mailed/hand delivered letters were received and over 1,000 communications were 
posted to the website. Of these, approximately 102,000 reflected the views of, and closely 
mirrored language suggested by, advocacy groups including The Wilderness Society 
(approximately 67,800 form style letters and 25,400 petition responses), Defenders of Wildlife 
(8,760 communications), and the Resource Development Council (10 communications). Five 
variations on postcards asking respondents to vote on an alternative and express an opinion on 
their choice were received, totaling approximately 1,040 communications. Of these 
approximately 840 appeared to have originated from Doyon, Limited (Doyon). The original 
source of the other postcards is unknown. In addition, 187 individuals presented comments at 
public hearings. Each of the comment letters, hearing testimony, and website comments was read 
and substantive and nonsubstantive issues were identified.  

http://www.----)/
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One petition style form letter that was submitted by The Wilderness Society included several 
substantive comments. This letter was included in the comment review as a single comment, 
although it was received from many of those submitting a comment through The Wilderness 
Society. From these 170 communications, 1,329 substantive comments were collated and 
responded to by the project team. Substantive comments and the project team’s responses are 
provided in Section 1.4. 

1.2.1.1 Public Meetings and Oral Comments 

Public meetings were held in 11 locations (9 villages in the Yukon Flats area, Anchorage, and 
Fairbanks) as listed below (Table 1):  

 Table 1 Public comment meeting location, date, and number of attendees 

Location Date Number of 
Attendees1 

Stevens Village Tribal Community Hall February 11 25 
Beaver School  February 12 29 
Birch Creek Wintson James’ Chief’s House February 13 16 
Venetie Community Hall February 15 38 
Chalkyitsik School  February 19 26 
Fort Yukon Tribal Hall February 20 148 
Fairbanks, Noel Wien Library February 21 119 
Central Roadhouse February 25 16 
Circle School  February 26 16 
Arctic Village School  February 27 28 
Anchorage, Assembly Chambers, Z.J. Loussac 
Library March 4 45 

Note:  

1 Number of attendees represents the number of people who signed in at the welcome table. This number may 
underestimate the total as not all attendees signed in. 

Meetings started with an informal open house to encourage open dialogue between the project 
team and members of the public. U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) staff members were 
available to answer questions. Copies of maps from the Draft EIS were displayed, and copies of 
the Draft EIS and separately bound Summary were available for the public to review and take 
with them. The public was also provided with a mail-in comment form and the online comment 
form website address. Service staff presented a PowerPoint presentation that explained the project, 
gave a brief summary of the contents of the Draft EIS, and provided a summary of the Alaska 
National Interest Lands Conservation Act (ANILCA) Section 810 analysis for affected 
communities. The presentation was followed by a question and answer session to allow people 
the opportunity to ask questions in an open forum and to address concerns before the formal 
testimony of the public hearing.  

The Service provided at least one qualified translator at each village hearing. Paul Williams, Sr., a 
Native Gwich 'in speaker employed by the Service, attended all the hearings and was available to 
translate from English to Gwich 'in or visa versa. In addition, we also provided a local translator 
upon request. A week prior to the first hearing, we contacted each Village Chief or Tribal Office 
with an offer to employ a local translator of their choosing. The villages of Venetie, Fort Yukon, 
and Chalkyitsik accepted our offer and arranged for a local translator to attend the public hearing. 
Arctic Village elected to invite a local translator, but none showed up at the hearing. The 
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remaining villages stated that Paul Williams, Sr. could translate if necessary and elected not to 
arrange for a local translator. 

In addition, all public testimony was recorded by a court reporter. We employed a Native Gwich 
'in speaker, Adeline Peter Raboff, to translate these audio recordings from Gwich 'in to English. 
Ms. Raboff was referred to us by the Alaska Native Language Center at the University of Alaska, 
Fairbanks. These translations were appended to the official transcript of each hearing. Each 
village community was contacted before the meeting and arrangements made to have a local 
resident available to translate testimony. A Service staff member was also available to translate 
Gwich 'in and English during the meetings held in the nine village locations and Fairbanks. 
During the Public Hearings, a court reporter recorded all comments verbatim. Because of 
community concern, the court reporter’s tapes were reviewed by a third party translator and all 
Gwich 'in translated into English.  

The public meetings were attended by a wide range of people including residents of the Yukon 
Flats, tribal government and tribal organization representatives, representatives of non-
governmental and industry organizations, and members of the general public. All meetings were 
held in the afternoon or early evening. Attendance numbers are given in Table 1. 

Comments recorded during the public hearing were reviewed for substantive comments and 
considered in the development of the final document. Transcripts were also reviewed for 
comments relative to the ANILCA Section 810 analysis. 

1.2.1.2 Comments by Affiliation 

Table 2 presents a breakdown of the affiliation of comments received (where the author stated an 
affiliation). Names and entities are listed at the end of this Volume (note that names of 
individuals are not listed). 

1.2.1.3 Comment Media 

Written comments were received in various formats during the comment process, including 
letters, postcards, form letters collected from non-government organization (NGO) websites, 
comment sheets distributed by the Service, and comments posted on the project website. While 
electronic mail was not listed as a formal method of commenting, the Service accepted and 
processed all comments received in this manner.  

1.2.1.4 Place of Origin of Commenter 

1.2.1.5 Commenter 

The Yukon Flats National Wildlife Refuge (Refuge) is recognized as a place of regional, national, 
and international significance. The origins of public comments reflected this broad interest. The 
greatest number of non-Alaskan communications originated in California; the greatest number of 
Alaskan communications originated in Fairbanks. Place of origin was based on the zip or postal 
code given by the commenter; therefore, not all communications were assigned a place of origin 
(Tables 3, 4, and 5). 



Responses to Comments 

4 February 2010 Yukon Flats Land Exchange Final EIS 

Table 2 Affiliation of comments received on Draft EIS 

Affiliation Type  Number of Comments Received1 
Federal Agencies and Entities2 6 
State Agencies3 3 
Tribal Governments and Tribal Organizations4 12 
Alaska Native Corporations 15 
Organizations5 103,200 
Businesses 29 
Notes:  
1 Numbers are approximate as based on affiliations declared by commenter. 
2 Includes Member of Congress and Eastern Interior Resource Advisory Council. 
3 The State of Alaska submitted one comment letter on behalf of multiple departments. The other State 

comment was submitted by the State of Wisconsin.  
4 Includes Tanana Chiefs Conference. Note that affiliations were difficult to determine from public 

hearing transcripts and not all those who felt that they were representing their tribal government may 
be reflected in this number. 

5 Includes form letters/petitions submitted as part of membership in a certain organization and 
postcards. 

 
Table 3 Origin of Alaskan communications

State Number of 
Communications 

Fairbanks 565 
Anchorage 332 
Fort Yukon 239 
Arctic Village 58 
North Pole 56 
Wasilla 53 
Venetie 38 
Chalkyitsik 37 
Juneau 37 
Beaver 31 
Homer 31 
Palmer 22 
Galena 17 
Soldotna 16 
Central 14 
Ester 14 
Little Diomede 12 
Sitka 12 
Circle 11 
Kenai 11 

 

 

State Number of 
Communications 

Steven's Village 11 
Eagle River 10 
Ketchikan 10 
Valdez 10 
Birch Creek 9 
Chugiak 9 
Kotzebue 8 
Tok 8 
Elmendorf 7 
Kaktovik 7 
Point Hope 7 
Eagle 6 
Gustavus 5 
Haines 5 
Hughes 5 
Marshall 5 
Other (84 other 
communities) 166 

Alaska Totals 1,899 
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Table 4 Origin of other U.S. State communications 

State Number of 
Communications 

California 15,085 
New York 7,410 
Florida 5,886 
Texas 4,286 
Illinois 4,193 
Washington 4,051 
Pennsylvania 3,938 
Colorado 3,323 
New Jersey 3,132 
Ohio 2,983 
Massachusetts 2,953 
Michigan 2,810 
Oregon 2,756 
North Carolina 2,354 
Arizona 2,107 
Virginia 2,095 
Wisconsin 1,831 

 

State Number of 
Communications 

Maryland 1,770 
Minnesota 1,770 
Georgia 1,616 
Indiana 1,486 
Missouri 1,468 
Connecticut 1,388 
Tennessee 1,328 
New Mexico 1,118 
South Carolina 803 
Maine 770 
Kentucky 763 
Iowa 715 
Utah 691 
Other States 7,984 
Total U.S. States 
(excluding Alaska) 94,863 

 

 

 
Table 5 Origin of international communications

Country Number of 
Communications 

Canada 576 
United Kingdom 301 
Australia 148 
France 79 
Germany 72 
Italy 70 
South Africa 54 
Netherlands 51 
Belgium 49 
Spain 45 
Sweden 43 
India 38 
Portugal 34 
Mexico 32 
New Zealand 27 
Switzerland 26 
Romania 24 
Brazil 21 

 

 

Country Number of 
Communications 

Finland 20 
Argentina 18 
Greece 18 
Denmark 16 
Philippines 16 
Austria 14 
Czech Republic 14 
Poland 14 
Croatia 12 
Israel 12 
Singapore 12 
Ireland 11 
Indonesia 10 
Turkey 10 
Other Countries 184 
Total Foreign 
Countries 2,071 
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1.3 Quantitative Summary of Issues Identified in Substantive and 
Nonsubstantive Comments 

1.3.1 Introduction 
This section presents a summary of comments on the alternatives and nonsubstantive issues, 
followed by the full text of substantive comments with Service responses.  

1.3.2 Alternative Support 
The Draft EIS presented an analysis of four alternatives: 
 
• The Proposed Action – Agreement in Principal 
• Land Exchange with Non-Development Easements Alternative 
• Land Exchange Excluding the White-Crazy Mountains Alternative 
• No Land Exchange (No Action) Alternative 
 
Respondents often expressed their support for (or opposition to) to the project. Most respondents 
also identified their preferred alternative, either implicitly by stating they were against (No Land 
Exchange Alternative) or for (Proposed Action) the proposed action, or by identifying a specific 
alternative they preferred (Table 6). There was strong opposition to the project (90% of 
respondents giving an opinion were against the project), while less than 1% of respondents 
supported one of the action alternatives; 9% of respondents did not give an opinion. 
 

Table 6 Support for the Draft EIS alternatives 

Alternative1 
Approximate 

Number  
Percent 

Proposed Action 725 0.6 
Land Exchange with Non-Development Easements Alternative 299 0.3 
Land Exchange Excluding the White-Crazy Mountains Alternative 9  0.0 
No Land Exchange (No Action) Alternative 93,697 90.0 
No Preference Given2 9,938 9.0 
1 A number of respondents gave support for more than one alternative. In this case, the alternative that was listed first was 

used for tally purposes. 
2 Not all respondents expressed an opinion. In some communications it was not possible to determine which alternative the 

commenter was supporting. 

1.3.3 Summary of Nonsubstantive Comments 
This section summarizes the issues raised in nonsubstantive comments. A total of 12,971 
nonsubstantive comments were received. Of these, 1,234 were classified as “Other,” meaning that 
they did not fall into one of the issue categories listed below. In nearly all cases, no issue could be 
identified. For example, some respondents provided comments where they were trying to sell 
services to the Service, or ranted against the Government. Of the remaining comments where an 
issue could be identified (11,737 comments) the greatest responses were for biological, including 
biological integrity, vegetation, fish and wildlife, and fire (21.6% of all comments); purpose and 
need for oil and gas development (20.8%); and energy issues, including U.S. energy policy and 
alternative energy (19.8%). Although not included in the tally, it was apparent that many 
respondents thought the Draft EIS was for a proposed land exchange and development on the 
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Arctic National Wildlife Refuge (ANWR), rather than on the Yukon Flats National Wildlife 
Refuge. 

1.3.3.1 Refuge Purpose and Service Missions 

The purposes for which Yukon Flats National Wildlife Refuge was established are “to conserve 
fish and wildlife populations and habitats in their natural diversity, to fulfill international treaty 
obligations, to provide for continued subsistence uses by local residents, and to ensure water 
quality and quantity in the Refuge.” 

Respondents (8.3% of all comments) stated that they felt the proposed action would conflict with 
the Refuge purpose and Service missions by harming fish and wildlife and their habitats, 
subsistence resources, and water quality and quantity. Respondents felt that it was the job of the 
Service to protect and manage natural resources, not to provide a Native or private corporation 
with the opportunity to develop oil and gas on portions of the Refuge. Many felt that oil and gas 
development was not compatible with Refuge purposes and that oil and gas development would 
result in long-term harm to the Refuge. Many felt that the proposed land exchange would result in 
oil and gas development in the center of the Refuge, and would essentially split the Refuge in two. 
Some respondents felt that we needed to leave some wild places alone for future generations. 
However, a few respondents felt that the Service could meet the Refuge purpose and Service 
mission while still providing opportunities for oil and gas and other development on the Refuge. 

1.3.3.2 Purpose and Need for Land Exchange 

We received 282 (2.4%) comments on the proposed land exchange. Although most respondents 
who were against the Proposed Action cited the potential for oil and gas development on Refuge 
lands as their main concern, many respondents were against the land exchange even if oil and gas 
development did not take place in the future. They saw no reason for the Refuge to exchange 
lands with Doyon, primarily because there was no certainty that the land exchange would be of 
equal value. In addition, respondents were concerned that lands given to Doyon would eventually 
be developed, and could result in a large area of development in the center of the Refuge. Some 
felt that due to global climate change or other factors, wetlands on many of the lands that Doyon 
would trade to the Service were drying up and the end result might be that Doyon would trade 
“dry pothole land” for upland lake habitat and that upland lake habitat might provide better 
waterfowl habitat in the future than the lands the Service would receive in the land exchange. 
Some felt that the checkerboard pattern of Doyon, Village, and Refuge lands actually helped to 
discourage development on the Refuge, and that proposed actions to consolidate lands would just 
encourage future development. They also felt that the lands the Service would receive in the land 
exchange were under no threat of development, and that Doyon would have already developed 
their own lands if they had high potential for oil and gas resources. Several residents were 
concerned that the land exchange, and Service ability to buy additional land in the future if oil 
was developed on the Refuge, would result in the Government taking over Alaska Native lands. 
A few respondents, however, felt that the land exchange would help meet the goals of the land 
exchange—increase the amount of habitat under Service management, consolidate landholdings, 
and allow Doyon to profit from oil and gas development to the benefit of shareholders and local 
villages. 

1.3.3.3 Purpose and Need for Oil and Gas Development 

Respondents (2,446; 20.8%) expressed a preference for or against oil development. As noted 
above, most respondents felt that oil and gas development was not compatible with Refuge 
purposes, and thus should not be allowed on the Refuge. Respondents often listed potential 
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impacts from oil and gas development, including loss of habitat and spills, and how these impacts 
would harm Refuge resources. Many respondents noted that impacts to natural and social 
resources had occurred on the North Slope of Alaska, and that they did not want the Yukon Flats 
to be harmed by similar development. Several respondents were concerned that a large industrial 
complex would develop in the Refuge. Numerous respondents felt that the oil and gas industry, 
and Doyon, had a poor track record in terms of land protection and could not be trusted to 
develop lands for oil and gas in an environmentally friendly manner. Respondents noted that oil 
and gas companies would likely reap the benefits of oil and gas development and then leave the 
Yukon Flats, while local residents would have to deal with harm caused by oil and gas 
development for generations. Some respondents, however, felt that oil and gas development could 
occur on the Refuge without harming Refuge resources and would provide economic and other 
social benefits to local communities and the State. Several respondents felt that Doyon had a good 
record of environmental compliance, that there are strict laws in place in Alaska to protect the 
environment from oil and gas development, and that if oil and gas resources are in the Yukon 
Flats, they should be developed. As noted above, many respondents believed that the Draft EIS 
was for proposed development on ANWR, not the Yukon Flats National Wildlife Refuge, and 
stated their displeasure with proposed development on ANWR. 

1.3.3.4 Oil and Gas Assumptions 

Only 56 (0.5%) of respondents discussed assumptions used in the oil and gas analysis in Chapter 
4 of the EIS. Most respondents were concerned that the assumptions for oil and gas development 
in the Draft EIS underestimated the amount of oil and gas development that could occur on the 
Refuge. Some respondents also felt that the estimate of the amount of oil and gas that could be 
economically developed on the Refuge was lower than estimates given in the Draft EIS. 

1.3.3.5 Energy Issues, including Alternative Energy and U.S. Energy Policy 

Respondents (2,324; 19.8%) commented on U.S. energy policy and activities of the Bush 
administration. Respondents stated that the project was an effort by the Bush administration to 
develop oil and gas resources in Alaska without regard for the harm that could occur to Refuge 
resources. Some felt that the Bush administration was promoting the project to benefit their 
friends in the oil and gas industry. Others felt that this was another example of “Big Oil” and the 
major oil companies taking oil resources with few benefits to the American public or the 
environment. Many respondents felt that if the U.S. had an energy policy that did not mostly 
depend upon oil and gas resources, but also included alternative energy sources, such as wind and 
solar power and more energy conservation, then oil and gas development on the Yukon Flats 
would not be necessary. Those in favor of the project cited high gas prices and the country’s 
dependence on foreign sources of oil as important reasons to develop oil and gas resources in this 
country and on the Yukon Flats. Some local residents were concerned about high heating oil 
prices and hoped that development on the Refuge might help to lower those costs. 

1.3.3.6 EIS/Land Exchange Process and Consistency with Laws and Regulations (including 
Land Appraisal Process) 

Respondents (199; 1.7%) had concerns about the EIS and land exchange process, including the 
land appraisal process. Several respondents felt that the Draft EIS comment period was too short 
and did not provide enough time for villages to review the Draft EIS documents, especially 
because it took a week or more for the documents to reach some villages. Some respondents felt 
that the analysis in the Draft EIS was not adequate because the land appraisal had not been 
completed at the time of issuance of the Draft EIS, and therefore the public could not judge 
whether or not the land exchange was equitable. Many of these respondents noted that the recent 
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increase in the price of oil most likely would mean that Doyon would have to exchange more land 
to the Service to make the land exchange equitable. Several respondents also commented on 
Doyon’s environmental record, noting that the corporation had paid fines and pleaded guilty to 
dumping hazardous wastes down wells. A few respondents suggested that the proposed project 
was just another government promise of benefits to local villages. They noted that the 
government promised improvements to village health care and education when developing the 
Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act (ANCSA), but respondents noted they had seen few of 
these promises come to fruition. A few respondents remarked on the completeness of the EIS. 

1.3.3.7 Consultation 

Respondents (90; 0.8%) felt that consultation between the Service and Native tribes was 
inadequate, and that the Service should have made more of an effort to understand tribal concerns 
before proposing the land exchange. A few respondents questioned whether or not the Service has 
consulted with Canadian tribes. Several respondents felt that Doyon had not considered village 
interests and concerns when developing the land exchange proposal, and was going ahead with 
the proposal despite opposition from the villages. Others felt that Doyon was more interested in 
shareholder views than those of villagers that would be impacted by the proposed action.  

1.3.3.8 Air Quality and Climate, including Climate Change 

Respondents (355; 3%) noted that oil and gas development could harm air quality in the region 
and contribute to global warming. Some were concerned that air pollutants could harm human 
health and the pristine nature of the Yukon Flats. Others felt that global warming effects from oil 
and gas development on the Refuge could result in changes in vegetation; higher fire frequency 
and more intense fires; reduction in abundance of streams, lakes, and wetlands on the Refuge; and 
loss of fish habitat and alteration of fish behavior, including migration patterns. Many 
respondents stated that concerns about global warming were reason enough to prohibit oil and gas 
development on the Refuge. 

1.3.3.9 Soil Resources and Permafrost 

Respondents (10; 0.1%) noted that oil and gas development could be harmful to the soil and 
permafrost. 

1.3.3.10 Water Resources 

Respondents (330; 2.8%) were concerned that oil and gas development on the Refuge could harm 
water resources, including village drinking water sources. Several respondents were concerned 
that development would contribute to global warming and would cause wetlands and other water 
bodies on the Refuge to dry up. Some respondents wanted to know whether or not more water 
bodies on lands received by Doyon, or by the Service, would dry up due to global warming, and 
if this potential loss of wetlands and other water bodies had been taken into account during the 
ranking of parcels. Many respondents were concerned about the potential for spills to impact 
water bodies, and to travel down creeks and rivers to the Yukon River. Respondents also felt that 
other development impacts, including construction of pads and roads, would harm water quality. 

1.3.3.11 Biological, Including Biological Integrity, Vegetation, Fish and Wildlife, and Fire 

Concern for biological resources was the issue cited most often (2,539; 21.6%) by respondents. 
Many respondents noted that the Yukon Flats is relatively pristine and a national treasure that 
should not be developed. As noted above, an important Refuge purpose is to conserve fish and 
wildlife populations and habitats in their natural diversity; few respondents felt the proposed 
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action would meet this purpose. They felt that the land exchange would split the Refuge into two 
parcels, with Doyon having land rights in the center of the Refuge. If Doyon developed this area, 
oil and gas development would pollute Refuge lands, fragment wildlife habitat, and act as a 
barrier to wildlife migration and other movements. Others were concerned that the proposed 
action would harm the millions of waterfowl that use the Refuge as water was used for oil and gas 
development. Respondents were concerned about impacts to subsistence species, including 
salmon, caribou, moose, and Dall sheep. Numerous respondents were concerned that an oil spill 
would harm fish resources in affected creeks, and potentially in the Yukon River. Some 
respondents, however, noted that oil and gas development can be compatible with the protection 
of biological resources, as demonstrated by the increase in numbers of caribou on the North Slope 
in areas with oil development. Respondents also felt that concerns regarding biological resources 
should weigh against the needs of villagers, and that the social and economic benefits of the 
project may outweigh any potential harm to biological resources. 

1.3.3.12 Land Ownership and Management 

Land ownership and management issues (180; 1.5%) usually focused on which entity, Doyon or 
the Service, was best able to manage natural resources and obtain the best value for local villagers. 
Several respondents felt that Doyon had a good long-term record of working in sensitive 
environments and that Doyon would protect lands that it receives in the land exchange. A few 
respondents felt that the villages were better at managing resources than the Service, and were 
glad to see that the villages and Doyon would retain a major role in determining how lands were 
managed within the Refuge. Several respondents agreed with the Service and Doyon objectives of 
using the land exchange to streamline management of lands. Several respondents were concerned 
that the land exchange would set a precedent and that other Refuges and natural areas in Alaska 
would be opened up to development. Others felt that lands should be managed for their long-term 
values, not for quick oil and gas revenues. Several respondents were concerned about trespassing 
as proposed roads would allow the public easier access to the Refuge.  

1.3.3.13 Wilderness, Wild and Scenic Rivers, Special Areas, Recreation, and Visual Resources  

Numerous (667; 5.7%) respondents commented on wilderness, wild and scenic river, special area, 
recreation, and visual resource issues. Several respondents noted the pristine nature of the Refuge, 
that much of it had wilderness values, and that a portion of the Refuge was designated-Wilderness. 
Respondents felt that the pristine nature of the Refuge would be destroyed by oil and gas 
development. Several respondents had floated on Beaver Creek Wild River, Victoria Creek, or 
the Yukon River, or had visited the White Mountains National Recreation Area. They felt that 
proposed oil and gas development would forever change the wilderness character of these areas, 
and potentially of the entire Refuge. They also noted that development could occur near Beaver 
Creek and would harm the aesthetic characters of the creek. Some suggested that if development 
were to occur near the creek, a larger natural buffer must be retained between the creek and 
development than is proposed in the EIS. Several respondents were concerned that even under the 
Exchange Excluding White and Crazy Mountain Alternative (as well as other action alternatives), 
it was possible for a right-of-way (ROW) to cross designated-wilderness lands. 

1.3.3.14 Socioeconomics, Social Issues, and Environmental Justice 

Socioeconomics, social issues, and environmental justice were important issues to many (398; 
3.4%) respondents. Most respondents in favor of the proposed action cited potential economic 
benefits as the primary reason to support the project. They felt that the jobs and wealth created 
from oil and gas development would benefit villages and Doyon shareholders. They also felt that 
revenues from oil and gas development could be used by villages to upgrade services and 
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improve educational and medical facilities to the benefit of village residents. Some felt that oil 
and gas development revenues would contribute to long-term stability of local villages and 
encourage more young people to remain in the village rather than seeking job opportunities 
outside of the Yukon Flats. They also noted that the State would benefit from an increase in taxes, 
and that Alaska Natives throughout the State would benefits as revenues from the proposed 
project would be distributed among all Native corporations under the 7(i) provisions of ANCSA. 
Several respondents noted that Doyon has a mandate to generate revenue and provide local jobs, 
and that this project would achieve both those goals. However, others were concerned that few 
benefits from the proposed project would flow to the local villages, and that shareholders and 
non-Natives working for Doyon would reap most of the benefits. Some felt that there would be 
short-term benefits to the villages from the proposed project, but after oil and gas operations 
ceased, villages would be harmed by the fall-off in revenues. Many respondents questioned 
whether the potential economic gains from the project justified causing long-term damage to the 
environment.  

1.3.3.15 Cultural and Subsistence Resources 

Cultural and subsistence resource concerns were cited often (532; 4.5%) by respondents. Some 
felt that proposed oil and gas development would have little or no affect on subsistence resources, 
and the revenues to local villages from development would help to make them more self reliant 
and less dependent upon the government. Several respondents noted that Natives would retain 
subsistence rights under the land exchange agreement. The majority of respondents, however, felt 
that proposed oil and gas development would not benefit subsistence resources or local culture. 
Some noted that moose and salmon populations were decreasing on the Refuge, and that 
development would only contribute to the downward decline in these populations. Many felt that 
noise, pollutants, and spills associated with oil and gas development would alter wildlife 
movements and harm subsistence resources and make them less fit for human consumption. Some 
were concerned that the proposed ROW would encourage more non-Natives to access the Refuge 
for hunting and other uses. Some respondents observed that their cabins and trap lines could be 
within the development footprint. A large number of residents were concerned about how oil and 
gas development would impact their traditional lifestyles. Some noted that the culture was 
changing fast, and that the proposed project would speed up the process and lead to the erosion of 
the traditional lifestyle in the Yukon Flats. Some simply stated that they wanted a simple lifestyle 
and to be left alone. They did not feel the jobs and revenues that would be generated by proposed 
oil and gas development were worth the loss of traditional lifestyles. Some felt that the Service 
and Doyon did not care about future generations’ use of the land.  

1.3.3.16 Spills and Hazardous Waste 

Many (243; 2.1%) respondents were concerned about spills and hazardous wastes that would be 
associated with oil and gas exploration and development if Doyon developed oil or gas on core 
exchange or private lands. Respondents felt that spills and hazardous wastes would harm plants 
and animals, local water bodies and drinking water sources, and subsistence resources. Some 
were concerned that a spill into Victoria Creek or Beaver Creek could travel to the Yukon River 
and affect Yukon River resources off the Refuge. Several respondents did not feel it was possible 
to clean up all contaminants from a spill, and that impacts from a spill would last for many years. 
Some were concerned that taxpayers would be responsible for paying for spill cleanup.  
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1.3.3.17 Human Health 

Human health comments (81; 0.7%) focused on potential impacts to human health from 
consumption of traditional foods and drinking water that could be contaminated from oil or other 
hazardous materials. Respondents were concerned that pollutants transported in the air or from a 
spill could impact game and fish resources and harm drinking water supplies. Of particular 
concern was the potential for a spill to enter Beaver Creek and the Yukon River and harm fish 
that are an important food resource of villages on the Yukon Flats and downstream. Some 
respondents felt that revenues from oil and gas development could be used to improve health 
services in the villages. 

1.3.3.18 Cumulative Effects 

Only a few (26; 0.2%) respondents were concerned about cumulative effects from the project. 
Most were concerned that development on the Refuge could encourage development in nearby 
areas, including ANWR and on village and Doyon Corporation lands. Some also felt that as 
northern Alaska, including the Yukon Flats, became more developed, it would be more difficult 
for Natives to retain their traditional lifestyles. 

1.4 Substantive Comments and Service Responses 

This section provides substantive comments received on the Draft EIS, followed by the Service’s 
responses to those comments. The comments were organized into 46 main topic areas. Within the 
major topic heading, similar or related comments were grouped by subtopic. Comments within 
each topic/subtopic groups that were given the same responses by the project team are then 
presented together. Table 7 lists where specific comment topics were addressed in the Comment 
Summary. The original comments received on the Draft EIS are maintained on file at the U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service in Anchorage, Alaska. Text has been added to some comments to help 
clarify the comment; this text is included in brackets [  ]. 
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Table 7 Summary of comment topics and where addressed in Volume II 

Topic Page Number 
Air Quality 14 
Alternatives 23 
Appraisals – Land 66 
Biological Integrity, Diversity, and Environmental Health 78 
Birds 79 
Climate and Climate Change 83 
Cooperating Agencies 97 
Cultural and Paleontological Resources 98 
Cumulative Effects 109 
Drainage of Federal Oil 139 
Ecoregions 140 
Edits 140 
Environmental Justice 153 
Exchange Authority 154 
Exchange Land Prioritization and Selection 155 
Fire 156 
Fish and Essential Fish Habitat 159 
Geologic Structures 179 
Goals 180 
Government-to-Government Consultation 180 
Gravel 186 
Health 187 
Incomplete and Unavailable Information 194 
International Treaty Obligations 195 
Landownership 200 
Land Use and Recreation 211 
Laws, Executive Orders, and Permitting Requirements 223 
Mammals 230 
NEPA Process 243 
Oil and Gas Assumptions 266 
Oil and Gas Potential 295 
Purpose and Need for the Proposed Action 301 
Refuge Purpose 311 
Service Mission and Policy 316 
Socioeconomics 317 
Soils and Permafrost 331 
Special Areas 335 
Subsistence 338 
Traditional Knowledge 356 
Vegetation, Wetlands, and Floodplains 356 
Visual Resources 362 
Water Resources 366 
Wild and Scenic Rivers 386 
Wilderness and Wilderness Values 388 
Yukon Flats National Wildlife Refuge Comprehensive 
Conservation Plan 393 
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1.4.1 Air Quality 
1.4.1.1 Air Quality – Existing Conditions 

Comment 6036.005 From Northern Alaska Environmental Center: 
The EIS [Environmental Impact Statement] makes conclusions about air pollution impacts 
without providing any baseline air quality data for the Yukon Flats. 

Comment 6037.022 From REDOIL: 
The DEIS [Draft EIS] downplays the potential health impacts from the proposed action to local 
communities and workers, and does not include any baseline air quality data for the Yukon Flats 
(DEIS, p. 3-5 to 3-7). 

Comment 6042.008: 
First, how have the baseline conditions been determined? The DEIS states that “The Refuge is in 
an area that is considered to be in attainment for all criteria pollutants” (DEIS at 3-5). Is this 
speculation, or is there currently air quality monitoring within the Refuge, or is there a plan to 
initiate this prior to potential development? 

Comment 6042.183: 
These major deficiencies need to be corrected: 
... 
The EIS does not include any baseline air quality data for the Yukon Flats. (p.3-5 to 3-7). 

Comment 6056.016 From The Wilderness Society: 
The DEIS downplays the potential health impacts from the proposed action to local communities 
and workers, and does not include any baseline air quality data for the Yukon Flats (DEIS, p. 3-5 
to 3-7). 

Comment 6142.010: 
There’s absolutely no baseline information on air quality for the Yukon Flats in the document. 

Response to Comments 6036.005, 6037.022, 6042.008, 6042.183, 6056.016 and 6142.010: 
Air quality monitoring is not currently being conducted in the Refuge; therefore, data do not exist 
at this time to provide a quantitative baseline of spatial and temporal trends in air quality across 
the Refuge. Section 3.3.1.2 of the Final EIS assumes that in the absence of emissions generated 
within the Refuge, or significant regional emissions that could be transported into the Refuge, 
pollutant concentrations would be below what can be measured using standard Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA) Prevention of Significant Deterioration monitoring techniques. 
Baseline air quality is considered pristine, and well below health based standards (National 
Ambient Air Quality Standards [NAAQS]) for all criteria pollutants. The EPA considers the 
region to be in attainment for all criteria pollutants. As discussed in Section 3.3.1.2 of the Final 
EIS, exceptions to the generalization would be locations influenced by naturally occurring 
emissions sources such as wildland fires and windblown dust, and by man-made emissions 
sources. Since man-made emissions are relatively small, and wind blown dust emissions are 
temporary/transient, emissions from wildland fires are currently the only major threat to air 
quality. Emissions from wildland fires have caused particulate emissions that likely exceed the 
NAAQS, and have influenced large portions of the Refuge. Impacts on air quality from man-
made emissions would generally be limited to locations near population centers. As discussed in 
Section 3.3.1.1 of the Final EIS, it is expected that impacts to air quality from man-made sources 
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would increase in the wintertime as a result of strong inversions, which limit the transport of 
emissions from the source. 

Comment 6118.001: 
Also here, like, on another page here, it says, However, air quality models predict that levels 
would be well below allowable state and federal standards at the edge of the production pad. We 
haven’t seen that either. We saw up at Pump Station 6 on the Yukon River, for 17 years Alyeska 
vented VOCs [volatile organic compounds] out into the environment there with it uncontrolled 
and all polluting the Yukon River and the people subsisting on the Yukon River there and all until 
finally the village had to threaten to sue and everything to shut that down. We haven’t seen these 
things enforced. 

Comment 6142.023: 
And I urge the document to go into the compliance record on the North Slope. Look at how many 
Clean Air Act fines have there been, how many Clean Water Act fines have there been. 

Response to Comments 6118.001 and 6142.023: 
Projects that violate the Clean Air and Water Acts are not allowed to be constructed or operated, 
and procedures exist to assure compliance and allow for enforcement. Under the Alaska State 
Implementation Plan, which must comply with the Clean Air Act, the State has jurisdiction for 
regulating and permitting air quality emissions. All activities must comply with all applicable air 
quality laws, regulations, standards and increments, and implementation plans. Standard 
operating conditions listed in permits to operate require operators to address public concerns or 
face enforcement. No project would be allowed to be constructed or operated in a manner that 
violates State regulations without appropriate enforcement action being taken. Enforcement 
actions may range from fines in cases of minor recordkeeping violations to curtailment or 
cessation of operations in the case of emitting a pollutant above allowable levels. However, even 
minor violations can result in severe enforcement actions if corrective action is not taken. 
Compliance with applicable regulations is assessed routinely throughout the year through State 
review of facility operating reports, annual compliance certifications, and random full compliance 
evaluations conducted by State inspectors.  

1.4.1.2 Air Quality – Arctic Haze, Smog, Fire, Ice Fog, and Inversions 

Comment 622.001: 
This proposal does not address the air pollutants that would be influenced by winter temperature 
inversions for which this region is renowned, so questions about these harmful affects have not 
been scientifically assessed. 

Comment 662.001: 
The DEIS is incorrect when it states that “air quality effects … would not accumulate due to 
distance and dispersion.” The Yukon Flats are well known for prolonged periods of strong 
inversion atmospheric conditions, especially in the winter, when high pressure systems prevent 
dispersion. Air pollution would actually be severe and have very negative effects not only on air 
quality in the Refuge but also on health impact for local residents. 

Comment 749.005: 
Potential effects to air quality have been poorly assessed in the DEIS. Considering the 
temperature inversions that settle over the Yukon River valley for extended cold periods during 
winters, it would seem expected that the smog produced by oil and gas development would be 
held close to the ground and accumulate in concentration and area. 
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Comment 827.010: 
The description of impacts to air quality from oil exploration and development are inadequate. 
Data on air movement patterns and inversions are not described well enough to understand the 
level of impacts that might occur. 

Comment 5082.005: 
Another part that’s lacking in the EIS is there is under the environmental affects on Chapter 4, it 
states that there’s not going to be no impacts to air quality. That’s inaccurate, because when the 
weather gets below 40 around the Yukon Flats what happens is we have air inversions, and the air 
-- the cold air gets socked (ph) in and it doesn’t get released. So if there is an oil field on the 
Yukon Flats and that contamination is going into the air, it’s going to be stuck in the air and we’re 
going to breathe it longer, especially the villages closest to the development like Birch Creek and 
Beaver and Fort Yukon. And so it’s inaccurate in that EIS and there needs to be a thorough study 
on air quality issues. 

Comment 6033.010 From Arctic Village Council: 
The DEIS does not sufficiently consider these inversions and other specifics related to air quality 
issues in the Yukon Flats region. Instead, the EIS states, “Oil exploration and production would 
increase emissions of air pollutants,” however the DEIS assumes that, “air quality effects . . . 
would not accumulate due to distance and dispersion” (Summary p. 20). It is clear that the DEIS 
does not sufficiently analyze specific air quality issues in the Yukon Flats region, as often in the 
winter “dispersion” could take weeks, as air pollution builds up and surrounds communities in the 
Yukon Flats basin. 

Comment 6035.010 From Gwichyaa Zhee Gwich’in Tribal Government: 
The DEIS does not sufficiently consider these inversions and other specifics related to air quality 
issues in the Yukon Flats region. Instead, the EIS states, “Oil exploration and production would 
increase emissions of air pollutants,” however the DEIS assumes that, “air quality effects ... 
would not accumulate due to distance and dispersion” (Summary p. 20). It is clear that the DEIS 
does not sufficiently analyze specific air quality issues in the Yukon Flats region, as often in the 
winter “dispersion” could take weeks, as air pollution builds up and surrounds communities in the 
Yukon Flats basin. 

Comment 6037.021 From REDOIL: 
The DEIS does not sufficiently consider these inversions and other specifics related to air quality 
issues in the Yukon Flats region. Instead, the EIS states, “Oil exploration and production would 
increase emissions of air pollutants,” however the DEIS assumes that, “air quality effects ... 
would not accumulate due to distance and dispersion” (Summary p. 20). It is clear that the DEIS 
does not sufficiently analyze specific air quality issues in the Yukon Flats region, as often in the 
winter “dispersion” could take weeks, as air pollution builds up and surrounds communities in the 
Yukon Flats basin. 

Comment 6040.010 From Venetie Village Council: 
The DEIS does not sufficiently consider these inversions and other specifics related to air quality 
issues in the Yukon Flats region. Instead, the EIS states, “Oil exploration and production would 
increase emissions of air pollutants,” however the DEIS assumes that, “air quality effects . . . 
would not accumulate due to distance and dispersion” (Summary p. 20). It is clear that the DEIS 
does not sufficiently analyze specific air quality issues in the Yukon Flats region, as often in the 
winter “dispersion” could take weeks, as air pollution builds up and surrounds communities in the 
Yukon Flats basin. 
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Comment 6042.009: 
Do you believe that the ADEC [Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation] model 
developed for coastal areas (DEIS at 4-36) is appropriately parameterized for application to the 
Yukon Flats Basin? The DEIS states that “Arctic haze, ice fog and smoke from wildland fires can 
adversely impact air quality of the Yukon Flats ....far from any known sources of pollution” 
(DEIS at 3-6). The DEIS goes on to describe how smoke from wildfires can be held in the basin 
“by a stagnant air mass held in place by an inversion [within the Yukon River Basin]” (DEIS at 3-
7). What methods have you used to determine that pollution generated during exploration and 
development will not be trapped in the Yukon Basin? A map or a description of air movement 
patterns in the Refuge seems to be fundamental to showing what the impact (from none to highly 
significant) would be. 

Comment 6042.148: 
There is no analysis of air quality impacts from seismic, even though there are temperature 
inversions during winter when surveys would be conducted. 

Comment 6042.182: 
These major deficiencies need to be corrected: 

Comment 6056.015 From The Wilderness Society: 
Potential effects of oil and gas development to air quality in the Yukon Flats basin is another 
concern to us, particularly the potential for air quality to be compromised when toxins bio-
accumulate within the Yukon Flats basin. Cold air inversions in the winter often result in stagnant 
air hanging over the basin for weeks as the temperatures dip to 40 degrees below zero. The DEIS 
does not sufficiently consider these inversions and other specifics related to air quality issues in 
the Yukon Flats region. Instead, the EIS states, “Oil exploration and production would increase 
emissions of air pollutants,” however the DEIS assumes that, “air quality effects ... would not 
accumulate due to distance and dispersion” (Summary p. 20). It is clear that the DEIS does not 
sufficiently analyze specific air quality issues in the Yukon Flats region, as often in the winter 
“dispersion” could take weeks, as air pollution builds up and surrounds communities in the 
Yukon Flats basin. 

Comment 6058.001: 
Another concern that I have are the health effects this development would bring to our region 
especially the elders and children who don’t have a clear understanding of the pollution and what 
it will do to the their health and all inhabitants and wildlife in the surrounding areas closer to the 
drill sites. The EIS touch on the health, effects, but in my opinion did not see inversion during the 
winter months as being a problem. In 4.23.21.2, they stated that there should be no significant 
adverse effects from inhalation of air pollutants from all industrial and mobile/point source 
combined. During the winter months here in the Yukon Flats, we do not experience winds when 
temperatures start dropping to the minus readings. The air is still and no wind to disperse the 
emissions that are normally associated with oil rig facilities and drilling activities that will 
generate smog and other air pollutants that will sit in the valley for long periods, days and weeks. 
I do not agree with this statement that was made in the EIS. 

Comment 6122.004: 
The air quality is inadequate in the EIS. It states that there’s not going to be any air quality issues. 
And I was in Beaver last year. I was talking to one of the community members, and he was 
talking about how when it gets cold below 40, which is normal in the winter for us, the air gets 
socked in, air inversions. 
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Comment 6122.005: 
So there’s no study on the air inversions in the Draft EIS. And there needs to be an adequate 
study on the air quality issues before we move further on this. 

Response to Comments 622.001, 662.001, 749.005, 827.010, 5082.005, 6033.010, 6035.010, 
6037.021, 6040.010, 6042.009, 6042.148, 6042.182, 6056.015, 6058.001, 6122.004 and 
6122.005: 
Sections 3.3.1.1 and 4.6 of the Final EIS address the persistent and strong inversions typical 
during the winter in the Refuge, and acknowledge that these inversions are responsible for 
trapping pollutants near the ground. Therefore, as discussed in Sections 4.6.1.1 and 4.6.1.2 of the 
Final EIS, meteorological conditions consistent with those that occur during strong inversions 
were used in model simulations conducted to predict impacts to air quality from the largest 
emitting activities potentially present during the various phases of the alternatives (exploratory 
drilling and full production). Impacts from smaller activities with fewer emissions would be 
lower, and were not specifically addressed. For example, impacts from seismic activities should 
be smaller than those from exploratory drilling, which was simulated, and therefore were not 
addressed. Predicted air quality impacts from proposed activities are presented in Tables 4-10 and 
4-12 of the Final EIS, which demonstrate that levels of criteria pollutants would be well below 
health-based standards at the boundary of the proposed development. Since these impacts were 
predicted using meteorological conditions consistent with those that occur during strong 
inversions, conclusions stated in the Final EIS should be sufficient to address impacts from 
pollutants released during inversions. Based on air quality simulations, Section 4.6 of the Final 
EIS indicates that impacts to air quality from pollutants emitted by exploration and development 
would be limited to the area near the site of the activity, and that at 3 miles from these activities, 
impacts should be indistinguishable above existing ambient concentrations. Since the simulations 
were conducted using meteorological conditions consistent with those that occur during strong 
inversions, this statement is equally true under those conditions. 

Comment 8053.012:  
The EIS needs to consider the cumulative effects of arctic haze, acid rain, and long-term air 
pollution as baseline information and what sources would be contributed by the oil and gas 
development. 

Response to Comment 8053.012: 
The occurrence of arctic haze, acid rain, and long-term air pollution in the Yukon Flats is 
discussed in Section 3.3.1, Climate and Air Quality of Yukon Flats. The potential for oil and gas 
development to contribute to arctic haze, acid rain, and long-term air pollution is discussed under 
Phase II effects of the Proposed Action (Section 4.6.1.2) in Section 4.6, Effects on Air Quality 
and Climate. The cumulative effects of oil and gas development on the Yukon Flats on arctic 
haze, acid rain, and long-term air pollution are discussed in Section 4.24.5, Cumulative Effects on 
Air Quality and Climate. 

1.4.1.3 Air Quality – Effects of Development and Production on Air Quality 

Comment 6042.181: 
The DEIS does not analyze air quality using scientific information or analysis. The DEIS, at 3-5, 
claims that “air quality in Interior Alaska is considered to be relatively pristine,” without 
providing any measured data. It implies that Table 3-2 contains ambient air quality information 
but that only lists air quality standards. There is no actual air quality data provided for the Yukon 
Flats. 
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Response to Comment 6042.181: 
Because air quality monitoring is not currently being conducted on the Refuge, sufficient data do 
not exist at this time to provide a quantitative baseline of spatial and temporal trends in air quality 
across the Refuge. Section 3.3.1.2 of the Final EIS relies on the generalization that in the absence 
of emissions generated within the Refuge, or significant regional emissions that could be 
transported into the Refuge, existing pollutant concentrations are below what can be measured 
using standard EPA Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) monitoring techniques. 
Therefore, baseline air quality can be considered pristine, and well below health based standards 
(National Ambient Air Quality Standards [NAAQS]) for all criteria pollutants. This assertion is 
supported by the EPA, which considers the region in attainment for all criteria pollutants. As 
discussed in Section 3.3.1.2 of the Final EIS, exceptions to the generalization would be locations 
influenced by naturally occurring emission sources such as wildland fires and windblown dust, 
and by man-made emissions sources. Since man-made emissions are relatively small and 
generally limited to locations near population centers, and windblown dust emissions are 
temporary/transient, emissions from wildland fires are currently the only major threat to air 
quality. As discussed in the Final EIS, emissions from wildland fires have caused particulate 
emissions that have likely exceeded the NAAQS and affected large portions of the Refuge. As 
discussed in Section 3.3.1.2 of the Final EIS, it is expected that impacts to air quality from man-
made sources will increase in the wintertime as a result of strong inversions, which limit the 
transport of emissions from the source. 

Comment 6042.188: 
The draft EIS underestimates the frequency and duration of gas flaring instances and its potential 
health impacts. 

Response to Comment 6042.188: 
In Sections 4.6.1.1 and 4.6.1.2, potential health impacts were evaluated based on the results of air 
quality modeling conducted for both exploratory drilling and a full development scenario. Both 
scenarios included emission estimates from flaring. As shown in Tables 4-10 and 4-12, model-
predicted pollutant concentrations at the edge of these activities were below EPA health based 
standards (National Ambient Air Quality Standards). Therefore, these activities are not expected 
to result in any changes to air quality that would result in negative health issues. Flare emissions 
included in the exploratory drilling modeling were based on 10 million standard cubic feet per 
day (10 MMscf/day), and those from the full development scenario were estimated at 62,000 
scf/day. During a full development scenario, flaring occurs only during upset conditions, resulting 
in a lower daily flare rate than that for exploratory drilling. In both cases, the flare rate (i.e., 
frequency and duration) was determined from similar activities under typical operations on the 
Alaskan North Slope. Furthermore, the modeling conducted showed that impacts from flares had 
a negligible contribution to the total impact due to favorable dispersion properties (i.e., high 
thermal buoyancy, and vertical momentum). 

Comment 6055.097, From Doyon, Limited: 
3.1.1.2. Air Quality The last paragraph should include a discussion on the forest fire effect on air 
quality associated with the average annual acreage burned in the Refuge which has more than 
doubled as a direct result of the Service’s fire management policies (Section 3.4.3 Wildland Fire). 

Comment 6055.112 From Doyon, Limited: 
4.5.1.2 Phase II Effects (On Quality and Climate) A short discussion should be added that there 
may be a potential improvement in air quality (and employment for fire fighters) to the extent that 
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a wildfire would be suppressed because it threatened production facility or the Title Xl right-of-
way (ROW). 

Response to Comments 6055.097 and 6055.112:  
The potential impacts to fire regime and management from the land exchange and potential oil 
and gas development are addressed in Section 4.24.10.2 of the Final EIS. Addressing the impacts 
of future changes in fire regime and management on air quality is difficult. The frequency and 
severity of wildfires or prescribed burns depends on weather, long-term climate change, land 
management practices, and the health of the forest stands. The emissions from a forest fire also 
depend on the frequency and severity of forest fires in the region. Given the complexity and 
uncertainty of these factors, it is beyond the scope of this EIS to evaluate how the land exchange 
or potential oil and gas development might affect air quality. It is likely that development of an 
oil field would precipitate revisions to fire management plans because of industrial activity, 
which could increase the risk of a human-caused fire and would also increase the potential for 
loss of life or property. However, there would be personnel and equipment in the area to facilitate 
a quick suppression response if needed (see Section 3.5.1.5 of the EIS). Suppression of fires in 
the vicinity of oil field development and rights-of-way should help to reduce air quality impacts 
from wildland fires on the Refuge compared to current conditions. 

Comment 6033.012 From Arctic Village Council: 
The DEIS does not consider air pollution effects to the Beaver Creek Wild River in the refuge 
and/or in the White Mountains National Recreation Area, or air quality impacts to the White-
Crazy Mountains Recommended Wilderness Area in the refuge. 

Comment 6033.013 From Arctic Village Council: 
Impacts to and mitigation measures regarding air quality and pollution in the Yukon Flats and 
surrounding villages have not been sufficiently addressed in the DEIS. 

Comment 6035.012 From GWICHYAA ZHEE GWICH’IN TRIBAL GOVERNMENT : 
The DEIS does not consider air pollution effects to the Beaver Creek Wild River in the refuge 
and/or in the White Mountains National Recreation Area, or air quality impacts to the White-
Crazy Mountains Recommended Wilderness Area in the refuge. 

Comment 6035.013 From GWICHYAA ZHEE GWICH’IN TRIBAL GOVERNMENT : 
Impacts to and mitigation measures regarding air quality and pollution in the Yukon Flats and 
surrounding villages have not been sufficiently addressed in the DEIS. 

Comment 6037.023 From REDOIL: 
The DEIS does not consider air pollution effects to the Beaver Creek Wild River in the refuge 
and/or in the White Mountains National Recreation Area, or air quality impacts to the White-
Crazy Mountains Recommended Wilderness Area in the refuge. 

Comment 6037.024 From REDOIL: 
Impacts to and mitigation measures regarding air quality and pollution in the Yukon “Flats and 
surrounding villages have not been sufficiently addressed in the DEIS. 

Comment 6040.012 From Venetie Village Council: 
The DEIS does not consider air pollution effects to the Beaver Creek Wild River in the refuge 
and/or in the White Mountains National Recreation Area, or air quality impacts to the White-
Crazy Mountains Recommended Wilderness Area in the refuge. 
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Comment 6040.013 From Venetie Village Council: 
Impacts to and mitigation measures regarding air quality and pollution in the Yukon Flats and 
surrounding villages have not been sufficiently addressed in the DEIS. 

Comment 6042.184: 
These major deficiencies need to be corrected: 
... 
It does not consider air pollution effects on Beaver Creek Wild River in the Refuge or White 
Mountain NRA, or to the Crazy-White Wilderness Study Area.  

Comment 6056.017 From The Wilderness Society: 
The DEIS does not sufficiently consider air pollution effects to the Beaver Creek Wild River in 
the refuge and/or in the White Mountains National Recreation Area, or air quality impacts to the 
White-Crazy Mountains Recommended Wilderness Area in the refuge. 

Comment 6056.018 From The Wilderness Society: 
Impacts to and mitigation measures regarding air quality and pollution in the Yukon Flats and 
surrounding villages have not been sufficiently addressed in the DEIS. 

Comment 6200.004: 
There’s absolutely no discussion in here about how this is going to affect you. A few years back, I 
flew from Fort Yukon over here to Fairbanks. Fort Yukon, oh, it was beautiful, paradise, sunny, 
happy day. Flying out in the sunshine, there was fires burning all over the Yukon Flats. Fort 
Yukon the air was just clear because there was a wind blowing from the north. Very rarely, but 
that wind was blowing. I flew into Fairbanks. All of that pollution was just right here. You 
couldn’t even breathe. Do you remember that? Those of you who lived here a few years back, 
you remember. You had to go down to West Valley to breathe. That’s right. Think about it when 
you have Prudhoe Bay next door. All of a sudden all of them flare offs aren’t just going to be 
affecting a few Eskimos up on the coast. It will be affecting the second largest city on the -- in the 
state. But there’s nothing in here about it. 

Response to Comments 6033.012, 6033.013, 6035.012, 6035.013, 6037.023, 6037.024, 
6040.012, 6040.013, 6042.184, 6056.017, 6056.018 and 6200.004: 
This topic is addressed indirectly in Sections 4.6.1.1 and 4.6.1.2 of the Final EIS. Though air 
quality impacts at specific locations are not presented, the impact assessment should be 
representative of all locations based on distance from modeled activities. Air quality modeling 
conducted in support of the EIS indicates that impacts from the largest of the proposed activities 
(Large Oil Field Development) would be greatest near the field and rapidly decrease with 
increasing distance. Modeling results suggest that: (1) levels of criteria pollutants would be well 
below health-based standards at the edge of the activity; and (2) impacts at locations more than 3 
miles from where an activity occurs (i.e., Fairbanks, locations far from the parcels involved in the 
exchange, etc.) would be indistinguishable above existing ambient levels. 

1.4.1.4 Air Quality – General 

Comment 98519.001: 
The wildlife would definitely be affected by the smell that oil wells cause. 

Response to Comment 98519.001: 
Most wildlife are sensitive to odors, as the sense of smell is important to animals in locating food 
and avoiding potential predators, in social situations with other members of the species and other 
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species, and in avoiding harmful situations. It is likely that wildlife would smell the odors from an 
oil well, but impacts would likely be negligible since wildlife would generally avoid areas with 
wells due to noise and disturbance associated with the well area. As a result, wildlife would 
inhale negligible to minor amounts of emissions associated with oil wells that could be harmful to 
wildlife. 

1.4.1.5 Air Quality – Models and Assumptions and Emission Estimates and Rates 

Comment 5038.004: 
Air quality needs to be addressed. According to their document they did studies on the North 
Slope. And according to the studies on the North Slope, impact won’t be that bad. But we don’t 
live on the North Slope. We’re colder than the North Slope. We live in a bowl. We don’t got no 
wind. 

Comment 5045.003: 
But the information I was provided today, they said to get an idea about the drilling method and 
the way it’s going to be set up, they went to the North Slope. Well, the North Slope and the 
Yukon River Basin are just like night and day. You can’t make that comparison. We have 
different weather conditions down here. Geographically all our -- everything is different from 
what you see on the Slope. There’s a lot of wind up there. It’s not true down here during the 
winter months. 

Comment 6042.007: 
The information available in the DEIS is inadequate for understanding your methods, results and 
findings of how determined that emissions from oil and gas development are going to only affect 
the immediate area around oil and gas infrastructure and not accumulate in the basin, as suggested 
in the Air Quality section (DEIS at p.2-35). 

Comment 6042.203: 
With respect to air quality, 4.22.1.2 suggests that “it is unlikely that Phase II activities would 
create adverse health effects due to air pollutant emissions.” This assessment is based on the 
assumption that ADEC air quality standards could be met and would be similar to those 
experienced on the North Slope. In fact, the [Bureau of Land Management] BLM has 
acknowledged that the “North Slope Borough has expressed strong concerns that the models used 
to predict air quality on the North Slope have not been validated.” NPR-A IAP/EIS [National 
Petroleum Reserve – Alaska Integrated Activity Plan/EIS), p. 4-249. The reference for that fact, 
ADEC 2006, is not listed in Chapter 6 References. The DElS is in error regarding the geographic 
scope of air pollution spreading on the North Slope. For example, it implies that the effects are 
considered insignificant at distances from 6 to 12 miles downwind (DEIS p.4-197), yet a 
yellowish haze from local pollution is often visible at Prudhoe Bay or even Kaktovik, and North 
Slope oil field pollutants have been documented 200 miles away at Barrow. Because wind flow 
patterns, landscape and terrain are so different on the North Slope, this is an inappropriate and 
inadequate assumption. Further study specific to the Yukon Flats region is necessary to 
adequately assess the geographic extent of air pollutant impacts under various wind and weather 
conditions. 

Comment 6142.011: 
There was no citations for what they claimed was some sort of modeling something or other 
about air quality in the document, but I couldn’t tell what they did. They did list some of the air 
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quality requirements, but that’s not an analysis. They took a chart out of this EIS and plunked it 
into this one. 

Response to Comments 5038.004, 5045.003, 6042.007, 6042.203 and 6142.011: 
The text in Sections 4.6.1.1 and 4.6.1.2 of the EIS has been enhanced in response to this concern. 
Additional information about the model used and the meteorological conditions simulated has 
been added to help understand and interpret the results. Impacts to air quality from exploration 
and development were predicted using the ISCST3 dispersion model developed by the EPA, and 
followed procedures published in 40 Code of Federal Regulations Part 51 Appendix W, as 
clarified in EPA guidance documents. The ISCST3 model was developed for predicting impacts 
over land in both simple and complex terrain from multiple sources under a wide range of 
meteorological conditions, including persistent strong inversions similar to those that occur in the 
Refuge. This model has been used for over a decade for the majority of State and Federal air 
quality permitting activities required to predict impacts to air quality as part of the permitting 
process. This model has been validated by the EPA and has been rigorously evaluated in 
published literature. 

As described in Section 4.6.1.1 of the EIS, air quality impacts from exploratory drilling relied on 
modeling conducted by the State of Alaska. The State of Alaska modeled exploratory drilling 
activities in three different regions (North Slope, East Cook Inlet, and West Cook Inlet) using 
three different meteorological data sets. Impacts presented in the EIS represent the highest of 
those predicted across all three regions, and were predicted under a wide range of meteorological 
conditions. Short-term impacts to air quality from drill rigs were dominated by near-field impacts 
driven by low wind speed and stable conditions (i.e., conditions during inversions). Conditions 
representative of strong inversions were present in the meteorology used to model all three 
regions; however, the inversions in these data sets may not persist as long as those experienced in 
the Refuge.  

Though meteorology used by the State to drive the modeling differs from what occurs in the 
Refuge, critical conditions (i.e., low wind speeds and stable conditions), which lead to high 
impacts, were simulated. Therefore, it is expected that use of meteorological data collected in the 
Refuge would yield the same conclusion (that pollutant concentrations would be below the 
National Ambient Air Quality Standards at the edge of exploratory drilling activities). Further 
modeling refinements would be unnecessary to make land management decisions. Due to lack of 
quality meteorological monitoring data in the Refuge, modeling for the large oil field 
development was conducted using artificial meteorological data, which were developed by the 
EPA to include all possible combinations of parameters that influence air quality impacts (i.e., 
mixing height, stability, temperature, and wind speeds), and assume that these conditions could 
occur under any wind direction. Therefore, the data include not only conditions likely to occur in 
the Refuge (i.e., strong inversions under light wind speeds), but also those that do occur. Using 
this technique, impacts predicted should be representative of or greater than (i.e., conservative) 
those that could occur in most places in the Refuge, even without knowing the exact wind 
patterns and climatology that is present in the Refuge. 

1.4.2 Alternatives 
1.4.2.1 Alternatives – 12(B) Lands and Reallocation 

Comment 6028.049 From State of Alaska: 
Page 4-78, 4.10.1.1, last sentence in paragraph: Please clarify this sentence about 12(b) lands. 
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Response to Comment 6028.049: 
As discussed in Section 2.6.1, Reallocation of Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act (ANCSA) 
12(b) Entitlement Lands, Doyon would reallocate most (approximately 56,500 acres) of their 
remaining 12(b) entitlement under ANCSA to areas outside the Refuge. Without this agreement, 
Doyon would likely allocate their remaining 12(b) entitlement to villages within the Refuge, 
reducing total Federal holdings inside the Refuge boundaries. The reallocation would occur under 
all the action alternatives; lands to be reallocated are shown in Figure 1-2. Although these lands 
are currently managed as Refuge lands, they are selected by village corporations under 12(b) of 
ANCSA. If the exchange does not happen, they would become village conveyances. If the 
exchange proceeds, Doyon has agreed to reallocate the entitlement to other villages (so these 
lands would remain Refuge lands). Because they would only remain Refuge lands if there is an 
exchange, the Service has viewed them as a “gain” in lands if there is an exchange. The language 
in the Final EIS has been revised to state that “... lands that would be re-allocated would become 
permanent Refuge lands and are located entirely within the lowlands.” 

Comment 6036.019 From Northern Alaska Environmental Center: 
The explanation of ANCSA 12(b) and how the loss of these selections affect the villages (Fig. 1-
2; p.3-63, Fig. 4-234), nor if they were excluded from this decision prior to it being made in the 
Agreement in Principal. 

Response to Comment 6036.019: 
Under the terms of Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act (ANCSA) 12(b), Regional Corporations 
(Doyon in this case) may allocate 12(b) land entitlements as they choose. As discussed in Section 
2.6.1, Reallocation of ANCSA 12(b) Entitlement Lands, Doyon would reallocate most 
(approximately 56,500 acres) of their remaining 12(b) entitlement under ANCSA to 28 villages 
outside the Refuge. Without this agreement, Doyon would allocate their remaining 12(b) 
entitlement to two villages (Beaver and Chalkyitsik) within the Refuge, reducing total Federal 
holdings inside the Refuge boundaries and increasing the amount of land under village 
ownership. The reallocation would occur under all the action alternatives; lands to be reallocated 
are shown in Figure 1-2. Although these lands are currently managed as Refuge lands, they are 
selected by village corporations under 12(b) of ANCSA. If the exchange does not happen, they 
would become village conveyances. If the exchange proceeds, Doyon has agreed to reallocate the 
entitlement to other villages (so these lands would remain Refuge lands), increasing the amount 
of land under village ownership outside of the Refuge. Because they would only remain Refuge 
lands if there is an exchange, the Service has viewed them as a “gain” in lands if there is an 
exchange. Doyon would retain subsistence easements on all lands transferred to the Service. 
Doyon has held extensive discussions with the villages regarding decisions made in the 
Agreement in Principle. 

Comment 6056.027 From The Wilderness Society: 
Doyon proposes to reallocate 56,000 acres of ANSCA 12(b) entitlements to areas outside of the 
Refuge, and the DEIS assumes that these lands would be conveyed to village corporations absent 
a land exchange. The USFWS [U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service] needs to clarify in subsequent 
documents related to the land exchange what the basis of that assumption is, and whether or not 
Doyon is free to make such reallocations. If not, the agency needs to clarify what the legal 
requirements are for Doyon to make such reallocations. 

Response to Comment 6056.027: 
Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act (ANCSA) Section 12 authorizes Regional Corporations to 
allocate 12(b) lands to village corporations. Doyon has notified the BLM that the 12(b) 
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allocations would differ depending on whether or not there is an exchange. If there is an 
exchange, a total of 28 villages would receive the 12(b) allocations. The amount of acreage 
allocated to each village would range from 270 acres to 6,355 acres. If there is no exchange, then 
Beaver and Chalkyitsik would receive the allocations. 

1.4.2.2 Alternatives – Agreement in Principle and Negotiation History 

Comment 5001.007: 
I understand from your presentation that the refuge manager Ted Heuer had retired although he 
was one of the initial negotiators for the idea or for the big proposal and I’m interested in that 
history because it doesn’t reflect -- you know, any input by any local people first of all but also 
Doyon share holders. 

Comment 6021.001 From Alaska Chapter Wilderness Watch: 
Negotiations were conducted essentially behind closed doors without public notice or 
involvement. Before details involving the proposed exchange were developed, the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service (Service) and Doyon should have given notice to the public that they were 
proposing to begin talks. Broad concepts associated with the exchange of lands should have been 
provided to get the public’s input as to whether they merited further examination. Certainly the 
local people who live in the Yukon Flats should have been informed of the intention to negotiate 
a possible exchange. Instead, essentially no public information was provided until after an 
“agreement in principle” was reached. Because the proposed agreement has direct implications 
for the interests of the State of Alaska (submerged lands and other issues), other federal land 
management agencies such as the Bureau of Land Management, local villages and tribes as well 
as other public interests, such entities should have been invited to participate in negotiations. This 
was not done. Without involvement of these entities, the outcome of the negotiations is seriously 
flawed. For example, under Phase II there are provisions for further land transfers from Doyon to 
the Refuge, and an increased royalty if the northern transportation route is selected. There are no 
such provisions if the southern route is selected which would pass near to Beaver Creek National 
Wild River, and up Victoria Creek within the White Mountains National Recreation Area. 
Without the involvement of BLM officials in the negotiation process, there was no opportunity to 
obtain provisions comparable to those for the northern route which crosses Refuge lands. This 
creates an inappropriate incentive for Doyon to choose the southern route at the expense of public 
interests associated with the Beaver Creek Wild River and the White Mountains National 
Recreation Area. This deal appears to have been developed between the Service and Doyon 
without appropriate consideration of other DOI [Department of Interior], State of Alaska and 
village tribal interests. 

Comment 6021.002 From Alaska Chapter Wilderness Watch: 
Several recommendations in GAO [Government Accounting Office]/ RCED [Resources, 
Coummunity, and Economic Development Division]-90-5 were apparently ignored by the 
Service and have led to the current flawed Yukon Flats process. For example: the GAO report 
identified a need “for greater consistency, thoroughness, and openness in the administration of 
land exchanges in Alaska.” (emphasis added). It called for “Coordinating with state and local 
governments to ensure that any inconsistencies between federal, state and local-use plans are 
considered…” and recommended development of written formalized procedures that would 
require among other things: “full review by the public, state and local governments, and other 
affected parties, of all aspects of a proposed exchange; justification for determining whether a 
proposed exchange is in the public interest; and establishment and disclosure of the fair market 
value of the lands and interests to be exchanged. (emphasis added). 
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Comment 6032.020: 
It seems that the process in which the Agreement in Principal was developed was clearly in 
violation of the Federal Advisory Committee Act (FACA, 5 U.S.C. [United States Code], 1972). 
This act was established by Congress to promote meaningful public participation in government 
decisions, and to ensure that no particular interest groups would have unfair access to policy 
makers. The agreement in principal should be renegotiated, this time with participation from all 
interested parties. 

Comment 6086.001: 
To begin the agency entered into a tentative agreement with Doyon Limited prior to ever seeking 
public input, thus reaching this agreement was a closed door deal that took not only members of 
the public by surprise but also many Doyon shareholders. This is not an acceptable way for a 
government agency to do business that involves lands that belong to every American. Rather than 
commenting on an already reached a tentative agreement the public should be commenting on 
whether or not the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service should be entering into any such tentative 
agreement at all. 

Response to Comments 5001.007, 6021.001, 6021.002, 6032.020 and 6086.001:  
The negotiation history is summarized in Section 2.3.1. Negotiations between the Service and any 
landowner about the possible exchange of lands are not public, nor can they be. Land exchange 
negotiations between the government and private parties are often long and complex, and 
typically involve the use of information about the private party’s positions, finances, and/or land 
holdings that are not public records. The result of such negotiations is a proposal—in this case an 
Agreement in Principle. The Federal Advisory Committee Act applies to the formation and use of 
advisory committees. It has no applicability to the negotiations between the Service and a land 
seller over an exchange or sale of land.  

The purpose of this EIS is to get comments on the proposal, as well as on alternatives to the 
negotiated proposal, from the public, tribes, and other governments. Additionally, the Service has 
held or will hold Government-to-Government consultation with any and all of the Yukon Flats 
tribes that express interest. The appraisal results were not available before release of the Draft 
EIS; the analysis conducted through the EIS process subsequently led the Service to identify the 
No Land Exchange Alternative as its preferred alternative. This decision was based on resource 
impacts rather than appraised land values, which nullified completing the appraisal process. 
Should the Service ultimately pursue one of the action alternatives, the appraisal process would 
be completed to ensure an equal value exchange.  

Comment 6033.017 From Arctic Village Council: 
The USFWS has failed to fulfill its legal and regulatory mandates regarding consultation with 
tribal governments, both prior to reaching the “Agreement in Principle” and throughout the 
ensuing analysis process. 

Comment 6035.017 From GWICHYAA ZHEE GWICH’IN TRIBAL GOVERNMENT : 
The USFWS has failed to fulfill its legal and regulatory mandates regarding consultation with 
tribal governments, both prior to reaching the “Agreement in Principle” and throughout the 
ensuing analysis process. 
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Comment 6037.001 From REDOIL: 
The USFWS has failed to fulfill its legal and regulatory mandates regarding consultation with 
tribal governments, both prior to reaching the “Agreement in Principle” and throughout the 
ensuing analysis process. 

Comment 6040.017 From Venetie Village Council: 
The USFWS has failed to fulfill its legal and regulatory mandates regarding consultation with 
tribal governments, both prior to reaching the “Agreement in Principle” and throughout the 
ensuing analysis process. 

Response to Comments 6033.017, 6035.017, 6037.001 and 6040.017: 
Government-to-Government consultation is most effective after the agency knows enough about 
the proposed action to present a coherent proposal and initial list of issues to the affected Tribes. 
The Agreement in Principle composed a clear picture of the proposal. Before negotiating the 
Agreement, the Service could not identify which matters were under consideration. The EIS 
process was initiated to evaluate the proposal—the Agreement in Principle. In accordance with 
Executive Order 13175 and the Native American Policy, the Service initiated consultation with 
local Tribal governments soon after the start of the EIS process by mailing and faxing a letter 
(dated March 29, 2006) inviting the Tribes to consult on the proposed exchange. The letter 
invited the Tribes to (1) establish local contacts to represent the Tribe; (2) schedule a meeting to 
discuss the exchange; (3) share pertinent information (e.g information regarding culturally 
sensitive areas that should be protected); and (4) formulate a formal position on the exchange. 
The Service’s efforts to consult with local Tribal governments continued throughout the EIS 
process. Chapter 5 (Section 5.5) summarizes these efforts. 

Comment 6036.022 From Northern Alaska Environmental Center: 
It appears that the actual Agreement in Principle may not have been included as Appendix A. At 
any rate, this version of the Agreement in Principle differs from that published by the Service as 
Appendix I in its Evaluation and Review of a Proposed Land Exchange and Acquisition of Native 
Lands within the Yukon Flats National Wildlife Refuge (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, 
Anchorage, February 2005). 

Comment 6036.023 From Northern Alaska Environmental Center: 
In the Agreement published in the DEIS it states that the Halo lands are approximately 100,000 
acres, whereas in the 2005 version the Halo lands are described as approximately 97,000 acres. 
We also note that Doyon’s web site maps www.doyon.com show core exchange lands with a 
larger shaded area presumed to be drainage areas, and therefore “halo” as occurring on both sides 
of the Wild and Scenic River within the Refuge 

Response to Comments 6036.022 and 6036.023: 
Acreages listed in the Agreement in Principle are Geographic Information System (GIS) 
estimates of the exchange parcel acreages as depicted in maps. These GIS estimates inadvertently 
excluded some of the submerged lands that would be included in the exchange. The acreage 
figures in the text of the EIS are more refined estimates that may differ somewhat from those 
stated in the Agreement in Principle. There are no core or halo lands on the east side of the 
Beaver Creek Wild River Corridor. There are, however, core lands and several sections of halo 
lands on the east side of Beaver Creek to the north of the wild river corridor. 
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Comment 6055.032 From Doyon, Limited: 
2.2.1. Negotiation History A discussion of the oil in 1993 when Doyon and the Service began 
discussions about an exchange and the current price of oil should be included here or in Section 
2.2.2 (Oil and Gas Development Potential on Refuge and Doyon Lands). 

Response to Comment 6055.032: 
Section 2.3.2 has been revised to include the change in oil prices between 1993 and 2009.  

Comment 8052.012 From NAEC: 
We are concerned that the Agreement in Principle stated that it would next be presented to “FWS 
[Fish and Wildlife Service] and Department leadership for further policy and legal review,” 
(Appendix A, p.A.). Does this mean that there was not a level playing field to represent the 
public’s interests, since Doyon’s negotiators included lawyers? What was the role of any third 
parties in the negotiations for this Agreement in Principle and did they receive any payment for 
their services? 

Response to Comment 8052.012: 
A Department of Interior attorney was also involved in the negotiations. As discussed in Section 
2.3.1, The Conservation Fund was invited to facilitate negotiation meetings. The Conservation 
Fund was reimbursed; the fees for their services were split between the Service and Doyon. 

Comment 8052.021 From NAEC: 
Please correct the text that the requests that the FWS prepare an EIS were made by the public and 
at least six tribes located in the Yukon Flats well before an announcement was made by the FWS 
and Doyon that they had agreed to do it. 

Response to Comment 8052.021: 
The text in Section 2.3.1 has been clarified in response to this comment. 

Comment 8052.013 From NAEC: 
While the Agreement in Principle refers to the potential for acquiring lands from “willing seller 
village corporations within the refuge” (Appendix A, p. 3) but no analysis of the impacts of such 
loss of Alaska Native land base near villages is considered in the DEIS, including subsistence, 
cultural, competing use of resources with the public, and other issues. Furthermore, if Doyon can 
deduct such land sales from its total acreage commitment (it is unclear if they only sell their own 
subsurface lands to FWS if they can count this, or if they get double credit for both the surface 
and subsurface lands being sold). 

Response to Comment 8052.013: 
It is too speculative at this time to state that there would be willing sellers among the Native 
village corporations. During public comment periods, the Native village corporations voiced 
strong opposition to selling any Native lands. Therefore, it is unlikely that the Service would 
acquire any Native village corporation lands in the foreseeable future. If the exchange proceeds, 
the Service would purchase up to 120,000 acres from Doyon in Phase II. Doyon could not “take 
credit” for lands the Service might purchase from other sources (e.g. Native village corporations), 
nor would the Service be interested in buying Doyon’s subsurface lands. Only purchases of the 
entire estate (surface and subsurface) would satisfy Doyon’s commitment. 
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Comment 8052.019 From NAEC: 
The negotiation history (DEIS Sec. 2.2.1, p. 2-2 to 2-3) needs to add the chronology of the first 
public announcement of the Agreement in Principle, the date the appropriations rider was added 
by Senator Stevens to the Senate’s version of the Omnibus Appropriations bill for FY [Fiscal 
Year] 2005 and the date it passed in order to understand the nature of the political pressure under 
which the FWS was conducting its negotiations. 

Comment 8052.020 From NAEC: 
The Agreement in Principle refers to a fund, the Alaska National Wildlife Refuge Land 
Acquisition and Facility Account, to which Doyon would make production payments (Appendix 
A, DEIS, p. 2). However, as of the time the Agreement in Principle was announced by the U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service and Doyon (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Press Release, October 21, 
2004), such a Fund did not exist and therefore could not have been considered by the Service. 

Response to Comments 8052.019 and 8052.020: 
Section 2.3.1 was updated in the Final EIS to include the date of the public release of the 
Agreement in Principle (October 2004) and the date of the Omnibus Appropriations Act 
(December 2004) that authorized the Service to establish the special treasury account for 
production payments. 

1.4.2.3 Alternatives – Alternatives Considered but Excluded from Review, Oil and Gas Leasing 

Comment 655.002: 
The EIS also does not address why, since the US Fish and Wildlife Service is apparently willing 
to see oil and gas development on the refuge, they don’t simply invite competitive bids. At least 
this way the public would get the benefit of this development. 

Response to Comment 655.002: 
The Service is not proposing to allow oil or gas development on Refuge lands. Current 
management direction in the Refuge Comprehensive Conservation Plan does not allow oil and 
gas leasing on Refuge lands. Several conditions would have to be met before Refuge lands could 
be leased (see Section 2.3.1). However, we must consider and respond to an exchange proposal 
from Doyon, the largest private landowner in the Refuge. The Service cannot prevent Doyon 
from exploring and developing privately owned lands that are within the Refuge boundary, either 
lands Doyon currently owns or land received by exchange. 

Comment 6028.024 From State of Alaska: 
Page 2-24, 2.5.1: We appreciate the Service including a summary of Section 1008 of ANILCA 
[Alaska National Interest Lands Conservation Act] in its response to this scoping comment. We 
ask that the FEIS [Final EIS] also recognize that, should these requirements be met, an 
amendment to the comprehensive conservation plan would be a part of the approval process to 
allow oil and gas development. See also the 2007 Management Policies and Guidelines for 
National Wildlife Refuges in Alaska. 

Response to Comment 6028.024: 
Text has been added to Section 2.4.1 to acknowledge that amending the Refuge Comprehensive 
Conservation Plan would be part of the process for authorizing oil and gas leasing. 
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1.4.2.4 Alternatives – Beaver Creek Public Use Easement 

Comment 663.001 From Fairbanks Paddlers, Box 83329, Fairbanks: 
The Proposed Action and Alternatives 1-2 do not adequately assess or mitigate the likely effects 
of oil and gas exploration and development on recreationists using the Beaver Creek corridor. 
Specifically, we would like to raise the following issues: 
... 
The proposed 1-mile wide public-use easement (0.5 miles on each side of the river) is inadequate 
to protect the natural values of the river where it flows through the so-called “core lands” 
proposed for exchange to Doyon. We are concerned about noise, reduced air quality, and 
impaired views that would result from infrastructure and industrial activities in such close 
proximity to the river. Degradation of recreational values along Beaver Creek is acknowledged as 
a likely outcome of the Proposed Action and Alternatives 1-2 (DEIS, pg. 2-53), and adequate 
mitigation measures are lacking. 

Response to Comment 663.001: 
As discussed in Sections 4.16, Effects on Land Use and Recreation, and Section 4.17, Effects on 
Wild and Scenic Rivers, Wilderness Values, and Other Special Areas, impacts would occur from 
exploration and development within the easement that could degrade recreational values, but not 
recreational access to the river. Lands within the Beaver Creek Wild River corridor would remain 
in Service ownership, but activities on private lands adjacent to the corridor could be visible from 
Beaver Creek. Currently, there is relatively limited use of the creek (see recreation use of Refuge 
in Section 3.5.1.6, Recreation); however, use may increase in the future. If development occurs, 
Federal permits could include site-specific mitigation measures to protect natural values of the 
Beaver Creek corridor. 

Comment 663.002 From Fairbanks Paddlers, Box 83329, Fairbanks: 
The Proposed Action and Alternatives 1-2 do not adequately assess or mitigate the likely effects 
of oil and gas exploration and development on recreationists using the Beaver Creek corridor. 
Specifically, we would like to raise the following issues: 
... 
We are also concerned about allowable incursions into this already inadequate easement. Pg 2-28 
of the DEIS specifies that Doyon would be allowed to develop oil or gas on up to 1,000 acres 
within the easement, and could request temporary or permanent public-use restrictions on up to 
1,000 acres within the easement. As written on pg. 2-28, it is not clear whether the latter 1,000 
acres is the same as the 1,000 acres of allowable development, or if up to 2,000 acres is at stake. 
Regardless, we request that this provision be dropped, and the easement be made inviolate. 

Response to Comment 663.002: 
As discussed in Sections 4.16, Effects on Land Use and Recreation, and Section 4.17, Effects on 
Wild and Scenic Rivers, Wilderness Values, and Other Special Areas, impacts would occur from 
exploration and development within the easement that could degrade recreational values, but not 
recreational access to the river. Lands within the Beaver Creek Wild River corridor would remain 
in Service ownership, but activities on private lands adjacent to the corridor could be visible from 
Beaver Creek. Doyon would be able to restrict access on no more than 1,000 acres at any one 
time (see Appendix E, Establishment of Beaver Creek Public Use Easement and U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service Reservation of Authority within the Easement Area, Section 1, Paragraph 2). 
This provision was included in the Agreement to allow Doyon to access, explore, and develop 
lands that may have oil potential, while minimizing the amount of area that would be impacted by 
these activities along the creek to ensure protection of many creek values. We have clarified the 
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text in Section 2.6.5, Beaver Creek Public Use Easement, to note the 1,000 acre maximum limit 
at any one time. 

Comment 5045.005: 
[We] have concerns about easements. How do we define it for native alotees, the oil companies, 
and for native corporations? Do you do the same for the native alotees that you do for an oil 
company? Allow them to bill her out to their native allotment? Or is it basically like it says in the 
EIS? It’s for public access, public land access and trails. There’s concerns there. I think we need a 
better definition of when you talk about easements, how it’s to be regulated, and things of that 
nature. 

Response to Comment 5045.005: 
It is not clear which easements you are referring to, but as stated in Section 2.6.4, Subsistence 
Easements on Exchanged Lands, under the action alternatives, Doyon would retain a subsistence 
easement on all surface lands that transfer from Doyon to Service ownership. This subsistence 
easement would mirror Federal subsistence provisions under Title VIII of the Alaska National 
Interest Lands Conservation Act by providing a subsistence priority for local rural residents on 
exchange lands. Doyon would continue to control access and use of Doyon land. Terms of the 
easement are provided in Appendix E. As stated in Section 2.6.5, Beaver Creek Public Use 
Easement, under all of the action alternatives, the Service would reserve an approximately 1-
mile-wide public use easement along the portion of Beaver Creek that flows through core lands 
that would be received by Doyon. The easement would extend approximately 0.5 mile on each 
side of the ordinary high water line of Beaver Creek, measured from each bank. Allowable public 
uses include wildlife observation and photography, hunting, fishing, boating, trapping, camping, 
hiking, environmental education and interpretation, and other similar activities. The terms of the 
easement would allow the Service to restrict public access (at Doyon’s request) to up to 1,000 
acres within the easement, as long as unobstructed travel along Beaver Creek remains. 

As stated in Section 2.6.3, Non-Development Easement, under the Land Exchange with Non-
Development Easements Alternative (but not the other alternatives), Doyon would donate non-
development easements that would preclude commercial development on up to 120,000 acres of 
Doyon’s lands within the Refuge boundaries. The easements would be on the same lands that 
would be available for purchase by the Service in Phase II of the Proposed Action. These 
easements would provide habitat protection by preventing oil and gas exploration and/or 
development and other commercial activities, including gravel mining, commercial timber 
harvest, road construction, and water withdrawals on easement lands. However, no general public 
access or use would be allowed on the non-development easements. 

Comment 6028.037 From State of Alaska: 
Page 2-28, 2.5.5, Beaver Creek Public Use Easement, first paragraph. The fourth sentence notes 
that Doyon may restrict public access on “up to 1,000 acres within the easement.” Please clarify if 
this must be contiguous parcel or whether Doyon has discretion to restrict multiple parcels as 
long as the cumulative acreage total does not exceed 1,000 acres. 

Response to Comment 6028.037: 
Although it is likely that the parcel would be contiguous, as it would be associated with an oil 
field development, it is also possible that there could be multiple parcels. For example, several 
satellite fields could be found within the easement, each on a separate parcel. We have added text 
to Section 2.6.5, Beaver Creek Public Use Easement, to note that the parcels could be non-
contiguous. As discussed in Appendix E, restrictions or closures shall not exceed more than 1,000 
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acres at any one time (see Appendix E, Establishment of Beaver Creek Public Use Easement and 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Reservation of Authority within the Easement Area, Section 1, 
paragraph 2). We have clarified the text in Section 2.6.5, Beaver Creek Public Use Easement, to 
note the 1,000-acre maximum limit at any one time. 

Comment 6028.038 From State of Alaska: 
Page 2-28, 2.5.5, last paragraph, first sentence: Please clarify that either one or two easements 
will be reserved depending on the alternative selected (see pages 2-14 and 2-20). 

Response to Comment 6028.038: 
Two easements would be reserved under the Proposed Action and Land Exchange with Non-
Development Easements alternatives. We have clarified the text in Section 2.4.3.1, Phase 1 - 
Land Exchange Excluding the White-Crazy Mountains, to note that only one public use easement 
would be available to the public under this alternative. 

Comment 6042.086: 
The easement clearly lays out these restrictions in the Service’s authority to regulate - this may 
actually be the primary reason for Doyon’s seeking this Easement because it may eliminate 
authorities which could exist for Service regulation. Among those which the Service should 
evaluate are subsistence, navigation, navigational servitudes, and water rights. 

Response to Comment 6042.086: 
The easement was not sought by Doyon, rather it was a provision that the Service insisted must 
be included in any exchange agreement involving lands bordering Beaver Creek. The easement 
gives the Service the necessary authority to protect public access, recreational, and subsistence 
uses of Beaver Creek. The easement does not diminish the supremacy of Federal navigational 
servitude authority, and does not hinder water navigation. The easement affects neither the status 
of existing and expressed Federal reserved water rights for Beaver Creek established by the 
Alaska National Interest Lands Conservation Act in 1980, nor the status of the Service’s 2002 
Beaver Creek in-stream flow water reservation application to the state. 

1.4.2.5 Alternatives – Consolidation Lands and Exchange 

Comment 8052.014 From NAEC: 
Under the consolidation exchange, is FWS considering any exchanges or acquisition of village 
corporation lands? Does FWS have any proposed acquisition of Stevens Village or other Village 
Corporation, or Native allotment lands, separate from this agreement proposed? The cumulative 
impacts of all acquisitions need to be addressed. 

Response to Comment 8052.014: 
A discussion of additional land purchases in the Refuge that could be pursued by the Service is 
given in Section 4.24.4.3, Cumulative Effects, under Reasonably Foreseeable Activities. It is 
possible that the Service would purchase private lands if offered for sale. 

1.4.2.6 Alternatives – Development of Alternatives 

Comment 106.015 From Alaska Coalition of Washington: 
The DEIS does not include an alternative which considers a clean, renewable energy option for 
Yukon Flats and the nation. 
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Response to Comment 106.015: 
The Proposed Action is the Agreement in Principle, which is the proposed land exchange. Several 
alternatives were developed to evaluate different land exchange options. Although oil and gas 
development could occur under Phase 2 of the Agreement on Doyon lands, and alternatives were 
developed that considered different energy development and transport options, consideration of 
other energy development in the Yukon Flats and nation is outside the scope of the proposed 
action and was not considered in the EIS. 

Comment 857.009 From Center for Water Advocacy: 
The USFWS should conduct an environmental impact statement that should include a wide range 
of alternatives, including a no-action alternative, but also something in-between that and the 
proposed action. This should also consider alternatives that provides alternatives to the Land 
Exchange. Ideally, we expect that subsistence and environmental values will be evaluated on an 
equal footing with economic values in the socio-economic analysis that will be included in the 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) analysis and in the development of a reasonable 
range of alternatives. Since, NEPA mandates that the USFWS fully discusses a reasonable range 
of alternatives and provide full public disclosure of significant environmental impacts and 
affected environment, the analysis should contain a detailed statement of alternatives to the 
proposed action. 42 U.S.C ‘4332(2)(E). 

Response to Comment 857.009: 
The Service developed a range of alternatives that included different land exchange options, 
including differences in lands included and excluded in the land exchange and easements. In 
addition, the alternatives considered oil and gas development under Phase II actions, including 
the amount of compensation the Service would receive from Doyon and location of pipelines. 
Although the land exchange would be an equal value land exchange based on the appraised land 
values, biological and physical measures were used to prioritize lands considered for exchange. 
Thus, the EIS considers a wide range of alternatives in terms of land exchange and development 
options, and considers economic, physical, biological, and other values in development of land 
exchange priorities and impacts from the alternatives. 

Comment 886.001: 
An alternative should be considered that offers less impact to the Beaver Creek Wild and Scenic 
River corridor as well as the White Mountains Recreation Area (WMRA) by including provisions 
in the Exchange, if it were to happen, to avoid road construction (at a minimum) in the Beaver 
Creek watershed within the WMRA. 

Response to Comment 886.001: 
The Land Exchange Excluding White-Crazy Mountains Alternative (see Section 2.4.3) would 
provide protection in the Service recommended-Wilderness area, although a right-of-way (ROW) 
could traverse the recommended-Wilderness area. As shown in Figure 2-8, Land Exchange 
Excluding the White-Crazy Mountains Alternative, the proposed northern pipeline route would be 
located away from the Beaver Creek Wild and Scenic River and White Mountains Recreation 
Area (WMRA). Under the No Land Exchange Alternative (see Section 2.4.4), there would be no 
oil or gas development on Refuge lands proposed for exchange to Doyon. Even without the land 
exchange, development could occur on Doyon lands that are near the WMRA. In addition, Doyon 
would be allowed to construct a pipeline from their development to the Trans-Alaska Pipeline 
System (TAPS), and the Service could authorize a ROW that traverses the Service recommended-
Wilderness area. 
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Comment 6055.002 From Doyon, Limited: 
The description of the development of alternatives in Section 2.2 does not fully reflect the amount 
of public involvement in creating alternatives to the Proposed Action and No Action Alternative 
(i.e., the No Land Exchange Alternative). The final EIS should expand upon the prescoping effort 
made by USFWS to involve the public and other interested parties and how the two action 
alternatives were developed to respond directly to issues raised in the pre-scoping discussions. 
USFWS should include a greater, more detailed discussion on the public comments which led to 
the creation of the Land Exchange with Non-Development Easements Alternative in Section 2.3.2 
and Land Exchange Excluding the White-Crazy Mountains Alternative in Section 2.3.3. 

Response to Comment 6055.002: 
A discussion of the prescoping effort made by the Service to involve the public and other 
interested parties and how the two action alternatives were developed to respond directly to issues 
raised in the pre-scoping discussions are summarized in EIS Section 1.7, Public Involvement, 
Scoping, and Significant Issues. Information on Government-to-Government Consultation is 
provided in Section 5.5. 

Comment 6055.011 From Doyon, Limited: 
While noting the existence of traditional ecological knowledge (TEK) in Section 3.5.7.3, it does 
not appear that USFWS used TEK in the determination of which alternative would be preferable. 
Doyon believes that use of TEK supports choosing the Land Exchange with Non-Development 
Easements Alternative as this provides wildlife and habitat protection from development while 
maintaining the land within Alaska Native control. 

Response to Comment 6055.011: 
A number of factors were considered when developing and evaluating the alternatives, including 
traditional knowledge, and biological, physical, social, and economic factors. While the Land 
Exchange with Non-Development Easements provides for similar protections as the actual 
exchange of land that would occur under the Proposed Action, no public use or entry would be 
allowed on these lands and Doyon, not the Service, would be responsible for permitting and 
controlling allowable activities (e.g., timber and firewood harvest) on non-development lands, 
which would not occur under the Proposed Action. In addition, the non-development easements 
do not offer the same level of resource protection as fee-title ownership. Certain uses would be 
allowed on these lands that would be prohibited on Refuge lands (e.g., construction of new 
houses and cabins, gardens and dog yards). The Service did not select a preferred alternative in 
the Draft EIS; however, the No Land Exchange Alternative is identified as the Preferred 
Alternative in the Final EIS. 

Comment 6055.033 From Doyon, Limited: 
2.2.2. Oil and Gas Development Potential on Refuge and Doyon Lands The discussion does not 
sufficiently identify the oil and gas potential on Refuge lands. A figure similar to the 1.055 
million acres of potential oil and gas on Doyon land should be included for Refuge land. 

Response to Comment 6055.033: 
We did not find a reference to 1.055 million acres in Section 2.3.2. An analysis of oil and gas 
potential on Doyon and Refuge lands, and lands proposed for exchange, is given in Section 
3.3.3.2, Oil, Gas, and Mineral Resources, under Hydrocarbon Resource Assessments. As noted in 
this section, areas identified as having potential for oil and gas development total 2.9 million or 
more acres, of which about 1.5 million or more acres are within areas where the basin is 8,200 
feet or more deep and have the greatest likelihood to have oil and gas. As noted in the comment, 
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and in Table 4-2, approximately 1,055,000 acres are currently Native-owned and open to 
exploration and development; the remainder (445,000 acres) are on the Refuge. Under the 
Proposed Action, fewer acres (approximately 990,000 acres) would be open for oil and gas 
development, as some Native-owned lands with oil and gas potential would be exchanged with 
the Service. 

Comment 6055.034 From Doyon, Limited: 
2.2.2. Exchange Land Prioritization The last paragraph identifies the fact that 7 of 16 parcels 
offered by Doyon in the proposed Land Exchange have oil and gas potential. This section should 
also discuss that, with the action alternatives, the oil and gas potential of these 7 parcels would be 
foregone as part of the Refuge under the Service’s current land use plan (Section 1.3.3.1). 

Response to Comment 6055.034: 
As noted in the comment, exploration and development of 7 of the 16 parcels could be foregone 
as part of the Refuge under the Proposed Action. However, the number or location of parcels that 
would be exchanged may change slightly based on the land appraisal or decisions made in the 
Record of Decision, and it is also possible that another land exchange could occur in the future as 
a new action. Thus, we did not include language in Section 2.3.3 (Exchange Land Prioritization) 
regarding the future status of these lands beyond that envisioned in this EIS. 

Comment 6055.035 From Doyon, Limited: 
2.2.3. Exchange Land Prioritization The paragraph should include further discussion of the 
Yukon Flats Land Protection Plan and the National Land Acquisition Priorities System and their 
use in development of the USFWS’s acquisition priorities. 

Response to Comment 6055.035: 
Section 2, including Section 2.3.3, Exchange Land Prioritization, focuses on the development of 
the alternatives and actions that would be taken under each alternative. Section 1.3.2.1 provides a 
discussion of Service project-specific goals, including adding priority wildlife habitats as 
discussed in the Yukon Flats Land Protection Plan. We have added a new Section 1.4.4, 
Guidance Documents, in which we discuss the role of the Yukon Flats Land Protection Plan in 
helping to develop the Agreement in Principle and the Proposed Action and alternatives. 

Comment 6057.002 From U.S. EPA: 
Range of Alternatives In our 2006 scoping letter we also acknowledged that the October 19, 
2005, Notice of Intent (NOI) included brief descriptions of the proposed action, the two action 
alternatives and a no action alternative, and that they appeared to be a good starting point for 
developing a range of reasonable alternatives that would be fully analyzed in the DEIS. This 
range was not extended to include other reasonable alternatives that could potentially reduce 
impacts, such as a phased approach that would allow for evaluation and monitoring of impacts at 
a smaller scale, and subsequent adjustments for future phases. EPA believes there are additional 
reasonable alternatives that should be considered by the FWS that would allow the Service to 
achieve its goals and objectives while minimizing impacts to the aquatic and terrestrial resources 
in, and dependent on, the exchange lands. Recommendation: EPA recommends that the FWS 
consider additional reasonable alternatives to minimize impacts to resources, such as a phased 
approach to exchanging core lands. 

Response to Comment 6057.002: 
The Service developed a range of alternatives that included different land exchange options, 
including differences in lands included and excluded in the land exchange and easements. In 



Responses to Comments 

36 February 2010 Yukon Flats Land Exchange Final EIS 

addition, the alternatives considered oil and gas development under Phase II actions, including 
the amount of compensation the Service would receive from Doyon and location of pipelines. 
Although the land exchange would be an equal value land exchange based on the appraised land 
values, biological and physical measures were used to prioritize lands considered for exchange. 
Thus, the EIS considers a wide range of alternatives in terms of land exchange and development 
options, and considers economic, physical, biological, and other values in development of land 
exchange priorities and impacts from the alternatives. 

A phased approach would not be beneficial from a land administration and management 
perspective. For development to be economically feasible, Doyon would need to acquire a 
“critical mass”—that is, enough of the area they are interested in to make development 
economically feasible. Parcels smaller than those analyzed in the EIS would be below this 
threshold. As parcel size decreases, the likelihood of successful geophysical exploration 
decreases and development becomes increasingly unlikely. Therefore, a phased approach would 
likely result in no development and little to evaluate and monitor. Doyon would be unlikely to 
develop “in a small way” just because they receive less land in the initial phase. Rather they 
would be unable to develop at all until receiving additional lands. 

Comment 6099.001: 
And we’re talking about oil and I think, you know, we haven’t heard from the Fish and Wildlife 
about the alternative like wind energy and solar. We’ve got 24-hour daylight in summertime. We 
got solar energy and even in the wintertime, solar energy still works because there was starting in 
April because there’s a lot of sunshine reflecting from the snow. So there is energy that we can, 
you know, look at besides oil, is solar energy and wind energy and maybe small hydroenergy 

Response to Comment 6099.001: 
The near-term energy needs of Alaska and the United States will be met by a combination of 
imports from foreign sources, domestic oil and gas production, conservation measures, and other 
energy sources such as wind, solar, geothermal, hydroelectric, and nuclear. Each source makes a 
contribution to satisfying energy needs and each has technological, ecological, and economic 
advantages and disadvantages. In the period considered by the proposed action in this EIS, fossil 
fuels will likely continue to be the single largest component of the domestic energy stream. 

Comment 6125.004: 
The possibility is put forth that oil and gas development could occur on these Doyon lands 
without any land exchange, the refuge would have to give right of way across refuge lands, and 
thereby incur risks without any of the gains that could come from a land exchange. This line of 
persuasive thinking needs to be countered with the alternative scenario where the land exchange 
does not occur, thus Doyon does not explore and drill at all because it can’t get access to the most 
promising lands, the core lands, and the refuge remains free of oil and gas development. This 
later scenario supports the purposes of the refuge most fully, and especially the mission of the 
National Wildlife Refuge System, to administer lands and waters for the conservation, 
management, and restoration of fish, wildlife, and plant resources for the benefit of present and 
future generations. 

Response to Comment 6125.004: 
Under the No Land Exchange Alternative, the Service would not enter into a land exchange with 
Doyon. Consolidation exchanges could take place, however, none are planned under this 
alternative. There would be no oil or gas development on Refuge lands proposed for exchange to 
Doyon. As noted in Section 1.4.2, Title XI of the Alaska National Interest Lands Conservation 
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Act (ANILCA), Doyon could produce oil and gas on land it currently owns if there is no land 
exchange, but would need a pipeline and support road to get the product to market. Under Title 
XI of ANILCA, the Service must provide adequate and feasible access to landowners like Doyon, 
who are effectively surrounded by Refuge land, but the Service may impose reasonable 
regulations to protect Refuge resources. Doyon has indicated that it could pursue development of 
oil and gas resources on its lands even if the land exchange does not occur. 

Comment 8052.043 From NAEC: 
The alternative of no road access for oil and gas development to reduce invasive species should 
be analyzed and compared with impacts from constructing access roads. 

Response to Comment 8052.043: 
As discussed in Section 1.4.2, Title XI of the Alaska National Interest Lands Conservation Act, 
the Service must provide adequate and feasible access to landowners, including a road or 
utility/pipeline right-of-way. Other methods of access, and transport of oil of oil from oil fields to 
market would not be feasible or adequate due to environmental (e.g., barging oil on the Yukon 
River) or economic concerns (e.g., flying equipment to the site). 

1.4.2.7 Alternatives – General 

Comment 5070.001: 
So the other things that Steven’s Village has gone on record as supporting is along with the inner 
tribal natural or oil and gas coalition of tribes, they were in favor of amending the Trans-Alaska 
Oil Pipeline Act to include an endowment which would be paid for from royalties of oil which 
would be a tribal government endowment which would fund the tribal governments of these 
tribes that are impacted by oil and gas. And they have not changed their opinion on that and I 
think this is something that Doyon and the Fish and Wildlife Service federal government needs to 
look at. 

Response to Comment 5070.001: 
The Draft EIS is evaluating the Agreement in Principle. An amendment to the Trans-Alaska 
Pipeline System Act to include a Tribal government endowment is not within the scope of this 
EIS. 

Comment 6000.001: 
The prioritization of Doyon’s lands for acquisition (Section 2.3.3, Final Acquisition Priorities) by 
the Service did not evaluate actual or potential threats to those lands. Threat evaluation is 
typically an important element in the prioritization of land protection. Refuge land protection 
plans usually include an extensive section on the various types of development threats and the 
likelihood that those threats will become real. Threat evaluation is a central part of the Service’s 
own Land Acquisition Priority System (LAPS), but seems not to have been utilized in prioritizing 
lands to be acquired from Doyon. If development threats were considered, the Service would 
have selected lands closer to various villages that face a higher threat of development. As it is, the 
Service will be receiving lands that are farthest from the villages with the least threat of 
development. This exchange enhances a threat to refuge resources by facilitating oil and gas 
development but does nothing to reduce development threats in other parts of the refuge. 

Response to Comment 6000.001: 
The process for selecting exchange lands is described in Section 2.3.3, Exchange Land 
Prioritization, and is in part based on Service Project-specific Goals listed in Section 1.3.2.1 of 
the EIS, and development potential identified in Section 2.3.2, Oil and Gas Development 
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Potential on Refuge and Doyon Lands. In particular, the Service attempted to increase the total 
amount of public lands managed by the Service, add quality wildlife habitat—waterfowl habitat 
in particular, and consolidate landownership patterns. The Service ranked parcels, but Doyon still 
had to agree to exchange lands conveyed to Doyon; Doyon removed certain lands from Service 
consideration, including all village corporation lands. Of the remaining lands available for 
exchange, most recommended for selection by the Service are near villages, as shown in Figure 
1-2, Proposed Action and Priority Rankings for Doyon Lands. Many of the Service’s highest 
ranking lands were removed from consideration by Doyon. 

Comment 6022.001 From BLM: 
Need for an alternative that removes bias in right-of-way route choice The Draft EIS discusses 
two potential routes for the necessary road and pipeline: a Northern Route, which crosses a 
portion of the proposed wilderness area within the Refuge, and a Southern Route, which crosses 
the White Mountains National Recreation Area (WMNRA) and the Victoria Creek watershed. 
Unfortunately, strict adherence to the “mitigation” developed in the “agreement in principle” has 
biased the alternatives considered in the EIS. In an attempt to make certain that the access and 
pipeline route would not encumber Refuge lands, the Service negotiated higher land and financial 
requirements into the “agreement in principle” if Doyon chooses the Northern Route rather than 
the Southern Route for access to their hoped-for oil and gas development. This burdens future 
federal land managers in their consideration of the most environmentally responsible decision on 
any proposal for development of a road and pipeline to access potential Doyon development in 
lands acquired in the exchange. The WMNRA is Congressionally-designated “to provide for the 
public outdoor recreation use and enjoyment and for the conservation of the scenic, scientific, 
historic, fish and wildlife, and other values contributing to public enjoyment.” Including a built-in 
bias in the proposed action will complicate any future consideration of the environmental merits 
of placement of a road and pipeline. If Doyon requests a ROW through the WMNRA, the BLM 
anticipates that it will be the lead or co-lead agency for the required EIS. This agency will make 
its decision on the appropriate environmentally responsible route in accordance with the purpose 
of the WMNRA and our mandate to “take any action necessary to prevent unnecessary or undue 
degradation of the lands,” regardless of the financial and land compensation terms negotiated 
between the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and Doyon, Inc. 

Response to Comment 6022.001:  
The Service agrees that the BLM should make any future decisions on the right-of-way (ROW) 
route without consideration of the terms negotiated between the Service and Doyon in the 
Agreement in Principle. If the Service decides to exchange lands with Doyon, and Doyon later 
discovers oil, a range of potential routes would be analyzed in the ROW EIS. Because Doyon has 
stated a preference for routing the ROW through BLM land, it is likely that the BLM would be 
the lead agency and the Service would serve as a co-lead or cooperating agency in the ROW EIS. 
It is true that Federal agencies must provide “adequate and feasible” access, but not necessarily 
along Doyon’s preferred route or even the most cost-effectively route. The BLM would make its 
decision on the appropriate environmentally responsible route in accordance with the purposes of 
the White Mountains National Recreation Area and the BLM’s mandate to “take any action 
necessary to prevent unnecessary or undue degradation of the lands,” regardless of the financial 
and land compensation terms negotiated between the Service and Doyon. The BLM would make 
their final decision on the route independently of the Service’s decision regarding this land 
exchange EIS. 
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Comment 6028.023 From State of Alaska: 
Page 2-11, first full paragraph: Please clarify that the EIS for the transportation and utility 
corridor will only address the potential spillover effects on public lands from the oil and gas 
development on private lands, not the full “proposed development project.” 

Response to Comment 6028.023: 
If an EIS or Environmental Assessment is required to assess impacts from a transportation and 
utility corridor, it would analyze impacts from the corridor, not the development project. We have 
deleted “and the proposed development project” from Section 2.4, last paragraph.  

Comment 6032.003: 
Areas Identified as Having Potential for Oil and Gas (p. 3-13 and 3-14). This section states that 
USGS [U.S. Geological Survey] (Till et al. 2006) re-mapped the area of Yukon Flats Basin and 
Refuge with the highest potential for oil and gas generation Figure 3-3. These areas were not 
known when the lands were being selected for the proposed gas exchange and the Agreement in 
Principle was being negotiated. In light of this new information it seems the range of alternatives 
being considered for analysis is insufficient and too narrow in scope. Having this new 
information (Till et al. 2006) and knowing that Doyon is likely to explore and develop oil 
resources on Native-owned lands within the Refuge “with or without the land exchange” (p. 4-
205, paragraph 1) makes one wonder what benefit the public will get from implementation of the 
proposed action. Under the proposed action the public would be giving up a large contiguous 
block of land that if retained by USFWS would likely be one of the areas less likely to be 
impacted by development activities 

Response to Comment 6032.003: 
The purpose for the land exchange from the Service perspective is given in Section 1.3.2, Purpose 
and Need. This includes increasing the total amount of public lands managed in accordance with the 
Refuge purposes; adding priority wildlife habitats to the Refuge and consolidating land ownership 
patterns in the Refuge. The area that would be conveyed to Doyon under the Proposed Action is 
within the extent of the Yukon Flats Basin where the basin is deeper than 8,200 feet and where there 
is the highest likelihood of having oil and gas on the Refuge. If the land exchange does not occur, 
Doyon could still explore and develop on Doyon-owned lands near the block of land that is 
proposed for transfer to Doyon, and it is possible that Doyon could construct a pipeline across this 
block of lands to transport oil to the Trans-Alaska Pipeline System. 

Comment 6032.004: 
The benefit to the public and to the National Wildlife Refuge System from this proposed action is 
not clear. Because of this I offer the following additional alternatives for consideration 
(numbering starts with alternative 5 since there are four alternatives already being considered in 
the draft of the DEIS): 
... 
Alternative 5 (The Preferred Alternative) - USFWS would retain management of its current land 
base with the exception of continuing to pursue land consolidation on the 132,000 acres as 
proposed under all of the existing action alternatives. No leasing of land for the purpose of oil and 
gas development would be considered within the refuge. This is essentially a combination of the 
No Action Alternative. 

Response to Comment 6032.004: 
If the No Land Exchange Alternative is selected, the Service could continue to pursue efforts to 
exchange lands with Doyon for the purpose of consolidating lands. A “consolidation only” 
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alternative would not meet the stated purpose and need of both the Service and Doyon and is 
therefore not a “reasonable” alternative. Although consolidation of ownership is one of the 
purposes of the exchange (for both the Service and Doyon), Doyon’s primary reason for pursuing 
an exchange is to acquire oil and gas lands as a means of increasing economic opportunities. The 
consolidation lands are outside the oil and gas migration area and have little potential of 
providing the corporation with additional economic opportunities. Thus, the Service considered, 
but excluded, proposed Alternative 5 from further analysis. (Note: This proposed alternative 
would meet the Service’s purpose and need, but not Doyon’s purpose and need.) 

Comment 6032.005: 
Please identify which alternative is the USFWS preferred alternative so the public can more 
clearly evaluate the alternatives. 

Response to Comment 6032.005: 
The No Action Alternative in the Draft EIS is identified as the Preferred Alternative in the Final 
EIS. 

Comment 6032.006: 
The benefit to the public and to the National Wildlife Refuge System from this proposed action is 
not clear. Because of this I offer the following additional alternatives for consideration 
(numbering starts with alternative 5 since there are four alternatives already being considered in 
the draft of the DEIS): 
... 
Alternative 6 - USFWS would retain management of its current land base with the exception of 
continuing to pursue land consolidation on the 132,000 acres as proposed under all of the existing 
action alternatives. In addition, the USFWS would conduct further exploration of oil and gas 
resources within the core lands to refine what is known about the location, extent, and value of oil 
and gas resources within this area. Under this alternative leasing of oil and gas resources could be 
considered following exploration. In addition, royalties commensurate with customarily charged 
royalties for oil and gas leasing would be applied and the money made available to acquire land 
within Alaska and the lower contiguous states to further support the National Wildlife Refuge 
System purposes (e.g. conserving winter habitat and migration corridors for migratory birds). 
Under this alternative, if leasing were allowed, the Refuge would retain more control over 
development activities and be able to prescribe mitigation to lessen the impacts of development 
on Refuge resources. In comparison, under the current proposed action, once land is exchanged 
with Doyon, the Refuge would loose its ability to prescribe mitigation on lands no longer under 
its administration. The leasing alternative was identified in scoping and rejected (Section 2.4.1, p. 
2-24) for the following reason “Management policies in the CCP [Comprehensive Conservation 
Plan] prohibit the leasing of any Yukon Flats Refuge lands for oil and gas exploration or 
development”. Since the USFWS is willing and able to exchange lands, knowing that the 
exchange may lead to oil and gas development and said lands, it seems reasonable that the 
USFWS consider amending the CCP to allow for oil and gas exploration and development on 
these same lands while the land remains under their administration. 

Response to Comment 6032.006: 
Under the National Environmental Policy Act, an agency must evaluate a range of “reasonable” 
alternatives to a Proposed Action. An alternative is “reasonable” if it largely achieves the stated 
purpose and need for the action and also meets any minimum environmental standards. A 
“leasing alternative” would not address the Service’s specific need to respond to Doyon’s 
exchange request (see Section 1.3.2). Leasing of Service lands for oil and gas development was 
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considered as an alternative, but excluded from further analysis, as discussed in Section 2.5, 
Alternatives Considered but Excluded from Further Analysis. As discussed in Section 1.4.3.1, 
current management does not allow leasing on the Refuge. Future leasing could be allowed only 
if several conditions were met. The Secretary of Interior must determine it to be in the national 
interest and the Refuge Manager must determine it to be an appropriate use of Refuge lands that 
is compatible with the purposes for which the Refuge was established. It is unlikely that any 
large-scale development activities on Refuge lands would be determined to be an appropriate and 
compatible use. 

Comment 6032.007: 
The benefit to the public and to the National Wildlife Refuge System from this proposed action is 
not clear. Because of this I offer the following additional alternatives for consideration 
(numbering starts with alternative 5 since there are four alternatives already being considered in 
the draft of the DEIS): 
... 
Alternative 7 - The same as the proposed action with the exception that the financial and land 
disincentives associated with the northern ROW location (on Refuge lands) are removed. Due to 
the penalties placed on Doyon associated with locating the ROW on Refuge land, the proposed 
action unreasonably restricts the range of alternatives. Essentially there are no alternatives other 
than placing the ROW on BLM managed land along the southern route. This alternative would 
correct this limitation. In addition, public use easements would be established around the 14,000 
acres of lake that are considered to be public land under State management (Section 3.3.1.2, p. 3-
64). Easements should be sized to allow for a variety of public uses including camping, fishing, 
wildlife viewing, and hunting. 

Response to Comment 6032.007: 
This alternative differs from the Proposed Action only by eliminating the financial and land 
compensation terms negotiated between the Service and Doyon for the northern right-of-way 
(ROW). We did not analyze this alternative in detail for several reasons. First, its effects can be 
extracted from the existing analysis of the Proposed Action. For instance, according to Table 4-37 
the annual average production payment to the Service would be $1.6 to $2.2 million instead of 
$1.9 to $2.6 million if there were no increased payment for the northern ROW route. In addition, 
Doyon would be relieved of its obligation to donate 23,680 acres (640 acres for every linear mile) 
to the Service (see Table 4-5) in compensation for the ROW.  

Secondly, this is a discretionary land exchange. We are not required to exchange lands with 
Doyon and would chose to do so only if we consider the terms of the exchange to be beneficial to 
the Refuge and the mission of the Service. The financial and land disincentives are important 
compensatory mitigation measures that would offset some of the environmental impacts of a 
ROW across Refuge lands. Without these measures, the alternative would not meet the minimum 
environmental standards listed in Section 1.3.2.2. Analyzing alternatives that we would never 
implement would only add unnecessary bulk to an already complex and lengthy document. 

Lastly, we fundamentally disagree with the underlying assumption that the financial and land 
compensation terms would force the ROW route across BLM land. These terms were negotiated 
with Doyon to compensate the Service in the likely event the ROW would cross Refuge land. If 
Doyon requests a ROW through the White Mountains National Recreation Area, the BLM would 
be the lead agency in the EIS required under Title XI of the Alaska National Interest Lands 
Conservation Act. The Service would serve either as a co-lead or cooperating agency at the 
BLM’s request. The agencies would work together to identify an environmentally responsible 
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route. It is important to emphasize that the Title XI regulations do not obligate the agencies to 
issue a permit for the applicant’s preferred route, nor for the most cost-effective route. It is 
extremely unlikely that the modest increase in the production payment for the northern route 
would tip the scales in favor of the southern route. Environmental considerations would carry 
much more weight. The permit would be subject to whatever stipulations and mitigation may be 
necessary to protect resource values. 

Comment 6032.008: 
The benefit to the public and to the National Wildlife Refuge System from this proposed action is 
not clear. Because of this I offer the following additional alternatives for consideration 
(numbering starts with alternative 5 since there are four alternatives already being considered in 
the draft of the DEIS): 
... 
Alternative 8 - The same as Alternative 7 with the exception that the financial and land 
disincentives associated with the ROW location are placed on Doyon no matter which ROW 
route is selected. This alternative would look at compensatory mitigation for impacts associated 
with the ROW no matter if located on Refuge or BLM managed land. 

Response to Comment 6032.008: 
This alternative differs from the Proposed Action only by imposing financial and land 
compensation terms on both the southern and northern right-of-way (ROW) routes. In the absence 
of special legislation authorizing BLM to accept financial compensation for a ROW, any accrued 
funds for the southern route would be deposited into the general treasury. We did not analyze this 
alternative in detail for two reasons. First, its general effects can be extrapolated from the existing 
analysis of the Proposed Action. For instance, according to Table 4-37 the annual average 
production payment to the Service would be $1.9 to $2.6 million for the northern route; the same 
amount would be deposited in the general treasury for the southern route. In addition, Doyon 
would be obligated to donate 23,680 acres (640 acres for every linear mile) to the Service (see 
Table 4-5) in compensation for the northern ROW and 20,480 acres for the southern ROW route. 

However, this alternative was presumably developed to address a concern we believe is 
unjustified. We fundamentally disagree with the underlying assumption that the financial and 
land compensation terms negotiated for the Proposed Action would force the ROW route across 
BLM land. These terms were negotiated with Doyon to compensate the Service in the likely event 
the ROW would cross Refuge land. If Doyon requests a ROW through the White Mountains 
National Recreation Area, the BLM would be the lead agency in the EIS required under Title XI 
of the Alaska National Interest Lands Conservation Act. The Service would serve either as a co-
lead or cooperating agency at the BLM’s request. The agencies would work together to identify 
an environmentally responsible route. It is important to emphasize that the Title XI regulations do 
not obligate the agencies to issue a permit for the applicant’s preferred route, nor for the most 
cost-effective route. It is extremely unlikely that the modest increase in the production payment 
for the northern route would tip the scales in favor of the southern route. Environmental 
considerations would carry much more weight. The permit would be subject to whatever 
stipulations and mitigation may be necessary to protect resource values. 

Comment 6032.009: 
The benefit to the public and to the National Wildlife Refuge System from this proposed action is 
not clear. Because of this I offer the following additional alternatives for consideration 
(numbering starts with alternative 5 since there are four alternatives already being considered in 
the draft of the DEIS): 
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... 
Alternative 9 - The same as Alternative 7 with the exception that the USFWS would retain 
ownership of Beaver Creek within the 100-year floodplain. This alternative would give USFWS 
the authority to permit proposed land-use activities and prescribe mitigation so as to ensure the 
continued protection of Essential Fish Habitat, the BLM Sensitive Species {Beaver Creek 
Chinook Salmon}, riparian-wetland habitats, water quality, and other resources. In addition, this 
alternative would ensure public access to lands along this section of Beaver Creek and would 
offset impacts to visual and wilderness character of the river. 

Response to Comment 6032.009: 
We did not analyze this alternative in detail because we believe the underlying concerns will be 
addressed in the Record of Decision. This alternative presumably grew out of a concern that the 
proposed Beaver Creek public use easement would not adequately protect the resources and the 
quality recreational experience provided by the river. Our intent for the easement was to limit 
development within the river corridor and preserve the aesthetic experience for visitors to Beaver 
Creek. However, after reexamining the easement language we agree that it fails to provide the 
level of protection we intended. If the exchange proceeds, the Record of Decision would 
document the Regional Director’s rationale for selecting a particular method to protect both the 
river’s resources and the visitor’s experience. The method could range from retaining a public-use 
easement to outright ownership of the land adjacent to the river. However, if the former is chosen, 
we would renegotiate the terms of the easement to better protect the resources, visual qualities, 
and the overall visitor experience before exchanging lands. Should the exchange not proceed, the 
Record of Decision would document the Regional Director’s rationale for not selecting an action 
alternative. 

Comment 6032.016: 
Throughout the DEIS only general examples of mitigation are identified. For example, in Section 
4.9.1.2, p. 4-72, last paragraph, the DEIS states “Roadways and access/pipelines ROW pose 
greater threats than an oil field because”,... “their linear configurations can affect large expanses 
of the watershed.” The mitigation recommended in the DEIS to offset the impacts related to 
access is as follows: “Roadways should be designed with the appropriate protective measures 
(bridges and culverts) to minimize disturbance to water flow and fish migration pathways”. This 
form of mitigation is much too general and is essentially meaningless. In this example, “... should 
be designed with the appropriate protective measures...” avoids specifying what the protective 
measures are - in other words the mitigation is not specified. In the Council of Environmental 
Quality, 40 CFR 1502.14(f) it states that appropriate mitigation measures not already included in 
the proposed action or alternatives be included in the FEIS [Final EIS]. In this example, specific 
design and operation criteria for the road and crossing structures for each stream/drainage along 
both the proposed ROWs should be identified so that the decision-maker, as well as the public 
can clearly understand the effectiveness of the mitigation. 
... 
Specific mitigation measures should be incorporated throughout the FEIS document and a table 
listing the mitigation for each of the affected resources should be constructed to consolidate and 
summarize the mitigation for the decision-maker and the public. 

Response to Comment 6032.016: 
Specific impacts and proposed mitigation measures were not included in the Draft EIS, as the 
location and site-specific features of proposed exploration and development activities on Doyon 
or proposed exchange lands are unknown at this time, and may not even occur. Site-specific 
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mitigation measures, such as culvert design and location, would be developed during assessment 
and permitting of a proposed project, such as an oil and gas development. 

Comment 6036.001 From Northern Alaska Environmental Center: 
The Service has failed to consider a non-oil and gas development alternative in the DEIS. 

Response to Comment 6036.001: 
Alternatives were developed to provide a range of options for meeting the project purpose and 
need. Under the No Land Exchange Alternative, there would be no land exchange and no oil and 
gas development on Refuge lands. If Doyon cannot explore and develop oil and gas on exchange 
lands received from the Service, it would not enter into an agreement to exchange lands to the 
Service and the project would no longer be viable. Doyon would still be able to develop oil and 
gas on Doyon lands inside the Refuge regardless of whether the exchange proceeds. 

Comment 6036.020 From Northern Alaska Environmental Center: 
It fails to adequately explain significant boundary adjustments that will occur to the external 
boundaries of the refuge, including at the “core exchange” lands but also south of Stevens Village 
(e.g., Fig. 4-22, p. 4-176). 

Response to Comment 6036.020: 
There would be no adjustments to the Refuge external boundary if the exchange occurs. 
However, the distribution of in-holdings inside the Refuge boundary would be altered. Since one 
of the goals to the Service is to consolidate landownership patterns in the Refuge (see Section 
1.3.2.1, Service Project-specific Goals), a reduction in the length of the internal boundaries 
between private and Refuge lands is considered beneficial. A reduction in the boundary between 
a Federal parcel and private parcel on the Refuge would be expected as the size of the parcels 
increases. 

Comment 6042.142: 
Aircraft impacts to wildlife and disruption of subsistence activities caused by seismic survey 
access and supply, drilling, scientific studies, and during development construction, production, 
and pipeline monitoring were not addressed. 

Response to Comment 6042.142: 
Impacts to wildlife from exploration and development, including seismic surveys and production, 
are discussed under Effects on Birds (Section 4.13) and Effects on Mammals (Section 4.14). 
Aircraft disturbance to wildlife are also discussed in these sections, primarily in the Phase I 
section under the Proposed Action. Effects of aircraft and other disturbance on subsistence 
resources are found in Section 4.21, Effects on Subsistence Resources, again primarily under 
Phase I of the Proposed Action in the EIS. 

Comment 6042.143: 
Subsistence user access and subsistence resources have been significantly harmed on the North 
Slope. However, this wealth of information, including traditional knowledge and western science, 
has not been adequately incorporated into the analysis. 

Response to Comment 6042.143: 
Information from the North Slope that was pertinent to this EIS was included in Chapters 3 (see 
Sections 3.5.6 and 3.5.7) and 4 (see Sections 4.20, 4.21, and 4.22) under Cultural Resources, 
Subsistence Resources, and Environmental Justice. However, land characteristics are 
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substantially different on the Yukon Flats than on the North Slope. For example, the North Slope 
is comprised mainly of tundra habitat, while much of the Yukon Flats is forested and shrubland 
habitat. In addition, North Slope residents obtain resources from the ocean, while Yukon Flats 
residents do not have ready access to this resource. Thus, our discussions in the cultural, 
subsistence, and environmental justice sections focus on user access and resource use for the 
residents of the Yukon Flats. 

Comment 6055.031 From Doyon, Limited: 
2.2. Development of Alternatives 2nd paragraph, last sentence suggests that the 22-Mile Village 
area was unilaterally deleted by the Service. The reason for removal of 22-Mile Village should be 
included in this section. 

Response to Comment 6055.031: 
A discussion of the reason for not including 22-Mile Village in the Proposed Action is given 
earlier in that paragraph in Section 2.3, Development of Alternatives. 

Comment 6055.037 From Doyon, Limited: 
[Section] 2.3.2. Land Exchange with Non-Development Easements Alternative 
... 
Instead of referring back to Phase I of the Proposed Action, in this section the DEIS should 
include a complete description of the Alternative. In this way the reader is best able to judge the 
benefits of the Alternative. 

Response to Comment 6055.037: 
To reduce redundancy in the Draft EIS, characteristics that Phase I of the Land Exchange with 
Non-Development Easements alternative shares in common with those of the Proposed Action 
were not repeated. The alternatives should be presented “in comparative form, thus sharply 
defining the issues and providing a clear choice among options by the decision-maker and the 
public” (Council on Environmental Quality Regulations 1502.14). As presented in the Draft EIS, 
the reader can readily tell the differences between the Proposed Action and Land Exchange with 
Non-Development Easements alternatives. We did include in Section 2.4.2.1, Phase I – Land 
Exchange with Non-Development Easements, elements of Phase I that were unique to this 
alternative.  

Comment 6055.043 From Doyon, Limited: 
Table 2-2 Comparison of Land Transfers, Perpetual Production Payments, and Exploration Sites 
for Alternatives Footnote 2 should also indicate the potential that a Title XI right-of-way may 
transect the excluded land. 

Response to Comment 6055.043: 
Comment noted. Footnote 2 in Table 2-2 of the Final EIS has been modified to note that a Title 
XI right-of-way may cross the excluded land. 

Comment 6055.044 From Doyon, Limited: 
Table 2-2 Comparison of Land Transfers, Perpetual Production Payments, and Exploration Sites 
for Alternatives 
... 
Additionally, the acreage of the Beaver Creek Public Use Easement should be identified to give a 
relationship of the limitation of a maximum of 1,000 acres which can be developed. 
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Response to Comment 6055.044: 
We have clarified the text in Section 2.6.5 of the Final EIS, Beaver Creek Public Use Easement, 
to note the 1,000-acre maximum limit. In Table 2-2, Comparison of Land Transfers, Perpetual 
Production Payments, and Exploration Sites for Alternatives, the maximum limit of 1,000 acres is 
shown in parentheses after the description line “Development by Doyon allowed in Beaver Creek 
Public Use Easement (< 1,000 acres).” 

Comment 6055.045 From Doyon, Limited: 
Table 2-2 Comparison of Land Transfers, Perpetual Production Payments, and Exploration Sites 
for Alternatives 
... 
Verify the data being used as there are apparent differences between data shown in Table 2-2 and 
in other parts of the DEIS. 

Response to Comment 6055.045: 
We have cross-checked values given in Table 2-2, Comparison of Land Transfers, Perpetual 
Production Agreements, and Exploration Sites for the Alternative, and Table 2-5, Comparison of 
Alternatives with Respect to Significant Environmental Issues, as well as other sections of the 
EIS, to try to ensure that values used in the analyses are consistent among all sections and tables. 

Comment 6055.046 From Doyon, Limited: 
Table 2-3 Change in Surface/Subsurface Ownership of Refuge Lands Under the Action 
Alternatives As constructed, this table is not balanced. The title should be changed to say “fee 
ownership” and note that commercial and industrial rights are long established governmental land 
use protection measures and that this “ownership” provides the federal government absolute and 
perpetual control on all future commercial or industrial development including oil and gas 
exploration and potential development, commercial timber harvest, road construction, and water 
withdrawals on lands included in the No Development Easement (Section 2.5.3). 

Response to Comment 6055.046: 
Comment noted. The title of Table 2-3 has been changed to include “fee ownership.” However, 
we did not include a note on rights and uses of lands under each alternative. Information on rights 
and uses for the non-development easement are given in Section 2.6.3, Special Features of the 
Land Exchange, under Non-Development Easement. The conservation easements would not offer 
the same level of protection as fee-title acquisition. For example, the terms of the easement would 
allow the construction of homes and cabins and other land uses (dog yards, gardens) not allowed 
on Refuge lands. 

Comment 6055.047 From Doyon, Limited: 
Table 2-3 Change in Surface/Subsurface Ownership of Refuge Lands Under the Action 
Alternatives 
... 
Footnote 1 should be split into two parts. One for the Beaver Creek Public Use Easement in its 
present location; and one for the up to 120,000 acres in the Non-Development Easement column 
which should note that commercial and industrial development rights were given to the Service 
under Phase 1. The best place for this new footnote appears to be the three zeros in this column. 

Response to Comment 6055.047: 
Comment noted. The footnotes were not changed, as the proposed language and footnoting may 
confuse the reader. The “Non-development easements on other Doyon lands (acres)” line 
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correctly identifies how many acres would have non-development easements under the Exchange 
with Non-Development Easements alternative. The reader can learn more about the easement in 
Section 2.6.3, Non-Development Easement. 

Comment 6057.010 From U.S. EPA: 
Impacts to Water and Air Quality and Aquatic Resources. EPA recognizes that the proposed 
action would result in the FWS’s gain of, at minimum, 150,000 acres of mostly high value 
lowland habitat, with an opportunity to purchase yet another 120,000 acres--the most amount of 
acreage out of any of the alternatives. Without knowing precisely if or where the development of 
a small or large oil field(s) would occur at this stage, as well as additional detailed information to 
be provided by the land appraisals, it is difficult to assess impacts to waters of the U.S., including 
wetlands, from the proposed construction of gravel pads, roads, airstrips, mining of gravel, etc. 
This situation holds true for impacts to air quality as well. We do know, however, the general 
types of and potential magnitude (hundreds to thousands of acres) of impacts anticipated as a 
result from the proposed development, which are covered in the DEIS (e.g., melting of active 
layer of permafrost, extremely slow rate of recovery, introduction of invasive species, erosion and 
sedimentation, oil spills, etc.). At the point when more site/project-specific information is made 
available through future NEPA evaluations, EPA will comment on the least environmentally 
damaging practicable alternative (LEDPA) and appropriate compensatory mitigation for 
unavoidable impacts to the aquatic environment [40 CFR § 230.10(a)(2), 230.l0(a)(3), 230.l0(d), 
230. 12(a)(3)(iii)]. In general, EPA supports alternatives with the least impacts to resources and 
the environment. Recommendation: Future projects evaluated by the FWS should identify the 
LEDPA as the Preferred Alternative. 

Response to Comment 6057.010: 
Comment noted. Specific impacts and proposed mitigation measures were not included in the 
Draft EIS, as the location and site-specific features of proposed exploration and development 
activities on Doyon or proposed exchange lands are unknown at this time, and may not even 
occur. Site-specific mitigation measures, such as culvert design and location, would be developed 
during assessment and permitting of a proposed project, such as an oil and gas development. 
Agencies and the public would be given the chance to comment on the project at that time. 

Comment 6057.012 From U.S. EPA: 
Adaptive Management and Monitoring Currently, all of the action alternatives allow for the 
exchange of significant acreage initially, without a clear indication of monitoring that will take 
place should impacts be more significant, or should they vary, from what is currently anticipated, 
or consideration of an approach that would allow for adjustment or adaptation should unexpected 
results or impacts occur. Developing an adaptive management strategy and incorporating 
monitoring, such as with a phased approach, would allow the FWS and Doyon the opportunity to 
evaluate impacts as they occur at a smaller scale, and provide for adjustment to future phases as 
necessary. Recommendation: Incorporate an adaptive management and monitoring strategy to 
allow for appropriate response to unanticipated impacts in order to minimize or avoid unforeseen 
consequences. Clear monitoring goals and objectives should be identified such as what questions 
are to be answered; what parameters are to monitored; where and when monitoring will take 
place; who will be responsible; how the information will be evaluated; what actions 
(contingencies, adaptive management, corrections to future actions) will be taken based on the 
information; and how the public can get information on mitigation effectiveness and monitoring 
results. 
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Response to Comment 6057.012: 
Monitoring is ongoing on Refuge lands and would continue with or without the land exchange; 
see Chapter 3, Affected Environment, for a discussion of some of the monitoring that is ongoing 
for water, wildlife, and other resources. A monitoring program for impacts from proposed 
exploration and development would not be developed until an exploration/development proposal 
is received from Doyon and it becomes clearer what impacts might result from the project, the 
magnitude of impacts, and where they might occur. This would ensure that monitoring would be 
most effective to assess these impacts over time. 

Comment 6059.001: 
I think you should make a flat trade one time agreement stating one trade the native side gets 
200,000 acres no more no less in exchange for 150,000 acres of rich forest! With a financial 
[caveat] that if and at any time the oil extracted from that plot reaches a cash amount they must 
continue to give more land to the native side until there land is depleted! 

Response to Comment 6059.001: 
Comment noted. 

Comment 6062.003 From Stevens Village Natural Resource Program: 
Following is a brief summary of some of the ideas that the Council(s) has/have previously 
presented for consideration to improve their communities and their governments. A Tribal 
Endowment for self sufficient community development should be established, (which I might 
add, as a concept has just been instituted by the “Pebble Mine” Companies and funded at $5.389 
million dollars to allow local communities impacted by the proposed development to participate 
in the oversight of the development and the monitoring of the activities if the project proceeds). 
In addition, direct joint-venture partnerships between industry and Native Corporations and 
communities must be proposed and discussed based upon what business opportunities may exist. 
Finally, Native corporations should explore the possibilities of direct tax deductible contributions 
(made to the Tribal Endowment) to allow Tribes to meet their responsibilities to the Social well-
being of its members. Other suggestions can be developed through a thoughtful process of 
discussions concerning how to financially assist Tribes in becoming self sufficient, self 
governing, and self regulating. 

Response to Comment 6062.003: 
Comment noted. Should exploration and development occur on Doyon lands, we encourage the 
Council to work closely with Doyon to determine if endowments and partnerships can be 
developed. 

Comment 8048.008: 
In website Q and A, FWS states “If Doyon finds commercial quantities of oil, we would have to 
permit a right-of-way across Refuge lands to allow Doyon access to develop their oil and gas.” 
Not necessarily! Native-owned lands extend to the Yukon River to the northeast where they could 
transport resources out. Alternatives exist that do not necessitate a pipeline across the refuge or 
any public lands, including lands outside the refuge. Under the no action alternative, this energy 
transport route would be the only alternative if Doyon develops energy on its own lands. 

Response to Comment 8048.008: 
Although it is possible that oil could be transported to the Yukon River over Native-owned lands, 
and then shipped by barge down the Yukon River, this would not be practical during winter and 
would entail substantially greater risks from a spill or other discharge into the Yukon River, and 
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inherent risks to the environment. The risks of a spill, and impacts to water bodies, would be far 
less by transport in an overland pipeline than by river transport. As discussed in Section 1.4.2, 
Title XI of the Alaska National Interest Lands Conservation Act, the Service must provide 
adequate and feasible access to landowners like Doyon, including an energy transport route. The 
Service must provide this access regardless if Doyon develops oil and gas on core lands identified 
in the Agreement in Principle or develops these resources on its own lands. We have included 
discussion of this alternative transport route in Section 2.5 of the Final EIS, Alternatives 
Considered but Excluded from Further Analysis. 

Comment 8052.005 From NAEC: 
The Service should add an alternative that does not involve a land swap or oil and gas 
development in order to achieve better management of habitats within the boundaries of the 
Yukon Flats Refuge. 

Response to Comment 8052.005: 
The No Land Exchange Alternative (No Action Alternative) as presented in the EIS and 
evaluated by the Service would not involve a land swap or oil and gas development. Essentially, 
this alternative assumes current management and landownership within the Refuge boundaries. 

Comment 8052.015 From NAEC: 
In cases where Doyon is trading their fee lands to FWS, and there are native allotments located in 
those areas, will Doyon convey any subsurface lands it has for allotments back to the FWS? The 
DEIS (p. 4-121) describes this in the text for Phase I, but it is not clear that this acreage shows up 
in the Tables. Furthermore, would Doyon convey any subsurface beneath allotments for lands it 
sells during Phase II? We understand that Doyon has recently acquiring more subsurface interests 
beneath allotments within the Refuge in conveyances from BLM, and those should be reflected in 
the document. What impact would that have on FWS management of the lands it acquires. How 
may this affect the negative impacts of oil and gas development within the Refuge including 
locations of drilling, production sites, access to pipelines, etc. 

Response to Comment 8052.015: 
Yes, the subsurface would transfer to the Service. This would prevent the creation of small 
private subsurface in-holdings within Refuge land and preclude future development of the 
subsurface estate. The same condition would apply to the Phase II acquisitions. This provision 
would simplify Refuge management by eliminating private ownership of the subsurface estate of 
these in-holdings. The provision would prevent Doyon from drilling for oil on these allotments, 
but is unlikely to have other effects. 

Comment 8053.016: 
In the Appendix A, p. 1. Phase I, it states that there would be a “no surface occupancy or surface 
construction” provision; however, it is not clear whether this means that Doyon would be 
prevented from any surface uses at all that could negatively impact the surface resources like the 
vegetation, animals, subsistence hunting and fishing of the area, and recreational uses. How 
would this affect surface occupancy or uses by others? 

Response to Comment 8053.016: 
The exchange agreement would restrict allowable uses of the surface estate on the halo lands. 
Except for a potential road/pipeline right-of-way (ROW), no surface construction would be 
allowed on the halo lands under the terms of the exchange agreement. Geophysical exploration 
across the surface of these lands would be pursuant to special use permits issued by the Refuge. 
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Activities that presently are allowed on halo lands would continue to be allowed, although there 
may be some access restrictions in the vicinity of the pipeline/road ROW. 

1.4.2.8 Alternatives – Halo Lands 

Comment 6036.024 From Northern Alaska Environmental Center: 
The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service is proposing to introduce 97,000 acres of split estate lands 
(i.e. “halo” lands) on what are today owned in full fee title by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 
The DEIS fails to adequately explain the existing problems for landowners, including the Service 
experience on other National Wildlife Refuges, where it only owns the surface, given that in 
general under the surface estate is subservient to the subsurface estate, and how this may affect 
environmental impact. The assumption that there would be nothing happening on the surface of 
the halo lands is naive and ignores the record of land impacts observed on Alaska’s North Slope. 

Response to Comment 6036.024: 
The difference is that the exchange agreement would restrict allowable uses of the surface estate 
on the halo lands. Except for a potential road/pipeline right-of-way (ROW), no surface 
construction would be allowed on the halo lands under the terms of the exchange agreement. 
Geophysical exploration across the surface of these lands would be pursuant to special use 
permits issued by the Refuge. It should also be emphasized that even if the exchange proceeds, a 
road/pipeline ROW across the halo lands may never exist. If Doyon discovers oil and wants to 
develop the resource, a separate National Environmental Policy Act process would culminate in a 
decision on where to site the ROW. 

Comment 6037.053 From REDOIL: 
Table 4-1 erroneously states that on the Halo land there will be “No” oil development. The fine 
print in the footnote does make clear that “oil and gas could be extracted but no surface 
development permitted.” (p. A-2). Certainly, it is not the same as lands where no development 
can occur at all and this newly created split-estate would be far from the same as the Service 
owning the entire lands from top to bottom. 

Response to Comment 6037.053: 
Comment noted. No change was made to Table 4-1 since changing the response to “Yes” would 
erroneously give the impression that oil development could occur on the surface. Since there 
would be no surface development on halo lands, leaving the response as “No” and using a 
footnote seemed to be the best response. 

1.4.2.9 Alternatives – Land Exchange Excluding the White-Crazy Mountains 

Comment 6028.020 From State of Alaska: 
Page ES-3, 1.6, first paragraph, second to last sentence: We suggest that the reasons why the 
transportation corridor would be “excluded from any future wilderness designations” be 
described to avoid any implication that it is part of the alternative. The sentence may be 
rephrased, similar to the last sentence in 2.3.3 on page 2-19, to state that “the transportation 
corridor would not qualify as Wilderness and would be excluded from any future designation.” 

Response to Comment 6028.020: 
We have revised the text in the Executive Summary (ES), Section ES-1.6, to reflect the language 
in Section 2.4.3, Land Exchange Excluding the White-Crazy Mountains Alternative. 
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1.4.2.10 Alternatives – Land Exchange with Non-Development Easements 

Comment 6028.015 From State of Alaska: 
Page 2-17, 2.3.2.1, first bullet, criteria (c):  We have two concerns with this criterion. First, it 
incorrectly implies that fish and wildlife management is exclusively a federal or a state activity. 
Second, the phrase “(other than fishing)” incorrectly implies that the State has no subsistence 
management authority related to fishing. In reality, State regulations govern subsistence activities 
on non-federal lands, while on lands and waters under federal jurisdiction, state regulations may 
be superseded by federal subsistence regulations in some instances. We therefore suggest 
rephrasing (c) to read, “subsistence activities would continue to be regulated by the State, except 
where state regulations have been superseded by federal subsistence regulations.”  The incorrect 
language also appears on page 2-27 and may occur elsewhere in the document. We recommend 
doing a Word search to target all the applicable locations. 

Response to Comment 6028.015: 
After review by the BLM solicitor, we have retained the language in Section 2.4.2.1 of the Draft 
EIS, Phase I – Land Exchange with Non-Development Easements, which states (c) subsistence 
activities (other than fishing) would be under State rather than Federal jurisdiction.  

Comment 6055.016 From Doyon, Limited: 
ES-1.5 Land Exchange with Non-Development Easements Alternative The description of this 
alternative is neither objective nor balanced as follows: 
... 
The description of land for the Proposed Alternative and the Land Exchange with Non-
Development Easements Alternative, which is the same land, should be described in the same 
way. For example, in Section ES-IA (Proposed Action Agreement in Principle), 3rd bullet, 
describes the land the Service would receive as having “quality fish and wildlife habitat” while 
the same lands in ES-I.5 (Land Exchange with Non-Development Easements Alternative) are 
described as “characterized as priority habitat. ..” with no mention of the habitat value. 

Comment 6055.017 From Doyon, Limited: 
ES-1.5 Land Exchange with Non-Development Easements Alternative The description of this 
alternative is neither objective nor balanced as follows: 
... 
The description should state that Doyon would reallocate its remaining ANCSA entitlement 
(56,500 acres) to an area outside the Refuge. 

Comment 6055.018 From Doyon, Limited: 
ES-1.5 Land Exchange with Non-Development Easements Alternative The description of this 
alternative is neither objective nor balanced as follows: 
... 
The description should state that both parties would exchange additional lands to consolidate 
ownerships and facilitate land management. 

Comment 6055.038 From Doyon, Limited: 
2.3.2. Land Exchange with Non-Development Easements Alternative. 
... 
The description of the Alternative must also note that it provides immediate federal protection 
against commercial developments on up to 120,000 acres of quality fish and wildlife habitat that 
otherwise would be part of the Refuge only if there were development of oil and gas on the core 
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lands/halo lands under either the Proposed Action or the Land Exchange Excluding White-Crazy 
Mountains Alternative. 

Comment 6055.041 From Doyon, Limited: 
2.3.2.2. Phase II -Land Exchange with Non-Development Easements The first sentence is not 
objective and should be deleted or be clarified to note the conveyance to the Service of non-
development easements in Phase 1. In Phase I of this alternative the Service would be given 
commercial or industrial development rights on up to 120,000 acres. Under both the Proposed 
Action and the Land Exchange Excluding the White-Crazy Mountains Alternative perpetual 
protection against future commercial or industrial developments would be under Service 
ownership only if there was oil and gas production on the core/halo lands under the special 
features of the land exchange discussed in Sections 2.5.6, 2.5.7, and 2.5.8. 

Response to Comments 6055.016, 6055.017, 6055.018, 6055.038 and 6055.041: 
The text in the Executive Summary has been retained to note those elements of Phase I of the 
Proposed Action that would also be part of Phase I of the Land Exchange with Non-Development 
Easements Alternative. We have included text in Section ES-1.5 to note that the Service would 
receive up to 120,000 acres from Doyon, regardless of whether Doyon produces oil or gas on any 
of the lands received from the Service. We have replaced the term “quality” with the term 
“priority” in reference to habitats on the Refuge that would be received by the Service.  

Comment 6055.036 From Doyon, Limited: 
2.3.2. Land Exchange with Non-Development Easements Alternative See comments on Section 
ES-l.5 about objectivity and the term “characterized”. 

Response to Comment 6055.036: 
The text in Section 2.4.2, Land Exchange with Non-Development Easements Alternative, and 
Executive Summary ES-1.5, has been modified to reflect the concerns of the reader. 

Comment 6055.039 From Doyon, Limited: 
[Section] 2.3.2.1. Phase I -Land Exchange with Non-Development Easements The 1 bullet 
“Hunting and fishing ...” incorrectly implies that Doyon would be responsible for enforcing the 
“pertinent” game hunting and fishing laws/subsistence laws on up to 120,000 acres governed by 
the non-development easements. 

Response to Comment 6055.039: 
This language is taken directly from the Agreement in Principle between United States Fish and 
Wildlife Service and Doyon, Ltd., Concerning Non-Development Easement to be Granted by 
Doyon Ltd. (see Appendix E of the EIS, first bulleted item).  

Comment 6055.040 From Doyon, Limited: 
2.3.2.1. Phase I -Land Exchange with Non-Development Easements 
... 
The DEIS should describe what “responsible temporary camp maintenance” means or if Doyon’s 
responsibility as the land owner would be different on these lands from the other Doyon or 
Service lands in the Refuge. 

Response to Comment 6055.040: 
Section 2.4.2.1 has been revised to define responsible temporary camp maintenance. 
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1.4.2.11 Alternatives – No Action - No Land Exchange 

Comment 6055.004 From Doyon, Limited: 
The description of the No Land Exchange Alternative (i.e., the No Action Alternative) notes that 
whether the exchange proceeds or not, Doyon intends to pursue oil and gas exploration on its 
lands within the Refuge only if technical1y and economical1y recoverable resources are 
discovered. See section 2.3.4. While the DEIS acknowledges that Doyon may develop its current 
land holdings with or without the exchange, the potential is downplayed. However, the likelihood 
of Doyon developing its lands within the Refuge is greater due to the increase in the price of oil 
and the potential resources identified in the recent USGS report, and should be acknowledged as 
such in the DEIS. 

Response to Comment 6055.004: 
We have retained the language in Section 2.4.4, Preferred Alternative - No Land Exchange 
Alternative (No Action Alternative), to note that Doyon may pursue oil and gas exploration on 
other Doyon lands, regardless of whether the exchange proceeds. Because of fluctuating oil 
prices, it is difficult to predict the likelihood of Doyon exploring and developing its lands within 
the Refuge. 

Comment 6055.019 From Doyon, Limited: 
We note that the substance of many comments on both the Agreement in Principle described in 
the Service 2005 report Evaluation and Review of a Proposed Land Exchange and Acquisition of 
Native Lands within the Yukon Flats National Wildlife Refuge, Alaska and during scoping 
express concern about impact on an intact ecosystem in the Refuge from oil and gas development 
on Doyon-owned land within the Refuge. Accordingly, we believe this Section should also 
mention that under the No Land Exchange Alternative (i.e., the “No Action Alternative”) there is 
the potential for: Exploration with potential oil and gas development on up to 1.055 million acres 
of Doyon-owned lands in the Refuge with oil and gas potential (Section 1.2.2.3); Impacts 
associated with a two oil field scenario as described in the DElS under cumulative impacts; A 
right-of-way under Doyon ownership for a pipeline system across federal land in the Refuge 
White Mountains National Recreation Area as is guaranteed by Title XI of ANILCA; Potential 
for drainage of federal oil as a direct result of oil and gas development on Doyon lands (see 
Figure 3-3 (Areas with Potential Oil and Gas in the Yukon Flats Basin)); No ownership 
opportunity for the USFWS of 270,000 acres of “quality fish and wildlife habitat” (as it would 
have under the Proposed Action and Land Exchange with Non-Development Easements 
Alternative) or the opportunity for ownership of 196,000 acres (as it would have under the Land 
Exchange Excluding the White-Crazy Mountains Alternative); Finalization of the 56,500 acres of 
pending ANCSA selections by Doyon -the ANCSA selections, which are within the Refuge, 
would be conveyed to Doyon; and No opportunity for consolidation of ownership by USFWS of 
264,000 acres which would allow for facilitation of land management. 

Response to Comment 6055.019: 
We did not revise Section 2.4.4, Preferred Alternative - No Land Exchange Alternative (No 
Action Alternative). We wanted to focus on what would happen under the alternatives, not what 
would not happen if an alternative was not selected, since we do not know which, if any, 
alternative might be selected and what final decisions would made in the Record of Decision. In 
addition, some of the actions listed above, such as exploration and development on up to 
1,055,000 acres of Doyon lands, are cumulative effects that apply to all the alternatives and not 
just the No Action Alternative. 
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Comment 6055.042 From Doyon, Limited: 
2.3.3. No Land Exchange -The No Action Alternative See comments on Section ES-1.7. The 
paragraph ignores the fact that a substantial part of the land adjoining the core land and part of the 
halo is land now owned by Doyon within the area shown in Figure 3-3 (Areas with Potential for 
Oil and Gas in the Yukon Flats Basin) encompassing the core/halo land. As such there is potential 
drainage of federal oil and gas (Section 1.4.6) if there is a commercial discovery on adjacent 
Doyon land. The potential for drainage of federal oil and gas would also take place in other areas 
of the Refuge if a commercial discovery is on Doyon land (see Figure 3.3). 

Response to Comment 6055.042 
We have added text to Section 2.4.4, Preferred Alternative - No Land Exchange Alternative (No 
Action Alternative), to reflect some of these statements and to better clarify what would, and 
would not, occur under the No Land Exchange Alternative. A discussion issues associated with 
the drainage of oil from Federal lands is discussed in Section 1.4.6, Drainage of Federal Oil. 

1.4.2.12 Alternatives – Non-Development Easement 

Comment 6055.003 From Doyon, Limited: 
The certainty of the conservation easement protections, and the recognized resource protection 
benefits of the use of conservation easements provided for in the Land Exchange with Non-
Development Easements Alternative should be more fully considered in the FElS. 
 
Response to Comment 6055.003: 
We have reviewed the Draft EIS and have more fully considered the certainty of the conservation 
easement protections, and the recognized resource protection benefits of the use of conservation 
easements provided for in the Land Exchange with Non-Development Easements Alternative, in 
the Final EIS. 

1.4.2.13 Alternatives – Perpetual Production Payments 

Comment 8052.017 From NAEC [Northern Alaska Environmental Center]: 
The DEIS does not provide scientific justification that the oil and gas environmental impacts that 
would result from this exchange would be mitigated by Doyon’s payment of a production 
payment (DEIS p. 2-3) nor how the rate was established. This appears to be the primary 
“mitigation” measure contained in the Agreement and discussed in the DEIS, yet a broad range of 
impacts would result from oil and gas exploration and development (see NRC [National Research 
Council], 2003; BLM, 2008, Northeast NPR-A Final Supplemental IAP/ EIS). 

Comment 8052.018 From NAEC: 
How did the Service determine the rate of the production payment as well as how did it value of 
the oil-and gas subsurface lands and interests in lands that it would be giving away; these are 
public assets and their full value should have been determined as the citizens of the United States 
would be giving up the lands with highest potential for oil forever. 

Response to Comments 8052.017 and 8052.018: 
A standard royalty rate on North Slope oil leases is 12.5%, of which 90% goes to the State of 
Alaska. We based the Service production payment on 10% of 12.5% which is 1.25%. The 
appraised value of the oil/gas estate would contribute to the total value of each parcel of land. The 
appraised values would be used to determine the amount of land Doyon must exchange to equal 
the value of the land they would receive from the Service. Doyon has stated that they could 
develop their lands with or without the land exchange. Without the exchange (and production 
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payments) there would be no compensation for the effects of oil development on Doyon-owned 
lands inside the Refuge boundaries. The appraisal results were not available before release of the 
Draft EIS. The analysis conducted through the EIS process subsequently led the Service to 
identify the No Land Exchange Alternative as its Preferred Alternative. This decision was based 
on resource impacts rather than appraised land values, which nullified completing the appraisal 
process. Should the Service ultimately pursue one of the action alternatives, the appraisal process 
would be completed to ensure an equal value exchange. 

1.4.2.14 Alternatives – Proposed Action – Agreement in Principle 

Comment 6028.036 From State of Alaska: 
Page 2-14, first bullet on page, last two sentences; and Page 2-20, sixth bullet on page, last two 
sentences: We request that the FEIS include a description of where these public access easements 
will be reserved in each of the alternatives. 

Response to Comment 6028.036: 
Potential easement access points would be identified if the land exchange is completed and prior 
to initiation of construction activities by Doyon on exchange lands. 

1.4.2.15 Alternatives – Responsiveness of Alternatives to Significant Issues 

Comment 6028.007 From State of Alaska: 
Page 2-35, Table 2-5: The introduction to this table needs to include an explanation that specifies 
that all activities, except where noted, will take place on private lands within the exchange area. 

Response to Comment 6028.007: 
Since many of these issues (e.g., air quality, climate change, water resources, fish and wildlife) 
could occur both on (direct impacts) and off (indirect impacts) private lands, we have attempted 
to clarify statements to show where impacts/issues could occur. 

Comment 6028.008 From State of Alaska: 
Page 2-41, Wetlands and Floodplains, Phase II and Cumulative, Proposed Action: “30% of the 
Refuge” actually means 30% of the lands within the exchange area. The discussion currently 
implies that gravel pads and mining would occur on refuge lands, which is not described in the 
Proposed Action. 

Response to Comment 6028.008: 
We have deleted the reference to the Refuge for the Wetland and Floodplain issue, Phase II, in 
Table 2-5, Comparison of Alternatives with Respect to Significant Environmental Issues, and just 
stated the number of acres that could be impacted. 

Comment 6028.009 From State of Alaska: 
Page 2-56, Visual Resources, Phase I, Proposed Action: Seismic surveys would only be 
conducted off the Refuge (page 2-48), therefore, only the visual resources of boundary areas may 
be affected. 

Response to Comment 6028.009: 
We have revised the text under Visual Resources, Phase I, Proposed Action, in Table 2-5, 
Comparison of Alternatives with Respect to Significant Environmental Issues, to reflect that 
impacts would occur on private lands and could occur on nearby Federal lands. 
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Comment 6028.010 From State of Alaska: 
Page 2-56, Visual Resources, Phase I, Proposed Action: Seismic surveys would only be 
conducted off the Refuge (page 2-48), therefore, only the visual resources of boundary areas may 
be affected. 
... 
unless documentation is provided elsewhere in the EIS that supports the reference to 230 years 
for vegetation recovery, we question this lengthy timeframe. 

Response to Comment 6028.010: 
The time for black spruce forests to recover may be 70 to 230 years, as noted in Section 4.11.1, 
Effects of the Proposed Action on Vegetation, Wetlands, and Beaver Creek Floodplain, under 
Phase I Effects, Seismic Exploration. 

Comment 6028.040 From State of Alaska: 
Page 2-56, Visual Resources, Phase II, Exchange Excluding White-Crazy Mountains: We assume 
this statement is incorrect as none of the alternatives indicate an oil field would occur in the 
White Mountains National Recreation Area. 

Response to Comment 6028.040: 
Correct. The impacts under Visual Resources, Phase II, Exchange Excluding White-Crazy 
Mountains, in Table 2-5, Comparison of Alternatives with Respect to Significant Environmental 
Issues, would be similar to those for the Proposed Action. 

Comment 6055.054 From Doyon, Limited: 
Table 2-5 Comparison of Alternatives with Respect to Significant Environmental Issues 
... 
The text for this table must clarify that the descriptions of cumulative effects for the Proposed 
Action, Land Exchange with Non-Development Easements Alternative, and Land Exchange 
Excluding White-Crazy Mountains Alternative involve one large/small oil and gas field Title XI 
right-of-way on the core/halo lands and one large/small oil and gas field on Doyon land with a 
second Title XI right-of-way. The No Land Exchange Alternative would involve only one 
large/small oil and gas field/Title XI right-of-way. 

Response to Comment 6055.054: 
Because potential cumulative effects associated with the Proposed Action include more than just 
development of oil field(s) on Doyon lands and a pipeline to transport oil produced on these 
field(s), we did not modify the text. However, Section 2.9, Responsiveness of Alternatives to 
Significant Issues, directs the reader to Section 4.24, Cumulative Effects, for information on the 
types of activities and time frame considered in the cumulative effects assessment. 

Comment 6055.055 From Doyon, Limited: 
Table 2-5 Comparison of Alternatives with Respect to Significant Environmental Issues 
... 
Many of the assessments do not identify the differences in Phase I of the Land Exchange Non-
Development Easements Alternative from the other action alternatives. It is important that this 
deficiency be corrected. 
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Response to Comment 6055.055: 
For most issues, there would be few differences between the alternatives in regards to the Phase I 
land exchange. We have tried to identify those issues where lands protected by non-development 
easements in Phase I would be beneficial to resources. 

Comment 6055.056 From Doyon, Limited: 
Table 2-5 Comparison of Alternatives with Respect to Significant Environmental Issues 
... 
The table should incorporate summary numerical data to the maximum extent practicable to 
provide a balanced method to compare the alternatives and their cumulative effects. 

Response to Comment 6055.056: 
We have tried to use numeric data to the extent practical. We have incorporated additional 
numerical data into Final EIS Table 2-5, Comparison of Alternatives with Respect to Significant 
Environmental Issues, where warranted. 

Comment 6055.057 From Doyon, Limited: 
Table 2-5 Comparison of Alternatives with Respect to Significant Environmental Issues 
... 
Verify the data being used as there are apparent differences between data shown in Table 2-2 and 
that in Table 2-5 and other parts of the DEIS. 

Comment 6055.072 From Doyon, Limited: 
Table 2-5 Comparison of Alternatives with Respect to Significant Environmental Issues 
... 
Birds Numbers in this section do appear to be consistent with Table 2-2. USFWS should verify 
these numbers as other apparent inconsistencies between data in Table 2-2 and other parts of the 
E1S have been noted. 

Comment 6055.075 From Doyon, Limited: 
Table 2-5 Comparison of Alternatives with Respect to Significant Environmental Issues 
... 
Mammals Numbers in this section do appear to be consistent with Table 2-2. USFWS should 
verify these numbers as other apparent inconsistencies between data in Table 2-2 and other parts 
of the EIS have been noted. 

Comment 6055.078 From Doyon, Limited: 
Table 2-5 Comparison of Alternatives with Respect to Significant Environmental Issues 
... 
Biodiversity, Biological Integrity, Environmental Health Numbers in this section do appear to be 
consistent with Table 2-2. USFWS should verify these numbers as other apparent inconsistencies 
between data in Table 2-2 and other parts of the E1S have been noted. 

Comment 6055.080 From Doyon, Limited: 
Table 2-5 Comparison of Alternatives with Respect to Significant Environmental Issues 
... 
Refuge Purposes Numbers in this section do appear to be consistent with Table 2-2. USFWS 
should verify these numbers as other apparent inconsistencies between data in Table 2-2 and 
other parts of the EIS have been noted. 
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Comment 6055.082 From Doyon, Limited: 
Table 2-5 Comparison of Alternatives with Respect to Significant Environmental Issues 
... 
Land Use/Recreation Numbers in this section do appear to be consistent with Table 2-2. USFWS 
should verify these numbers as other apparent inconsistencies between data in Table 2-2 and 
other parts of the EIS have been noted. 

Comment 6055.084 From Doyon, Limited: 
Table 2-5 Comparison of Alternatives with Respect to Significant Environmental Issues 
... 
Wilderness Numbers in this section do appear to be consistent with Table 2-2. USFWS should 
verify these numbers as other apparent inconsistencies between data in Table 2-2 and other parts 
of the EIS have been noted. 

Comment 6055.088 From Doyon, Limited: 
Table 2-5 Comparison of Alternatives with Respect to Significant Environmental Issues 
... 
Visual Resources Numbers in this section do appear to be consistent with Table 2-2. USFWS 
should verify these numbers as other apparent inconsistencies between data in Table 2-2 and 
other parts of the EIS have been noted. 

Comment 6055.093 From Doyon, Limited: 
Table 2-5 Comparison of Alternatives with Respect to Significant Environmental Issues 
... 
Environmental Justice Numbers in this section do appear to be consistent with Table 2-2. USFWS 
should verify these numbers as other apparent inconsistencies between data in Table 2-2 and 
other parts of the EIS have been noted. 

Response to Comments 6055.057, 6055.072, 6055.075, 6055.078, 6055.080, 6055.082, 
6055.084, 6055.088 and 6055.093: 
We have cross-checked values given in Table 2-2, Comparison of Land Transfers, Perpetual 
Production Agreements, and Exploration Sites for the Alternative, and Table 2-5, Comparison of 
Alternatives with Respect to Significant Environmental Issues, as well as other sections of the 
EIS, to ensure that values used in the analyses are consistent among all sections and tables in the 
Final EIS. 

Comment 6055.058 From Doyon, Limited: 
Table 2-5 Comparison of Alternatives with Respect to Significant Environmental Issues 
... 
Climate (Cumulative) The No Land Exchange cumulative column should indicate the effects of a 
single large/small oil field on Doyon land would be the same as the Proposed Action alternative 
with one field. 

Comment 6055.061 From Doyon, Limited: 
Table 2-5 Comparison of Alternatives with Respect to Significant Environmental Issues 
... 
Soils (Cumulative) The No Land Exchange Alternative should note the effects on soils are the 
same as the Proposed Action alternative with one large/small oil field. 
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Comment 6055.063 From Doyon, Limited: 
Table 2-5 Comparison of Alternatives with Respect to Significant Environmental Issues 
... 
Mineral Resources (Cumulative) The No Land Exchange Alternative should note the effects on 
mineral resources are the same as the Proposed Action alternative with one large/small oil field. 

Comment 6055.065 From Doyon, Limited: 
Table 2-5 Comparison of Alternatives with Respect to Significant Environmental Issues 
... 
Water Resources (Cumulative) The No Land Exchange Alternative should note the effects on 
soils are the same as the Proposed Action alternative with one large/small oil field. Hydrology 
See comments on Water Resources. 

Comment 6055.069 From Doyon, Limited: 
Table 2-5 Comparison of Alternatives with Respect to Significant Environmental Issues 
... 
Vegetation (Cumulative) The No Land Exchange Alternative should note the effects on 
vegetation are the same as the Proposed Action alternative with one large/small oil field. 

Comment 6055.074 From Doyon, Limited: 
Table 2-5 Comparison of Alternatives with Respect to Significant Environmental Issues 
... 
Birds (Cumulative) The No Land Exchange Alternative should note the effects on birds are the 
same as the Proposed Action alternative with one large/small oil field. 

Comment 6055.077 From Doyon, Limited: 
Table 2-5 Comparison of Alternatives with Respect to Significant Environmental Issues 
... 
Mammals (Cumulative) The No Land Exchange Alternative should note the effects on mammals 
are the same as the Proposed Action alternative with one large/small oil field. 

Comment 6055.079 From Doyon, Limited: 
Table 2-5 Comparison of Alternatives with Respect to Significant Environmental Issues 
... 
Biodiversity, Biological Integrity, Environmental Health (Cumulative) The No Land Exchange 
Alternative should note the effects on biodiversity, biological integrity and environmental health 
are the same as the Proposed Action Alternative with one large/small oil field. 

Comment 6055.081 From Doyon, Limited: 
Table 2-5 Comparison of Alternatives with Respect to Significant Environmental Issues 
... 
Refuge Purposes (Cumulative) The No Land Exchange Alternative should note the effects on 
refuge purposes are the same as the Proposed Action Alternative with one large/small oil field. 

Comment 6055.083 From Doyon, Limited: 
Table 2-5 Comparison of Alternatives with Respect to Significant Environmental Issues 
... 
Land Use/Recreation (Cumulative) The No Land Exchange Alternative should note the effects on 
land use/recreation are the same as the Proposed Action Alternative with one large/small oil field. 
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Comment 6055.086 From Doyon, Limited: 
Table 2-5 Comparison of Alternatives with Respect to Significant Environmental Issues 
... 
Wilderness (Cumulative) The No Land Exchange Alternative should note the effects on 
wilderness are the same as the Proposed Action Alternative with one large/small oil field. 

Comment 6055.087 From Doyon, Limited: 
Table 2-5 Comparison of Alternatives with Respect to Significant Environmental Issues 
... 
Special Areas (Cumulative) The No Land Exchange Alternative should note the effects on special 
areas are the same as the Proposed Action Alternative with one large/small oil field. 

Comment 6055.095 From Doyon, Limited: 
Table 2-5 Comparison of Alternatives with Respect to Significant Environmental Issues 
... 
Environmental Justice (Cumulative) The No Land Exchange Alternative should note the effects 
on environmental justice are the same as the Proposed Action Alternative with one large/small oil 
field. 

Comment 6055.096 From Doyon, Limited: 
Table 2-5 Comparison of Alternatives with Respect to Significant Environmental Issues 
... 
Health (Cumulative) The No Land Exchange Alternative should note the effects on health are the 
same as the Proposed Action Alternative with one large/small oil field. 

Response to Comments 6055.058, 6055.061, 6055.063, 6055.065, 6055.069, 6055.074, 
6055.077, 6055.079, 6055.081, 6055.083, 6055.086, 6055.087, 6055.095 and 6055.096: 
Comment noted. We have corrected the text in the Final EIS for most of the issue areas under 
Cumulative, No Land Exchange Alternative, to note that the cumulative effects would be similar 
to a single large/small oil field under the Proposed Action, Phase II. This includes the amount of 
area impacted by the mine development footprint. 

Comment 6055.059 From Doyon, Limited: 
Table 2-5 Comparison of Alternatives with Respect to Significant Environmental Issues 
... 
Soils (Phase I) The fee title acquisition of at least 150,000 acres where commercial and industrial 
development would be prohibited should be identified for the first two action alternatives, 
although with less emphasis in the Land Exchange Excluding White-Crazy Mountains 
Alternative. Also it should be noted that commercial and industrial development on up to 120,000 
acres would be owned by the Service under the Land Exchange Non-Development Easements 
Alternative. 

Comment 6055.060 From Doyon, Limited: 
Table 2-5 Comparison of Alternatives with Respect to Significant Environmental Issues 
... 
Soils (Phase II) The fee title acquisition of up to 120,000 acres for the Proposed Action, and to a 
lesser extent for the Land Exchange Excluding the White-Crazy Mountains Alternative should be 
noted. 
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Response to Comments 6055.059 and 6055.060: 
We have noted under Soils in Table 2-5, Comparison of Alternatives with Respect to Significant 
Environmental Issues, that there would be a Service net gain of 88,000 to 96,500 acres or more 
under Phase I of the action alternatives. In addition, Doyon would donate up to 120,000 acres 
under the Exchange with Non-Development Easements Alternative. As noted in the comment, 
commercial and industrial development would not occur on lands that Doyon gives to the 
Service, nor on non-development easement lands. 

Comment 6055.062 From Doyon, Limited: 
Table 2-5 Comparison of Alternatives with Respect to Significant Environmental Issues 
... 
Mineral Resources Numbers in this section do appear to be consistent with Table 2-2. USFWS 
should verify these numbers as other apparent inconsistencies between data in Table 2-2 and 
other parts of the EIS have been noted. 

Response to Comment 6055.062: 
We have cross-checked values given in Table 2-2, Comparison of Land Transfers, Perpetual 
Production Agreements, and Exploration Sites for the Alternative, and Table 2-5, Comparison of 
Alternatives with Respect to Significant Environmental Issues, as well as other sections of the 
EIS, to ensure that values used in the analyses are consistent among all sections and tables. The 
numbers given in Table 2-2 and Table 2-5 may differ because Table 2-2 deals with total surface 
acres involved in land transfers, while those in Table 2-5 under Mineral Resources reflect the 
subsurface acres being transferred that have oil and gas potential (including the halo lands) based 
on recent U.S. Geological Survey data. 

Comment 6055.064 From Doyon, Limited: 
Table 2-5 Comparison of Alternatives with Respect to Significant Environmental Issues 
... 
Water Resources (Phase I). The Table should include the numbers of lakes/acreages/river miles 
that are protected on up to 120,000 acres under perpetual, legally enforceable commercial and 
industrial development rights Doyon gives the Service in Phase I. This distinction is important as 
the Proposed Action and Land Exchange Excluding White-Crazy Mountains Alternative only 
provide the protection in Phase II if there is production of oil or gas from the core/halo lands. 

Response to Comment 6055.064: 
Comment noted. We have corrected Table 2-5, Comparison of Alternatives with Respect to 
Significant Environmental Issues, Water Resources, to include acres of lakes and miles of river 
that would be protected under Phase I, Exchange with Non-Development Easements. 

Comment 6055.066 From Doyon, Limited: 
Table 2-5 Comparison of Alternatives with Respect to Significant Environmental Issues 
... 
Hydrology See comments on Water Resources. 

Response to Comment 6055.066: 
We have noted under Hydrology in Table 2-5, Comparison of Alternatives with Respect to 
Significant Environmental Issues, that there would be a Service net gain of 88,000 to 96,500 acres 
or more under Phase I of the action alternatives. In addition, Doyon would donate up to 120,000 
acres under the Exchange with Non-Development Easements Alternative. As noted in the 
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comment, commercial and industrial development would not occur on lands that Doyon gives to 
the Service, nor on non-development easement lands. 

Comment 6055.067 From Doyon, Limited: 
Table 2-5 Comparison of Alternatives with Respect to Significant Environmental Issues 
... 
Vegetation (Phase I) The Table should note that vegetation are protected on up to 120,000 acres 
under perpetual, legally enforceable commercial and industrial development rights Doyon gives 
the Service in Phase I of the Land Exchange Non-Development Easements Alternative. This 
distinction is important as the Proposed Action and the Land Exchange Excluding White-Crazy 
Mountains Alternative only provide the protection in Phase II if there is production of oil or gas 
from the core/halo lands. 

Response to Comment 6055.067: 
We have noted under Vegetation in Table 2-5, Comparison of Alternatives with Respect to 
Significant Environmental Issues, that there would be a Service net gain of 88,000 to 96,500 acres 
or more under Phase I of the action alternatives. In addition, Doyon would donate up to 120,000 
acres under the Exchange with Non-Development Easements Alternative. As noted in the 
comment, commercial and industrial development would not occur on lands that Doyon gives to 
the Service, nor on non-development easement lands. 

Comment 6055.068 From Doyon, Limited: 
Table 2-5 Comparison of Alternatives with Respect to Significant Environmental Issues 
... 
Vegetation (Phase II) It should be noted that up to 120,000 acres of land cover is only protected 
under Phase II for the Proposed Action (and a lesser amount under the Land Exchange Excluding 
White-Crazy Mountains Alternative) if there is oil and gas development by Doyon. As noted 
above, the Land Exchange Non-Development Easements Alternative provides a significant 
positive impact to vegetation protection because the protection would exist from the beginning 
and is not dependent on oil and gas development (which may take 10 to 12 years). 

Comment 6055.070 From Doyon, Limited: 
Table 2-5 Comparison of Alternatives with Respect to Significant Environmental Issues 
... 
Wetlands and Floodplains See comments on Vegetation. 

Response to Comments 6055.068 and 6055.070: 
As discussed in Section 2.4.2 of the EIS, Land Exchange with Non-Development Easements 
Alternative, Doyon would donate non-development easements that would preclude commercial 
development on up to 120,000 acres of Doyon’s lands within the Refuge boundaries, and 
easements on these lands would be donated to the Service regardless of whether Doyon produces 
oil or gas on these lands. While it is true that up to 120,000 acres of vegetation, including wetland 
and floodplain habitat, would receive protection through easements, some uses of these lands 
would occur, including cutting of trees for construction and gathering of plant products. Thus, 
vegetation would not receive the same level of protection as if the lands were transferred to the 
Service. It is also likely that most or all of these acres would be left relatively undisturbed if oil 
and gas development did not occur on Refuge or Doyon lands.  
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Comment 6055.071 From Doyon, Limited: 
Table 2-5 Comparison of Alternatives with Respect to Significant Environmental Issues 
... 
Fish See comments on Water Resources. 

Response to Comment 6055.071: 
Comment noted. We have corrected Table 2-5, Comparison of Alternatives with Respect to 
Significant Environmental Issues, Fish, to include acres of lakes and miles of river that would be 
protected under Phase I, Exchange with Non-Development Easements. 

Comment 6055.073 From Doyon, Limited: 
Table 2-5 Comparison of Alternatives with Respect to Significant Environmental Issues 
... 
A comparison of the number of lakes/acres/river miles should be included given the relative 
importance of and availability of swans, breeding waterfowl and water birds inventory data. 

Response to Comment 6055.073: 
Comment noted. We have included information on acres of lakes and river miles available for 
birds, and number of swans surveyed on exchange lands, found in Section 4.13, Effects on Birds, 
and incorporated that information into Table 2-5, Comparison of Alternatives with Respect to 
Significant Environmental Issues, for each alternative. 

Comment 6055.076 From Doyon, Limited: 
Table 2-5 Comparison of Alternatives with Respect to Significant Environmental Issues 
... 
A comparison of the moose density/number of townships shown in Figure 4-14, 4-16, and 4-17; 
Dall Sheep and Caribou (Figure 3-16); and wolves (Figure 3-17) should be included here. 

Response to Comment 6055.076: 
We have included a comparison of moose, Dall sheep, caribou, and wolf densities in areas 
affected by the land exchange and non-development easement in Table 2-5, Comparison of 
Alternatives with Respect to Significant Environmental Issues, and in Section 4.14, Effects on 
Mammals. 

Comment 6055.085 From Doyon, Limited: 
Table 2-5 Comparison of Alternatives with Respect to Significant Environmental Issues 
... 
Wilderness (Phase II) The Land Exchange Non-Development Easements Alternative should note 
the perpetual, legally enforceable commercial and industrial development right on up to 120,000 
acres the Service acquired in Phase I would not meet the Service criteria for wilderness. 

Response to Comment 6055.085: 
Comment noted. Text added to Table 2-5, Comparison of Alternatives with Respect to Significant 
Environmental Issues, Wilderness, Exchange with Non-Development Easement Phase I, to 
indicate that lands within the non-development easement would not meet Federal criteria for 
Wilderness. 

Comment 6055.089 From Doyon, Limited: 
Table 2-5 Comparison of Alternatives with Respect to Significant Environmental Issues 
... 
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Visual Resources (Cumulative) The No Land Exchange Alternative should note the effects on 
visual resources are similar, but somewhat smaller than the Proposed Action Alternative with one 
large/small oil field if the Southern Title XI right-of-way is used and the same if the Northern 
Title XI right-of-way (Figure 4-6). 

Response to Comment 6055.089: 
Comment noted. We have corrected the text for most of the issue areas under Cumulative, No 
Land Exchange Alternative, to note that the cumulative effects would be similar to a single 
large/small oil field under the Proposed Action, Phase II. For visual resources, we have included 
text to reflect visual impacts associated with the southern and northern right-of-way. 

Comment 6055.090 From Doyon, Limited: 
Table 2-5 Comparison of Alternatives with Respect to Significant Environmental Issues 
... 
Socioeconomics Clearly identify the total increased revenue stream that would go to Doyon under 
the Land Exchange Non-Development Easements and No Land Exchange Alternatives. Also, it 
should be noted that to the extent exploration, development, or a Title XI right-of-way involves 
land under local Native ownership, there would be a revenue stream to Village governments who 
would require access permits (i.e., surface use agreements). This would likely result in both local 
employment and local environmental protections. 

Response to Comment 6055.090: 
Comment noted. We have revised the text in Table 2-5, Comparison of Alternatives with Respect 
to Significant Environmental Issues, Socioeconomics, under Cumulative, Proposed Action, to 
note that there would be a revenue stream to the villages associated with exploration, 
development, and right-of-way activities under local Native ownership. We have retained the 
language for the other alternatives in Table 2-5 since it refers back to the Proposed Action. 

Comment 6055.091 From Doyon, Limited: 
Table 2-5 Comparison of Alternatives with Respect to Significant Environmental Issues 
... 
Socioeconomics (Cumulative) The No Land Exchange Alternative should note the effects on 
socioeconomics are the same as the Proposed Action Alternative with one large/small oil field. 

Response to Comment 6055.091: 
The text in Table 2-5, Comparison of Alternatives with Respect to Significant Environmental 
Issues, Socioeconomics, Cumulative, No Land Exchange Alternative states that the economics 
would be similar to the Proposed Action, except that there would be no production payments to 
the Service. 

Comment 6055.092 From Doyon, Limited: 
Table 2-5 Comparison of Alternatives with Respect to Significant Environmental Issues 
... 
Subsistence (Cumulative) The No Land Exchange Alternative should note the effects on 
subsistence are the same as the Proposed Action Alternative with one large/small oil field. 

Response to Comment 6055.092: 
Comment noted. We have corrected the text for most of the issue areas under Cumulative, No 
Land Exchange Alternative, to note that the cumulative effects would be similar to a single 
large/small oil field under the Proposed Action, Phase II. [Note: The cumulative effects on 
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subsistence under the No Exchange Alternative would differ from the Proposed Action because 
oil development could occur in high-use subsistence areas adjacent to villages. Under the 
Proposed Action the development would occur in a low-use area (“core lands.”) 

Comment 6055.094 From Doyon, Limited: 
Table 2-5 Comparison of Alternatives with Respect to Significant Environmental Issues 
... 
Additionally, as noted above, to the extent exploration, development, or a Title XI right-of-way 
involves land under local Native ownership, it would require access permits (i.e., surface use 
agreements) from the Village corporation. The access permit would likely include land use 
requirements and restrictions, thus allowing the local community to have input on any potential 
exploration or development. 

Response to Comment 6055.094: 
We have added text to the Phase II and Cumulative Effects sections of Table 2-5, Comparison of 
Alternatives with Respect to Significant Environmental Issues, Environmental Justice, to note 
that the local community would have input on activities that take place on land under local Native 
ownership. 

1.4.2.16 Alternatives – Subsistence Easement 

Comment 6028.001 From State of Alaska: 
Some of our concerns about retention of a subsistence easement previously expressed in our April 
17, 2006 letter remain unresolved. Doyon’s interest is the long range protection of subsistence 
uses on these lands should Title VIII of ANILCA be repealed in the future (see page 4-182, 
4.20.2). We are unaware of any attempts to repeal Title VIII and repeal could only be 
implemented by Congress, which is highly unlikely. Title VIII specifically applies to “all public 
lands in Alaska” and as such would apply to lands received by the Refuge in the exchange. Given 
this assessment and the unquestioned priority status of subsistence under ANILCA Title VIII, the 
subsistence easement is not necessary. No other land exchanges or acquisitions in Alaska have 
included such an easement. We strongly recommend removing this provision from the agreement. 

Response to Comment 6028.001: 
This provision was included at Doyon’s request to address local residents’ desire to protect 
subsistence uses. The Service agrees that the repeal of Title VIII is highly unlikely, but sees no 
harm in retaining the provision. 

Comment 8052.016 From NAEC: 
How does FWS plan to management subsistence if Doyon controls a “limited subsistence 
easement”? How can the Service give such authorities to Doyon when it has the legislative 
responsibilities both through Title 8 of ANILCA and the Yukon Flats Refuge purposes? Would 
the for-profit corporation have to treat all local rural residents equally, and how would the U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service incorporate this new layer of management into its subsistence 
management responsibilities? Could Doyon - as the holder of the subsistence easement end up 
usurping the views of the actual subsistence users if it involved potential industrial activities 
being permitted on the lands and subsequent Sec. 810 findings? There is already dual 
management of subsistence with the State of Alaska, would this new layer of complication result 
in protecting subsistence resources or access by users as well? There is nothing in the Agreement 
in Principle to protect the subsistence resources and access by local rural residents on the lands 
which Doyon will obtain from FWS in the exchange. 



Responses to Comments 

66 February 2010 Yukon Flats Land Exchange Final EIS 

Comment 8053.018: 
Doyon will retain “a limited subsistence easement for local rural residents” on the lands it will 
convey to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Appendix A, Agreement in Principle, p. 2). What 
rights will Doyon have regarding this limited subsistence easement to all local rural residents? 
How would this apply to local rural residents whether they be Doyon shareholders or not? What 
authority might this give Doyon over any rural resident which conducts subsistence activities on 
the lands which would be traded to Fish and Wildlife Service in the exchange and now be in 
federal ownership as Refuge lands? 

Response to Comments 8052.016 and 8053.018: 
The subsistence easement would mirror the provisions of Title VIII of the Alaska National 
Interest Lands Conservation Act (ANILCA). Therefore, it would provide a subsistence priority 
for local rural residents regardless of whether they are Doyon shareholders. Doyon would have no 
authority over subsistence users or activities on the lands traded to the Service. The lands would 
be managed the same as surrounding Refuge lands. However, if Title VIII of ANILCA were 
repealed or modified in the future, the provisions of the subsistence easement would remain. 

Comment 8053.019: 
How would this limited subsistence easement Doyon would retain intersect with the U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service’s responsibilities for subsistence management? How will the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service fulfill its subsistence purpose specified in the ANILCA purposes for the Yukon 
Flats National Wildlife Refuge? Isn’t the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service responsible for 
subsistence use management on its own lands? What assurances do we have as rural residents 
from being treated fairly? Would there be an unusual state role for subsistence management of 
Doyon’s “limited subsistence easement” instead solely U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? The U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service has to fairly maintain the continuing the subsistence resource and 
access uses for all local rural residents under the Yukon Flats Refuge subsistence purposes and 
Title 8 of ANILCA, so the EIS should provide an explanation showing that this will be done. 

Response to Comment 8053.019: 
The subsistence easement would mirror the provisions of Title VIII of the Alaska National 
Interest Lands Conservation Act (ANILCA). Therefore, it would provide a subsistence priority 
for local rural residents regardless of whether they are Doyon shareholders. Doyon would have no 
authority over subsistence users or activities on the lands traded to the Service. The lands would 
be managed the same as surrounding Refuge lands. However, if ANILCA were repealed in the 
future, the provisions of the subsistence easement would remain. 

1.4.3 Appraisals - Land 
1.4.3.1 Appraisals - Land – Effect of Oil Price 

Comment 580.001 From PEER (Public Employees for Environmental Responsibility): 
Land Should Be Appraised before It Is Traded This transaction is termed “an equal value 
exchange” even though no appraisals have been conducted. Without appraisals, FWS does not 
know the relative land values and cannot warrant that even the Phase I exchange is equal in value. 

Comment 729.006: 
Land Swap Alternatives Are False Alternatives--The DEIS contains amounts of land that do not 
accurately affect the amount of land that is truly subject to exchange. Because of the wildly 
fluctuating price of oil, the proposed amounts cannot reflect actual exchange amounts. The 
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affected communities cannot meaningfully comment on the DEIS without a more accurate 
accounting. 

Comment 874.001: 
The appraisal and land values information regarding the exchange lands is not included in the 
DEIS, which makes it virtually impossible for the public to be able to comment on whether or not 
this exchange is of equal-value and/or in the public’s best interest. 

Comment 875.001: 
The appraisal and land values information regarding the exchange lands is not included in the 
DEIS, which makes it virtually impossible for the public to be able to comment on whether or not 
this exchange is of equal-value and/or in the public’s best interest. 

Comment 5001.008: 
The appraisal value should be included in the draft Environmental Impact Statement. The 
appraisal value should be part of the draft, an accurate portrayal and not just an estimate that 
you’re going to turn around and say completely different and then we don’t have anymore -- we 
don’t have any time to comment. I mean, what if the land exchange is much different than is 
anticipated there’s nothing we can do. There’s no allowable comment period for those people 
living on the land 

Comment 5035.006: 
you can’t say that the appraisal value will be future appraised. The actual appraisal value of the 
lands needs to be in the final EIS statement. 

Comment 5038.002: 
I feel like the appraisals of the land need to be included in this document. I don’t think that it 
should be included in a supplement. I don’t believe it should be included at any other time. I 
believe that with the information that we have now, it needs to be included. Not later, not after 
this is done. This is important because we don’t even know what lands we’re talking about. We 
don’t know the size of lands. We don’t know where the lands are located, so it’s impossible for us 
to make meaningful comments on this land that 1we don’t even know where it is. 

Comment 5038.003: 
The price of oil has changed. We need to have the document reflect how much land are we 
talking about here. It needs to be included in the document. 

Comment 6010.013 From Friends of Alaska National Wildlife Refuges: 
The DEIS is deficient in several other areas. It leaves a significant question in the area of 
appraisals. Since the price of oil has risen dramatically since the land appraisals were completed, 
the FWS must obtain a new set of appraisals to determine if the proposed land trade meets the 
requirement that the United States receive lands comparable in value to those that are being 
traded away. How did the appraisals fit into the decision- making process? Clearly, the subsurface 
estate is presently worth far more than was originally estimated when the FWS entered into this 
agreement with Doyon. 

Comment 6021.021 From Alaska Chapter Wilderness Watch: 
The Yukon Flats land exchange was negotiated during 2002 to 2004 when the price of oil was 
only one third of current levels. Since the estimated amount of land that Doyon would transfer to 
the Refuge to achieve an equal value exchange must be based on appraised value of the core 
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lands, adjustments will need to be made to accommodate the higher price of oil. To assure that 
the exchange is in the public interest and of equal value, new negotiations based on current 
appraised value of potential oil reserves in the core lands will need to be done before any 
exchange scheme is approved. 

Comment 6024.001: 
Further, there are far-reaching deficiencies in the DEIS. These include that the appraisal and land 
values information regarding the exchange lands is not included in the DEIS, which makes it 
virtually impossible for the public to be able to comment on whether or not this exchange is of 
equal-value and/or in the public’s best interest. 

Comment 6029.002 From Public Employees for Environmental Responsibility: 
This transaction is termed “an equal value exchange” even though no appraisals have been 
conducted. Without appraisals, FWS does not know the relative land values and cannot warrant 
that even the Phase I exchange is equal in value. 

Comment 6031.001: 
The EIS fails to include land assessments and valuations which makes it even more difficult to 
determine if this is a fair exchange of lands. 

Comment 6036.002 From Northern Alaska Environmental Center: 
The land appraisals are still are not available and the crucial land valuation information was not 
incorporated into the draft EIS analysis so that even the land values and exact acreage or locations 
of lands to be acquired by the Service are still unknown. 

Comment 6037.031 From REDOIL: 
FWS has not yet completed the appraisals for the lands and so, the exact lands involved are 
unknown; the public needs to opportunity to comment after these are available. 

Comment 6069.004: 
And finally would conquer with previous comments about the need for appraisals and explicit 
economic analysis and how that would affect the quantity of land that is being proposed. 

Comment 6078.002: 
The Impact Statement is deficient in several areas. It leaves a significant question in the area of 
appraisals. How do appraisals fit into the decision making process, in light of rising oil prices will 
more land need to be offered up? 

Comment 6086.003: 
One of the major gaps within the draft EIS is the fact that the appraisals of the lands proposed in 
the exchange have not been completed. Thus the public is forced to comment on a deal that is not 
adequately described or assessed in the draft EIS. There is no way for the public to be able to 
determine whether or not this proposal is an equal value exchange or in the public’s best interest 
without the appraisals being completed. The public has no idea at this time how many acres of 
land will be leaving Native corporation ownership or coming to the Fish and Wildlife Service in 
exchange, for example, because the appraisals have not been completed and the land value 
information is not available. We also don’t know what the base line values for the appraisals will 
be and with the price of oil as high as it is these days the ball park estimates that the agency and 
Doyon used to create the tentative agreement reached in 2004 much surely be off base, as oil was 
not valued at $100.00 per barrel at that time. 
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Comment 6122.015: 
This process should be suspended because there is no public information on the land appraisals. 

Comment 8052.001 From NAEC: 
The land appraisal process is still incomplete, and therefore, we still cannot be assured that the 
lands proposed to be swapped are those which will be ultimately involved. This is but one of 
many major information gaps and analysis deficiencies which need to be addressed by the final 
EIS. 

Comment 8055.006: 
The price of oil stated in the EIS is woefully inaccurate, given that oil today is selling at $122.00 
dollars per barrel. Thus, if the price of oil is inaccurate, the amount of land needed to get an equal 
exchange for that land is also inaccurate, as the USFWS is duty bound to get an even swap for the 
American people. Because both the communities directly impacted by the swap and all other 
citizens were misinformed by the EIS, no meaningful comment can be made on it. An acre for 
acre swap may be reasonable in some people’s minds. But given that oil is almost three times the 
price assumed in the EIS, an acre for three acre swap may not be reasonable. The affected 
communities deserve to have this made clear to them. 

Comment 800008.001 From The Wilderness Society: 
The appraisal and land values information regarding the exchange lands is not included in the 
DEIS, which makes it virtually impossible for the public to be able to comment on whether or not 
this exchange is of equal-value and/or in the public’s best interest. 

Response to Comments 580.001, 729.006, 874.001, 875.001, 5001.008, 5035.006, 5038.002, 
5038.003, 6010.013, 6021.021, 6024.001, 6029.002, 6031.001, 6036.002, 6037.031, 6069.004, 
6078.002, 6086.003, 6122.015, 8052.001, 8055.006 and 800008.001: 
The lands included in the proposal were identified based on rough estimates of land value, with 
the understanding that exact acreages and legal descriptions were dependent upon the land 
appraisals. The appraisal results were not available before release of the Draft EIS. The analysis 
conducted through the EIS process subsequently led the Service to identify the No Land 
Exchange Alternative as its Preferred Alternative. This decision was based on resource impacts 
rather than appraised land values, which nullified completing the appraisal process. Should the 
Service ultimately pursue one of the action alternatives, the appraisal process would be completed 
to ensure an equal value exchange. 

Comment 5038.001: 
And so some of my comments are on the appraisal process. We know that when this agreement 
was made in 2002 or 2004 when their proposed agreement came out, Doyon was saying that there 
was 173,000 acres -- 173,000 barrels of oil in the land. Now they’re saying that it’s 800,000 
barrels of oil. Well, you’re talking about a substantial difference here. The price of oil has 
changed from $32 a barrel to $100 a barrel. So we’re talking about a lot more land here. We’re 
not talking, you know, it -- what we -- what -- there is no -- first of all, the whole appraisal 
process, I think, is flawed from the beginning, because they’re taking the value of 16 this land 
based on their personal values, the way that the people Outside value land, not the way that we 
value land. Imagine if we were the ones that were able to put the price tag on these lands that are 
going to be traded. Why don’t we get that opportunity? Why don’t we get to say how much these 
lands are worth? 
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Comment 6042.005: 
The Service must reassess the value of the subsurface estate given the dramatic changes in oil 
prices since the Agreement in Principle was reached. 

Response to Comments 5038.001 and 6042.005: 
The appraisal results were not available before release of the Draft EIS. The analysis conducted 
through the EIS process subsequently led the Service to identify the No Land Exchange 
Alternative as its Preferred Alternative. This decision was based on resource impacts rather than 
appraised land values, which nullified completing the appraisal process. Should the Service 
ultimately pursue one of the action alternatives, the appraisal process would be completed to 
ensure an equal value exchange. 

1.4.3.2 Appraisals - Land – General 

Comment 6000.002: 
One interesting aspect of the property valuation that will be worth watching is how the appraiser 
treats the value of Doyon’s scattered tracts versus the intact chunk of Service land. Typically, 
smaller tracts have higher per acre values than larger tracts, but here you could argue that the 
larger consolidated tract has much more functional value because Doyon could have a large oil-
field complex that wouldn’t be possible to develop on the scattered tracts. The consolidated tract 
makes development much more efficient and likely, and somehow that has to be accounted for in 
the valuation process. It will be virtually impossible for any appraiser to accurately define the 
value of the oil and gas under the respective tracts. The only way to know how much oil and gas 
the Service is giving up is for Doyon to pump it out of the ground, not at that stage the federal 
government will only get 1.25% of the value. Another way to learn how much oil and gas may be 
under certain lands is to hold a lease sale and find out how much bidders are willing to offer. Any 
other approach to valuing the subsurface will be extremely speculative and suspect. 

Comment 6010.006 From Friends of Alaska National Wildlife Refuges: 
The DEIS is deficient in several areas. It leaves open a significant question concerning appraisals. 
How do the appraisals fit into the decision- making process? In light of rising oil prices, will more 
land need to be offered by Doyon? In addition, will the subsurface estate be worth more than was 
originally thought at the beginning of this agreement? 

Comment 6023.004 From Arctic Audubon Society: 
There is no information in the DEIS about the appraisal values of the proposed trade lands. 
Values must be assigned to compensate for the potential losses should a trade occur. The integrity 
of the Refuge as a whole watershed containing a complex of interdependent habitats rather than a 
collection of pieces represents a high overall value that must be considered. 

Comment 6045.003: 
I request the appraisal have the fish and wildlife resources added into the appraisal. You know, 
we’re giving them fish and wildlife right, fish and wildlife lands, and then we’re getting lands in 
return that don’t even have rabbit tracks on there. You know, these lands are worth a lot more to 
us than, you know, just oil. So I request that the appraisal have the fish and wildlife resources 
added in there to up the appraisal costs, you know, because we’re giving away much more lands 
that -- than -- that were taken in. 
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Comment 6061.001: 
An important “bottom line” reason for nixing this land exchange is that the appraisals of the value 
of the oil and gas resources under the lands being traded have not been included in the DEIS. Of 
course, how could anyone know how much the oil and gas is worth, since no serious recent 
seismic work has been done there. What’s more, when these disingenuous appraisals are made 
public by the independent contractor doing them, they won’t have been updated to reflect the 
present market value of any oil and gas that might be under the lands Doyon wishes to exploit 

Response to Comment 6000.002, 6010.006, 6023.004, 6045.003, and 6061.001: 
The appraisal problem for this proposed land exchange was extremely complex. The reviewers 
for the Appraisal Services Directorate must approve the methodology used by the appraisers. The 
appraisal results were not available before release of the Draft EIS. The analysis conducted 
through the EIS process subsequently led the Service to identify the No Land Exchange 
Alternative as its Preferred Alternative. This decision was based on resource impacts rather than 
appraised land values, which nullified completing the appraisal process. Should the Service 
ultimately pursue one of the action alternatives, the appraisal process would be completed to 
ensure an equal value exchange. The appraised values would be used by the parties to help 
determine whether the exchange is viable, and, if so, to adjust acreage to ensure an equal value 
exchange. The purpose of the appraisal is to help ensure that each party receives land and 
interests in real estate of equal value in the exchange. The residual 1.25% production payment is 
an incentive to the United States that is in addition to receipt of equal value lands in the exchange. 
While units of the National Wildlife Refuge System in Alaska are generally not closed to oil and 
gas leasing by regulation, the Service has a precedent of not allowing new oil leases on Refuge 
lands. 

Comment 6057.004 From U.S. EPA: 
An explanation of basing the ranking of parcel priority on wildlife habitat value is not provided. 
Given that there are other priorities and values of resources in the Refuge, it is important that this 
explanation be given. This is also an opportunity for traditional ecological knowledge (TEK) to 
be incorporated into the FWS’s analysis. 

Response to Comment 6057.004: 
A prioritization process and criteria is addressed in Section 2.3.3 of the EIS. The Service used 
traditional ecological knowledge when possible. For instance, some lands with cultural 
significance near Circle were excluded from the proposed exchange after Circle residents 
identified their importance. 

1.4.3.3 Appraisals - Land – Timing in NEPA Process 

Comment 735.001: 
The area proposed for gas and oil development has been included in an area that was 
recommended by the refuge to be wilderness. The lands that are to be received have not been well 
studied and the value of these lands has not been clearly identified. 

Response to Comment 735.001: 
Although two action alternatives would trade a portion of the recommended-Wilderness lands to 
Doyon, the remaining portion would continue to meet all the Wilderness criteria and could 
potentially be designated as Wilderness in the future. Table 4-28 in Section 4.17 of the Final EIS 
contains additional information comparing the wilderness values of all wilderness study units 
evaluated in the 1987 Yukon Flats National Wildlife Refuge Final Comprehensive Conservation 
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Plan, Environmental Impact Statement and Wilderness Review. As described in the Final EIS, 
more lands containing wilderness values would be in Federal ownership under all the action 
alternatives. 

Comment 871.002: 
The comment period must be extended at least 60 days beyond the release and public availability 
of the land appraisals for the exchange lands under all EIS alternatives. 

Comment 6021.020 From Alaska Chapter Wilderness Watch: 
The DEIS reveals that land appraisals associated with the proposed action will not be completed 
until sometime after the public comment period for the EIS is closed. Land appraisals will be one 
of the most critical elements in determining if the land exchange is indeed in the public interest 
and is an equal value exchange. The public deserves to be able to review the appraisal process 
and results before any decisions are made. Results of the appraisals should have been included in 
the DEIS where under NEPA regulations they could be properly evaluated along with potential 
impacts and other information that is presented in the EIS. To correct this problem, we 
recommend that the Service prepare a supplemental EIS where the land appraisal results are 
provided for public review. A minimum of 90 days should be allowed for public review and 
comment. 

Response to Comments 871.002 and 6021.020: 
Appraisal reports contain proprietary information and cannot be released for public review. The 
appraisal results were not available before release of the Draft EIS. The analysis conducted 
through the EIS process subsequently led the Service to identify the No Land Exchange 
Alternative as its Preferred Alternative. This decision was based on resource impacts rather than 
appraised land values, which nullified completing the appraisal process. Should the Service 
ultimately pursue one of the action alternatives, the appraisal process would be completed to 
ensure an equal value exchange. 

Comment 745.001: 
Lack of land appraisal information in the DEIS. There is currently no way to assess the economic 
fairness of this land trade because no information on land values was presented in the DEIS. How 
can anyone say with certainty if this exchange would be an equitable one for the Fish and 
Wildlife service and the taxpaying citizens who technically own this land? 

Response to Comment 745.001: 
The appraisal results were not available before release of the Draft EIS. The analysis conducted 
through the EIS process subsequently led the Service to identify the No Land Exchange 
Alternative as its Preferred Alternative. This decision was based on resource impacts rather than 
appraised land values, which nullified completing the appraisal process. Should the Service 
ultimately pursue one of the action alternatives, the appraisal process would be completed to 
ensure an equal value exchange. The appraised values would be used by the parties to help 
determine whether the exchange is viable, and, if so, to adjust acreage to ensure an equal value 
exchange. The parties have agreed that any land exchange would be done on the basis of equal 
values. However, Doyon agreed to convey a minimum of 150,000 acres in order to begin these 
evaluations.  
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Comment 871.001: 
The appraisals for exchange lands are nowhere to be found in the EIS, its appendices, the EIS 
website, links to other websites, nowhere. The FAQ page says the appraisals “will be released in 
Spring 2008.” How can one evaluate socioeconomics of a land trade without access to the land 
appraisals? As in the current IRS investigation of land appraisals used in conservation easements 
in the West, the appraisals here deserve great scrutiny. Since the appraisals are a vital part of the 
EIS and they have been unavailable throughout the EIS comment period, the EIS is substantially 
incomplete. 

Response to Comment 871.001: 
The appraisal results were not available before release of the Draft EIS. The analysis conducted 
through the EIS process subsequently led the Service to identify the No Land Exchange 
Alternative as its Preferred Alternative. This decision was based on resource impacts rather than 
appraised land values, which nullified completing the appraisal process. Should the Service 
ultimately pursue one of the action alternatives, the appraisal process would be completed to 
ensure an equal value exchange. The appraised values would be used by the parties to help 
determine whether the exchange is viable, and, if so, to adjust acreage to ensure an equal value 
exchange. The appraisals would be completed by a contractor to the United States, and reviewed 
by a team of professionals within the Appraisal Services Directorate (ASD) of the Department of 
the Interior, who will ultimately approve or disapprove the appraisal values. ASD is a separate 
agency, created in part, because of concern over past appraisal practices. 

Comment 6034.001 From United States: 
With the land appraisals not yet completed and the exact parcels to be traded unknown, a full 
analysis of environmental effects is not possible. 

Comment 6060.001: 
It is unfortunate that the public does not know what the appraised values of the lands that are 
being exchanged are. With the price of oil being at an all time high, a public land management 
agency like the Service should be able to ensure the public that we are being justly compensated 
for the public resources that are being traded to Doyon before the exchange is consummated. 

Comment 6139.002: 
The second way that people’s participation has been demeaned is that the product that they’ve 
been given to comment on is really not the finished product. It’s not the exact -- or even close to 
the exact land values. It’s not the accurate description of where the land will be. It can’t be or the 
reasons that have been said here. It’s based on a 30 gallon -- 30 gallon -- $30 barrel of oil. By its 
very nature the -- the analysis is going to change over time. So to give people in the area a very 
short stunted period and ability to comment on something that isn’t even the real document, this 
is just a -- a proxy, a rough estimate. 

Response to Comments 6034.001, 6060.001, and 6139.002: 
The appraisal results were not available before release of the Draft EIS. The analysis conducted 
through the EIS process subsequently led the Service to identify the No Land Exchange 
Alternative as its Preferred Alternative. This decision was based on resource impacts rather than 
appraised land values, which nullified completing the appraisal process. Should the Service 
ultimately pursue one of the action alternatives, the appraisal process would be completed to 
ensure an equal value exchange. The appraised values would be used by the parties to help 
determine whether the exchange is viable, and, if so, to adjust acreage to ensure an equal value 
exchange.  
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Comment 6042.004: 
The Service has identified this land exchange as an equal value exchange. DEIS at [page] 2-10. 
Therefore, the exact acreage location of the exchange lands is completely dependant upon the 
appraised value. Despite the significance of the land values in the exchange process, the Service 
has failed to include an appraisal in the DEIS. The cost of the appraisal does not appear to an 
issue, as the Service expects a completed appraisal in late spring of this year.  

Response to Comment 6042.004: 
The appraisal results were not available before release of the Draft EIS. The analysis conducted 
through the EIS process subsequently led the Service to identify the No Land Exchange 
Alternative as its Preferred Alternative. This decision was based on resource impacts rather than 
appraised land values, which nullified completing the appraisal process. Should the Service 
ultimately pursue one of the action alternatives, the appraisal process would be completed to 
ensure an equal value exchange. The appraised values would be used by the parties to help 
determine whether the exchange is viable, and, if so, to adjust acreage to ensure an equal value 
exchange. The lands included in the proposal were identified based on rough estimates as to land 
value with the understanding that exact acreages and legal descriptions were dependent upon the 
land appraisals. 

Comment 6056.029 From The Wilderness Society: 
The DEIS fails to sufficiently explain how the appraisal fits into the overall decision-making 
process. The public also needs to know what will happen if the amount of acreage needs to be 
adjusted once the appraisals are complete. One of the major gaps within the DEIS is the fact that 
the appraisals of the lands proposed in the exchange have not been completed. Thus, the public is 
forced to comment on a deal that is not adequately described or assessed in the DEIS. There is no 
way for the public to be able to determine whether or not this proposal is an “equal value” 
exchange, or in the public’s best interest, without the appraisals being completed. The public has 
no idea at this time how many acres of land will be coming to the USFWS in the exchange, for 
example, because the appraisals have not been completed and the land value information is not 
available. Further, we do not know what the baseline values for the appraisals have been or will 
be in this process, and with the price of oil as high as it is these days, the ball-park estimates the 
USFWS and Doyon used to create the tentative agreement reached in 2004 must surely be way 
off, as oil was not valued at $100+ per barrel at that time. Oil was closer to $30 - $35 per barrel in 
2004. 

Comment 6056.031 From The Wilderness Society: 
The public is owed another opportunity to comment on this proposal once the appraisal 
information is complete and made available for review to the public and once other gaps of 
information in the DEIS are addressed. 

Response to Comment 6056.029 and 6056.031: 
The appraisal results were not available before release of the Draft EIS. The analysis conducted 
through the EIS process subsequently led the Service to identify the No Land Exchange 
Alternative as its Preferred Alternative. This decision was based on resource impacts rather than 
appraised land values, which nullified completing the appraisal process. Should the Service 
ultimately pursue one of the action alternatives, the appraisal process would be completed to 
ensure an equal value exchange. The lands included in the proposal were identified based on 
rough estimates as to land value with the understanding that exact acreages and legal descriptions 
were dependent upon the land appraisals.  
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Comment 6057.005 From U.S. EPA: 
Criteria to Identify Exchange Lands and Appraisal Information EPA understands that the FWS is 
still in the process of finalizing the appraisals of surface and subsurface Refuge and Doyon lands 
that are under consideration for the exchange. In scoping, we commented that it will be “very 
important to describe in detail in the ElS the methodologies that were used to select the lands for 
proposed exchange and acquisition and to determine the appraisals and value of the lands, and to 
discuss how the FWS used and compared the appraisals and land values in their development and 
analysis of alternatives.” This appraisal information was not available at the time the DEIS was 
published, which can significantly affect the analysis of impacts and the public’s understanding of 
the project. 
... 
Recommendation: EPA recommends that FWS consider providing appraisal information and 
additional information regarding the parcel priority ranking to stakeholders and the public prior to 
release of the final E1S, or consider incorporating this information into a supplemental document 
for public review and comment. 

Response to Comment 6057.005: 
The appraisal results were not available before release of the Draft EIS. The analysis conducted 
through the EIS process subsequently led the Service to identify the No Land Exchange 
Alternative as its Preferred Alternative. This decision was based on resource impacts rather than 
appraised land values, which nullified completing the appraisal process. Should the Service 
ultimately pursue one of the action alternatives, the appraisal process would be completed to 
ensure an equal value exchange. Economic values of the lands did not play a role in the parcel 
priority ranking. Only biological and hydrological values contributed to the ranking of the various 
parcels for acquisition and this information is included in Section 2.3.3 and Table 2-1 of the EIS. 

Comment 6069.005: 
Because without knowing how much land you do not know the extent of your increased acreage 
for wildlife refuge system management, and so in fact, in phase one if there is a transfer of 
subsurface acreage of 97,000 acres, I believe, in the halo region if you were to include the fact 
that with subsurface exploration regardless of who’s the surface owner there will be surface 
impacts because of subsurface activities. The result could actually be even in the short term that 
Fish and Wildlife Service ends up with less land in the management regime that you would 
choose because that subsurface land will be affected on the surface. So I think that needs to be 
reevaluated. 

Response to Comment 6069.005: 
The appraisal results were not available before release of the Draft EIS. The analysis conducted 
through the EIS process subsequently led the Service to identify the No Land Exchange 
Alternative as its Preferred Alternative. This decision was based on resource impacts rather than 
appraised land values, which nullified completing the appraisal process. Should the Service 
ultimately pursue one of the action alternatives, the appraisal process would be completed to 
ensure an equal value exchange. The appraised values would be used by the parties to help 
determine whether the exchange is viable, and, if so, to adjust acreage to ensure an equal value 
exchange. The exchange agreement would specify that Doyon could not construct facilities or 
drill for oil on the halo lands. The only potential allowable surface disturbance would be for a 
road/pipeline right-of-way (ROW). However, the ROW could be routed in a way to avoid the 
halo lands. The actual route would be determined in a subsequent EIS if Doyon applies for a 
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ROW. Doyon could access the oil reserves (if any) beneath the halo lands only by directionally 
drilling from the adjacent core lands. 

Comment 6123.002: 
An important bottom-line reason for nixing this land exchange is the appraisals of the value of the 
oil and gas resources under the lands being traded have not been included in the DEIS. Of course, 
how could anyone know how much the oil and gas is worth, since no serious recent seismic work 
has been done there? Once more, when these disingenuous appraisals are made public by the 
independent contractor doing them, they won’t have been updated to reflect the present market 
value of any oil and gas that might be under the lands Doyon wishes to exploit. 

Response to Comment 6123.002: 
The appraisal results were not available before release of the Draft EIS. The analysis conducted 
through the EIS process subsequently led the Service to identify the No Land Exchange 
Alternative as its Preferred Alternative. This decision was based on resource impacts rather than 
appraised land values, which nullified completing the appraisal process. Should the Service 
ultimately pursue one of the action alternatives, the appraisal process would be completed to 
ensure an equal value exchange. The appraised values would be used by the parties to help 
determine whether the exchange is viable, and, if so, to adjust acreage to ensure an equal value 
exchange. The appraisers would use the latest public information available pertaining to oil and 
gas potential, as well as proprietary information provided by Doyon in order to estimate the value 
of any oil or gas underlying the lands that may be involved in the exchange. 

Comment 6124.004: 
We are told that the appraisal report will be completed later this spring, but there is no indication 
that the public will be allowed to review it. The devil is in the details. I would like to know, for 
example, how the lands appraisal process will equate the value of scattered parcels to be added to 
federal ownership to that of a consolidated block of land that will be transferred to Doyon. This 
deal was negotiated over four years ago when the price of oil was about $30 a barrel. Now it’s 
nearly $100 a barrel. The amount of land to be exchanged was based on a much lower price of 
oil. The entire exchange will need to be renegotiated in light of the significant change in oil value 
in order to assure that there will be an equal value exchange. How will the land appraisal process 
account for the undetermined value of potential federal oil that will be passed on to Doyon? How 
can we be sure that the American people are getting a fair deal if this -- in this if the appraisal 
process is not included in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement? 

Response to Comment 6124.004: 
The appraisal problem for this proposed land exchange was extremely complex. The reviewers 
for the Appraisal Services Directorate must approve the methodology used by the appraisers. The 
appraisal results were not available before release of the Draft EIS. The analysis conducted 
through the EIS process subsequently led the Service to identify the No Land Exchange 
Alternative as its Preferred Alternative. This decision was based on resource impacts rather than 
appraised land values, which nullified completing the appraisal process. Should the Service 
ultimately pursue one of the action alternatives, the appraisal process would be completed to 
ensure an equal value exchange. The appraised values would be used by the parties to help 
determine whether the exchange is viable, and, if so, to adjust acreage to ensure an equal value 
exchange. The purpose of the appraisal is to help ensure that each party receives land and 
interests in real estate of equal value in the exchange. The residual 1.25% production payment is 
an incentive to the United States that is in addition to receipt of equal value lands in the exchange. 
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Comment 6125.001: 
There really isn’t any information in the DEIS about how the proposed trade lands were valued. 
Certainly the values Doyon is interested in are different from the values the Fish and Wildlife 
Service would hold highest. And we feel a very high value should be put on the integrity of the 
refuge as a large piece of a whole watershed containing a complex of interdependent habitats. 

Response to Comment 6125.001: 
The appraisal results were not available before release of the Draft EIS. The analysis conducted 
through the EIS process subsequently led the Service to identify the No Land Exchange 
Alternative as its Preferred Alternative. This decision was based on resource impacts rather than 
appraised land values, which nullified completing the appraisal process. Should the Service 
ultimately pursue one of the action alternatives, the appraisal process would be completed to 
ensure an equal value exchange. The appraised values would be used by the parties to help 
determine whether the exchange is viable, and, if so, to adjust acreage to ensure an equal value 
exchange. The appraisals would be completed using the Uniform Appraisal Standards for Federal 
Land Acquisitions and the Uniform Standards for Professional Appraisal Practices. These 
standards specify that fair market value consider only economic value of the land. Subjective 
valuations such as public interest value, landscape value, or wildlife resource value are only 
included if they can be substantiated in the marketplace. 

Comment 8041.001 From Sierra Club: 
Reappraisal needed: If the land exchange is to be considered at all, new information should be 
evaluated in appraising the value of the lands. Doyon’s interest had been based on prior seismic 
data indicating that the core/halo land block covers the deepest part of the Yukon Flats basin, and 
thus has the highest oil and gas potential. However, a 2006 assessment by the U.S. Geological 
Survey indicates that there are four other extensive deep basins (>8,200 ft) within the Refuge, 
including a much larger area encompassing the core/halo block Doyon seeks. Land ownership in 
these basins is a mix of refuge and present Doyon and village corporation lands. According to the 
DEIS, “In 2004, the USGS estimated the mean volume of oil and gas resources in the Yukon 
Flats basin to be 173 billion barrels of oil and 5.5 trillion cubic feet of gas. Doyon believes the 
quantity of oil may be much higher—up to 800 million barrels in the core area alone.” Also, in 
February of this year the Petroleum News reported that “a recent assessment by Petrotechnical 
Resources Alaska has increased the stakes further by suggesting the possibility of from 300 
million barrels to almost 1 billion barrels oil, and perhaps 15 trillion cubic feet of natural gas in 
the basin….” This latest information was not available during the lengthy negotiations leading up 
to the proposed exchange. As the DEIS itself notes, “This information likely would have 
influenced which lands Doyon was willing to give up in the exchange.” Specifically 7 of the 16 
Doyon townships the Refuge could acquire in the exchange are within the newly described 
basins. A reappraisal of both Refuge and Doyon lands is therefore needed. Such a reevaluation 
would also bring into greater focus the possibility of federal leasing, e.g. on the seven townships, 
to avoid drainage. With federal leasing additional negative effects on the refuge could be 
expected. 

Response to Comment 8041.001: 
The appraisal results were not available before release of the Draft EIS. The analysis conducted 
through the EIS process subsequently led the Service to identify the No Land Exchange 
Alternative as its Preferred Alternative. This decision was based on resource impacts rather than 
appraised land values, which nullified completing the appraisal process. Should the Service 
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ultimately pursue one of the action alternatives, the appraisal process would be completed to 
ensure an equal value exchange. 

Leasing of Service lands for oil and gas development was considered as an alternative, but 
excluded from further analysis, as discussed in Section 2.5, Alternatives Considered but Excluded 
from Further Analysis. As discussed in Section 1.4.3.1, current management does not allow 
leasing on the Refuge. Future leasing could be allowed only if several conditions were met. The 
Secretary of Interior must determine it to be in the national interest and the Refuge Manager must 
determine it to be an appropriate use of Refuge lands that is compatible with the purposes for 
which the Refuge was established. It is unlikely that any large-scale development activities on 
Refuge lands would be determined to be an appropriate and compatible use. 

Comment 8048.007: 
Without the appraisals, the DEIS is Substantially incomplete. The appraisals for exchange lands 
are nowhere to be found in the EIS, its appendices, the EIS website, links to other websites, 
nowhere. The FAQ page says the appraisals “will be released in Spring 2008.” How can one 
evaluate socioeconomics of a land trade without access to the land appraisals? As in the current 
IRS investigation of land appraisals used in conservation easements in the West, the appraisals 
here deserve great scrutiny. Since the appraisals are a vital part of the EIS and they have been 
unavailable throughout the EIS comment period, the EIS is substantially incomplete. I, as a U.S. 
citizen and part owner of the refuge lands proposed for exchange, demand the opportunity to 
thoroughly review the appraisal of my land under all alternatives of this EIS. Thus, the comment 
period must be extended at least 60 days beyond the release and public availability of the land 
appraisals for the exchange lands under all EIS alternatives. 

Response to Comment 8048.007: 
The appraisal results were not available before release of the Draft EIS. The analysis conducted 
through the EIS process subsequently led the Service to identify the No Land Exchange 
Alternative as its Preferred Alternative. This decision was based on resource impacts rather than 
appraised land values, which nullified completing the appraisal process. Should the Service 
ultimately pursue one of the action alternatives, the appraisal process would have to be completed 
to ensure an equal value exchange. The appraised values would be used by the parties to help 
determine whether the exchange is viable, and, if so, to adjust acreage to ensure an equal value 
exchange. Appraisal reports contain proprietary information and cannot be released for public 
review.  

1.4.4 Biological Integrity, Diversity, and Environmental Health 
1.4.4.1 Biological Integrity, Diversity, and Environmental Health – Habitat Fragmentations 

Effects 

Comment 6057.006 From U.S. Environmental Protection Agency: 
Refuge Division and Habitat Fragmentation The proposed action would complete the now partial 
divide between the west and east areas of the Refuge. This divide can cause habitat fragmentation 
and have serious implications for users, even with a mile-wide access corridor along Beaver 
Creek. Currently these impacts are not thoroughly evaluated in the DEIS. Recommendation: 
These impacts should be identified and evaluated, and mitigation for these impacts should be 
discussed in the FEIS. 
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Response to Comment 6057.006: 
The Proposed Action would not complete a divide between east and west portions of the refuge 
unless privately held lands within the Refuge were developed. Depending upon how, where, and 
if development occurred on the lands north of the core lands, the movement of trumpeter swan, 
bear, moose, and other wildlife between the two portions of the Refuge could be altered. The 
organisms most likely to be affected would be able to traverse development areas, and have been 
shown to do so in other development areas such as the North Slope oil fields. While development 
could alter their preferred routes, it is unlikely that the habitat would be fragmented to an extent 
that would prevent movement between the east and west portions of the Refuge. At this time we 
do not know if privately held lands north of the core lands would be developed or how they 
would be developed even without the land exchange. Development of in-holdings could occur 
and result in more habitat fragmentation. In addition, development of privately owned lands  with 
our without the land exchange would create a divide in management authority between private 
and federal entities. 

1.4.5 Birds 
1.4.5.1 Birds – Effects of Development on Birds - General 

Comment 5035.003: 
In my quick review of section 4-10, it talks about direct migratory bird habitat. I don’t see the 
word flyway once. And that was in my brief review. I’ve only lived here, you know, the blink of 
an eye. And everyone knows that between Fort Yukon and Beaver is a primary flyway for 
subsistence migratory waterfowl. And if there’s a massive development on Beaver Creek, are 
those birds going to fly somewhere else? This document -- I mean, again, I’m not a wildlife 
biologist, but it only talks about habitat. It does not talk about flyways. So I’m very concerned 
about our birds going somewhere else if all of this is going on. Heck, they might go down to 
McGrath. Or they might -- I -- I don’t know where the heck they’re going to go. I don’t know that 
anybody does. And it’s not mentioned. It just talks about nesting and their direct habitat. So I 
would like to see that addressed in this document. 

Comment 6200.005: 
They say, We’re protecting the habitat. They say, we’re protecting waterfowl habitat in here. This 
document is flawed because there’s not one mention of flight way in here. Whoever hunted a 
duck don’t know anything about a flight way. 

Comment 6200.017: 
Table 2.5, continued, birds, phase 1, 2, accumulative action across all different alternatives. No 
mention of altered flight paths to migratory birds through the Beaver Creek corridor, Yukon or 
Preacher creek area. 

Response to Comments 5035.003, 6200.005, and 6200.017: 
Potential impacts to birds utilizing flyways are considered throughout the bird section of this EIS 
through assessment of disturbance, localized displacement, and collisions. The EIS concludes that 
all of these potential impacts are localized, and no regional displacement of birds would occur. 

Comment 6042.071: 
Sec. 3.2.6 Birds, p. 3-42 - 52 Sec. 4.10 It appears that the Service has based most of its waterfowl 
analysis on data from 1999. Given the effects of climate change in the area, this data is extremely 
dated and it undermines the Service’s ability to provide an accurate assessment of impacts. 
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Response to Comment 6042.071: 
The EIS considers a wide range of relevant and available literature pertaining to waterfowl in 
each section where waterfowl are addressed. This collection of literature includes waterfowl 
distribution data spanning the period from 1975 to 2007. See Waterfowl in Section 3.4.6, Section 
4.13.1.1, and Section 4.13.1.2. 

Comment 6042.074: 
The DEIS presents an extensive discussion on page 4-88 regarding information on how snow 
geese may be acclimatizing to oil field activities on the north slope. This discussion has little or 
no relevance to proposed development activities in the “core” area because snow geese are not 
present there as they sometimes are at some north slope developments. This discussion has no 
legitimate place here because it does not address the species that are present in the core area. 
Instead it has the effect of misleading readers who are unfamiliar with the Yukon Flats. 

Response to Comment 6042.074: 
Sufficient data do not exist at this time to quantify the relationship between site-specific bird 
species inhabiting core lands with the potential for oil and gas development. A discussion of these 
species in relation to potential oil and gas development would be hypothetical and inappropriate. 
The citation of snow geese acclimatizing to oilfield activities on the North Slope of Alaska is 
relevant in that it demonstrates the potential for a waterfowl species to acclimate to these 
activities. 

1.4.5.2 Birds - Effects of Development on Birds – Oil Spills 

Comment 6028.028 From State of Alaska: 
Page 4-89, Oil Spills: [Although the chance of an oil spill is very remote, especially one affecting 
waterbodies in the planning area, the following considerations are worth noting.] The direct effect 
of oil on a bird is to clog the fine structure of its feathers, which is responsible for maintaining 
water-repellency and providing heat insulation. The loss of thermal insulation, especially in cold 
climates, results in greatly increased metabolic activity to maintain body temperature for 
overwintering birds. Birds also ingest oil in attempting to preen oil from their plumage. Some 
species, such as bald and golden eagles, could also encounter and ingest oil while preying on fish 
and oil-contaminated carcasses. Relatively small amounts of ingested oil can cause a temporary 
depression of egg laying and reduce the hatching success of those eggs that are laid. Even small 
quantities of oil deposited on eggs from feathers of the adults may have an adverse effect on 
hatching. The birds most susceptible to oiling are those that are gregarious, spend most of their 
time on the water, and those that dive rather than fly up when disturbed. 

Comment 6142.019: 
The government is a participant, the Fish and Wildlife, in many of these studies, and they have 
the information on the impacts to the pigeon guillemots, other folks of doing studies of Pacific 
heron. 

Response to Comments 6028.028 and 6142.019: 
The EIS summarizes potential impacts to birds from oil spills in Section 4.13.1.2 in the first 
paragraph under Oil Spills. 
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1.4.5.3 Birds – Effects of Exploration on Birds - Seismic Surveys 

Comment 6042.073: 
While the DEIS acknowledges that clearing of trees for seismic surveys during winter might 
result in destroying active owl nests, and that such destruction is a violation of the Migratory Bird 
Treaty Act, no information is provided as to whether such destruction can be prevented. Certainly 
nest destruction can be minimized if helicopter supported above ground seismic testing is done 
which would not require extensive tree clearing, and was conducted earlier in winter, before owls 
began nesting. Such discussion is not provided by the DEIS, and reflects a predisposition towards 
techniques that will cause more impact. 

Response to Comment 6042.073: 
The text of the EIS has been changed in response to this comment. See the last paragraph under 
Seismic Surveys in Section 4.13.1.1 in the Effects on Birds section of the Final EIS. 

1.4.5.4 Birds – Effects of Land Exchange on Birds - Net Gain in Lakes and Rivers, Land Cover 
Types 

Comment 6055.122 From Doyon, Limited: 
[Page] 4.9, Effects on Birds Table 4-22 (Net gain of water bodies on Refuge lands due to the 
proposed land exchange) does not recognize the fact that Section 4.11.2.1 (Effects of the non-
development easements alternative on fish and fish habitats) notes there under the Land Exchange 
with Non-Development Easements Alternative there will be a net gain of 1,430 lakes and 118 
river miles on lands under Phase 1 and protection from development and other commercial 
activities for 2,290 lakes and 232 river miles under the non-development easements. Compiled 
together, under the Land Exchange with Non-Development Easements Alternative, there are a 
total of 3,720 lakes and 350 river miles protected from potential oil and gas development. If Table 
4-22 is intended to show only the net gain in fee title ownership then title should be revised and a 
footnote added clarifying that in addition to fee title ownership, up to 120,000 acres would be 
covered by non-development easements (owned by the Service) and the acres covered contain an 
additional 2,290 lakes with 42,600 acres and 232 river miles. Doyon strongly believes that the 
number of lakes/river miles under both Phase I and Phase II of the non-development easements 
columns should read 3,720 lakes and 350 river miles. 

Response to Comment 6055.122: 
We have modified Table 4-23 of the Final EIS to note that the values given in the Table represent 
fee title ownership, since allowable surface activities on the up to 120,000 acres donated by 
Doyon under the Non-Development Easements alternative would be controlled by Doyon, 
including some uses of the rivers and other water bodies. The footnote notes that 2,290 lakes with 
42,600 acres and 232 river miles would be found on the non-development easement. 

Comment 6055.124 From Doyon, Limited: 
[Section] 4.10.1.2 Phase II Effects (Proposed Action on Birds) The discussion is not balanced. 
The first sentence asserts the largest potential effect on bird populations from development in 
Phase II would be impacts to habitat. Figure 4-8 indicate there are no swans associated with the 
core land and Figure 4-9 (Density of Breeding Waterfowl and Water Birds -Proposed Action) 
indicate there are no swans on the core land and the density of waterfowl and waterbirds is 0 -1.0 
per square mile. Conversely, the Service will acquire a net gain of 17 swans and will acquire a get 
gain of 2,290 lakes and 232 river miles on the 120,000 acres with substantial density of breeding 
waterfowl and waterbirds. An additional 640 acres of quality fish and wildlife habitat will be 
added for each linear mile of Title XI crossing Refuge land. Accordingly, the greatest potential 
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impact of developing up to 1,855 acres of upland in the core land will be the perpetual protection 
of up to 120,000 acres of quality bird habitats as Refuge land (Figures 4-8 and 4-9) plus a Title XI 
right-of-way. A table showing the data from Figure 4-9 similar to that of Table 4-23 would be 
helpful in understanding the effect on birds. 

Response to Comment 6055.124: 
The greatest potential Phase II effect on bird populations in areas subject to development would 
be impacts to habitat in these areas. A net gain in the amount of Refuge wetland habitats does not 
negate the potential habitat impacts from development in upland areas. It does, however, protect 
these wetland areas gained by the Service by placing them within the protection of the Refuge, 
and the EIS addresses this benefit. 

1.4.5.5 Birds – Effects of Land Exchange on Birds - Swans 

Comment 6055.123 From Doyon, Limited: 
[Section] 4.10.1. Effects of the Proposed Action on Birds Table 4-23 (Swans observed in 2005 no 
lands that would be exchanged under the proposed Action) notes there were 4 swans on land to 
Doyon. Figure 4-8 (Swan Observations from 1975-2005) does not show swans in the core lands 
that Doyon would acquire. Although the scale of Figure 4-8 is such that there may be swan 
observations recorded on the halo lands. The Service has stipulated that Doyon does not have 
surface access to use halo lands. Accordingly, we believe the core lands should show 33 swans 
“to the Service” and 0 swans “to Doyon” with a “net gain to Service of 33 swans. The other data 
should be verified since there was an error associated with the data for the core lands. 

Comment 6055.126 From Doyon, Limited: 
4.10.3.1 Phase I Effects (White-Crazy Mountains on Birds) See comments on Table 4-23. 
 
Response to Comments 6055.123 and 6055.126: 
Although difficult to see in Figure 4-8, swan sightings are shown within the core area listed in 
Table 4-23. We did not modify Table 4-23. 
 
Comment 6055.125 From Doyon, Limited: 
4.10.2.1. Phase 1 Effects (Non-Development Easements Alternative on Birds) Table 4-24 (swans 
observed in 2005 on lands exchanged under the non-development easements alternative) does not 
accurately represent the number of swans. See comments on Table 4-23. Since the Service 
acquires perpetual legally enforceable commercial and development rights on up to 120,000 acres 
of quality fish and wildlife habitat (Figures 48 and 4-9), we strongly believe: swan observation 
data shown for Phase I should be 65 “to Service” and 5 “to Doyon” and 60 “net gain to Service” 
and all zeros for Phase II. 
 
Response to Comment 6055.125: 
We have modified Table 4-24 of the Final EIS to note that the values given in the Table represent 
fee title ownership, since allowable surface activities on the up to 120,000 acres donated by 
Doyon under the Non-Development Easements Alternative would be controlled by Doyon, 
including some uses of the rivers and other water bodies. However, as noted in Comment 6055-
123, four swans were found on core lands. Thus, the footnote states that if consolidation lands are 
included, 65 swans would go to the Service, and 9 to Doyon, with a net gain to the Service of 56 
swans. 
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1.4.5.6 Birds – Species, Populations, Ecology in Yukon Flats 

Comment 6028.044 From State of Alaska: 
Page 3-53, 3.2.6.3, Grouse, last sentence: Sharp-tailed grouse are discussed here as “rare,” when 
in actuality they should be considered “uncommon.” Because “rare” may have unintended 
connotations associated with endangered species, we recommend replacing “rare” with 
“uncommon” throughout the document. This is particularly relevant in the Yukon Flats Refuge 
since it is not known to have either threatened or endangered species. 

Response to Comment 6028.044: 
The text of the EIS has been changed in response to this comment. See the paragraph under 
grouse in Section 3.4.6.3. We have also made this correction in Table G-1 of Appendix G in the 
Final EIS. 

Comment 6042.072: 
Only limited inventory work has been conducted on the lands that would be given to Doyon for 
oil development while much more extensive studies have been done on lowland areas which 
might be added to the refuge. Two species of concern, the rusty blackbird and olive-sided 
flycatcher, have been documented in the “core” area. However, the status of these species in the 
area are not well known. See DEIS, page 483. At the minimum, more studies of such species in 
the core area should be completed before any exchange decisions are made. 

Response to Comment 6042.072: 
The EIS discusses what is known about olive-sided flycatchers and rusty blackbirds in the 
Refuge. Sufficient data do not exist at this time to quantify the relationship betweens these two 
species of concern and the importance of core lands to them. 

Comment 6044.003: 
I don’t see any kind of game or endangered species studies done in there. There’s, you know, 
generic. We have falcons, we have geese. But there seems to be quite a bit that here at ground 
level in Chalkyitsik we don’t see it in the EIS, and it needs to be made accessible to us. 

Response to Comment 6044.003: 
The EIS discusses game [birds] in detail. See Waterfowl and grouse in Section 3.4.6, Section 
4.13.1.1, and Section 4.13.1.2. There are no federally listed threatened or endangered species of 
birds known to occur in the Refuge, as noted in Section 3.4.8. 

1.4.6 Climate and Climate Change 
1.4.6.1 Climate and Climate Change – Environmental Consequences - Greenhouse Gas 

Emissions from Production 

Comment 590.001: 
Global warming is now an urgent matter. It is a human rights matter for all of Alaska’s people: 
first for hunters and subsistence users in these areas, but just as much for all Alaskans, and just as 
much for all persons on the planet. The EIS does not adequately address global warming impacts 
of industrial development in these areas. 

Comment 6021.011 From Alaska Chapter Wilderness Watch: 
The DEIS gives information on the amount of carbon dioxide (570,000 metric tons) that will be 
released into the atmosphere from possible oil field operation activities resulting from this land 
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exchange (page 4-40). It does not reveal the amount of carbon dioxide that would be released 
from the combustion of oil and gas products that might be produced as a result of the exchange. 
Given the very serious threats to the entire planet of global warming, the public deserves to know 
what role the proposed action might have. 

Comment 6036.041 From Northern Alaska Environmental Center: 
The DEIS fails to quantify numbers of potential air pollution sources associated with the potential 
oil and gas fields. 

Comment 6039.001 From Center for Biological Diversity: 
In short, the Center believes that the DEIS must be revised and recirculated prior to approval as it 
has a number of deficiencies in content, analysis, and conclusions. The DEIS fails to comply with 
the mandates of the National Environmental Policy Act, 42 U.S.C. §§433l et seq. (“NEPA”) to 
fully analyze the direct, indirect and cumulative environmental effects of the action. In particular, 
the DEIS has failed to completely disclose, analyze, and otherwise take into account the direct, 
indirect, and cumulative greenhouse gas emissions from the proposed land exchange. 

Comment 6039.005 From Center for Biological Diversity: 
While the DEIS does not completely ignore the science surrounding global warming, it ultimately 
understates the certainty of the science, and the urgency of the problem and fails to include 
important information on global warming’s impacts on the Arctic. For example, the DEIS 
recognizes the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change’s findings that “atmospheric 
concentrations of greenhouse gases have increased significantly due to human activities since 
1750 due to fossil fuel use and land-use changes,” that the increases in globally average 
temperatures is “very likely” a result of the increases in anthropogenic greenhouse gas 
concentrations, that under a range of emissions scenarios a warming of 0.36 degrees Fahrenheit 
per decade is expected and that further warming of .18°F per decade is expected even if 
greenhouse gas concentration were kept constant at 2000 levels, and that “[c]continued 
greenhouse gas emissions at or above current rates would cause further warming and induce 
many changes in the global climate system during the 21st century that would very likely be 
larger than those observed during the twentieth century.” (DEIS 4-207). However, at the same 
time it acknowledges the scientific consensus that increases in anthropogenic greenhouse gas 
emissions are significant contributors to global warming, it appears to hinge its entire analysis on 
its assertion that “[i]t is difficult to ascertain the magnitude of the contribution human related 
emissions have on global climate change since the biogenic contributions are not well 
characterized.” (DEIS 4-40, 4-207). 
... 
This leads to a faulty analysis of the project’ s environmental impact under NEPA because the 
DEIS excludes pertinent information on greenhouse gas emissions, global warming and their 
known net impacts on climate changes and the dire situation of the Arctic as a result of global 
warming, Failure to include this information limited the FWS’s ability to truly appreciate how the 
proposed land exchange would directly and cumulatively add to greenhouse gas emissions and 
contribute to global warming. 

Comment 6039.008 From Center for Biological Diversity: 
By failing to include information on science documenting the need to reduce greenhouse gas 
emissions in order to prevent global warming and its impacts on the Arctic region, the DEIS hides 
the true environmental consequences of the project’s carbon dioxide emissions. 
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Comment 6042.189: 
These major deficiencies need to be corrected: 
... 
Greenhouse gas emissions are not quantified. 

Comment 200013.002: 
Is the global air quality impact of a continued reliance on oil and gas as our main energy source 
included in the analysis? 

Response to Comments 590.001, 6021.011, 6036.041, 6039.001, 6039.005, 6039.008, 6042.189, 
and 200013.002: 
The text of the Draft EIS has been revised in response to the concern over treatment of the 
impacts of climate change on the Yukon Flats ecoregion and the potential cumulative impacts of 
climate change on the Yukon Flats ecoregion. See Section 3.3.1 in Chapter 3 of the Final EIS for 
a revised discussion of the existing impacts of climate change on the Yukon Flats region. See 
climate change subsections under each resource in Section 4.24, Cumulative Effects, for a 
discussion of the cumulative impacts, including climate change, on water resources and 
ecosystem health. Sufficient data do not exist at this time to quantify the relationship between the 
proposed land exchange and oil and gas development and global climate change. Global climate 
change is an extremely complex process, and the technology to predict how the emissions from a 
single project would affect the global climate system does not exist. Estimates of greenhouse gas 
emissions from the proposed project suggest that the project’s contribution to the global budget of 
these gases would be insignificant and thus cannot significantly contribute to global climate 
change.  

Climate change refers to a change in the state of the climate that can be identified (e.g., by using 
statistical tests) by changes in the mean and/or the variability of its properties, and that persists 
for an extended period, typically decades or longer (Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change 
[IPCC] 2007, The Physical Science Basis glossary). On these time scales the emissions of the 
long-lived greenhouse gases are well mixed over the entire globe—the global warming potential 
of these gases is not dependent upon the location or time of the emissions (IPCC 2007, The 
Physical Science Basis Chapter 2). The current consensus understanding of climate change is that 
spatial patterns of climate response are largely controlled by climate processes and feedbacks 
(IPCC 2007, Synthesis Report), not emissions. The environmental and economic impacts of 
greenhouse gas emissions from oil and gas consumption would not be effects of the proposed 
land exchange planning decision as defined by the Council on Environmental Quality, and do not 
need to be analyzed under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). Greenhouse gas 
emissions from consumption of produced oil and gas that could occur from the land exchange 
would not be direct effects under NEPA because they do not occur at the same time and place as 
the action. They would not be indirect effects because the proposed land exchange and potential 
oil and gas production would not be a proximate cause of greenhouse gas emissions resulting 
from consumption. Because the impacts of consumption would not be direct or indirect effects of 
the proposed action, a cumulative impact analysis would not show an incremental effect 
attributable to the proposed Yukon Flats land exchange decision. There is no reliable 
methodology to assess the relation between a land exchange decision and greenhouse gas 
emissions from the use of oil and gas that would be produced from Yukon Flats. The land 
exchange and development of Yukon Flats would not measurably increase oil and gas 
consumption, nor would a decision to forego the land exchange measurably reduce consumption. 
Consumption of oil and gas is driven by a variety of complex interacting factors including energy 
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costs, energy efficiency, availability of other energy sources, economics, demography, and 
weather or climate.  

If the proposed development was not to occur in the Yukon Flats, consumption levels of oil and 
gas would about the same, and production from Yukon Flats would be replaced by a combination 
of imports, fuel switching, and other domestic production. While on a national basis lower levels 
of domestic oil and gas production could occur and may trigger some modest conservation 
measures with some benefits in terms of reduced greenhouse gas emissions, no single oil and gas 
development decision would be expected to result in any discernable conservation measures. It is 
possible that any reduced domestic production would be offset by a boost in greenhouse gas 
emissions generated from tanker transport as a consequence of a greater reliance on oil imports.  

(IPCC, 2007: Climate Change 2007: Synthesis Report. Contribution of Working Groups I, II and 
III to the Fourth Assessment Report of the 4.9.1, Effects of the Proposed Action on Biological 
Integrity, Diversity, and Environmental Health [Core Writing Team, Pachauri, R.K and 
Reisinger, A. (eds.)]; IPCC, Geneva, Switzerland, 104 pp. IPCC, 2007: Climate Change 2007: 
The Physical Science Basis. Contribution of Working Group I to the Fourth Assessment Report 
of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change [Solomon, S., D. Qin, M. Manning, Z. Chen, 
M. Marquis, K.B. Avery, M. Tignor and H.L. Miller (eds.)]. Cambridge University Press, 
Cambridge, United Kingdom and New York, NY.) 

Comment 6039.002 From Center for Biological Diversity: 
While the FWS analyzed the project’s carbon dioxide emissions, it failed to consider other critical 
greenhouse gas pollutants, such as methane, black carbon/soot, and nitrous oxide that the project 
will inevitably produce. 

Comment 6039.009 From Center for Biological Diversity: 
The DEIS failed to disclose and analyze all other greenhouse gas emission pollutants that will be 
emitted as a result of the project. The DEIS must be revised to properly deal with these pollutants. 
... 
The DEIS Must Assess Methane Emissions Resulting from the Project 

Comment 6039.011 From Center for Biological Diversity: 
The DEIS failed to disclose and analyze all other greenhouse gas emission pollutants that will be 
emitted as a result of the project. The DEIS must be revised to properly deal with these pollutants. 
... 
The DEIS Must Assess Nitrous Oxide and All Other Greenhouse Gas Pollutants Nitrous oxide 
has a global warming potential 310 times that of carbon dioxide and an atmospheric lifetime of 
approximately 114 years (Forster and Ramaswamy 2007). It constitutes the second largest 
proportion of anthropogenic non-CO [carbon monoxide], gases at 7%. The main sources of 
nitrous oxide emissions are agriculture, wastewater, fossil fuel combustion, and industrial acidic 
and nitric acid production. Again, because the proposed land exchange will lead to an increase in 
industrial activity in the region and because the fuel eventually produced during phase II of the 
project will also be burned by consumers, the project will likely lead to an increase in nitrous 
oxide emissions. The FWS, therefore, must explore these emissions in its DEIS. The FWS must 
also discuss any other greenhouse gas pollutants that may result from the proposed project. 
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Response to Comments 6039.002, 6039.009 and 6039.011: 
Section 4.6.1.2 of the Final EIS includes an estimate of the long-lived greenhouse gas emissions, 
expressed in terms of carbon dioxide equivalents (CO2e), expected from oil and gas development 
of the land parcel. The CO2e estimates encompass the emissions of the six Kyoto gases, 
including methane and nitrous oxide. 

Comment 6039.010 From Center for Biological Diversity: 
the DEIS failed to disclose and analyze all other greenhouse gas emission pollutants that will be 
emitted as a result of the project. The DEIS must be revised to properly deal with these pollutants. 
... 
The DEIS Must Assess Black Carbon or Soot Resulting from the Project Black carbon, or soot, 
consists of particles or aerosols released through the inefficient burning of fossil fuels, biofuels, 
and biomass (Quinn et al. 2007). Blackcarbon warms the atmosphere, but it is a solid, not a gas. 
Unlike greenhouse gases, which warm the atmosphere by absorbing longwave infra-red radiation, 
soot has a warming impact because it absorbs shortwave radiation, or visible light (Chameides 
and Bergin 2002;Ramanathan and Carmichael 2008). Black carbon is an extremely powerful 
greenhouse pollutant. Scientists have described the average global warming potential of black 
carbon as about 500 times that of carbon dioxide over a 100 year period (Hansen et al. 2007; see 
also Reddy and Boucher 2007). This powerful warming impact is remarkable given that black 
carbon remains in the atmosphere for only a few days to a few weeks (Reddy and Boucher 2007). 
Black carbon contributes to Arctic warming through the formation of “Arctic haze” and through 
deposition on snow and ice which increases heat absorption (Quinn et al. 2007; Reddy and 
Boucher 2007). Arctic haze results from a number of aerosols in addition to black carbon, 
including sulfate and nitrate (Quinn et al. 2007). The effects of Arctic haze may be to either 
increase or decrease warming, but when the haze contains high amounts of soot, it absorbs 
incoming solar radiation and leads to heating (Quinn et al. 2007). Soot also contributes to heating 
when it is deposited on snow because it reduces reflectivity of the white snow and instead tends 
to absorb radiation. A recent study indicates that the direct warming effect of black carbon on 
snow can be three times as strong as that due to carbon dioxide during springtime in the Arctic 
(Flannel’ 2007). Black carbon emissions that occur in or near the Arctic contribute the most to the 
melting of the far north (Reddy and Boucher 2007; Quinn et al. 2007). Reductions in black 
carbon therefore provide an extremely important opportunity to slow Arctic warming in the short 
term. Since exploratory drilling during phase I and the operation and maintenance of a production 
facility on Refuge lands during phase II will result in increased industrial activity on the land and 
in surrounding areas, black carbon or soot will be a foreseeable result of the proposed project and 
the DEIS must analyze its impacts. 

Response to Comment 6039.010: 
Sufficient data do not exist at this time to quantify the relationship between the proposed land 
exchange and oil and gas development and global climate change. Global climate change is an 
extremely complex process, and the technology to predict how the emissions from a single 
project will affect the global climate system does not exist. While it is possible to roughly 
estimate the emissions of soot from this project, there is little to no value in attempting to quantify 
these emissions at this time for a variety of related reasons. For one, the current consensus 
understanding of climate change indicates that spatial patterns of climate response are largely 
controlled by climate processes and feedbacks (4.9.1, Effects of the Proposed Action on 
Biological Integrity, Diversity, and Environmental Health [IPCC] 2007, Synthesis Report), not 
emissions. Furthermore, according to the 2007 Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change 
(IPCC) assessment, the radiative forcing of the climate system is dominated by the long-lived 
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greenhouse gases (IPCC 2007, Synthesis Report), which are well mixed across the globe on the 
time scales relevant to climate change. In contrast, overall, the anthropogenic contributions to 
aerosols (primarily sulfate, organic carbon, black carbon, nitrate, and dust) together produce a 
cooling effect. While it is true that the effect of soot on snow is warming, the global radiative 
forcing from soot is estimated to be less than 5% that of the long-lived greenhouse gases (IPCC 
2007, The Physical Science Basis Chapter 2). Additionally, the IPCC’s rating of the level of 
scientific understanding associated with contributions from soot on snow to climate change are 
low-to-medium as compared to a high level of scientific understanding associated with long-lived 
greenhouse gases. One of the complicating factors to understanding the radiative forcing 
associated with aerosols is the spatial and temporal heterogeneity that results from their relatively 
short atmospheric residence time (generally on the order hours to weeks). Furthermore, the utility 
of calculating the global warming potential of short-lived species, for use in control strategies, is 
questioned by the IPCC because these values would be regionally and temporally dependent. For 
these reasons, there is not a consensus method for including soot emissions in carbon dioxide 
equivalent based emission inventories. Because any estimates of the soot emissions and their 
impacts on climate change would be highly speculative, and because the emissions can not be 
presented in away that is useful to the decision-making process, such as in terms of CO2e, there is 
no value to quantifying the soot emissions from this project within the context of this EIS.  

(IPCC, 2007: Climate Change 2007: Synthesis Report. Contribution of Working Groups I, II and 
III to the Fourth Assessment Report of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change [Core 
Writing Team, Pachauri, R.K and Reisinger, A. (eds.)]; IPCC, Geneva, Switzerland, 104 pp. 
IPCC, 2007: Climate Change 2007: The Physical Science Basis. Contribution of Working Group 
I to the Fourth Assessment Report of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change [Solomon, 
S., D. Qin, M. Manning, Z. Chen, M. Marquis, K.B. Averyt, M. Tignor and H.L. Miller (eds.)]. 
Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, United Kingdom and New York, NY. 996 pp.) 

Comment 6039.013 From Center for Biological Diversity: 
As mentioned above and acknowledged by the FWS, phase I and phase II of the project will 
result in increased industrial activities in the region, which include construction, transport of 
materials, seismic surveys, exploratory drilling and the operation and maintenance of a 
production facility. In assessing the emissions these activities will produce, the FWS assumes that 
during the exploratory drilling phase 500,000 gallons of diesel fuel will be burned per drilling rig 
(DEIS 4-37). While the DEIS analyzes the carbon dioxide emissions that will likely result from 
and the operation of a large oil production facility, it does not consider those carbon dioxide 
emissions that will result from other above-described project activities 

Comment 6039.015 From Center for Biological Diversity: 
The DEIS completely ignores critical indirect effects the project will have on greenhouse gas 
emissions. For example, the DEIS recognizes that “if oil and/or gas were to be produced, a 
pipeline and support road would be needed to transport produced hydrocarbons to market.” (DEIS 
2-10). Yet, the DEIS fails to analyze the greenhouse gas emissions that will result from the 
construction of this support road and pipeline. Similarly, the DEIS fails to consider the 
greenhouse gas emissions that will result from all other infrastructure build up necessary to 
support oil exploration and production on the exchange lands, as well as those emissions resulting 
from the refining and transport of the fuel. Finally, the DEIS must also assess the greenhouse gas 
emissions associated with vehicle trips and other impacts associated with the proposed project. 
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Response to Comments 6039.013 and 6039.015: 
Emissions from various temporary construction activities; operation and maintenance of 
permanent infrastructure; and associated growth (transport of materials, increased population) 
were discussed, but not quantified, in Section 4.24.5.2 of the Final EIS. Quantifying these 
emissions was considered unnecessary for the land management decisions being made because 
they are expected to: (1) be a small fraction of those produced by stationary activities (i.e., a 
production facility); (2) occur at a different time than larger activities that were discussed (i.e., 
impacts would not be cumulative and would be smaller); or (3) be temporary and have only a 
transient and minor effect on air quality. Among the emissions from miscellaneous activities that 
were not quantified, emissions from construction projects would likely be the highest. Annual 
emissions from activities associated with construction of seven production pads (i.e., pad, 
foundation and, pipeline construction) were quantified as part of the Alpine Satellite 
Development Plan (U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Land Management. 2004. 
Northwest National Petroleum Reserve-Alaska Final IAP/EIS. Anchorage, Alaska) and provide a 
good example for comparison. For the Alpine Satellite Development Plan, construction emissions 
were estimated to be approximately 20% of those expected from the seasonal exploratory drilling 
activity analyzed for impacts to air quality in Section 4.6.1.1, and approximately 1% of those 
from the large oilfield development scenario analyzed for impacts to air quality in Section 4.6.1.2 
of the Final EIS. Therefore, when analyzing a large oilfield development scenario, accounting for 
construction emissions would not alter basic conclusions. Construction emissions would occur 
later and would be less than those that occurring during exploratory drilling, thus estimates of 
impacts from exploratory drilling are sufficient to address impacts from large construction 
activities. 

1.4.6.2 Climate and Climate Change – Existing Conditions 

Comment 106.013 From Alaska Coalition of Washington: 
The DEIS inadequately covers climate change impacts already occurring in Yukon Flats (lakes 
drying up, increased forest fires, changes to Pacific Salmon, alterations to wildlife habitat and 
hunting) 

Comment 735.002: 
The DEIS inadequately covers climate change impacts already occurring in the refuge. There is 
already evidence that lakes are drying up and forest fire occurrence is increasing. A complete 
assessment of what further impacts stemming from effects of added oil and gas development were 
not documented. 

Comment 827.008: 
Many aspects of global warming are not assessed adequately by the DEIS. It does not reveal how 
much carbon dioxide may be released into the atmosphere due to combustion of the assumed 
amounts of oil and gas that might be produced as a result of the proposed action. The effects of 
this amount of combustion on global warming are not discussed. This tends to understate the true 
impacts associated with the proposed action. 

Comment 874.002: 
There is insufficient information regarding the current and future effects of climate change on the 
Yukon Flats Refuge and how oil and gas development will alter and accelerate these effects 
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Comment 875.002: 
There is insufficient information regarding the current and future effects of climate change on the 
Yukon Flats Refuge and how oil and gas development will alter and accelerate these effects. 

Comment 5082.003: 
And as for the impacts to water that’s written in the EIS, there needs to be a study on climate 
change that’s already happening right now in Yukon Flats. 

Comment 6033.016 From Arctic Village Council: 
Our people are experiencing impacts from climate change and global warming at an alarming rate 
in the Yukon Flats region. These effects include lower water tables and drying waterways and 
lakes; warmer temperatures overall; decreased precipitation; changes in fish and wildlife 
movement, seasonal migration and behavioral patterns; and increased fires, among others. 
Traditional Ecological Knowledge and recent scientific studies have documented and 
demonstrated these effects in our region. We are concerned about these changes and the potential 
to accelerate these impacts if oil and gas development were to occur within the refuge. We do not 
believe the DEIS has sufficiently analyzed or disclosed the effects of climate change in the 
Yukon Flats Refuge and how these effects will be accelerated due to the proposed oil and gas 
development. 

Comment 6035.016 From Gwichyaa Zhee Gwich'in Tribal Government: 
Our people are experiencing impacts from climate change and global warming at an alarming rate 
in the Yukon Flats region. These effects include lower water tables and drying waterways and 
lakes; warmer temperatures overall; decreased precipitation; changes in fish and wildlife 
movement, seasonal migration and behavioral patterns; and increased fires, among others. 
Traditional Ecological Knowledge and recent scientific studies have documented and 
demonstrated these effects in our region. We are concerned about these changes and the potential 
to accelerate these impacts if oil and gas development were to occur within the refuge. We do not 
believe the DEIS has sufficiently analyzed or disclosed the effects of climate change in the 
Yukon Flats Refuge and how these effects will be accelerated due to the proposed oil and gas 
development. 

Comment 6037.025 From Environmental Destruction on Indigenous Lands: 
Communities within the Yukon Flats are experiencing impacts from climate change and global 
warming at an alarming rate in the Yukon Flats region. These effects include lower water tables 
and drying waterways and lakes; warmer temperatures overall; decreased precipitation; changes 
in fish and wildlife movement, seasonal migration and behavioral patterns; and increased fires, 
among others. Traditional Ecological Knowledge and recent scientific studies have documented 
and demonstrated these effects in our region. We are concerned about these changes and the 
potential to accelerate these impacts if oil and gas development were to occur within the refuge. 
We do not believe the DEIS has sufficiently analyzed or disclosed the effects of climate change in 
the Yukon Flats Refuge and how these effects will be accelerated due to the proposed oil and gas 
development. 

Comment 6039.004 From Center for Biological Diversity: 
Because the DEIS excludes important, relevant and well-documented information on global 
warming and the state of the Arctic and because it fails to disclose and analyze all greenhouse 
gases that will result from all phases of the project, it fails to sufficiently detail the environmental 
consequences of the proposed land exchange. The public and decision-makers are entitled to 
know the true costs and impacts of all aspects of the proposed land exchange. Laying bare the 

http://www.fortyukon.org/forms/wellness.pdf
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true impacts and costs of the direct and cumulative greenhouse gas emissions from the project, 
would very likely lead to adoption of alternatives to the proposal, such as increased energy 
conservation and use of renewable energy sources. The FWS prevented this result by producing a 
DEIS that ignored important information regarding greenhouse gases and global warming and 
that hid the true greenhouse gas emissions of its proposed land exchange with Doyon 
... 
The FWS must prepare a revised DEIS that properly considers the potential greenhouse gas and 
global warming implications of the land exchange, prior to entering any agreement with Doyon 
regarding this exchange. 

Comment 6039.006 From Center for Biological Diversity: 
Missing from the DEIS is information describing scientists’ ability to tell us the limitations the 
atmospheric greenhouse gas level “ ceiling” that must not be exceeded in order to prevent 
additional warming of more than 1°C (1.8° F) above year 2000 levels (Hansen 2006; Hansen et 
al. 2006a, b). 

Comment 6039.007 From Center for Biological Diversity: 
While the DEIS recognizes that warming has been greatest in the Arctic, with Alaska 
experiencing a mean average annual surface temperature increase of 3-4 °F since 1954 and that 
“[e]ffects attributed to climate change in Alaska include an increase in wildfires, beach erosion, 
spruce bark beetle infestations, disease in Yukon River salmon, lower salmon harvests, changes 
in the distribution of animal species, and alteration of ice regimes,” (DEIS 4-207.) it fails to 
include well-documented scientific information detailing the impacts the warming has had on the 
Arctic’s sensitive ecosystem and species survival. 

Comment 6040.016 From Venetie Village Council: 
Our people are experiencing impacts from climate change and global warming at an alarming rate 
in the Yukon Flats region. These effects include lower water tables and drying waterways and 
lakes; warmer temperatures overall; decreased precipitation; changes in fish and wildlife 
movement, seasonal migration and behavioral patterns; and increased fires, among others. 
Traditional Ecological Knowledge and recent scientific studies have documented and 
demonstrated these effects in our region. We are concerned about these changes and the potential 
to accelerate these impacts if oil and gas development were to occur within the refuge. We do not 
believe the DEIS has sufficiently analyzed or disclosed the effects of climate change in the 
Yukon Flats Refuge and how these effects will be accelerated due to the proposed oil and gas 
development. 

Comment 6110.001: 
Climate change is one issue that needs to be addressed in there. 

Comment 6122.003: 
As for the water issue and the water quality issues, if you fly from here up to my village, Arctic 
Village, and you look on our land in the summertime, you will see that our lakes are no more. 
Some of the lakes have completely dried up and they’re gone. And the few we have left are 
drying quickly due to climate change. And some have spoken earlier about the forest fires. We’ve 
lost massive amounts of our traditional lands due to drying and the forest fires. 
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Comment 6123.001: 
And what about climate change? What about it? I’ve watched with my own eyes as the pothole 
lakes in the Yukon Flats that used to be such great habitat for waterfowl dry up. Over the past five 
years this process has accelerated to the point where perhaps 20 to 30 percent of the lakes and 
maybe more have already dried up. Much of the land, these now dry pothole lakes are on, 
presently belongs to Doyon Corporation. Doyon wants to trade these dry pothole lakes -- lake 
lands for upland lake habitat that is a more solid substrate, and is not subject to drying up as 
lowland lakes are. Ironically what is now considered inferior waterfowl habitat may become the 
only habitat available for many species of waterfowl. 

Comment 6142.002: 
There’s nothing in this document about the magnitude of the change that is happening in the 
Yukon Flats region from climate change. 

Comment 6142.024: 
And you can take -- this is a whole different ecosystem, you need the baseline information on the 
permafrost, on the fires, on many other things related to climate change that you don’t have now 
in order to then overlay plunking this oil field in the middle of it. 

Response to Comments 106.013, 735.002, 827.008, 874.002, 875.002, 5082.003, 6033.016, 
6035.016, 6037.025, 6039.004, 6039.006, 6039.007, 6040.016, 6110.001, 6122.003, 6123.001, 
6142.002, and 6142.024: 
The text of the Draft EIS has been revised in response to the concern over treatment of the 
impacts of climate change on the Yukon Flats ecoregion and the potential cumulative impacts of 
climate change on the Yukon Flats ecoregion. See Section 3.1.1 in Chapter 3 of the Final EIS for 
a revised discussion of the existing impacts of climate change on the Yukon Flats region. See 
climate change subsections under each resource in Section 4.24, Cumulative Effects, for a 
discussion of the cumulative impacts, including climate change, on water resources and 
ecosystem health. Sufficient data do not exist at this time to quantify the relationship between the 
Yukon Flats Proposed Land Exchange and oil and gas development and global climate change. 
Global climate change is an extremely complex process, and the technology to predict how the 
emissions from a single project would affect the global climate system does not exist. Estimates 
of greenhouse gas emissions from the proposed project suggest that the project’s contribution to 
the global budget of these gases would be insignificant and thus cannot significantly contribute to 
global climate change.  

Climate change refers to a change in the state of the climate that can be identified (e.g., by using 
statistical tests) by changes in the mean and/or the variability of its properties, and that persists 
for an extended period, typically decades or longer (4.9.1, Effects of the Proposed Action on 
Biological Integrity, Diversity, and Environmental Health [IPCC] 2007, The Physical Science 
Basis glossary). On these time scales the emissions of the long-lived greenhouse gases are well 
mixed over the entire globe—the global warming potential of these gases is not dependent upon 
the location or time of the emissions (IPCC 2007, The Physical Science Basis Chapter 2). The 
current consensus understanding of climate change is that spatial patterns of climate response are 
largely controlled by climate processes and feedbacks (IPCC 2007, Synthesis Report), not 
emissions. The environmental and economic impacts of greenhouse gas emissions from oil and 
gas consumption would not be effects of the proposed land exchange planning decision as defined 
by the Council on Environmental Quality, and do not need to be analyzed under the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). Greenhouse gas emissions from consumption of produced oil 
and gas that could occur from the land exchange would not be direct effects under NEPA because 
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they do not occur at the same time and place as the action. They would not be indirect effects 
because the proposed land exchange and potential oil and gas production would not be a 
proximate cause of greenhouse gas emissions resulting from consumption. Because the impacts 
of consumption would not be direct or indirect effects of the Proposed Action, a cumulative 
impact analysis would not show an incremental effect attributable to the proposed Yukon Flats 
land exchange decision. There is no reliable methodology to assess the relation between a land 
exchange decision and greenhouse gas emissions from the use of oil and gas that would be 
produced from Yukon Flats. The land exchange and development of Yukon Flats would not 
measurably increase oil and gas consumption, nor would a decision to forego land exchange 
measurably reduce consumption. Consumption of oil and gas is driven by a variety of complex 
interacting factors including energy costs, energy efficiency, availability of other energy sources, 
economics, demography, and weather or climate.  

If the proposed development was not to occur in the Yukon Flats, consumption levels of oil and 
gas would be about the same, and production from Yukon Flats would be replaced by a 
combination of imports, fuel switching, and other domestic production. While on a national basis 
lower levels of domestic oil and gas production could occur, and may trigger some modest 
conservation measures that provide some benefits in terms of reduced greenhouse gas emissions, 
no single oil and gas development decision would be expected to result in any discernable 
conservation measures. It is possible that any reduced domestic production would be offset by a 
boost in greenhouse gas emissions generated from tanker transport as a consequence of a greater 
reliance on oil imports.  

(IPCC, 2007: Climate Change 2007: Synthesis Report. Contribution of Working Groups I, II and 
III to the Fourth Assessment Report of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change [Core 
Writing Team, Pachauri, R.K and Reisinger, A. (eds.)]; IPCC, Geneva, Switzerland, 104 pp. 
IPCC, 2007: Climate Change 2007: The Physical Science Basis. Contribution of Working Group 
I to the Fourth Assessment Report of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change [Solomon, 
S., D. Qin, M. Manning, Z. Chen, M. Marquis, K.B. Averyt, M. Tignor and H.L. Miller (eds.)]. 
Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, United Kingdom and New York, NY. 996 pp.). 

Comment 978.001: 
The EIS inadequately covers climate change impacts already occurring in Yukon Flats and fails 
to assess the cumulative effects of added gas and oil development. 

Comment 6042.010: 
With regards to understanding the significance of oil and gas development on the climate, the 
DEIS relies on incomplete and outdated information. 
... 
First, the citation for ADNR [Alaska Department of Natural Resources] (2004b) is missing, 
making it difficult to assess the efficacy of data on emissions from oil fields in AK. 

Comment 6042.011: 
With regards to understanding the significance of oil and gas development on the climate, the 
DEIS relies on incomplete and outdated information. 
... 
Further, there is more recent information available on AK’s GHG [greenhouse gas] emissions 
from ADEC (January 2008) that describes that emission from the oil and gas industry constitute 
29% of AK’s total emissions so it seems likely that you have underestimated this potential source. 
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Comment 8054.001 From Ducks Unlimited: 
Include in this assessment the effects of climate change on any lands that would be received by 
the Service. 

Comment 8055.005: 
The EIS discusses the Exchange’s impact on global warming, but fails to take in to account that 
the studied ecosystem is dynamic and changing dramatically due to global warming. Between the 
first and second comment period, a polar bear was killed within the Refuge boundaries- an 
unprecedented event. However, just a few weeks later, three more polar bears wandered into 
Yellowknife NWT [Northwest Territory), at similar latitude. Such habitat and species changes 
must be considered by a legitimate EIS. 

Comment 800008.002 From The Wilderness Society: 
There is insufficient information regarding the current and future effects of climate change on the 
Yukon Flats Refuge and how oil and gas development will alter and accelerate these effects. 

Response to Comments 978.001, 6042.010, 6042.011, 8054.001, 8055.055, and 800008.002: 
The text of Section 4.24.5.2 of the Final EIS has been changed to reference more recent data 
(Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation. 2008. Draft Summary Report of 
Improvements to the Alaska Greenhouse Gas Emission Inventory. Juneau, Alaska. January 
2008. http://www.climatechange.alaska.gov/docs/ghg_ei_rpt.pdf); however, this revision does not 
affect the conclusions in the Final EIS. The reference still indicates that production from oil fiel
in Alaska will continue to decline; therefore, emissions from production of an oil field in the 
Refuge would likely not result in a net increase in greenhouse gas emissions from the oil indu
in Alaska. The text of the Final EIS has been changed in response to the concern over treatment 
of the existing impacts of climate change on the Yukon Flats ecoregion and the potential 
cumulative impacts of climate change on the Yukon Flats ecoregion. See Section 3.3.1 in Chapt
3 of the Final EIS for a revised discussion of the existing impacts of climate change on the Yuko
Flats region. See climate change subsections under each resource in Section 4.24, Cumulative 
Effects, for a discussion of the cumulative impacts, including climate change, on water resourc
and ecosystem health. Mitigation options for reducing greenhouse gas emissions are discussed
Section 4.24.5.2. 
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Comment 6200.003: 
They say they want to trade their upland lakes for the lowland lakes to protect water habitat. Let 
me tell you something. Any individual who has been to the Yukon Flats in the last ten years will 
tell you that it’s the lowland lakes that are drying out, and it’s the upland lakes that are 
maintaining their water level. Why is the Fish and Wildlife Service trading the only remaining 
water supply for all these migratory birds away? Twenty years those lowland lakes, those 
horseshoe lakes, those little permafrost lakes out there, they’re drained out, even since I was a 
little boy. But in here it doesn’t address that. It acts like that water is just going to stay there. 

Comment 8049.001 From The Wilderness Society: 
We provided a summary of our original research on future climate change scenarios with our last 
comments and have provided the draft of the full results with Mark Bertram, Refuge Biologist. 
We have taken the opportunity to expand this work in the interim to provide a more 
comprehensive analysis of how climate change will impact refuge lands, and to ask the question 
of how the Refuge will address the cumulative impacts of oil and gas development coupled with 
climate change. As stated in our previous comments, we believe that the USFWS has not used the 
best available science to take a hard look at climate change in the DEIS, and we would like to see 
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a more quantitative analysis of this issue. We submit the attached results as an example of the 
type of analysis that the Refuge should be conducting prior to considering a land exchange 
(Appendix A, Preliminary analysis of vegetation change associated with fire and climate change 
interactions for Yukon Flats NWR [National Wildlife Refuge]). While these results are 
preliminary, we share them with confidence in the general patterns that are likely to occur based 
on their agreement with previous analyses in Interior Alaska. 

Response to Comments 6200.003 and 8049.001: 
The text of the Draft EIS has been changed in response to the concern over treatment of the 
existing impacts of climate change on the Yukon Flats ecoregion and the potential cumulative 
impacts of climate change on the Yukon Flats ecoregion. See Section 3.3.1 in Chapter 3 for a 
revised discussion of the existing impacts of climate change on the Yukon Flats region. See 
climate change subsections under each resource in Section 4.24, Cumulative Effects, for a 
discussion of the cumulative impacts, including climate change, on water resources and 
ecosystem health. These sections now present the information on the relative ecosystem values of 
the land parcels in the context of the potential impacts of global climate change necessary for the 
land management decision being made. 

Comment 8052.060 From Northern Alaska Environmental Center: 
The information about Arctic Ocean sea ice loss is outdated (DEIS. p. 4-217) and should be 
revised. Additional impacts about climate change impacts to fish, including changes already 
observed to altered migration routes and ranges for salmon within the Yukon Flats region, 
increased incidences offish diseases and tumors, etc. should be addressed in the EIS. 

Response to Comment 8052.060: 
Section 4.24.11.2 has been revised to reference more recent studies. The reference to the 
Johannessen 1999 study on Arctic Ocean sea ice cover has been removed. See Sections 3.3.1 and 
4.24.11.2 for a discussion of the effects to fish. The interaction of climatic variables with northern 
freshwater systems is highly complex. It is especially difficult to measure change without 
adequate baseline information on fish habitats. Such is the case with freshwater systems on the 
Yukon Flats. The effects to fish and their habitats from changes in river and stream flow, 
sedimentation, and temperature in a changing climate are largely unknown and may vary by 
species. Based on studies that have reconstructed climate records (paleaconstruction) and a 
review of current climate records, it is possible to make broad predictions of the potential impacts 
to northern fisheries and their habitats. It is expected that future changes to river runoff, water 
levels, and river ice may include: (1) a less intense ice breakup, which may reduce the ability of 
riparian ecosystems to replenish; (2) a decrease in lake water levels, which may affect the access 
of fish to these habitats for spawning or brood rearing; (3) an increase in winter ice flows and ice 
thickness that would likely decrease the amount of available overwinter fish habitat; (4) increased 
permafrost thawing, which may increase nutrient loads in some fish habitats and may have 
negative impacts on some fish species due to increased sediment loads in the water column; (5) 
thawing of areas that are ice rich, leading to pond drainage and a decrease in fish habitat; (6) 
thawing of permafrost in thermokarst areas, which may transform into new wetlands and increase 
fish habitats; and (7) earlier breakup and a longer open water season, which may increase primary 
production in ponds but may stress some fish species in deep water ponds by increasing oxygen 
consumption by algae (Wrona, F.J., T.D Prowse, J.D Reist, J.E. Hobbie, L.M.J. Levesque, and 
W.F. Vincent. 2006. Climate Change Impacts on Arctic Freshwater Ecosystems and Fisheries. 
Key Findings, Science Gaps and Policy Recommendations. Ambio, Vol. 35, No. 7. Royal 
Swedish Academy of Sciences). Increased temperatures would likely shift the range and 
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community structure of invertebrate and fish species, which would likely enable species from 
southern ranges to extend their range into northern latitudes (Wrona et al. 2006). Given the 
complexity and uncertainty associated with climate change and the related effects on northern 
fisheries, a more conservative fisheries harvest management approach may be required (Reist, 
J.D, F.J. Wrona, T.D. Prowse, M. Power, J. B. Dempson, R.J. Beamish, J.R. King, T.J. 
Carmichael, and C.D. Swatzky. 2006. Climate Change Impacts on Arctic Freshwater Ecosystems 
and Fisheries. General Effects of Climate Change on Arctic Fishes and Fish Populations. Ambio, 
Vol. 35, No. 7. Royal Swedish Academy of Sciences). 

1.4.6.3 Climate and Climate Change – Phenomenon 

Comment 606.001 From Alaska Backcountry Hunters and Anglers: 
We are also very troubled with a DEIS that we find lacking in real information about possible 
future climate-change effects and how those effects relate to the true value of any lands traded to 
the Service. Regarding climate change and how it is affecting lands within the Yukon Flats NWR 
right now, we simply don’t know if any “priority” wetlands currently owned by Doyon that are 
traded to the Service as part of the proposed action plans in the DEIS, will in fact be productive 
wetlands in another twenty or fifty years. It is likely that the Refuge lowlands/wetlands will 
experience a continued drying that will cause a number of cascading trophic effects. AK BHA 
does not believe the DEIS fully considers and weighs the future impacts of climate change to 
these Refuge parcels, and whether or not the “equal value” assessments of these parcels will hold 
true in the near future. 

Comment 6029.001 From Public Employees for Environmental Responsibility: 
Global Warming Impacts Poorly Understood 
... 
This land exchange would trade deeper water marshes for shallower marshes without any 
consideration of the long-term ecological relationships (such as how long the shallower marshes 
may exist) or impacts. 

Comment 6076.001: 
While both the refuge staff and the people of the Yukon Flats had been noticing the changes in 
wetlands in the Yukon Flats during the time of the negotiations, few of us were aware of the 
dramatic speed of climate change and this relationship to global warming. Will the high quality of 
wetlands the Service is willing to accept in the proposed land exchange still be valuable 
waterfowl habitat in 25 or 50 years? 

Comment 6086.005: 
Lowland lakes in the Yukon Flats refuge already are drying up due to the warming temperatures 
of climate change and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service admits that it would take no more than 
three days for a large oil spill on the proposed exchange lands to reach the Yukon River. The 
proposed core exchange lands which the agency would trade out for Doyon lands include 
important upland lakes that help protect against climate change impacts. These lands may become 
ever more valuable as lowland wetlands continue their drying trend. Waterfowl may some day be 
taking refuge in what remains of the deeper upland lakes that are not sullied by oil and gas 
development should this deal go through. I would urge the Fish and Wildlife Service not to part 
with these deeper upland lakes and habitat given the documented changes already occurring from 
climate change. Please see the University of Alaska Fairbanks Wilderness Society and other 
traditional ecological knowledge research that exists on this topic. 
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Response to Comments 606.001, 6029.001, 6076.001 and 6086.005: 
The text of the Draft EIS has been revised in response to the concern over treatment of the 
impacts of climate change on the Yukon Flats region and the potential cumulative impacts of 
climate change on the Yukon Flats region. See Section 3.3.1 in Chapter 3 of the Final EIS for a 
revised discussion of the existing impacts of climate change on the Yukon Flats region. See 
climate change subsections under each resource in Section 4.24, Cumulative Effects, for a 
discussion of the cumulative impacts, including climate change, on water resources and 
ecosystem health. These sections now present the information on the relative ecosystem values of 
the land parcels in the context of the potential impacts of global climate change necessary for the 
land management decision being made. They also show that effects on water bodies from climate 
change may vary over the Refuge, with greater amounts of precipitation falling on the Refuge. 

1.4.7 Cooperating Agencies 
1.4.7.1 Cooperating Agencies – General 

Comment 6045.002: 
[I] request that the tribes become a cooperative agency under the EIS process, under Executive 
Order 20 13750. The government-to-government relationship states that the tribes can become a 
cooperative agency under the EIS process and have their input put into this document. 

Response to Comment 6045.002: 
The Council on Environmental Quality regulations specify that a tribe is eligible to be a 
cooperating agency “when the effects [of an undertaking] are on a reservation.” However, 
Department of Interior policy (516 DM [Departmental Memorandum] 2.5) is more liberal and 
applies the same criteria for Federal, State, local and Tribal government entities: jurisdiction by 
law or special expertise. Any qualified non-Federal agency (State, Tribal, or local) may by 
agreement be a cooperating agency. The Service would consider any official requests from Tribal 
governments to participate as cooperating agencies. 

Comment 6056.008 From The Wilderness Society: 
The USFWS needs to clarify what its legal responsibilities are to the BLM and White Mountains 
NRA in the FEIS. 

Response to Comment 6056.008: 
Although both agencies are under the umbrella of the Department of Interior, each makes 
independent planning decisions and neither is bound by decisions made by the other. If the 
Service decides to exchange lands with Doyon and BLM subsequently receives an application for 
a Title XI right-of-way (ROW) through the White Mountains National Recreation Area, the BLM 
would be the lead in the required National Environmental Policy Act analysis. The Service would 
likely serve as a co-lead or cooperating agency because at least one alternative route crosses 
Refuge land. The agency (ies) must provide “adequate and feasible” access, but are not required 
to issue a ROW permit for the applicant’s preferred route, nor for the most cost-effective route. 
The BLM would make its decision on the appropriate environmentally responsible route in 
accordance with the purpose of the White Mountains National Recreation Area and the BLM’s 
mandates, regardless of the financial and land compensation terms negotiated between the 
Service and Doyon. 
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Comment 6057.013 From U.S. EPA: 
Climate Change EPA commends the FWS for its discussion of climate change as it relates to the 
exchange and the project area in general. As with the discussion of water and air quality impacts, 
the exchange as proposed under any of the alternatives does not contribute to, and is not 
significantly affected by, climate change. However, the anticipated oil and gas development and 
production will likely affect and be affected by climate change, so disclosure of project-related 
greenhouse gas emissions related to such activities will need to be included in future NEPA 
analyses. Additionally, with respect to potential climate change impacts, EPA would anticipate a 
discussion of the following: 1) the potential impacts of climate change on a project, if appropriate 
(e.g., the project has a long enough life [>20 years] that it could be impacted by future climate 
change effects); 2) a project’s direct effects in appropriate cases (e.g., if the project will emit 
greenhouse gases over an extended period of time[>20 years]); as well as, 3) a generic discussion 
of a project’s potential indirect climate change effects, if appropriate. We would also expect that 
mitigation of the project’s direct climate change effects, such as protecting the project from the 
effects of climate change, reducing the project’s adverse air quality effects, and/or promoting 
pollution prevention or environmental stewardship, would also be included in the discussion. 
Recommendation: Any future project or site-specific NEPA analysis should include adequate 
information regarding climate change as described above. 

Response to Comment 6057.013: 
The text of the Draft EIS has been changed in response to the concern over treatment of the 
existing impacts of climate change on the Yukon Flats region and the potential cumulative 
impacts of climate change on the Yukon Flats region. See Section 3.1.1 in Chapter 3 for a revised 
discussion of the existing impacts of climate change on the Yukon Flats region. See climate 
change subsections under each resource in Section 4.24 for an assessment of potential climate 
change impacts, including climate change, on ecosystem health.. Mitigation options for reducing 
greenhouse gas emissions are discussed in Section 4.24.5.2 

Comment 6090.005: 
As a further example it is not sufficient to say, predicting the affects of climate change on 
terrestrial mammals is difficult because of the complexity of these eco systems. That does not tell 
me which mammals, using which habitats, experiencing how much change and how significant 
this change will be. 

Response to Comment 6090.005: 
The text of the Draft EIS has been changed in response to the concern about treatment of the 
potential cumulative impacts of climate change on the Yukon Flats region. See climate change 
subsections under each resource in Section 4.24 for an assessment of potential climate change 
impacts, including climate change impacts on terrestrial mammals. 

1.4.8 Cultural and Paleontological Resources 
1.4.8.1 Cultural and Paleontological Resources – AHRS Sites and Place Names on Yukon Flats; 

Consultation and Compliance NHPA Section 106; Effects of Seismic Surveys on Cultural 
Resources 

Comment 857.011 From Center for Water Advocacy: 
The USFWS is required to evaluate the effects of proposed actions on sites listed in or eligible for 
inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places in order to properly safeguard Traditional 
Cultural Properties (TCPs). National Historic Preservation Act, 16 U.S.C. 470. As such, the 
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USFWS must adequately identify TCPs within the project area and evaluate them for 
significance. Once potential TCPs have been identified, the USFWS should provide a map which 
indicates the locations of known sites and TCPs, so that we can evaluate the proposed action in 
light of that information. 

Comment 866.009 From Alaska’s ‘Big Village’ Network: 
The USFWS is required to evaluate the effects of proposed actions on sites listed in or eligible for 
inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places in order to properly safeguard Traditional 
Cultural Properties (TCPs). National Historic Preservation Act, 16 U.S.C. 470. As such, the 
USFWS must adequately identify TCPs within the project area and evaluate them for 
significance. Once potential TCPs have been identified, the USFWS should provide a map which 
indicates the locations of known sites and TCPs, so that we can evaluate the proposed action in 
light of that information. 

Comment 6037.037 From Environmental Destruction on Indigenous Lands: 
There have not been adequate cultural resource / archeological surveys (3-96; 4-160). 

Comment 6042.131: 
The cultural resources impact analysis, including for seismic effects (p. 4-164) is deficient 
because the underlying cultural resources surveys are insufficient. Table 4-40, Phase I Cultural 
resource sites (p. 4-162) and Table 4-41 are misleading because they imply a precision regarding 
cultural resources which does not exist as the refuge has been insufficiently surveyed. 

Comment 6042.133: 
The DEIS fails to a address effects on sacred sites, or how the Service would comply with E.O. 
[Executive Order] 13007. On the North Slope, seismic survey operations have run over grave 
sites, native allotments, and damaged other areas which contained cultural resources including 
archeological sites and traditional land use areas. Sites beyond the actual locations of seismic 
surveys, trails, well sites, production facilities could be affected by activities associated with 
seismic exploration. For example, water supply lakes for temporary camps, as well as the camps 
themselves, may be located outside the survey areas, fuel hauling cat trains may travel different 
routes, etc. 

Comment 6042.197: 
It is clear that required studies of cultural resources and archeological resources are inadequate to 
meet compliance with the National Historic Preservation Act (see p. 118 and 1-19) and need to be 
done prior to completion of the Final EIS. 

Comment 6042.198: 
The DEIS recognizes that there have not been adequate cultural resource / archeological surveys 
(3 -96; 4-160). It acknowledges that one of the areas that may have high probability of cultural 
resources is the White and Crazy Mountains (p.3-97), yet the DEIS does not have any baseline 
information on cultural resources or archeology for this area and therefore, cannot address the 
potential effects of roads and increased human access to these resources in this critical impact 
area. 

Comment 6042.199: 
There has been no analysis of Native American Sacred Sites, as required by E.O. 13007. 
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Comment 8052.086 From Northern Alaska Environmental Center: 
The Service has ignored the existing information that is available from by merely counting up the 
number of Alaska Heritage Resources Survey sites and Gwich’in place names that are contained 
in lands that will be swapped (see Table 4-39, p. 4-161) yet failing to describe the cultural or 
historical significance of any of these sites, much less the limitations of the survey regions and 
intensity of survey effort that had been done in prior studies. The DEIS ignored a study of historic 
traplines and culture in the Yukon Flats including use in the “core lands” along Beaver Creek 
(Shimkin, D.B., 1955, The economy of a trapping center: the case of Fort Yukon, Alaska, pp. 
192- 240 in: Economic Development and Cultural Change, Vol III, No.3).’ Wills (1986) 
described the cultural importance of the White Mountains area, “as reflected by the Kutchin 
[Gwich’in] place name Luw ddhaa, “white mountain, the Dinkjuk vadzaih tthal or caribou fence 
located on the north side of the mountain (Caulfield et al. 1983, map 2).” Yet the need to survey 
this region on the ground given its known cultural significance is glossed over by the DEIS. 

Response to Comments 857.011, 866.009, 6037.037, 6042.131, 6042.133 6042.197, 6042.198, 
6042.199, and 8052.086: 
The National Historic Preservation Act does not “protect” sites or prevent an agency from 
causing adverse effects. Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act requires Federal 
agencies to “take into account the effect of the undertaking on any district, site, building, structure 
or object that is included in or eligible for inclusion in the National Register.” The agency must 
afford the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, through the State Historic Preservation 
Officer, a reasonable opportunity to comment on undertakings. The process for ensuring an 
agency complies with this law is detailed in 36 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 800. 36 CFR 
800.1(a) defines Section 106 as a process that “seeks to accommodate historic preservation 
concerns with the needs of Federal undertakings through consultations” with concerned and 
interested parties. The goal of consultation is to identify historic properties, assess the impact of 
the undertaking and seek ways to avoid, minimize or mitigate impacts. The main issue raised is 
the adequacy of the Service’s efforts to identify historic and cultural properties within the 
exchange area. The critically important identification stage is detailed in 36 CFR 800.4.  

Many factors determine the level of effort required in the identification phase, including available 
information, nature of the undertaking, kinds of historic properties to be found, and the nature and 
extent of the effects on those properties (see 36 CFR 800.4). To identify historic and cultural 
properties, agency officials shall review existing information (a)(2), seek information from 
consulting parties (a)(3), and gather information from Indian tribes (a)(4). “The agency official 
shall make a reasonable and good faith effort to carry out appropriate identification efforts, which 
may include background research, consultation, oral history interviews, sample field investigation 
and field survey” (36 CFR 800.4(b)(1).  

The Service identification effort included extensive background and archival research, and oral 
history interviews with Natives and non-Natives. During village and public meetings Refuge 
personnel requested information on historic and cultural resources. During the preparation of the 
EIS, information was collected from subsistence users on past and present subsistence uses on 
and near the exchange area, in addition to locations of camps, cabins, and other cultural resources 
(e.g., historic traplines or trails, burials, former villages, and place names). This effort has 
provided information on several types of historic use. No archaeological sites, camps, trails, 
graves, hunting areas, sacred sites or Traditional Cultural Properties were identified. Section 
3.5.6.2 of the Final EIS has been updated to include a discussion of cultural resources identified 
by local residents during interviews in Beaver, Birch Creek, and Fort Yukon: “During interviews 
with local subsistence users in Beaver, Birch Creek, and Fort Yukon, respondents identified 
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camps, cabins, and other cultural resources (e.g., historic traplines or trails, burials, former 
villages, and place names) throughout the Yukon Flats National Wildlife Refuge. A number of 
camps or cabins were identified as being at least 50 years old or had been used for multiple 
generations. Cultural resources identified by respondents are located along various waterways 
including the Yukon River, Birch Creek, and Beaver Creek, and inland from these waterways at 
varying distances. For maps depicting the locations of these cultural resources, see Stephen R. 
Braund and Associates (Stephen R. Braund and Associates 2007). Historic traplines and use of 
the core lands along Beaver Creek are included in a supplemental subsistence report (Stephen R. 
Braund and Associates 2007) and are discussed in Section 3.5.7.2 of the Final EIS. The 
importance of historical subsistence use areas to local residents is also discussed in Sections 3.5.7 
and 4.21.1 of the Final EIS. Discussion of historic traplines (Shimkin 1955) and the cultural 
importance of the White Mountains (Will 1986; Caulfield et al. 1983) has been added to Sections 
3.5.6 and Appendix I, Section 1.4, of the Final EIS. 

Section 4.20 states “Cultural resources are not distributed evenly across the landscape, and 
cultural resource surveys have not been conducted on many of the lands involved in the 
exchange. Therefore, statements about the effects of the proposed land exchange should be 
considered probabilistic based on relative proportions of lands going into and out of Service 
management.” Table captions have been changed to “Known cultural resource sites…” Section 
4.20 also states that the land transfer and any development activities associated with oil field 
development would trigger further review of cultural resource impacts under Section 106 of the 
National Historic Preservation Act. 

Comment 6042.132: 
Simply counting numbers of place names does not acknowledge that there is meaning in these 
Gwich’in names which are not included, nor does it provide an analysis of the nature of their 
cultural importance in how the people used the land, were tied to the land, continue to be tied to 
the land, and retain cultural values through their relationship with people into the future. 

Response to Comment 6042.132: 
Additional discussion regarding the cultural importance of place names has been added to Section 
4.20. Section 3.5.6 includes a discussion of the importance of place names. The Service is 
funding a project to conduct place names research in this area that should provide much more 
information to address these concerns. This project is an ongoing part of the effort to document 
the historic and cultural resources of the exchange area. 

Comment 6055.010 From Doyon, Limited: 
While the DEIS does address historical/cultural sites the Old Salmon Village was not identified as 
a potential site. 

Response to Comment 6055.010: 
Figure 3-28 in the Draft EIS does include Old Salmon Village (BLR-00054), and this site is 
included in the overall count of known cultural resources in the Refuge. Specific sites were not 
addressed in the EIS. This site is not within the lands proposed for exchange. 

Comment 6118.002: 
Then down here under cultural architect -- archeological resources, it says, More than 200 Alaska 
Heritage Resource Survey sites of more than 500 Gwich’in in-place names are documented in the 
refuge. That’s not true either. They’re -- I know they’re particularly a lot of Koyukon place names 
that are in that refuge and all. You know, it’s just not Gwich’in names. 
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Response to Comment 6118.002: 
Figure 3-28 of the Draft EIS only shows documented cultural resources (Alaska Heritage 
Resource Survey and McGraw 2006) and place names from available literature that could be 
accurately digitized and put on a map. Section 3.5.6 states “This cultural resource discussion 
relies on the best available information from existing literature and database 
resources/inventories, including published place names inventories (e.g., Caulfield 1979; 
Caulfield et al. 1983), oral histories (e.g., University of Fairbanks’ Project Jukebox, No Date, the 
Alaska Heritage Resource Survey Inventory (ADNR Office of History and Archaeology), the 
Natural Register of Historic Places (NRHP; National Park Service, no date), reports on previous 
cultural resource investigations in the region (e.g., Bureau of Indian Affairs 14(h)(1) surveys, 
project-based surveys), and contemporary and historic accounts of the region (e.g., Prindle 1910, 
Hrdlicka 1943).” According to linguists at the Alaska Native Language Center, the Yukon Flats 
area is in critical need of language research. The Service is funding a project to conduct place 
names research in this area that should provide much more information to address these concerns. 
This project is an ongoing part of the effort to document the historic and cultural resources of the 
exchange area. 

Comment 8052.087 From Northern Alaska Environmental Center: 
The DEIS contains a misleading conclusion that “no AHRS [Alaska Heritage Resources Survey] 
and no place names are known to be located on the core lands where the seismic surveys would 
take place” (DEIS, p. 4-164, 4-165). The DEIS should provide a map showing where past cultural 
resources surveys were conducted so that public can better understand the limitations of the 
existing information. 

Response to Comment 8052.087: 
It is not always clear in the survey reports for the study area where surveys have been conducted. 
Therefore, a map would be difficult to recreate for this EIS. Section 4.20 acknowledges that 
“cultural resource surveys have not been conducted on many of the lands involved on the 
exchange.” Text has been added to Section 4.20.1.1 of the Final EIS after the statement that “no 
AHRS sites or place names have been documented…” that says “However, few surveys have 
been conducted in the area…” 

1.4.8.2 Cultural and Paleontological Resources – Cultural History of Yukon Flats 

Comment 5001.003: 
But around Beaver, it’s sort of looks like we’re part of Birch Creek Gwich’in tribe which is 
inaccurate. It’s one of the many inaccuracies that are in the part describing the cultural history of 
the Yukon Flats region. There’s also several -- I don’t know, assumptions or -- made and the -- I 
guess it would assume that Beaver is part of a Gwich’in tribe. The Reverend David Salmon told 
an employee here, Paul Williams, Jr. and I that the people of Beaver could be called the Tsedu 
(ph) and that basically means the people of Beaver. So there were historic tribes of the Yukon 
Flats region and I think you have used maybe some -- I don’t know, books to talk about the 
Kutchin Gwich’in (ph) which is spelled wrong. You know, it should be Gwich’a Gwich’in and 
the Neets’aii Gwich’in, the Dihaii Gwich’in, the Dendu Gwich’in 

Response to Comment 5001.003: 
The cultural resource sections (Sections 3.5.6 and Appendix I of the Final EIS) are based on best 
available data/literature. These sections and figures contain multiple possible spellings for Native 
groups in the Refuge, as the literature contains multiple spellings. Figures 1 and 2 in Appendix I 
contain the spellings and boundaries provided in the cited source documents (e.g., Slobodin 1981 
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for Figure 1; Osgood 1934, 1936 and West 1959 for Figure 2). The document (Sections 3.5.6 and 
Appendix I) does not state that Beaver is a Gwich’in community, but rather a village with a 
multiethnic population (Japanese-American, Euro-Americans, Iñupiat, Koyukon, and Gwich’in) 
(see Appendix I, Section 1.4, page I-5, paragraph 3). 

Comment 5001.004: 
There also is no mention, as far as I can tell, of our Koyokun history and right here in this 
dictionary is why I’m carrying it around, is the name of Beaver. Beaver has a Koyokon name, it’s 
right here it’s T-s- glottal -- or apostrophe a-a-h-u-d-a- a-n-e-e-k-k- apostrophe -o-n-h and then 
capital d-e-n-h. It means Beaver Village literally where the forest burned out to the river locality 
on the north bank of the Yukon River, 48 miles below Fort Yukon where a forest fire coming 
from the inland has come out and destroyed the timber. That’s an actual document, if you were 
actually researching our history, our people, our cultural heritage that would possibly be impacted 
by this land exchange giving our lands away you should know who we are, know who our people 
are, our history. 

Response to Comment 5001.004: 
Additional discussion of Koyukon history based on available literature has been added to 
Sections 3.5.6.1 and Appendix I, Section 1.4, of the Final EIS. 

Comment 5001.005: 
We’re a mixed tribe, we have both Koyukon and Gwich’in ancestry as well as Inupiak and 
Japanese within our tribe. So we are a multi-cultural community, all of those are cultural treasures 
and those things are not presented. So I don’t know what to say about that, but the document is 
inaccurate. 

Response to Comment 5001.005: 
Additional discussion of Koyukon history based on available literature has been added to 
Sections 3.5.6 and Appendix I, Section 1.4, of the Final EIS. Section 3.5.6 and Appendix I state 
that Beaver is a multiethnic community (Japanese-American, Euro-Americans, Iñupiat, Koyukon, 
and Gwich’in) (see Appendix I, Section 1.4, page I-5, paragraph 3). 

Comment 6120.001: 
These are educational comments that I want to be put in this document here. The Gwich’in 
language, Dinjii Zhuh, if you’d look at it linguistically, if you follow its linguistic genetics, you’ll 
find that it is the oldest Athabascan language in North America. There’s a reason why Han 
Gwich’in and Gwich’in are language isolates they’re called. Okay. Originally they thought 
Gwich’in language was not related to Koyukon or Tanana, the language around here. That’s what 
they thought. Well, there was a young fellow by the name of John Fredson who helped the first 
ascent of Denali who taught people otherwise. Gwich’in language is related to Koyukon, is 
related to Tanana, is related to Upper Tanana, all the rest of the Athabascan languages in Alaska, 
but it’s most closely related to Apache and Navaho. There’s a reason for that. We have -- those 
are our advanced troops. Okay. 20,000 years ago we sent them out. I ran into one of them. He told 
me, Oh, yeah, I remember you guys. Lazy, he said. He said, You stop right there in the Yukon 
Flats. We just kept walking. And then I said, Even the Eastern and Canada, we got Gwich’in on 
that side, too, you know. That’s what they always tease us about. Oh, yeah, you guys are the lazy 
ones or something. Well, it’s important to know that. It’s important to know that Gwich’in 
language is considered, via the linguists over here at this Alaska Native Language Center, if you 
just mosey down the street, and you ask Dr. Krauss. You ask him, which language is the -- what -
- how -- how old are linguistic genetics of the languages of Alaska? He’ll tell you, Han Gwich’in 
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is the oldest language in this state. Han Gwich’in and Eyak. That’s it. And they estimate that time 
when it split off 20,000 years ago. All right. That’s important thing to consider here. So I -- I 
want -- I want it to be on the record that there is an extremely valuable linguistic resource that has 
emerged in the Yukon Flats. Only now are we really beginning to understand that. Next -- at the 
end of the month here, for those of you people in Fairbanks, you’re going to be able to see that 
there’s a character by the name of Edward Varda, and he’s doing research over there in Siberia, 
Northern Mongolia. Lo and behold, my dad always told me, Oh, you’re not -- your not Gwich’in, 
you’re just Mongolian, he told me. That’s what he said to me all the time I grew up. You’re not -- 
this is -- you’re -- you know, we’re not even from here, we’re from Mongolia. Here lo and behold 
that now they’re saying over here in Northern Mongolia there’s a language over there called the 
Ket language. Ketchi, you know. It’s a related language to our language. Who would have 
thought it? Well, apparently a lot of people around here thought it. Before we talk about the 
future, you need to start talking a little bit about the past, too. They say, Oh, there’s climate 
change going to impact this. Well, I thought to myself, How -- how far back in the past do you 
need to go to have a understanding? I thought to myself, Do you need to go back to when I was a 
little boy packing water in the village? I remember the first time I saw water come out of a faucet. 
It was like a miracle, you know. Geez, I thought there was somebody packing water up in the -- 
upstairs. And there was -- I remember the first time we saw it, there was seven of us. We all 
jumped in there, we took a shower together. We were all boys, we were happy that we didn’t 
have to pack the water. We didn’t know that it would keep coming. I thought, Well, that’s not far 
enough back to go back to understand what’s going on here. I thought, Hmm, maybe go back, 
talk about when my father was a boy. Maybe then people will understand what we’re talking 
about in the past when we talk about this document. You know. Like I said, those Navahos are 
advanced troops. These people here in Fairbanks, those are our advanced troops. We sent them 
out here to assimilate you. Okay. You don’t even know it, but that’s -- actually, that’s a tribal 
secret. I just -- I blew it. Sorry. Two-hundred and fifty years ago our – Pilgrims, they landed over 
-- early -- no, 500 years ago -- 500? They landed over there -- over there next to our bird over 
there in the back. His people assimilated you. You know that. You never heard of freedom before 
that. So why don’t we start off there. They came up on the shore, and all -- you had a Mayflower 
charter, and swore allegiance to King George. Thousands of years your people never knew 
freedom. They were enslaved. So those people over there. They assimilated you. Now you have 
freedom. And I understand that you’re proud of this young government you got. It’s 250 years 
old. Pretty good. 25,000 years going. This guy, he’s been part of a government 25,000 years long. 
Me, too. You know. Way back. And now this little young government here, our younger brother, 
which we assimilated, we’re just trying to assimilate you a little more. That’s all you got to 
understand here. We want you to understand that even though -- and the stories I heard growing 
up, when they say people came into this valley 25,000 years ago, that we still feel just like 
visitors. That we are brand new to this country. How is it after 25,000 years we’re just visitors 
and everybody else seems to have these answer after only 250? Now, you see, according to the 
traditions of where I come from, I’m required -- I’m required by tribal law to ask these questions. 
I’m required to tell you these stories. You see? That’s my obligation. They say that when the 
Gwich’in first came into the Yukon Flats, they said we didn’t even live in that flat land. It was 
just sand dunes. All of the people lived up there in the Brooks Range, south of the White 
Mountains. It was just sand dunes and grass and mud. All the camp fires were burning up there in 
the hills. So many of them that they looked like porcupine quills on the -- on the mountains. 
That’s how many thousands and thousands of Gwich’in were living out there. Other people came 
through. We let them go by. Now they talk, they say, Well, we had Russians. Russian sold us. 
Well, let me tell you something. I know a story, too, about Russians. I know that you’ve never 
heard it because this is the first time that it will ever be told in English. There is a story about 
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Russians. After Russia sold Alaska, the Russians came up the Yukon River. They thought they’d 
cause a little trouble for your forbearers. And there was a U.S. troop coming up to Fort Yukon. 
They thought it was a secret. Well, let me tell you what, those Russians knew. There’s a reason. 
There’s a reason that you don’t know about those Russians that were going to be there to meet 
you. There’s a reason that those Russians didn’t kill your people. That reason is because you see 
these -- these women around here? You see these old warriors that have been standing up here 
talking all day? It’s because they fought them off down there by Stevens Village. Down by her 
village. They stopped them right there. 

Response to Comment 6120.001: 
The cultural resources of the Yukon Flats are discussed in Sections 3.5.6, 4.20, 4.24.19, and 
Appendix I of the Final EIS. This comment highlights the need for people to provide information 
during the meetings. This discussion does not provide specific information to the exchange area 
but it does contain important and valuable background information of use to enhance and evaluate 
other information. 

Comment 6142.009: 
There’s been much described here as stories about cultural resources. There was more told 
tonight in this meeting about cultural resources in the Yukon Flats than is in this document, by 
far. 

Response to Comment 6142.009: 
The cultural resources of the Yukon Flats are discussed in Sections 3.5.6, 4.20, 4.24.19, and 
Appendix I of the Final EIS. Language regarding availability of oral history of the region has 
been added to Sections 3.5.6 and Appendix I of the Final EIS. A review of oral history for the 
region (e.g., Project Jukebox housed at the University of Alaska Fairbanks) has occurred and 
pertinent information based on this review is included in the Final EIS. 

Comment 6200.009: 
Section 1.7.2. This document does not address the cultural resources of the Yukon Flats at all. 
Zero. It does -- says -- there are no stories in here about the traditional trade routes between 
Tanan and Gwichyaa Zhee. There is no stories in here about the (indiscernible) that people hunt 
up in those mountains still. Or the people who hunt in that area, except for the comments that 
were provided by our tribal members to the Fish and Wildlife Service. 

Response to Comment 6200.009: 
The cultural resources of the Yukon Flats are discussed in Sections 3.5.6, 4.20, 4.24.19, and 
Appendix I of the Final EIS. Language regarding traditional trade routes has been added to 
Section 3.5.6.1 and Appendix I, Section 1.4, of the Final EIS. Discussion of subsistence use is 
included in Sections 3.5.7, 4.21, 4.24.20, and Appendix J of the EIS. 

1.4.8.3 Cultural and Paleontological Resources – Cultural Resource Survey of Core Exchange 
Lands 

Comment 8052.084 From Northern Alaska Environmental Center: 
That Gwich’in and Koyukon cultural sites, traditional land use sites, archeological sites and 
historical sites have not been fully inventoried for the affected areas is a major deficiency in the 
DEIS. Why isn’t an archeological survey required for the exchange itself (see Summary, 
Cultural/Archeological. p. 16.)? The Service’s own Regional archeologist noted the deficiencies 
in baseline cultural resources information necessary to meet the requirements of the 
Archeological Resources Protection Act, as well as the NHPA: “Step 2 of the 106 process is 
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evaluating the effects of the project on the resources. It is impossible to analyze the effects when 
we don’t know what resources may exist.... In this case we know nothing about the area. This is 
certainly due to the lack of inventory effort. For the entire Yukon Flats NWR only two 
archaeological inventories have been conducted. One was on the Hodzana River in the northwest 
corner of the refuge and one focused along the Yukon River from the Sheejek River to Purgatory 
and Kings Slough village. As a result of these surveys 14 sites have been officially recorded for 
the Yukon Flats NWR, an area covering 8.6 million acres. The overwhelming majority of sites 
recorded by these surveys were historic cabins and campsites known to living residents at the 
time of the surveys. The Yukon River survey report more eloquently states the need better than I 
could. To quote: “The prehistoric results of the survey, on the other hand, have been 
disappointing both quantitatively and qualitatively (Sic). In spite of the present survey and 
previous work in the area, the lack of ethnographical and archaeological knowledge of the Yukon 
Flats is overwhelming (Slaughter 1986).”  The historical review should provides important 
information regarding rural resident subsistence use in the core exchange lands, routes of pipeline 
and road routes in the White Mountains, and other local uses. 

Response to Comment 8052.084: 
The quotation from the Service’s Regional archeologist was written at the start of the Section 106 
process in response to a request by Doyon for information on the National Historic Preservation 
Act Section 106 process. Since then, the Service has completed several steps in the process. 
However, it is still generally true, as Mr. Slaughter so eloquently stated, that: “the lack of 
ethnographical and archaeological knowledge of the Yukon Flats is overwhelming.”  

The commenter makes three specific points, which are addressed below.  

(1) Why isn’t an archeological survey required for the exchange itself ? The National Historic 
Preservation Act requires the Federal agency responsible for a project to consider the effects of 
the action. The regulations in 36 Code of Federal Regulations 800 detail the process for 
considering sites. An early and major part of the process is identifying sites within the affected 
area. The agency must make a “good faith effort to carry out appropriate identification” (36 CFR 
800.4(b)(1)). The methods used to identify sites may include background research, consultation, 
oral history interviews, sample field investigation, and sample surveys. In consultation with the 
State Historic Preservation Office, we have already used most of these techniques. During 
summer 2008, we spent time in the exchange area conducting a survey for prehistoric sites. In 
determining the level of effort needed for identification, the agency must take into consideration 
“the likely nature and location of historic properties” and “the nature and extent of potential 
effects” on the historic resources. An important point to remember is that the sites must also be 
determined to be eligible for the National Register of Historic Places to be considered further in 
the process.  

(2) Gwich’in and Koyukon cultural sites, traditional land use sites, archeological sites and 
historical sites have not been fully inventoried . The comments above apply to this point as well, 
but we would also point out that cultural properties, traditional land use sites, sacred sites, graves, 
and other kinds of important cultural properties are not the types of sites that archaeologists 
would locate during a traditional pedestrian survey. Archaeologists can only identify sites with 
substantial and visible material remains, including buildings, can and bottle dumps, cut trees, 
house or storage pit depressions, and scatters of stone tools. Many culturally significant site types 
have no material presence, and identifying them requires information from the concerned local 
communities. Ongoing consultations are taking places in the communities in an effort to learn 
whether these types of resources exist in the exchange area.  
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(3) The historical review should provides important information regarding rural resident 
subsistence use in the core exchange lands, routes of pipeline and road routes in the White 
Mountains, and other local uses. We agree. The archival research, oral histories, and other 
identification efforts sought information on any historic use of the exchange area. Several themes 
of interest included prehistoric Native use, traditional Native use from about 1880-1950, gold 
exploration in the late 19th/early 20th centuries, and 20th century trapping. Native subsistence 
use had been documented for the Yukon Flats by the Alaska Department of Fish and Game 
through the 1980’s. In order to get more recent information, additional subsistence studies were 
undertaken during preparation of the EIS. All of this information is being used to identify sites, 
evaluate their significance, and determine the effects of the exchange. 

1.4.8.4 Cultural and Paleontological Resources – Effects of Development on Cultural Resources 

Comment 6037.038 From Environmental Destruction on Indigenous Lands: 
One of the areas that may have high probability of cultural resources is the White and Crazy 
Mountains (p.3-97), yet the EIS does not address the potential effects of roads and increased 
human access to this area. 

Response to Comment 6037.038: 
Section 4.20 of the EIS discusses the impacts of roads and increased human access. Roads could 
cause both direct effects (destruction or damage to cultural resources caused by construction) and 
indirect effects (damage caused increased access (e.g., looting)). Section 4.20.1.2 states 
“Construction of an access road could provide increased access to remote areas and increased 
human activity on Refuge and Doyon lands. Use of these areas by humans could increase the 
likelihood of inadvertent discovery of cultural resources, accidental damage, or loss of resources 
due to looting.” Additional language/clarification regarding the potential effects of roads and 
increased human access to previously isolated areas that could have a higher probability for 
cultural resources has been added where appropriate. 

Comment 8052.088 From Northern Alaska Environmental Center: 
The DEIS should also include information from cultural resource assessments which were done 
pursuant to the requirements of the NHPA for past seismic surveys, other activities in the Yukon 
Flats, etc. Even though they may not provide data for the exact exchange lands, they would be 
relevant for the existing environment description of cultural resources. Since the geographic 
extent of seismic surveys across the core lands, as well as FWS Refuge lands is not clearly laid 
out, this conclusion seems arbitrary without a better mapped analysis of the industrial activity 
locations. The analysis of oil and gas exploratory wells, as well as oil field construction and 
operations needs to provide a better geographic analysis of the full extent of where these activities 
may take place. Furthermore, the conclusion ignores the existence of historic cabins, some of 
which may be more than 100 years old within the “core lands” and “halo lands” which Doyon 
would gain in the swap (McGraw 2006). The impacts to these historical and cultural sites were 
not adequately analyzed in the DEIS, and the deficiency of field work and investigation in the 
area hinders this analysis. 

Response to Comment 8052.088: 
Previous surveys are included in Appendix I, Section 1.1. Sections 3.5.6, and 4.20, and Appendix 
I of the Final EIS have been updated to include text regarding surveys where appropriate. A 
discussion of the historic cabins identified by McGraw (2006) are included in Sections 3.5.6.2 
and 4.20, and Appendix I of the Final EIS. Text has been added to discuss possible effects to 
these cabins. Fieldwork in the communities of Beaver, Birch Creek, and Fort Yukon was 



Responses to Comments 

108 February 2010 Yukon Flats Land Exchange Final EIS 

conducted in 2007 to gather subsistence use area and traditional knowledge data. During 
interviews, researchers also collected the locations of and information relevant to camps, cabins, 
burials, caches, trails, traplines, and historic sites from local residents. Maps depicting these data 
are available in Stephen R. Braund and Associates (2007). Section 3.5.6 of the Final EIS has been 
updated to include a discussion of cultural resources identified by local residents. 

1.4.8.5 Cultural and Paleontological Resources – General 

Comment 5089.003: 
And this study, the draft study, there’s studies that weren’t included in there, like the human 
issue. Because it’s an environmental impact statement, humans are a part of the environmental 
and there should be studies of the indigenous people in that environment. And we’re the 
indigenous people in that environment. And we’re not properly represented in the impact 
statement. 

Response to Comment 5089.003: 
The human environment is included in the EIS. Specifically, the cultural resources of the Yukon 
Flats are discussed in Sections 3.5.6, 4.20, 4.24.19, and Appendix I of the Final EIS. A discussion 
of subsistence use is included in Sections 3.5.7, 4.21, 4.24.20, and Appendix J. Other sections that 
discuss the human environment include, but are not limited to, Sections 3.5.1, 3.5.3, 3.5.8, 4.19, 
4.22, 4.23, 4.24.18, 4.24.21, 4.24.22, and 4.25, and Appendix C and Appendix H of the Final EIS. 

Comment 6036.012 From Northern Alaska Environmental Center: 
Paleontological resources are ignored 

Response to Comment 6036.012: 
The refuge has not been surveyed for paleontological resources. A database of all known 
paleontological sites in Alaska (Alaskafossil.org) shows no reported paleontological sites within 
the exchange area. Two localities are located to the south of the exchange area in the Circle 
quadrangle. A cluster of localities are located to the west of the exchange area. Finds are 
fragmentary remains of invertebrates, primarily from the Ordovician-Devonian-Silurian. The 
primary source is William A. Oliver’s 1971 Report on Referred Fossils. The Museum of the 
North in Fairbanks can provide additional information about paleontological resources in the 
Refuge. Sections 3.3.5 and 4.7 were added to the Final EIS to address paleontological resources. 

Comment 8052.089 From Northern Alaska Environmental Center: 
The recent study of historical sites contracted by the Service inexplicably fails to address 
information collected by Caulfield et al. (1983) regarding Gwichin place names and subsistence 
and cultural resources, and apparently the consolidation exchange lands to be swapped out of 
federal ownership were not surveyed. Did the consultant visit the Yukon Flats or the villages? 
Hire a Gwich’in translator in order to effectively communicate with elders? Independently 
research the family connections to the lands? Conduct interviews with a fair range of respondents 
who did not have a vested interest in the land trade going forward? Were the tribes consulted 
prior to initiation of the study? Did the consultation conducting the investigation for consideration 
of eligibility of sites for the National Register of Historic Plans have background as an 
archeologist or cultural anthropologist familiar with the Gwich’in and Koyukon and Interior 
Alaska history and prehistory? 



Responses to Comments 

Yukon Flats Land Exchange Final EIS February 2010 109  

Response to Comment 8052.089: 
This comment seems to be directed at the recent study contracted by the Service (McGraw 2006) 
rather than the Draft EIS. Sections 3.5.7 and 4.21.1 include data from Caulfield (1983) relevant to 
historic and contemporary subsistence uses. Fieldwork in the communities of Beaver, Birch 
Creek, and Fort Yukon was conducted in 2007 to gather subsistence use area and traditional 
knowledge data. During interviews, researchers also collected the locations of and information 
relevant to camps, cabins, burials, caches, trails, traplines, and historic sites from local residents. 
Maps depicting these data are available in Stephen R. Braund and Associates (SRBA 2007), 
which is available on the project website http://yukonflatseis.ensr.com/yukon_flats/. SRBA 
coordinated with Tribal governments in each community to conduct fieldwork and spoke with 
local residents to identify active and/or knowledgeable subsistence users in the communities. 
Section 3.5.6 of the Final EIS has been updated to include a discussion of cultural resources 
identified by local residents. 

1.4.9 Cumulative Effects 
1.4.9.1 Cumulative Effects – Alaska Natural Gas Pipeline 

Comment 6032.017: 
The DEIS does not adequately address the effects of natural gas development. Section 4.4.3.5, 
page 4-27, last sentence, states that development of natural gas in the core lands is unlikely in the 
foreseeable future and thus is not considered in the DEIS and yet in section 4.24.4.3 (p. 4-203), 
under the section “Reasonably Foreseeable Activities”, the DEIS states that a natural gas line 
could be in operation by 2016. The DEIS goes on to say that a natural gas pipeline could have 
several effects on the Refuge and that such a pipeline “could be expected to spur exploration and 
development of natural gas, including natural gas resources in the Yukon Flats Basin or other 
basins in the region”. Since natural gas development is foreseeable, the direct, indirect, and 
cumulative impacts or natural gas development on the Refuge should be fully analyzed in the 
FEIS. 

Comment 6109.002: 
Under 1.5, it declares -- the EIS declares that it only addresses oil and not gas, and this swap -- 
this land swap obviously paves the way and permits both. But only addresses the negative 
impacts of one. I don’t see how we can sit here and talk about this EIS and only talk about oil 
development. We know damn well that it’s going to involve gas. I think it’s trying not to cast too 
harsh a light on the action that’s being proposed. 

Response to Comments 6032.017 and 6109.002: 
As discussed in Section 4.4.3.5, Gas Field Development, the development of natural gas in the 
core lands is unlikely in the foreseeable future and is not considered in the EIS. The discussion in 
Section 4.24.4.3, Reasonably Foreseeable Activities, Alaska Natural Gas Pipeline (ANGP), 
regarding a pipeline being in operation by 2016 refers to the proposed Alaska Natural Gas 
Pipeline, which would bring gas from the North Slope to the lower portions of Alaska and 
potentially to Canada and the central and eastern lower 48 states; it does not refer to construction 
and operation of a gas pipeline from the core lands. As discussed in Section 4.4.3.5, even if the 
ANGP is constructed, the distance between gas resources in the core lands and the proposed 
ANGP render gas development uneconomical for the foreseeable future, especially considering 
the vast gas reserves on the North Slope that would be transported in the proposed ANGP before 
gas from other sources could be transported in the ANGP. 
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Comment 6063.001: 
They also need to study the on-going gas development activities by the state. Might learn 
something: Big Plan. 

Response to Comment 6063.001: 
The State of Alaska has several ongoing proposals and studies to develop and transport natural 
gas from the North Slope. However, transport and use of North Slope gas is outside the scope of 
the EIS. 

1.4.9.2 Cumulative Effects – Climate Change 

Comment 106.014 From Alaska Coalition of Washington: 
The DEIS inadequately covers climate change impacts already occurring in Yukon Flats (lakes 
drying up, increased forest fires, changes to Pacific Salmon, alterations to wildlife habitat and 
hunting) 
... 
and fails to assess the cumulative effects of added oil and gas development. 

Comment 6002.001: 
From the Draft EIS: Greenhouse gas emissions from field operation would equal about 0.008% of 
U.S. emissions. However, U.S. emissions are tremendous number for the U.S., so this simply 
ignores the real impact. In addition, any product discovered would also contribute to the emission 
of greenhouse gases during their production and burning. The statement of decreasing production 
in other parts of Alaska is disingenuous as it ignores the current leasing proposed for the Chukchi 
and Beaufort Seas. As is typical in current government reports, things are looked at in isolation, 
and not true cumulative effects. 

Comment 6010.011 From Friends of Alaska National Wildlife Refuges: 
The DEIS Summary, Page 5 states, “In 2004, the U.S. Geological Survey estimated the mean 
volume of oil and gas resources in the Yukon Flats Basin to be 173 million barrels of oil and 5.5 
trillion cubic feet of gas. Doyon believes the quantity of oil may be much higher – up to 800 
million barrels in the core exchange area alone.” [emphasis added] The presumption is that all of 
the produced oil and gas would be marketed and combusted. This would make a significant 
contribution to the impacts of global warming on the Yukon Flats Refuge, the State of Alaska, the 
Nation, and the entire planet. Obviously, these emissions would far exceed the total CO2e 
currently emitted in the State of Alaska. The foregoing makes a compelling case for requiring that 
the DEIS add a complete analysis of the cumulative impacts of CO2e that would be released to 
the atmosphere if the projected discovery, production, and combustion of oil and gas were to 
occur as a result of the proposed land exchange. 

Comment 6021.009 From Alaska Chapter Wilderness Watch: 
Both the negotiated land trade agreement and the DEIS do not adequately take into consideration 
past, current and future aspects of global warming. The drying of lakes, ponds, and associated 
wetlands in the Yukon Flats Refuge has been underway for at least the past few decades and 
according to Riordan (2005) the rate of the drying process may be accelerating. This very 
profound process must be considered in determining whether the proposed action is appropriate. 
One of the primary justifications for the land trade is that it will add more lakes and wetlands that 
are habitat for certain species of waterfowl to the Refuge. If the long term trend of drying 
continues, however, the goals of wetland protection associated with this trade may be for naught. 
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Comment 6039.014 From Center for Biological Diversity: 
The DEIS fails to include an analysis of other greenhouse gas pollutants the activities will 
produce. For example, combustion of diesel fuel is a major source of black carbon/soot. Thus, in 
addition to carbon dioxide, it is reasonably foreseeable that the project will directly contribute to a 
significant increase in this potent greenhouse gas pollutant, as well as other greenhouse gas 
pollutants resulting from the combustion of fossil fuels. By ignoring these emissions, the DEIS’s 
analysis of the project’s foreseeable direct impacts is inadequate and must be revised. 

Comment 6039.017 From Center for Biological Diversity: 
Because the DEIS limits its cumulative impacts analysis only to those reasonably foreseeable 
activities that will occur in the geographical region of the proposed project, it fails to appreciate 
the significance the of proposed project’s greenhouse gas emissions. In discussing the project’s 
cumulative effects, the FWS assumed that greenhouse gas emissions in Northern Alaska would 
continue to be proportional to the oil production rate at the current ratio. (DEIS 4-209). It relied 
on a 2004 report to conclude that projected oil production in the region would remain near the 
2004 levels, or decline somewhat, during the next decade. Based on this assumption, the regional 
greenhouse gas emissions associated with future cumulative production would be approximately 
the same as current emission levels and approximately one-half the emission levels in the late 
1980s. The DEIS also concludes that because production of oil fields in Alaska is expected to 
decline by about 2.7 percent, “emissions from production of an oil field in the Refuge would 
likely not result in a net increase in greenhouse gas emissions from the oil industry in Alaska.” 
(DEIS 4-40). The FWS may not constrain the analysis in this fashion in order to downplay the 
magnitude of the project’s impacts. Rather, it must consider the cumulative effects the project 
will have on greenhouse gas emissions in a fair, objective, and thorough manner. Under any 
rational interpretation, the cumulative greenhouse gas emissions from the proposed project will 
be severe. Global warming is a challenging, intractable problem, and achieving the reductions 
that are necessary to avoid climate disaster will require seizing all possible reduction 
opportunities. As discussed above, impacts from global warming on species and the ecosystem 
are not too uncertain to predict. While the DEIS does take into account impacts global warming 
will have on some resources, it’s analysis is incomplete because it leaves out other important 
impacts of climate change. 

Comment 6039.022 From Center for Biological Diversity: 
The DEIS fails to consider how past activities have and will continue to contribute to greenhouse 
gas emissions, global warming, and climate changes. 

Comment 6039.023 From Center for Biological Diversity: 
Nor does it consider reasonably foreseeable future activities that will significantly contribute to 
greenhouse gas emissions. For example, the Mineral Management Service’s five-year Outer 
Continental Shelf Oil and Gas Program will lead to substantial oil and gas exploration and 
drilling in the Arctic. Additionally, due to melting sea ice, it is expected that the Arctic will 
become more accessible and attractive as a commercial shipping route (See ACIAC [Alaska 
Climate Impact Assessment Commission] 2008). This will lead to an increase in all greenhouse 
gas pollutants in the region. 

Comment 6042.023: 
Climate change clearly has the potential for catastrophic consequences in Alaska with 
thermokarst and river erosion impacts physically altering the Refuge landscape and changes in 
temperature and precipitation altering landcover and habitat. The DEIS lists potential regional 
impacts from climate change but does little to assess how these impacts will alter Refuge 
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resources. Beyond simply reiterating impacts presented in the scientific literature, the FWS 
should be seriously considering the extent and intensity of climatic changes within the Refuge 
and preparing a quantitative cumulative effects analysis. The best available scientific 
methodology has not been used to incorporate climate change into the cumulative effects analysis 
in an applied or quantitative way, and this must be rectified. Uncertainty is prevalent in all actions 
and impacts that the FWS is considering in the DEIS, and cannot be used as an excuse for failing 
to develop a range of possible impacts and assessing what the biological and value-based 
thresholds are for the affected resources, ecosystem and human communities. The CEQ states that 
“Cumulative effects analysis necessarily involves assumptions and uncertainties, but useful 
information can be put on the decision making table now. Decisions must be supported by the 
best analysis based on the best data we have or are able to collect. Important research and 
monitoring programs can be identified that will improve analyses in the future, but their absence 
should not be used as a reason for not analyzing cumulative effects to the extent possible now” (p. 
3, CEQ 1992). This language is tied with the CEQ’s principle of using the best analysis and the 
best data available in a quantitative analysis. While there is uncertainty in climate predictions, 
scientific analysis has revealed clear trends towards warming in the Refuge and the data we have 
provided (Springsteen et al. unpublished manuscript) affirm these trends. Further, there is an 
extensive body of literature regarding the quantitative analysis of uncertainty and variability in 
environmental policy and decision making (e.g. Frey 1992 and onward; Morgan and Henrion 
1990). Thus, within the scientific literature there are examples of a variety of statistical methods 
that can be used to address uncertainty that the FWS can use in its analysis of climate change and 
within the context of cumulative effects should FWS scientists feel that the uncertainty in the 
scientific literature surrounding climate change is too great (Webster 2002; Roe and Baker 2007). 
Global and Regional Dynamic Ecosystem Models have been used to predict how ecosystems, 
including the Interior Alaska, will respond to changes in temperature and precipitation across 
ranges of values (e.g. Cramer et al. 2001) as well as in combination with landuse data (e.g. 
Starfield and Chapin 1996). This type of analysis is not speculative, but is the best available 
scientific method for addressing climate change at present. The data necessary to drive these 
models is publicly available, including landcover data, coarse and downscaled temperature and 
precipitation data for the Refuge (Sprinsteen et al. unpublished manuscript, and the fire history 
maps available on the Refuge website. This input is critical towards modeling cumulative effects, 
as described elsewhere in our comments, when combined with landuse data which includes 
development scenarios for each alternative. We refer the Service to address the Preliminary 
Review of Adaptation Options for Climate-Sensitive Ecosystems (USCCSP 2007(draft)) for 
discussion and methods that can and should be incorporated into area management and leasing 
plans in order to promote ecosystem resiliency. 

Comment 6090.002: 
I’ve looked in the cumulative affects section within the Environmental Consequences chapter and 
have found no substantive evaluation of the cumulative affects of climate change and oil and gas 
development. Nothing in this document suggests to me that the agency has taken a hard look at 
climate change on the refuge and so there is no basis for the public to understand what the level 
of impacts are likely to be. This inadequacy needs to be rectified. Last summer I initiated a 
collaborative project with the University of Alaska Scenario Network for Alaska Planning 
program with the goal of using publicly available data from down scaled global climate models 
23 used in the IPCC’s fourth assessment to look at future 24 precipitation and temperature trends 
for Yukon Flats. I will submit both the summary and draft manuscript of there this work to the 
Fish and Wildlife Service at this time. This work is an example of the kind of quantitative 
analysis that the agency should have included in the draft EIS. 
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Comment 6090.003: 
The paucity of data within the EIS makes it clear that the agency is unprepared to characterize the 
impacts of climate change. Without monitoring or other scientific data how can the Fish and 
Wildlife Service assess how the impacts of oil and gas development might be exacerbated by 
climate change? The public conveyed during scoping that they wanted know- -- wanted to know 
the answer to this question and thus the answer to this question is mandated by NEPA. 

Comment 6090.004: 
So how does the DEIS attempt to handle the question of the cumulative impacts, I use the 
information on birds as an example given their importance on the refuge. In Table 2-5 of the draft 
EIS which summarizes and compares alternatives with respect to significant environmental 
issues, the cumulative affects of climate change and oil and gas development under alternatives 
one through three are described in this way, climate change could result in less surface water for 
birds. That’s it. While the truth of this statement is not in question, does the few- -- does the Fish 
and Wildlife Service really consider this to be -- this outcome -- this to be the outcome of taking a 
hard look at climate change and development? Does the reader have any sense of how significant 
that change will be? Will all waterfowl species be affected similarly, or might this change provide 
one group or species an advantage over others? Consideration of these elements is necessary 
regardless of whether you find these impacts to be significant or not. Perhaps the details would be 
spelled out in Chapter 4, cumulative affects on birds. Here we find that receding permafrost has 
already decreased some types of water bodies used by waterfowl by as much as 18 percent on the 
refuge, I quote. It seems to me that good science and environmental assessment would lead the 
authors of this section to try to understand how recent climate change on the refuge has lead to 
this reduction in surface water and then to use this relationship to predict how surface water will 
change in the future. I’m going to provide the data to help understand these future scenarios here 
today and yes, there is uncertainty. So there may not be just one answer, but there may be a range 
of impact levels. This type of quantitative analysis is needed not just for birds, but for all key 
environmental values and the ecosystem as a whole 

Comment 12439.001: 
The DEIS also fails to adequately assess cumulative impacts. In particular, wetlands in Alaska are 
already undergoing significant changes due to climate change. Climate change impacts are 
predicted to be far worse for wetlands in the near future, according to studies done at University 
of Alaska Fairbanks. The DEIS fails to discuss or evaluate how oil and gas impacts may 
exacerbate the impacts expected from climate change. 

Response to Comments 106.014, 6002.001, 6010.011, 6021.009, 6039.014, 6039.017, 6039.022, 
6039.023, 6042.023, 6090.002, 6090.003, 6090.004 and 12439.001: 
The text of the Draft EIS has been revised in response to the concern over treatment of the 
impacts of climate change on the Yukon Flats region and the potential cumulative impacts of 
climate change on the Yukon Flats region. See Section 3.3.1 in Chapter 3 of the Final EIS for a 
revised discussion of the existing impacts of climate change on the Yukon Flats region. See 
climate change subsections under each resource in Section 4.24 for an assessment of potential 
climate change impacts to resources, including cumulative climate change effects on water 
resources and ecosystem health. Sufficient data do not exist at this time to quantify the 
relationship between the Yukon Flats Proposed Land Exchange, oil and gas development, and 
global climate change. Global climate change is an extremely complex process, and the 
technology to predict how the emissions from a single project would affect the global climate 
system does not exist. Estimates of greenhouse gas emissions from the proposed project suggest 
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that the project’s contribution to the global budget of these gases would be insignificant and thus 
cannot significantly contribute to global climate change.  

Climate change refers to a change in the state of the climate that can be identified (e.g., by using 
statistical tests) by changes in the mean and/or the variability of its properties, and that persists 
for an extended period, typically decades or longer (IPCC 2007, The Physical Science Basis 
glossary) and on these time scales the emissions of the long lived greenhouse gases are well 
mixed over the entire globe - the global warming potential of these gases is not dependent upon 
the location or time of the emissions (IPCC 2007, The Physical Science Basis Chapter 2). The 
current consensus understanding of climate change is that spatial patterns of climate response are 
largely controlled by climate processes and feedbacks (IPCC 2007, Synthesis Report), not 
emissions. The environmental and economic impacts of greenhouse gas emissions from oil and 
gas consumption would not be effects of the proposed land exchange planning decision as defined 
by the Council on Environmental Quality, and do not need to be analyzed under the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). Greenhouse gas emissions from consumption of produced oil 
and gas that could occur from the land exchange would not be direct effects under NEPA because 
they do not occur at the same time and place as the action. They would not be indirect effects 
because the proposed land exchange and potential oil and gas production would not be a 
proximate cause of greenhouse gas emissions resulting from consumption. Because the impacts 
of consumption would not be direct or indirect effects of the Proposed Action, a cumulative 
impact analysis would not show an incremental effect attributable to the proposed Yukon Flats 
land exchange decision. There is no reliable methodology to assess the relation between a land 
exchange decision and greenhouse gas emissions from the use of oil and gas that would be 
produced from Yukon Flats. The land exchange and development of Yukon Flats would not 
measurably increase oil and gas consumption, nor would a decision to forego land exchange 
measurably reduce consumption. Consumption of oil and gas is driven by a variety of complex 
interacting factors including energy costs, energy efficiency, availability of other energy sources, 
economics, demography, and weather or climate.  

If the proposed development was to not occur in the Yukon Flats, consumption levels of oil and 
gas would be about the same, and production from Yukon Flats would be replaced by a 
combination of imports, fuel switching, and other domestic production. While on a national basis 
lower levels of domestic oil and gas production could occur, and may trigger some modest 
conservation measures that provide some benefits in terms of reduced greenhouse gas emissions, 
no single oil and gas development decision would be expected to result in any discernable 
conservation measures. It is possible that any reduced domestic production would be offset by a 
boost in greenhouse gas emissions generated from tanker transport as a consequence of a greater 
reliance on oil imports.  

The Service has prepared a draft Climate Change Strategic and Five-Year Action plans that 
address how the Service proposes to address the impacts of a changing climate on our nation’s 
fish, wildlife, and plant resources. The draft plans are under public review and can be reviewed 
at http://www.fws.gov/home/climatechange/. 

(IPCC, 2007: Climate Change 2007: Synthesis Report. Contribution of Working Groups I, II and 
III to the Fourth Assessment Report of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change [Core 
Writing Team, Pachauri, R.K and Reisinger, A. (eds.)]; IPCC, Geneva, Switzerland, 104 pp. 
IPCC, 2007: Climate Change 2007: The Physical Science Basis. Contribution of Working Group 
I to the Fourth Assessment Report of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change [Solomon, 

http://www.fws.gov/home/climatechange/


Responses to Comments 

Yukon Flats Land Exchange Final EIS February 2010 115  

S., D. Qin, M. Manning, Z. Chen, M. Marquis, K.B. Averyt, M. Tignor and H.L. Miller (eds.)]. 
Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, United Kingdom and New York, NY. 996 pp.). 

Comment 6039.016 From Center for Biological Diversity: 
In its analysis of the proposed project’s carbon dioxide emissions, the FWS is guided by its 
apparent understanding that “local climate change resulting from greenhouse gas emissions is not 
the result of local sources but rather the cumulative effect of all greenhouse gases emitted 
globally mixed over large scales in the atmosphere.” (DEIS 4-210 to 211). As a result, the DEIS 
leads to the overall conclusion that “it is reasonable to expect that project greenhouse gas 
emissions will have a negligible effect on local climate change.” (DEIS 4-40). This is incorrect. 
As described above, any increase in greenhouse gas emissions will contribute to global warming. 

Response to Comment 6039.016: 
The EIS team agrees that emissions of greenhouse gases would contribute to global climate 
change. 

Comment 6042.141: 
The cumulative effects of seismic exploration in a warming climate were not evaluated. 

Response to Comment 6042.141: 
The impact of climate change and potential melting of permafrost is an issue that may have to be 
dealt with not only in Yukon Flats, but all across the Arctic. The EIS provides substantial 
information on how oil and gas exploration can be conducted to minimize the effects of oil and 
gas exploration and development on permafrost.  

Comment 6042.190: 
While the DEIS mentions that the area is drying and mentions climate change, it fails to address 
the major impacts this could have on oil and gas operations caused by lack of water sources, 
increased conflicts with the needs to fish and wildlife and humans, and the cumulative effects of 
all oil and gas operations along with global climate change. 

Comment 6090.006: 
The draft EIS needs to present the sum 4 total of cumulative impacts of oil and gas development 
and climate change in a way that we the readers can clearly understand the significance of the 
likely impacts. Not just on key resources, but on the Yukon Flats eco system as a whole. 

Response to Comments 6042.190 and 6090.006: 
The text of the Final EIS has been changed in response to the concern over treatment of the 
potential cumulative impacts of climate change on the Yukon Flats region. See Section 3.3.1 in 
Chapter 3 of the Final EIS for a revised discussion of the existing impacts of climate change on 
the Yukon Flats region. See climate change subsections under each resource in Section 4.24 for 
the revised discussion of cumulative climate change impacts on water resources and ecosystem 
health. 

Comment 8052.077 From Northern Alaska Environmental Center: 
The cumulative impacts considering climate change need to be factored into the analysis of 
effects on the natural diversity of mammal habitats and populations. 
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Response to Comment 8052.077: 
A discussion of climate change on mammal habitats and populations is given in Cumulative 
Effects, Future Effects on Mammals, in Section 4.24.13.2 of the EIS. 

1.4.9.3 Cumulative Effects – Effects on Cultural Resources 

Comment 6055.159 From Doyon, Limited: 
[Section] 4.23.18.3. Differences Among the Alternatives (Cultural Resources) We strongly 
disagree with the conclusion in the first paragraph that the Land Exchange Non-Development 
Easements Alternative “would have a greater impact to cultural resources” than the Proposed 
Action and the Land Exchange Excluding White-Crazy Mountains Alternative. Under the Land 
Exchange Non-Development Easements Alternative: The Service has perpetual, legally binding 
rights to commercial and industrial development on up to 120,000 acres; the Service acquires the 
perpetual, legally binding rights to commercial and industrial development on up to 120,000 acres 
as part of Phase I of the Land Exchange Non-Development Easements Alternative; the Service 
acquires fee title to up to 120,000 acres under the Proposed Action and up to 105,000 acres under 
the Exclude White-Crazy Mountains alternatives only if there is production of oil or gas from the 
core/halo lands; and the 120,000 acres are not open to public access just as other Doyon and 
Native lands in the Refuge. For these reasons, the land is protected from oil and gas exploration 
and development, which also provides protection to cultural resources. Additionally, the Land 
Exchange Non-Development Easements Alternative has the benefit of retaining land ownership 
with Alaska Natives as opposed to the Services. It is very important for Alaska Natives to have 
ownership in, and be provided access to, lands they have traditional ties to. 

Response to Comment 6055.159: 
The text in the first paragraph of Section 4.24.19.3  of the Final EIS has been revised to more 
accurately reflect the differences in the effects of the action alternatives on cultural resources. We 
have noted that commercial development would not occur on these lands and that Alaska Natives 
would retain ownership of these lands. 

1.4.9.4 Cumulative Effects – Effects on Air Quality 

Comment 6010.010 From Friends of Alaska National Wildlife Refuges: 
The DEIS fails to address the broader issue of global warming and the direct and cumulative 
impacts of carbon dioxide equivalent (CO2e) that would be released to the atmosphere by the 
combustion of oil and gas that would be produced by the potential of large-scale discoveries on 
the lands in question. Chapter 4, page 40 states that the amount of CO2e resulting from operation 
and maintenance of the anticipated oil and gas facilities would be 570,000 metric tons, or 1% of 
current emissions in the entire state of Alaska. However, there is no analysis or even a mention of 
the amount of CO2e that would be released to the atmosphere by the combustion of the oil and 
gas to be produced as a result of the proposed exchange. 

Response to Comment 6010.010: 
The text of the Draft EIS has been revised in response to the concern over treatment of the 
impacts of climate change on the Yukon Flats region and the potential cumulative impacts of 
climate change on the Yukon Flats region. See Section 3.3.1 in Chapter 3 of the Final EIS for a 
revised discussion of the existing impacts of climate change on the Yukon Flats region. See 
climate change subsections under each resource in Section 4.24 for the revised discussion of 
cumulative climate change impacts on water resources and ecosystem health. Sufficient data do 
not exist at this time to quantify the relationship between the Yukon Flats Proposed Land 
Exchange and oil and gas development and global climate change. Global climate change is an 
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extremely complex process, and the technology to predict how the emissions from a single 
project would affect the global climate system does not exist. Estimates of greenhouse gas 
emissions from the proposed project suggest that the project’s contribution to the global budget of 
these gases would be insignificant and thus cannot significantly contribute to global climate 
change.  

Climate change refers to a change in the state of the climate that can be identified (e.g., by using 
statistical tests) by changes in the mean and/or the variability of its properties, and that persists 
for an extended period, typically decades or longer (IPCC 2007, The Physical Science Basis 
glossary). On these time scales, the emissions of the long lived greenhouse gases are well mixed 
over the entire globe; the global warming potential of these gases is not dependent on the location 
or time of the emissions (IPCC 2007, The Physical Science Basis Chapter 2). The current 
consensus understanding of climate change is that spatial patterns of climate response are largely 
controlled by climate processes and feedbacks (IPCC 2007, Synthesis Report), not emissions. The 
environmental and economic impacts of greenhouse gas emissions from oil and gas consumption 
would not be effects of the proposed land exchange planning decision as defined by the Council 
on Environmental Quality, and do not need to be analyzed under the National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA). Greenhouse gas emissions from consumption of produced oil and gas that 
could occur from the land exchange would not be direct effects under NEPA because they do not 
occur at the same time and place as the action. They would not be indirect effects because the 
proposed land exchange and potential oil and gas production would not be a proximate cause of 
greenhouse gas emissions resulting from consumption. Because the impacts of consumption 
would not be direct or indirect effects of the Proposed Action, a cumulative impact analysis 
would not show an incremental effect attributable to the proposed Yukon Flats land exchange 
decision. There is no reliable methodology to assess the relation between a land exchange 
decision and greenhouse gas emissions from the use of oil and gas that would be produced from 
Yukon Flats. The land exchange and development of Yukon Flats would not measurably increase 
oil and gas consumption, nor would a decision to forego land exchange measurably reduce 
consumption. Consumption of oil and gas is driven by a variety of complex interacting factors 
including energy costs, energy efficiency, availability of other energy sources, economics, 
demography, and weather or climate.  

Should the proposed development not occur in the Yukon Flats, consumption levels of oil and gas 
would remain about the same, and production from Yukon Flats would be replaced by a 
combination of imports, fuel switching, and other domestic production. While on a national basis 
lower levels of domestic oil and gas production could occur and may trigger modest conservation 
measures with some benefits in terms of reduced greenhouse gas emissions, no single oil and gas 
development decision would be expected to result in discernable conservation measures. It is 
possible that any reduced domestic production would be offset by a boost in greenhouse gas 
emissions generated from tanker transport as a consequence of a greater reliance on oil imports.  

(IPCC, 2007: Climate Change 2007: Synthesis Report. Contribution of Working Groups I, II and 
III to the Fourth Assessment Report of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change [Core 
Writing Team, Pachauri, R.K and Reisinger, A. (eds.)]; IPCC, Geneva, Switzerland, 104 pp. 
IPCC, 2007: Climate Change 2007: The Physical Science Basis. Contribution of Working Group 
I to the Fourth Assessment Report of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change [Solomon, 
S., D. Qin, M. Manning, Z. Chen, M. Marquis, K.B. Averyt, M. Tignor and H.L. Miller (eds.)]. 
Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, United Kingdom and New York, NY. 996 pp.) 
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Comment 6036.006 From Northern Alaska Environmental Center: 
ignores the 
... 
Potential impacts to Fairbanks residents already suffering from high P2.5 levels (not to mention 
the cumulative impacts of forest fire smoke and oil and gas air pollution). 

Comment 6042.187: 
These major deficiencies need to be corrected: 
... 
The Draft EIS does not consider the cumulative impacts of forest fire smoke and oil, field air 
pollution. The Draft EIS fails to address direct and cumulative impacts of air pollution on 
Fairbanks residents. 

Response to Comments 6036.006 and 6042.187: 
This topic is addressed indirectly in Sections 4.6.1.1 and 4.6.1.2 of the Final EIS. Though impacts 
at specific locations are not presented, results discussed should be representative of all locations 
based on distance from modeled activities. Air quality modeling conducted in support of the EIS 
indicates that impacts from the largest of the proposed activities (Large Oil Field Development) 
would be highest near the activity and rapidly decrease with increasing distance. Results show 
that: (1) levels of criteria pollutants would be well below health-based standards at the edge of the 
activity; and (2) impacts at locations more than 3 miles from where an activity occurs (i.e., 
Fairbanks, locations far from the parcels involved in the exchange, etc.) would be 
indistinguishable above existing ambient levels. According to the modeling methodologies 
discussed in section 4.6.1.2 of the EIS, these conclusions were made without limiting the activity 
to a specific location, and using worst-case meteorological conditions, including conditions 
capable of transporting pollutants long distances, and those representative of strong inversions 
typical of the area. 

Comment 6055.138 From Doyon, Limited: 
4.23.5.2. Future Effects on Air Quality and Climate A discussion should be included about the 
effect to existing air quality in the Refuge to the extent wildfires threaten production facilities and 
Title XI right-of-way would be suppressed. 

Response to Comment 6055.138: 
The potential impacts from the land exchange and potential oil and gas development on fire 
regime and management are addressed in Section 4.24.10.2 of the Final EIS. Addressing the 
impacts of future changes in fire regime and management on air quality is difficult. The 
frequency and severity of wildfires or prescribed burns depends on weather, long-term climate 
change, land management practices, and the health of forest stands. The emissions from a forest 
fire also depend on the frequency and severity of forest fires in the region. Given the complexity 
and uncertainty of these factors, it is beyond the scope of this EIS to evaluate how the land 
exchange or potential oil and gas development might affect air quality. 

1.4.9.5 Cumulative Effects – Effects on Biological Integrity, Diversity, and Environmental Health 

Comment 6055.148 From Doyon, Limited: 
4.23.12.2. Future Effects on Biological Integrity, Diversity, and Environmental Health See 
previous discussions about the reference to 216,500 acres, et. al. 
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Response to Comment 6055.148: 
The 216,500 acres are the Service’s net gain, as shown in Draft EIS Table 2-3, Change in 
Surface/Subsurface Ownership of Refuge Lands under the Action Alternatives. Footnote 4 in 
Table 2-3 notes that halo lands were not included in the Service’s net gain because these lands are 
already under Service protection. As noted, an adjustment should also be made for acres that 
would be transferred from Doyon to the Service for construction of a right-of-way (ROW; see 
Tables 4-5 and 4-6). An estimated 23,680 acres (37 miles x 640 acres per linear mile) under the 
Proposed Action and Land Exchange with Non-Development Alternative, and 5,120 acres 
(southern route; 8 miles x 640 acres per linear mile) to 26,880 acres (northern route; 42 miles x 
640 acres per linear mile) under the Land Exchange Excluding the White-Crazy Mountains 
Alternative, would be transferred from Doyon to the Service if a pipeline ROW was constructed 
and afforded protection by the Service (see Tables 4-5 and 4-6). As noted in Tables 4-5 and 4-6, 
resources on approximately 0 to 450 acres would be impacted by the construction of a ROW, 
depending upon the alternative and ROW alignment. 

1.4.9.6 Cumulative Effects – Effects on Birds 

Comment 6055.142 From Doyon, Limited: 
4.23.10.2. Future Effects on Birds The discussions about the “direct” effect of oil and gas 
developmental title XI right-of way should also indicate that up to 120,000 acres of quality bird 
habitat, especially for swans, breeding waterfowl, and waterbirds (Figures 4-8 Swans and 4-9 
Breeding waterfowl and waterbirds) under either the Proposed Action or the Non-Development 
Easements alternatives and a lesser amount under the Exclude the White-Crazy Mountains 
Alternative. 

Response to Comment 6055.142: 
Section 4.24.12.3, Difference among the Alternatives, discusses the net gain in habitats under 
each alternative. 

Comment 6055.143 From Doyon, Limited: 
4.23.10.3. Differences Among the Alternatives (Birds) 
... 
See comments to Section 4.23.9.3 (fish) about the 216,500 acre figure. 

Response to Comment 6055.143: 
The 216,500 acres are the Service’s net gain, as shown in Draft EIS Table 2-3, Change in 
Surface/Subsurface Ownership of Refuge Lands under the Action Alternatives. Footnote 4 in 
Table 2-3 notes that halo lands were not included in the Service’s net gain. These lands are 
already under Service protection. As noted, an adjustment should also be made for acres that 
would be transferred from Doyon to the Service for construction of a right-of-way (ROW; see 
Tables 4-5 and 4-6). An estimated 23,680 acres (37 miles x 640 acres per linear mile) under the 
Proposed Action and Land Exchange with Non-Development Alternative, and 5,120 acres 
(southern route; 8 miles x 640 acres per linear mile) to 26,880 acres (northern route; 42 miles x 
640 acres per linear mile) under the Land Exchange Excluding the White-Crazy Mountains 
Alternative, would be transferred from Doyon to the Service if a pipeline ROW was constructed 
and afforded protection by the Service (see Tables 4-5 and 4-6). As noted in Tables 4-5 and 4-6, 
resources on approximately 0 to 450 acres would be impacted by the construction of a ROW, 
depending upon the alternative and ROW alignment. 
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Comment 6055.145 From Doyon, Limited: 
4.23.10.3. Differences Among the Alternatives (Birds) 
... 
The discussion on the 96,500 acres of fee ownership for the Non-Development Easements 
Alternative should be verified for the same reasons identified with the 216,500 acre figure; verify 
the 169,000 acres cited in the Land Exchange Excluding the White-Crazy Mountains Alternative. 

Response to Comment 6055.145: 
The 96,500 acres and 216,500 are the Service’s net gain for the Exchange with Non-Development 
Easements Alternative and the Proposed Action, as shown in the Draft EIS Table 2-3, Change in 
Surface/Subsurface Ownership of Refuge Lands under the Action Alternatives. As noted in 
footnote 1, totals for the Non-Development Easements Alternative do not include the up to 
120,000 acres donated by Doyon to the Service. Allowable surface activities on these lands would 
be controlled by Doyon, including some uses of the rivers and other water bodies. Thus, there 
could be some adverse impacts to birds from these activities, and benefits to birds could be less 
than if the Service obtained fee title to these lands. Footnote 4 in Table 2-3 notes that halo lands 
were not included in the Service’s net gain because these lands are already under Service 
protection. As noted, an adjustment should be made for acres that would be transferred from 
Doyon to the Service for construction of a right-of-way (ROW; see Tables 4-5 and 4-6). An 
estimated 23,680 acres (37 miles x 640 acres per linear mile) under the Proposed Action and 
Land Exchange with Non-Development Alternative, and 5,120 (southern route; 8 miles x 640 
acres per linear mile) to 26,880 (northern route; 42 miles x 640 acres per linear mile) under the 
Land Exchange Excluding the White-Crazy Mountains Alternative, would be transferred from 
Doyon to the Service if a pipeline ROW was constructed and afforded protection by the Service 
(see Tables 4-5 and 4-6). As noted in Tables 4-5 and 4-6, resources on approximately 0 to 450 
acres would be impacted by the construction of a ROW, depending upon the alternative and 
ROW alignment. 

Comment 6055.146 From Doyon, Limited: 
4.23.10.3. Differences Among the Alternatives (Birds) 
... 
The No Land Exchange Alternative needs to discuss the acreage of quality bird habitat that would 
forego Service protection. 

Response to Comment 6055.146: 
Sufficient data do not exist at this time to quantify the amount of habitat foregoing Service 
protection under the No Land Exchange Alternative. There would be no net gain in the amount of 
bird habitat in the Refuge, but this does not preclude Doyon from developing its current land 
holdings, which could result in right-of-way easements with potential impacts to bird habitat 
currently protected in the Refuge. We have included text in this section noting that none of the 
habitat currently under private ownership would be protected from oil and gas development. 

1.4.9.7 Cumulative Effects – Effects on Environmental Justice 

Comment 6055.160 From Doyon, Limited: 
4.23.20.2. Future Effects on Environmental Justice (Economic Effects) The fourth paragraph 
should note that oil and gas activities on village land also would be a source of revenue for the 
local community as a direct result of local access permits. These local access permits also would 
likely include local employment and resource protection requirements. These local economic 
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benefits would be realized under any action alternative as well as the No Land Exchange 
Alternative. 

Response to Comment 6055.160: 
The text of Section 4.24.21.2, Future Effect on Environmental Justice, under Economic Effects, 
has been revised to note that oil and gas activities on village land could be a source of revenue 
and employment for the local community. 

Comment 6055.161 From Doyon, Limited: 
4.23.20.2. Future Effects on Environmental Justice (Social Effects) 
... 
The DEIS should include a discussion on the effect of the Land Exchange with Non-Development 
Easements Alternative and No Land Exchange Alternative in retaining Native ownership of up to 
120,000 acres (Section 1.6.1) and the beneficial environmental justice impacts on continued 
Native ownership of land. 

Response to Comment 6055.161: 
This concern is discussed in Section 4.24.21.2 of the environmental justice analysis in the context 
of subsistence effects. 

Comment 6055.162 From Doyon, Limited: 
4.23.20.2. Future Effects on Environmental Justice (Social Effects) 
... 
The DEIS should identify communities bearing disproportionately high and adverse effects of the 
proposed action. The DElS does not include sufficient analysis on disproportionality to satisfy 
environmental justice requirements. 

Response to Comment 6055.162: 
An environmental justice analysis is provided in Section 4.22 of the Final EIS. This section 
describes the potential effects, both beneficial and harmful, of the alternatives on minority and 
low-income populations in the project area, including Alaska Native populations. 

1.4.9.8 Cumulative Effects – Effects on Fish 

Comment 6021.012 From Alaska Chapter Wilderness Watch: 
The decline in abundance of Chinook salmon in the Beaver Creek drainage is acknowledged in 
the DEIS (page 3-41). The influence of warmer water in the Yukon River, that may be associated 
with global warming, and increased parasitism of Chinook salmon, is not addressed in the DEIS. 
Also there is no a explanation of how the effects of developments associated with the proposed 
action might have additive negative impacts, along with global warming, on these declining fish 
stocks. 

Response to Comment 6021.012: 
The potential impacts from global warming and additional cumulative impacts to fish are 
discussed in Section 4.24.11 of the EIS, and additional stock information can be found in Section 
3.4.5.2. 

Comment 6041.005 From Yukon River Drainage Fisheries Association: 
Analyzing the past and present effects on fish in the Cumulative Effects on Fish section (4.23.9), 
the DEIS states that Yukon River stocks are “currently in a state of rebuilding, and escapement 
goals have been met or exceeded in the Yukon River at the Canadian border since 2002.” In fact, 
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the escapement goals for Chinook salmon to which the U.S. is committed through the Yukon 
River Salmon Agreement (YRSA) were not met in 2006 and 2007. In addition, while the Chinook 
runs are officially in a rebuilding stage, they are certainly not in a good state. According to an 
Outlook issued by the USFWS itself, the forecast for 2008 is for a below average Chinook run, 
with possibly no commercial harvest. 

Response to Comment 6041.005: 
The text in Section 4.24.11.1 of the Final EIS has been modified to include the information 
provided in this comment. 

Comment 6041.006 From Yukon River Drainage Fisheries Association: 
While this section acknowledges the impacts of climate change and selective fishing gear, the 
DEIS fails to identify the fish parasite ichthyophonus and Chinook and chum salmon bycatch in 
the Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands pollock fishery as sources of past and present effects. The 
impacts from the federally managed pollock fishery, although not known precisely, are 
significant. In 2007 the pollock fleet caught over 122,000 Chinook salmon as bycatch. According 
to a study of 1997-1999 samples of Chinook salmon caught as bycatch using scale pattern 
analysis, up to 22% of these Chinook salmon are of Yukon River origin. The impact is significant 
enough that the USFWS itself, as well as the Federal Subsistence Board and the Yukon River 
Panel (the treaty body for the YRSA), have requested that the North Pacific Fishery Management 
Council and National Marine Fisheries Service put a cap on the pollock fishery to limit their 
bycatch, and should therefore be included in this DEIS as an effect on fish. 

Response to Comment 6041.006: 
Sections 4.24.11.1 and 4.24.11.2 of the Final EIS has been modified to address this comment. 

Comment 6055.141 From Doyon, Limited: 
[Section] 4.23.9.3. Difference Among the Alternatives (Fish) Acreage of fish habitat protected by 
the Proposed Action or Land Exchange Non-Development Easements Alternative are identified 
as totaling about 216,500 acres, which is the total net gain to the Service (Table 2-3 Change in 
subsurface/subsurface ownerships ... ). The math is not clear since the 216,000 acres in Table 2-3 
includes the 97,000 acres of halo lands where surface use by Doyon is prohibited and does not 
indicate that only a maximum of 1,000 acres can be used for oil and gas related surface facilities 
in the Beaver Creek Public Use Easement. This Table also does not include the 640 acres for each 
linear mile of Title XI right-of-way crossing Refuge land. 

Response to Comment 6055.141: 
The 216,500 acres are the Service’s net gain, as shown in Draft EIS Table 2-3, Change in 
Surface/Subsurface Ownership of Refuge Lands under the Action Alternatives. Footnote 4 in 
Table 2-3 notes that halo lands were not included in Service’s net gain because these lands are 
already under Service protection. As noted, an adjustment should be made for acres that would be 
transferred from Doyon to the Service for construction of a right-of-way (ROW; see Tables 4-5 
and 4-6). An estimated 23,680 acres (37 miles x 640 acres per linear mile) under the Proposed 
Action and Land Exchange with Non-Development Alternative, and 5,120 acres (southern route; 
8 miles x 640 acres per linear mile) to 26,880 acres (northern route; 42 miles x 640 acres per 
linear mile) under the Land Exchange Excluding the White-Crazy Mountains Alternative, would 
be transferred from Doyon to the Service if a pipeline ROW was constructed across Refuge lands 
(see Tables 4-5 and 4-6). These acquired lands would be afforded protection by the Service. As 
noted in Tables 4-5 and 4-6, resources on approximately 0 to 450 acres would be impacted by the 
construction of a ROW, depending on the alternative and ROW alignment. 
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Comment 6055.144 From Doyon, Limited: 
4.23.10.3. Differences Among the Alternatives (Birds) 
... 
The term “priority” should be replaced with the term “quality” to be consistent with similar 
terminology in the EIS. 

Response to Comment 6055.144:. 
The lands that would be acquired from Doyon were prioritized based on certain characteristics, as 
described in Section 2.3.3. These lands may provide quality habitat for some species and poor 
habitat for other species. Thus, we have retained the term “priority” in the Final EIS. 

Comment 8052.050 From Northern Alaska Environmental Center: 
While the Cumulative impacts section describes the severe declines in the late 1990’s for 
Chinook and chum salmon runs causing the Governor of Alaska to declare economic fish 
disasters for the Yukon River for 5 years between 1997 and 2002 (this should also be considered 
in the section on the existing environment), the DEIS (p. 4-216) fails to explain the existing 
causes, as well as how introducing the new source of negative impacts from oil and gas 
development into the region may pose future cumulative impacts. 

Response to Comment 8052.050: 
Section 3.4.5 of the EIS describes the physical environment and status of relevant fish species. 
Historical population trends and impacts are beyond the scope of Section 3 and are addressed in 
Section 4. Section 4.24.11 notes the observed reduction in salmon numbers between 1997 and 
2002 and in recent years. The cause of the reduced salmon numbers (as noted in the document) 
may be associated with climate change (increased water temperatures) and the use of select 
fishing gear. Additional impacts related to fish populations and habitat are discussed and 
referenced throughout the document in the relevant sections, particularly Sections 4.12 and 
4.24.11. 

Comment 8052.059 From Northern Alaska Environmental Center: 
The cumulative effects analysis downplays the impacts that ‘a spill affecting a major water body 
during the salmon run could have a significant effect on fish resources,” (DEIS p. 4-216) by 
assuming that mitigation measures and the regulatory regime would instead result in a “limited 
effect on fish populations” (DEIS p. 4217). However, there is no scientific documentation for this 
conclusion. The Trans-Alaska Pipeline resulted in significant erosion and sedimentation of 
streams, spills resulting in degradation of fisheries habitat, poor culvert placement and 
maintenance (See Zemansky, cited in U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, 1987, Comparison of actual 
and predicted impacts of the Trans-Alaska Pipeline System and the Prudhoe Bay Oilfields on the 
North Slope of Alaska. Fairbanks, AK. 66 pp). 

Response to Comment 8052.059: 
The effects on fish, including salmon, from a spill is covered in more detail in Section 4.12.1.2, 
Phase II Effects, Oil Spills, in Section 4.12, Effects on Fish and Essential Fish Habitat. We agree 
that some of the issues identified in the 1987 Service document have impacted fish, but many of 
these issues have been addressed and corrected during pipeline and oil field development that has 
occurred since the 1980s. Best practices developed prior to and since the 1980s to protect fish 
from pipeline and oil field development would be applied to any development on Doyon or 
exchange lands. 
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1.4.9.9 Cumulative Effects – Effects on Human Health 

Comment 6039.021 From Center for Biological Diversity: 
The DEIS’s assessment of the cumulative impacts to human health resulting from the proposed 
land exchange is also deficient because it fails to include information on how global warming is 
affecting human health. The World Health Organization (WHO) estimates that as of the year 
2000, 154,000 lives are already lost annually due to global warming, and experts predict that 
global warming will lead to an increase in diseases such as malaria, West Nile Virus, and Lyme 
disease, as well as an increase in pollen production, allergies and allergic diseases such as asthma 
(WHO 2002, Epstein and Mills 2005). 

Response to Comment 6039.021: 
Additional text has been added to Section 4.24.22 of the Final EIS to address the cumulative 
health effects of climate change. There are complex interactions between climate change and 
changes in the distribution of subsistence species, and sociocultural changes that cannot be 
accurately assessed at this time. We have included information about possible health-related 
climate change outcomes as discussed in the Arctic Climate Impact Assessment (2005) and 
specific food insecurity issues already raised by Yukon Flats residents (Stephen R. Braund and 
Associates 2007).  

Comment 6042.208: 
Cumulative Health Impacts In this section, the Service addresses hazardous air pollutant 
emissions and exposure to contaminants from accidents and spills but makes no attempt to 
address a wide range of other possible cumulative human health impacts. Native people living in 
the Yukon Flats have a century’s old relationship with the land, water, and wildlife that permeates 
every aspect of their lives, from basic survival and nutritional sustenance, to social norms and 
interpersonal relationships, to cultural traditions and spiritual beliefs. In order to understand the 
full scope of possible cumulative health impacts it is necessary to look at how activities 
associated with oil and gas development can change the landscape in ways that have aesthetic, 
cultural, and spiritual consequences, and how these consequences can accumulate. Potential 
impacts of industrial development are numerous, and likely to persist in ways that need to be 
quantified in a much more comprehensive way. (Source: Cumulative Environmental Effects of 
Oil and Gas Activities on Alaska’s North Slope. National Research Council report, 2003. The 
National Academies Press, Washington, D.C.) 

Response to Comment 6042.208: 
Two subsections have been added to the Cumulative Effects on Human Health in Section 4.24.22 
of the Final EIS (Cumulative Health Effects on Social Systems and Cumulative Health Effects of 
Climate Change). Subsections include information about sociocultural-based cumulative health 
impacts, including (but not limited to) food insecurity, village infrastructure, changes to 
subsistence, and economic disparities. 

1.4.9.10 Cumulative Effects – Effects on Land Use and Recreation 

Comment 6036.026 From Northern Alaska Environmental Center: 
The Draft EIS also fails to address the potential land uses by the state of the submerged lands that 
it may claim, and how this may increase cumulative impacts from the land exchange and resulting 
oil and gas exploration and development. 
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Comment 6042.054: 
The DEIS also fails to address the potential land uses by the state of the submerged lands that it 
may claim, and how this may increase cumulative impacts from the land exchange and resulting 
oil and gas exploration and development. Could state ownership of the submerged lands in 
waterbodies result in oil and gas activities in those’ locations, or along the lake or river banks? 

Response to Comments 6036.026 and 6042.054: 
For submerged lands beneath navigable waters, the State of Alaska owns all right, title, and 
interest to the surface and subsurface estate, including natural resources such as oil, gas, and other 
minerals. As the landowner, the State of Alaska may elect to lease, sell, or permit the use of its 
property interests (e.g., allow recreation and transportation, lease its oil and gas interests, sell 
gravel to support oil or gas exploration and development, and allow or prohibit pipelines and road 
crossings). State ownership of the submerged lands in water bodies may result in additional oil 
and gas related activities on water bodies within the exchange area. The extent of that activity on 
these waters and lands is limited by applicable State of Alaska land and water resource statutes, 
regulations, policies and practices, and by the extent of applicable Federal jurisdiction limitations, 
such as U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and/or U.S. Environmental Protection Agency permitting. 
Oil and gas development on State of Alaska submerged lands would also be subject to 
transportation constraints that arise from being entirely surrounded by private (Doyon) and public 
(Refuge) lands, making development by anyone but Doyon logistically difficult.  

Comment 6055.150 From Doyon, Limited: 
4.23.14.2. Future Effects of Land Use and Recreation See previous discussions about the 
reference to 216,500 acres, et. al. 

Response to Comment 6055.150: 
The 216,500 acres are the Service’s net gain, as shown in Draft EIS Table 2-3, Change in 
Surface/Subsurface Ownership of Refuge Lands under the Action Alternatives. Footnote 4 in 
Table 2-3 notes that halo lands were not included in the Service’s net gain because these lands are 
already under Service protection. As noted, an adjustment should be made for acres that would be 
transferred from Doyon to the Service for construction of a right-of-way (ROW; see Tables 4-5 
and 4-6). An estimated 23,680 acres (37 miles x 640 acres per linear mile) under the Proposed 
Action and Land Exchange with Non-Development Alternative, and 5,120 acres (southern route; 
8 miles x 640 acres per linear mile) to 26,880 acres (northern route; 42 miles x 640 acres per 
linear mile) under the Land Exchange Excluding the White-Crazy Mountains Alternative, would 
be transferred from Doyon to the Service if a pipeline ROW was constructed and afforded 
protection by the Service (see Tables 4-5 and 4-6). As noted in Tables 4-5 and 4-6, resources on 
approximately 0 to 450 acres would be impacted by the construction of a ROW, depending on the 
alternative and ROW alignment. 

Comment 6055.151 From Doyon, Limited: 
4.23.14.2. Future Effects of Land Use and Recreation 
... 
The fourth paragraph should indicate the fact that Doyon has said that a road on Doyon land 
would not be open to the public; the Service and BLM have not determined whether a road 
crossing Refuge land or federal land in the White Mountains National Recreation Area would or 
would not be open to the public under all action alternatives as well as the No Land Exchange 
Alternative. 
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Response to Comment 6055.151: 
The text of the Final EIS Section 4.24.15.2 has been changed to reflect road status in response to 
this concern. 

Comment 6055.152 From Doyon, Limited: 
4.23.14.3. Differences Among the Alternatives (Land Use and Recreation) A discussion of land 
use and recreation should note there are different land use and public recreation in each of the 
action alternatives and the No Land Exchange Alternative to the extent land that commercial and 
industrial development is prohibited, and public recreation allowed. 

Response to Comment 6055.152: 
Differences in recreational opportunities among the alternatives are outlined in Sections 4.16 and 
Section 4.24.15.3 of the Final EIS. 

1.4.9.11 Cumulative Effects – Effects on Mammals 

Comment 6055.147 From Doyon, Limited: 
4.23.11.3. Differences Among the Alternatives (Mammals) See previous discussions about the 
reference to 216,500 acres, et. al. 

Response to Comment 6055.147: 
The 96,500 acres and 216,500 are the Service’s net gain for the Exchange with Non-Development 
Easements Alternative and the Proposed Action, as shown in Draft EIS Table 2-3, Change in 
Surface/Subsurface Ownership of Refuge Lands under the Action Alternatives. As noted in 
footnote 1, totals for the Non-Development Easements Alternative do not include the up to 
120,000 acres donated by Doyon to the Service because allowable surface activities on these 
lands would be controlled by Doyon, including some uses of the rivers and other water bodies. 
Thus, there could be some adverse impacts to mammals from these activities, and benefits to 
mammals may be less than if the Service obtained fee title to these lands. Footnote 4 in Table 2-3 
notes that halo lands were not included in the Service’s net gain because these lands are already 
under Service protection. An adjustment should also be made for acres that would be transferred 
from Doyon to the Service for construction of a right-of-way (ROW; see Tables 4-5 and 4-6). An 
estimated 23,680 acres (37 miles x 640 acres per linear mile) under the Proposed Action and 
Land Exchange with Non-Development Alternative, and 5,120 acres (southern route; 8 miles x 
640 acres per linear mile) to 26,880 acres (northern route; 42 miles x 640 acres per linear mile) 
under the Land Exchange Excluding the White-Crazy Mountains Alternative, would be 
transferred from Doyon to the Service if a pipeline ROW was constructed and afforded protection 
by the Service (see Tables 4-5 and 4-6). As noted in Tables 4-5 and 4-6, resources on 
approximately 0 to 450 acres would be impacted by the construction of a ROW, depending upon 
the alternative and ROW alignment. 

1.4.9.12 Cumulative Effects – Effects on Refuge Purposes 

Comment 6030.001 From Alaska Chapter, Sierra Club: 
By assuming that leasing of refuge lands is not a reasonably foreseeable consequence of the 
proposed exchange, and hence is not required to be analyzed as part of the cumulative effects of 
the proposed exchange, the DEIS fails to fully take into account the possible adverse effects of 
the proposed land exchange on the purposes, values, and resources of the Refuge. This deprives 
the public of the comprehensive analysis necessary for an informed consideration of the proposed 
exchange, and renders the cumulative effects analysis inadequate for the purposes of NEPA. We 
urge you to correct this deficiency in the final EIS. 
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Response to Comment 6030.001: 
As discussed in Section 2.5.1 of the EIS, Leasing of Service Lands for Oil and Gas Development, 
leasing of Service lands for oil and gas development was considered as an alternative in the EIS, 
but excluded from further analysis. Management policies in the Refuge Comprehensive 
Conservation Plan prohibit the leasing of any Refuge lands for oil and gas exploration and 
development. Thus, the leasing of lands for oil and gas development was not considered in the 
cumulative effects as a reasonably foreseeable future action. 

Comment 6055.149 From Doyon, Limited: 
4.23.13.2. Future Effects on Refuge Purposes See previous discussions about the reference to 
216,500 acres, et. al. 

Response to Comment 6055.149: 
The 216,500 acres are the Service’s net gain, as shown in Draft EIS Table 2-3, Change in 
Surface/subsurface Ownership of Refuge Lands under the Action Alternatives. Footnote 4 in 
Table 2-3 notes that halo lands were not included in the Service’s net gain because these lands are 
already under Service protection. An adjustment should be made for acres that would be 
transferred from Doyon to the Service for construction of a right-of-way (ROW; see Tables 4-5 
and 4-6). An estimated 23,680 acres (37 miles x 640 acres per linear mile) under the Proposed 
Action and Land Exchange with Non-Development Alternative, and 5,120 acres (southern route; 
8 miles x 640 acres per linear mile) to 26,880 acres (northern route; 42 miles x 640 acres per 
linear mile) under the Land Exchange Excluding the White-Crazy Mountains Alternative, would 
be transferred from Doyon to the Service if a pipeline ROW was constructed and afforded 
protection by the Service (see Tables 4-5 and 4-6). As noted in Tables 4-5 and 4-6, resources on 
approximately 0 to 450 acres would be impacted by the construction of a ROW, depending on the 
alternative and ROW alignment. 

1.4.9.13 Cumulative Effects – Effects on Socioeconomics 

Comment 6069.001: 
So my other suggestion or two here would be that for cumulative impacts I would highly suggest 
that you look at the North Slope and the oil and gas development from the socio-economic 
perspective 

Response to Comment 6069.001: 
Potential future social and economic effects of oil and gas development are discussed in the Final 
EIS under Section 4.24.21.2, Future Effects on Environmental Justice. The section has a 
discussion of effects on Native landownership, economic effects, and social effects. The section 
also cites some findings noted in the National Research Council’s 2003 report on the “Cumulative 
environmental effects of oil and gas activities on Alaska’s North Slope.” 

1.4.9.14 Cumulative Effects – Effects on Socioeconomics - Revenues 

Comment 6055.158 From Doyon, Limited: 
4.23.17.3. Differences Among the Alternatives (Socioeconomics) The discussion about the No 
Land Exchange Alternative indicates that there would be “no economic effects” because no 
exploration or field development would take place on core lands (last sentence). This is confusing 
because there would be likely be “no economic effects” under the No Land Exchange Alternative 
only for the Service. There is the potential for substantial long-term economic benefit to Doyon, 
its shareholders, and other Native Corporations under the provisions of ANCSA 7(i) based on 
exploration and field development on Doyon-owned lands. In fact, under the No Land Exchange 
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Alternative, if there is oil and gas development on Doyon-owned land then monies that would 
have gone to the Service under the proposed Land Exchange would instead go to Native entities. 

Response to Comment 6055.158: 
Oil and gas exploration and development may also be conducted on other Native-owned lands 
within the Refuge, with or without the land exchange. As these activities are not directly related 
to the land exchange, however, their effects are addressed in the Cumulative Effects Analysis in 
Section 4.24. 

1.4.9.15 Cumulative Effects – Effects on Soil 

Comment 6039.019 From Center for Biological Diversity: 
as mentioned above, global warming will detrimentally impact villages in the region, some of 
which may have to be completed relocated as a result of melting permafrost, ice and changes in 
weather (Bryson 2008, ACIAC 2008; see also Epstein and Mills 2005, describing the increase in 
weather variability and heightened intensity of storms due to increasing ocean temperatures.) 
Melting permafrost will also have serious implications for Alaskan infrastructure, as roads, 
pipelines and buildings crumble (“ACIAC”). 

Response to Comment 6039.019: 
The text of the Draft EIS has been revised in response to the concern over treatment of the 
impacts of climate change on the Yukon Flats region and the potential cumulative impacts of 
climate change on the Yukon Flats region. See Section 3.3.1 in Chapter 3 of the Final EIS for a 
revised discussion of the existing impacts of climate change on the Yukon Flats region. See 
climate change subsections under each resource in Section 4.24 for an assessment of potential 
cumulative climate change impacts to resources, including effects on infrastructure, soil, and 
ecosystem health. Sufficient data do not exist at this time to quantify the relationship between the 
Yukon Flats Proposed Land Exchange and oil and gas development and global climate change. 
Global climate change is an extremely complex process, and the technology to predict how the 
emissions from a single project would affect the global climate system does not exist. Estimates 
of greenhouse gas emissions from the proposed project suggest that the project’s contribution to 
the global budget of these gases would be insignificant and thus cannot significantly contribute to 
global climate change.  

1.4.9.16 Cumulative Effects – Effects on Subsistence 

Comment 6039.018 From Center for Biological Diversity: 
For example, the DEIS failed to consider the impacts global warming will have on fishing, 
hunting and subsistence. The Alaska Climate Impact Assessment Commission (“ACIAC”) 
warming has impacted migratory patterns of terrestrial mammals in the state, which will 
adversely affect those who rely on hunting for subsistence (ACIAC 2008) 

Response to Comment 6039.018: 
Stephen R. Braund and Associates’ 2007 supplemental report includes residents’ observations 
regarding climate change. Section 4.24.20 has also been updated to incorporate additional content 
related to climate change, where relevant. 
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1.4.9.17 Cumulative Effects – Effects on Vegetation, Wetlands, and Floodplains 

Comment 200013.001: 
Does the DEIS address the cumulative impacts related to altering habitats in the national refuge 
and beyond as roads and other infrastructure are built to accommodate the industrialization of the 
exchanged land? 

Response to Comment 200013.001: 
A discussion of impacts to fish and wildlife habitats and populations from industrial activities on 
or near the Refuge are discussed in Chapter 4 of the EIS under Effects to Vegetation, Wetlands, 
and Floodplains (Section 4.11), Fish and Essential Fish Habitat (4.12), Birds (4.13), and 
Mammals (4.14). As noted in Section 4.1, Introduction - Preview of this Section, the effects 
analysis was limited to the Refuge, except for the cumulative effects analysis (Section 4.24), 
which analyzed impacts outside the Refuge for some resources. 

1.4.9.18 Cumulative Effects – Effects on Water Quality and Hydrology 

Comment 6039.020 From Center for Biological Diversity: 
The DEIS also failed to consider global warming’s impact on ocean acidification, which will 
affect important calcifying species (Hughes 2003, ACIAC 2008). 

Response to Comment 6039.020: 
Sufficient data do not exist at this time to quantify the relationship between the Yukon Flats 
Proposed Land Exchange and oil and gas development and global climate change. Global climate 
change is an extremely complex process, and the technology to predict how the emissions from a 
single project would affect the global climate system, including ocean acidification, does not 
exist. Estimates of greenhouse gas emissions from the proposed project indicate that the project’s 
contribution to the global budget of these gases is insignificant and thus cannot significantly 
contribute to global climate change. Climate change refers to a change in the state of the climate 
that can be identified (e.g., by using statistical tests) by changes in the mean and/or the variability 
of its properties, and that persists for an extended period, typically decades or longer 
(Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change 2007, The Physical Science Basis glossary). On 
these time scales, the emissions of the long lived greenhouse gases are well mixed over the entire 
globe; the global warming potential of these gases is not dependent on the location or time of the 
emissions (Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change 2007, The Physical Science Basis 
Chapter 2). The current consensus understanding of climate change is that spatial patterns of 
climate response are largely controlled by climate processes and feedbacks (Intergovernmental 
Panel on Climate Change 2007, Synthesis Report), not emissions. 

(Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change 2007: Climate Change 2007: Synthesis Report. 
Contribution of Working Groups I, II and III to the Fourth Assessment Report of the 
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change [Core Writing Team, Pachauri, R.K and Reisinger, 
A. (eds.)]; IPCC, Geneva, Switzerland, 104 pp. Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change 
2007: Climate Change 2007: The Physical Science Basis. Contribution of Working Group I to the 
Fourth Assessment Report of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change [Solomon, S., D. 
Qin, M. Manning, Z. Chen, M. Marquis, K.B. Averyt, M. Tignor and H.L. Miller (eds.)]. 
Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, United Kingdom and New York, NY. 996 pp.) 



Responses to Comments 

130 February 2010 Yukon Flats Land Exchange Final EIS 

Comment 6055.139 From Doyon, Limited: 
4.23.7.2. Future Effects on Water Resources, Water Quality, and Hydrology The third paragraph 
should also discuss the No Land Exchange Alternative. 

Response to Comment 6055.139: 
We have noted that actions described in paragraph of Section 4.24.7.2, Future Effects on Water 
Resources, Water Quality, and Hydrology, could occur under the No Land Exchange Alternative. 

Comment 6055.140 From Doyon, Limited: 
4.23.7.3. Differences Among the Alternatives (Future Effects on Water Resources, Water 
Quality, and Hydrology) The discussion does make it clear that the No Land Exchange 
Alternative only involves a single production Title XI right-of-way. Likewise, it is not clear that a 
direct cumulative effect as a direct result of the net loss of federal protection for 3,720 lakes with 
66,700 acres and 350 river miles under this alternative (Table 4-14). 

Response to Comment 6055.140: 
We have added text to Section 4.24.7.3., Differences Among the Alternatives (Future Effects on 
Water Resources, Water Quality, and Hydrology), to note that there would only be a single right-
of-way, and that the number of lakes and river miles under Service management would not 
change from current levels. We have also included text to note that there would be differences 
among the action alternatives in the number of lakes and river miles under Service management 
based on Phase I and II actions. 

1.4.9.19 Cumulative Effects – Effects on Wild and Scenic Rivers 

Comment 6055.153 From Doyon, Limited: 
4.23.15.1. Past and Presents Effects Wild and Scenic Rivers, Wilderness Values, and Other 
Special Areas 
... 
The second paragraph should note that the 1988 Exxon seismic survey, that includes areas within 
the recommended-wilderness area, was approved by the Service after Refuge was established and 
after the “Yukon Flats National Wildlife Refuge Comprehensive conservation Plan, 
Environmental Impact Statement and Wilderness Review” was completed. 

Response to Comment 6055.153: 
The text of Final EIS Section 4.24.17.1 has been changed to reflect previous seismic surveys in 
the Refuge in response to this comment. 

Comment 6055.154 From Doyon, Limited: 
4.23.15.1. Past and Presents Effects Wild and Scenic Rivers, Wilderness Values, and Other 
Special Areas 
... 
The last paragraph should note the referenced placer mining in the Beaver Creek Wild River is in 
the headwaters area in the White Mountains National Recreation Area; that current water quality 
at the Refuge boundary is good; and that current BLM, EPA, and state placer mining laws and 
regulations are not likely to cause adverse water quality of the part of the Wild River the Refuge. 

Response to Comment 6055.154: 
Section 4.24.7.1 discusses Beaver Creek placer mining and water quality in response to this 
comment. 
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Comment 6055.155 From Doyon, Limited: 
4.23.15.2. Future Effects Wild and Scenic Rivers, Wilderness Values, and Other Special Areas 
See previous discussions about the reference to 216,500 acres. et. al. 

Response to Comment 6055.155: 
The 216,500 acres are the Service’s net gain, as shown in Draft EIS Table 2-3, Change in 
Surface/Subsurface Ownership of Refuge Lands under the Action Alternatives. Footnote 4 in 
Table 2-3 notes that halo lands were not included in the Service’s net gain because these lands are 
already under Service protection. An adjustment should be made for acres that would be 
transferred from Doyon to the Service for construction of a right-of-way (ROW; see Tables 4-5 
and 4-6). An estimated 23,680 acres (37 miles x 640 acres per linear mile) under the Proposed 
Action and Land Exchange with Non-Development Alternative, and 5,120 acres (southern route; 
8 miles x 640 acres per linear mile) to 26,880 acres (northern route; 42 miles x 640 acres per 
linear mile) under the Land Exchange Excluding the White-Crazy Mountains Alternative, would 
be transferred from Doyon to the Service if a pipeline ROW was constructed and afforded 
protection by the Service (see Tables 4-5 and 4-6). As noted in Tables 4-5 and 4-6, resources on 
approximately 0 to 450 acres would be impacted by the construction of a ROW, depending upon 
the alternative and ROW alignment. 

1.4.9.20 Cumulative Effects – Effects on Wilderness 

Comment 6028.050 From State of Alaska: 
Page 4-231, 4.23.15.2, first paragraph, second sentence: Please clarify that there are currently no 
Congressionally-designated Wilderness Areas in the Refuge. 

Response to Comment 6028.050: 
The text of Final EIS Section 4.24.16.1 states that these lands remain as only recommended for 
Wilderness designation. 

Comment 6055.157 From Doyon, Limited: 
4.23.15.3. Differences Among the Alternatives (Wild Rivers, Wilderness Values, and Other 
Special Areas). 
... 
The discussion in this section should note that the No Land Exchange Alternative would forgo 
federal protection to wilderness values on 270,000 acres, et. al. as discussed in Section 4.16. 

Response to Comment 6055.157: 
A comparison of protection of wilderness values for each alternative is given in Section 4.16 of 
the EIS, Effects on Wild and Scenic Rivers, Wilderness Values, and Other Special Areas.  

1.4.9.21 Cumulative Effects – Future Oil and Gas Exploration on Native Lands 

Comment 6028.025 From State of Alaska: 
Page 4-205, third paragraph: We recommend removing the second through the fifth sentences 
(starting with “Section 1008…” and ending with “…Refuge purposes.” The information is not 
necessary in this context, as the issues have already been taken up in other sections of the DEIS. 
As written, this paragraph does not encompass the breadth of requirements listed in ANILCA 
Section 1008, and also incorrectly paraphrases regional policy. To our knowledge, neither the 
referenced Memorandum of Understanding nor ANILCA require that compatibility 
determinations for oil and gas leasing on Alaska refuges pursuant to Section 1008 be made during 
the comprehensive conservation planning process. Consistent with the Management Policies and 
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Guidelines for National Wildlife Refuges in Alaska (2007), oil and gas leasing may only occur on 
lands in intensive management. This activity would also accompany a plan amendment, whereby 
lands subject to the lease would be likely placed into intensive management, regardless of their 
previous categorization. As an alternative to removing these sentences, appropriate language from 
the Management Policies and Guidelines addressing these concerns could be added. 

Response to Comment 6028.025: 
We have modified the text in Section 4.24.4.3, Reasonably Foreseeable Activities (Cumulative 
Effects, Section 4.24), Additional Oil and Gas Exploration and Development in the Refuge, to 
note that exploratory drilling, delineation drilling, and development could take place only on 
private lands or lands leased from the Federal Government. Current management policy is to 
allow oil and gas leasing only in “Intensive” management areas. The entire Refuge is currently 
classified as “Minimal” management. Even within Intensive management areas, oil and gas 
leasing cannot be authorized until several processes are completed, including (1) an assessment of 
potential; (2) a national interest determination; (3) a refuge compatibility determination, where 
applicable; and (4) a comprehensive conservation plan amendment. The process also involves 
public review. The Service would seek the views of State and local governments and other 
interested parties, in accordance with Section 1008(b)(2) of the Alaska National Interest Lands 
Conservation Act. If all these conditions are met, future leasing could be allowed on the Refuge, 
but is unlikely. For the purposes of these analyses, we assume that all exploration and delineation 
drilling and all development would take place on private lands. 

Comment 6042.097: 
It does not make sense to only consider the effects of oil and gas activities on existing Doyon 
lands as cumulative impacts as these may be directly related to each other and occur at the same 
time and depend on many concurrent activities. It is unrealistic, given that roads and pipelines 
connect up various fields and satellites in a geographic area, for the DEIS to ignore all 
exploration and development activities on Refuge lands. 

Response to Comment 6042.097: 
The cumulative effects analysis addresses effects that could occur from development on existing 
Doyon lands, as well as activities associated with the land exchange, including oil and gas 
development by Doyon on core lands. As discussed in Section 4.24.4.3, Reasonably Foreseeable 
Future Activities, Additional Oil and Gas Exploration and Development in the Refuge, it is very 
unlikely that exploration and development activities would occur on Service-administered lands 
within the Refuge, except those portions of the Refuge where a pipeline right-of-way could be 
constructed. 

Comment 6036.008 From Northern Alaska Environmental Center: 
The cumulative impact analysis did not evaluate the full effects of a network of roads, pipelines, 
water withdrawals, noise, aircraft overflights and other infrastructure throughout the Refuge, as 
well as on adjacent lands in White Mountains NRA [National Recreation Area], Beaver Creek 
Wild River, Arctic National Wildlife Refuge, other federal lands adjacent to Yukon Flats Refuge 
and up and downstream, village corporation lands, Native allotments, Gwichyaa Zhee Gwich’in 
Tribal Government lands, Venetie Tribal Government lands, or others. 

Comment 6042.168: 
The DEIS assumes these activities and infrastructure: -- Large field (based on Alpine field): 2 
main production and drilling pads; I airstrip; 5 satellite fields with intra-facility gravel roads and 
pipelines; 7 drilling pads;1 new airstrip; multiple gravel mines (number not quantified, p. 4-23); 
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250 development wells; 400,000 tons drilling cuttings and 70,000,000 gallons drilling muds; 
270.5 million gallons of surface water used for development drilling, camps; (p.4-210); 300 crude 
oil and other hydrocarbon spills totaling 52,500 gallons (Table 4-7, p. 4-28); 570,000 metric tons 
C02e emissions annually. (p.4-210); -- Permanent Gravel Roads (not ice roads):): 53 miles 
permanent gravel roads within oil fields on “core lands”; 90 mile permanent gravel access haul 
road to TAPS; the cumulative impact analysis lists up to 505 miles of pipelines/ roads to access 
non-exchange Doyon lands (EIS p.4-206); Roughly 13-22 gravel mines for haul road to TAPS 
(every 4-7 miles, p. 4-21) through White Mountains NRA. -- 6-12 exploratory wells: 3,850,000 to 
6,450,000 gallons surface water for drilling; 840,000 to 680,000 gallons of drilling wastes (plus 
4,800 to 9,600 tons of drill cuttings) for exploratory wells (p. 4-17); -- Seismic surveys: 100-200 
miles 2-D seismic survey lines in 2-3 years after exchange; no quantification of future surveys; 14 
foot wide seismic trails clear cut with mulcher; EIS ignores impacts from more intensive 3-D 
surveys planned by Doyon; -- 70-80 mile-long overland trail from Circle to core lands to haul 
seismic and exploratory drilling equipment in: clearcut 30 feet wide (250 acres); 28 miles of this 
across Refuge non-exchange lands. (p. 4-15). 
... 
The DEIS does not sufficiently combine these scenarios with facilities on other Doyon lands: 
These other oil field activities / infrastructure are vaguely described and analyzed in the 
cumulative impact analysis, but not in the main analysis of direct effects: -- Same quantities for 
infrastructure as large field, above (so double those numbers for total). -- 100-200 miles 2-D 
seismic surveys (likely underestimate as past surveys by Texaco, Exxon and others were 178 and 
240 miles; total past surveys were 514 miles). -- 12 exploration and delineation wells -- 
12,000,000 cubic yards of gravel excavated from multiple mines (p. 4-211); All other Exploratory 
impacts listed above; 3.26 million gallons surface water per year; total 910 acre feet for 
exploration and development/production. (p.4-213); -- 505 miles of permanent sales pipelines/ 
roads to access non-exchange Doyon lands (p.4-206). The Primary impact analysis only looks at 
exploration and development on “core exchange” lands. While the cumulative impact analysis 
does roughly double the amount of potential facilities that may take place on other Doyon lands, 
this analysis is very vague and largely ignores potential effects across Refuge lands. Elsewhere, 
the potential for greater impacts is described but an analysis of such impacts is not carried out, for 
example: Potential oil and gas development would not be limited to the Core exchange lands but 
could spread throughout the Flats, surrounding villages with roads and pipelines. (p.3-15); 
discovery of oil on “core” exchange lands would support the spread of more development over a 
much larger area: “ ... due to the possible discovery of significant oil resources ...would result in 
more seismic lines, more oilfield development, more roads and pads, [on non-exchange Native 
lands and thus a cumulative impact to water resources from additional or continued oil and gas 
development” (P 4-212 and 213). 

Comment 6057.011 From U.S. EPA: 
Cumulative Impacts Based on the discussion in the DEIS regarding current information from the 
US Geological Survey (USGS 2006), as well as well known projections for oil and gas costs into 
the future, there appears to be a high likelihood that Doyon will attempt to develop oil and gas on 
some or all of its lands currently held in four other areas of the Refuge in the near term. These are 
lands that are not included in the exchange. If such development occurs, there will be associated 
access and transmission infrastructure needed for each of these areas. The FWS does not evaluate 
this probable scenario in the DEIS, although it could result in significantly greater cumulative 
impacts to the Refuge overall. Recommendation: EPA recommends that the FWS recognize the 
likelihood of near term exploration and development scenarios for other areas in the Refuge, and 
disclose those cumulative impacts as appropriate. 
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Comment 6142.015: 
The accumulative impact analysis supposedly takes another one of those and plunks it somewhere 
on Doyon’s existing lands and creates some vague analysis. They don’t consider -- and the -- and 
there is up to 500 roads could connect all this out to Stevens Village, Beaver, Fort Yukon, Birch 
Creek, over towards Circle. 

Response to Comments 6036.008, 6042.168, 6057.011, and 6142.015: 
The assumptions used for the analysis of direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts are given in 
Section 4.4, Assumptions About Future Oil and Gas Exploration and Development, and Section 
4.24, Cumulative Effects. For cumulative effects, it was assumed that one small to large 
development could occur on the core lands, and one small to large development could occur on 
non-exchange, Native-owned lands within the Refuge. As shown in Figure 3-3, Areas with 
Potential for Oil and Gas in the Yukon Flats Basin, several deep basins with oil and gas potential 
are found on the Refuge and in close proximity to villages. Thus, oil and gas development could 
occur in several areas within the Refuge, but only on core or Native-owned lands. However, only 
two developments are reasonably foreseeable within 50 years after initiation of the project. The 
potential effects of up to two developments (one on core lands and one on Native-owned lands) 
are discussed in the cumulative effects section. The Proposed Action is the Agreement in 
Principle, which includes the exchange of land between Doyon and the Service, and 
compensation to the Service for any oil and gas development that occurs on core lands. The 
Agreement in Principle does not cover actions that could occur on existing Doyon- and Native-
owned lands. Thus, analysis of impacts from exploration and development on core and private 
lands is analyzed in the cumulative effects section. 

1.4.9.22 Cumulative Effects – General 

Comment 6031.004: 
Communities on the North Slope are increasingly speaking out about cumulative impacts from oil 
development. The EIS fails to recognize the potential for this from oil development in the Refuge. 

Response to Comment 6031.004: 
An analysis of cumulative effects from exploration and development on core lands and Doyon- 
and Native-owned lands is given in Section 4.24, Cumulative Effects. 

Comment 6036.043 From Northern Alaska Environmental Center: 
The DEIS failed to consider the direct, indirect, and cumulative environmental impact from 
transportation of oil and gas once it reaches the Trans-Alaska Pipeline System (TAPS) corridor, 
and from there is shipped from the Valdez Marine Terminal by supertanker down the Pacific 
coast to lower 48 ports (or it could be exported). 

Comment 6036.045 From Northern Alaska Environmental Center: 
How will the increasing automation of TAPS pump stations affect spill response along the Yukon 
River, and other streams? Why didn’t the DEIS evaluate the risk of oil and other toxic spills from 
operations of TAPS - and the devastation which could occur in the event of a spill? 

Response to Comments 6036.043 and 6036.045: 
The Final EIS: Renewal of the Federal Grant for the Trans-Alaska Pipeline System Right-of-Way 
(Bureau of Land Management 2002) analyzes the effects from the transportation of oil from the 
North Slope to Valdez Marine Terminal and beyond. Since the volume of oil added to the Trans-
Alaska Pipeline System (TAPS) from Yukon Flats would only replace oil volumes that are no 
longer transported down the TAPS due to declining production on the North Slope, there would 



Responses to Comments 

Yukon Flats Land Exchange Final EIS February 2010 135  

be no additive effects. The potential for a natural gas pipeline to transport gas from the North 
Slope (and potentially from the Yukon Flats) is discussed in Section 4.24.4.3, Reasonably 
Foreseeable Activities. 

Comment 6036.044 From Northern Alaska Environmental Center: 
Along the TAPS, there is currently no facility which would allow uptake of oil or gas; what 
impacts might the necessary facilities need, including new valves on new pads, pumping stations, 
staging areas, temporary or permanent housing, spill equipment; oil spill contingency plans also 
need to be addressed. The additional oil spill risks for this new facility, as well as the shipment of 
the oil through the pipeline need to be addressed. 

Response to Comment 6036.044: 
We have focused analysis in the EIS on the Agreement in Principle―the proposed land exchange 
and potential for oil and gas development on core lands. In the cumulative effects section (Section 
4.24), we have expanded the discussion of oil and gas exploration and development to include 
existing Doyon- and Native-owned lands, where such activities could occur. We have provided a 
general impact assessment of these activities, and the transport of oil in a pipeline from facilities 
within the Refuge to the Trans-Alaska Pipeline System (TAPS). However, information requested 
by the commenter, as well as specific right-of-way alignments between fields in the Refuge and 
the TAPS, cannot be provided until an oil development proposal occurs and the types and 
location of oil production and transport facilities are known, including facilities associated with 
the TAPS. These activities, and their effects, would be analyzed in a separate EIS or 
Environmental Assessment. The commenter is encouraged to review the Final EIS: Renewal of 
the Federal Grant for the Trans-Alaska Pipeline System Right-of-Way (Bureau of Land 
Management 2002), which analyzes the effects from the transportation of oil from the North 
Slope to Valdez Marine Terminal and beyond. This document provides information on the 
infrastructure needed to support the TAPS. 

Comment 6042.006: 
The CEA [Cumulative Effect Analysis] in the DEIS needs to apply the best science and 
forecasting techniques (p. 8, CEQ 1992) to assess potential catastrophic consequences of the 
proposed action, particularly in the face of climate change, and to insure the long-term 
sustainability of the sensitive biological resources within the Refuge. The FWS has hardly 
employed any of the seven methods identified by the CEQ as components of a CEA (p. 50, CEQ 
1992). Of particular use to the FWS in this process would be to comprehensively and in a 
quantitative manner in the DEIS include development of matrices to determine the cumulative 
effects on ecosystems by combining individual effects from different actions; base analyses on 
networks and system diagrams that trace multiple, subsidiary effects on various actions that 
accumulate upon ecosystems; apply models to quantify the cause-and- effect relationships leading 
to cumulative effects; conduct trends analysis to assess the status of ecosystems over time and 
identify cumulative effects problems, establish appropriate environmental baselines, and project 
future cumulative effects; and finally, overlay maps and GIS analysis to incorporate local 
information into cumulative effects analysis (p. 50, CEQ 1992). 

Response to Comment 6042.006: 
We used the 1997 Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) Considering Cumulative Effects 
Under the National Environmental Policy Act (Council on Environmental Quality 2007). This 
may be the same document referenced in your letter, although the date of publication differs. We 
followed guidance in Table 1-5, Steps in Cumulative Effects Analysis (CEA) to be Addressed in 
Each Component of Environmental Impact Assessment, including Scoping (see chapters 1, 
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Purpose and Need for the Action, and 2, Proposed Action and Alternatives, of the EIS), 
Describing the Affected Environment (see Chapter 3, Affected Environment), and Determining 
the Environmental Consequences (see Chapter 4, Environmental Consequences). In Section 4.24, 
Cumulative Effects, we identify the methodology used in the cumulative effects analysis, 
including scoping, and identifying the temporal and geographic limits of the analysis. With 
reference to the seven methods identified by the CEQ as components of a CEA, we (1) conducted 
interviews and held scoping to gather information needed for the cumulative effects analysis; (2) 
used checklists and other EISs for the region to identify potential cumulative effects; (3) used 
matrices, models, diagrams, and reports to identify and trace the cumulative effects, determine the 
cumulative effects on resources, and quantify cumulative effects; (4) provided information on 
trends, in part relying on information done for cumulative effects analyses for the North Slope 
and other regions in Alaska; and (5) used Geographic Information System (GIS) data 
management extensively to describe baseline conditions and analyze effects. It must be kept in 
mind that not all effects can be described at the level of analysis in the land exchange EIS until a 
specific exploration and/or development project is identified. At that time, the geographic and 
temporal boundaries of the project, and types and magnitude of potential resource impacts, could 
be better determined and evaluated. 

Comment 6055.136 From Doyon, Limited: 
[Section] 4.23.4.1. Past Activities Since wildfire is a major factor in the distribution of habitat and 
wildlife species, such as the lynx, a discussion about the role of wildfire management policies that 
have increased from an average of about 56,000 acres burned between 1950 and 1984 with the 
average of about 120,000 acres burned annually after 1984 (Section 3.2.3). Wildfire in Alaska is 
also mentioned in Section 4.23.4.4 (Climate Change) and 4.23.8.1 (Future Effects on Vegetation, 
Wetlands, and Floodplains). 

Response to Comment 6055.136: 
In addition to sections noted in the comment, the effects of wildfire and prescribed natural fire are 
discussed in Sections 3.4.3, Wildland Fire; 3.5.1.5, Fire Management; 4.9.1, Effects of the 
Proposed Action on Biological Integrity, Diversity, and Environmental Health; and 4.11.1, 
Effects of the Proposed Action on Vegetation, Wetlands, and Floodplains. Wildfire is an 
important determinant of wildlife distribution and habitat use, and can benefit species, such as 
Canada lynx, that favor shrublands and younger forest used by their prey species. Fire 
management policies and practices would remain essentially the same over most of the Refuge 
with or without the land exchange. However, fire protection would be provided near developed 
areas. 

Comment 6042.020: 
Entirely missing from the DEIS are thresholds that establish at what point(s) could impacts 
approach a level at which the entire ecosystem is altered beyond an acceptable level. Thus, if any 
alternative other than No Action is chosen, how will the Refuge assess and mitigate the direct and 
indirect impacts of exploration and development adjacent to Refuge lands and for ROWs across 
Refuge lands? There are no stipulations or operating procedures included in the three action 
alternatives to provide the Refuge with any control over how Doyon will? 

Response to Comment 6042.020: 
If Doyon were to discover an economically viable oil reserve, mitigation and thresholds would be 
developed as part of the permitting and analysis of site-specific exploration and development 
projects. Still, the Draft EIS offers some examples of reasonable mitigation. Examples of 
potential mitigation measures discussed in the EIS include: (1) constructing pipelines at certain 
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heights to avoid impeding large mammal movements, (2) limiting seismic surveys and 
construction activities to seasons when migratory bird species are absent, and 3) completing 
seismic surveys and overland travel when ground is frozen and covered with sufficient snow to 
protect soils and vegetation. 

Comment 6042.021: 
Spatial connectivity is characterized by threshold dynamics, and small perturbations near 
threshold could have large effects. How does each alternative affect the fragmentation of wildlife 
habitat, and thus, population viability? Recent literature suggests that wildlife populations in 
general may be sustained in larger numbers in larger patches than in connected fragmented 
patches (Faley and Estades 2007). Where does the Service incorporate such analysis into its 
CEA? Where is the discussion of principles of wildlife and conservation biology within the DEIS 
pertaining to a quantitative assessment of habitat fragmentation for all key species? This is 
necessary in order to substantiate the level of significance and duration of impacts, and to identify 
mitigation methods which would maximize protection of key resources. We propose that a 
quantitative CEA incorporate at least the following components or similar analyses as these 
methods yield: 1. A Resource Selection Model that incorporates wildlife movement monitoring 
data with landcover classification; 2. Population Viability Analysis that incorporates subsistence 
harvest and predator demands with wildlife population census data; 3. Establish Disturbance 
Coefficients that incorporate wildlife responses to industrial and other human activities; 4. 
Climate Change Scenarios that capture changes in temperature and precipitation in order to 
develop an understanding of the stability and trajectories for change of physical and biological 
resources on the Refuge; 5. Model Habitat Availability: a) under the large oilfield scenario; b) 
under a short- term minimum development scenario; c) under a future maximum development 
scenario including impacts of gravel roads that link communities; (d) under a gas pipeline 
development scenario; and e) model each scenario using a range of climate scenarios. These data 
belong in a spatially explicit analysis (i.e. GIS based) of cumulative effects, and should be 
interpreted within the best scientific understanding of wildlife and conservation biology. This 
type of quantitative ecosystem-level analysis will result in a truly quantitative, substantial set of 
results upon which it can base its conclusions and decisions. The conclusions provided in the 
CEA sections of the DEIS are inadequate at capturing all of the impacts described and fail to 
provide any thresholds. Thus, the CEA section of the document, as it stands, is useless to the 
public and to land managers and policy makers that are charged with making science-based 
decisions in order to provide maximum protection to Refuge resources. Clearly, the absence of an 
ecosystem level analysis makes it impossible to assess the true magnitude of impacts associated 
with the three Action alternatives. Because of the interconnectedness of all the physical, 
biological and social resources, the FWS must go further than independently considered them in 
the DEIS. Some fundamental principles of ecosystem ecology underscore the importance 
incorporating an ecosystem- level analysis into the CEA in the DEIS. One of these principles is 
that ecosystems depend on heterogeneity at all scales, so, how will the FWS ensure that industrial 
development does not fragment ecosystems into patches that are missing key elements? Further, 
ecosystem composition (what and how much) and configuration (how it is arranged) must be 
distinguished from each other but considered together. Again, addressing this principle requires 
the FWS to examine and model different cumulative effects scenarios and use these analyses to 
guide selection of a viable development alternative that provides real protection for resources. 
And further, all patches and places are not equal. Just as there are “keystone species”, there are 
keystone landscape elements. There does not appear to be sufficient scientific information 
available for Refuge resources in order to truly assess, to truly take a hard look, at the impacts of 
oil and gas development on the Refuge. 
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Comment 6042.022: 
We propose that a quantitative CEA incorporate at least the following components or similar 
analyses as these methods yield: 1. A Resource Selection Model that incorporates wildlife 
movement monitoring data with landcover classification; 2. Population Viability Analysis that 
incorporates subsistence harvest and predator demands with wildlife population census data; 3. 
Establish Disturbance Coefficients that incorporate wildlife responses to industrial and other 
human activities; 4. Climate Change Scenarios that capture changes in temperature and 
precipitation in order to develop an understanding of the stability and trajectories for change of 
physical and biological resources on the Refuge; 5. Model Habitat Availability: a) under the large 
oilfield scenario; b) under a short- term minimum development scenario; c) under a future 
maximum development scenario including impacts of gravel roads that link communities; (d) 
under a gas pipeline development scenario; and e) model each scenario using a range of climate 
scenarios. These data belong in a spatially explicit analysis (i.e. GIS based) of cumulative effects, 
and should be interpreted within the best scientific understanding of wildlife and conservation 
biology. This type of quantitative ecosystem-level analysis will result in a truly quantitative, 
substantial set of results upon which it can base its conclusions and decisions. The conclusions 
provided in the CEA sections of the DEIS are inadequate at capturing all of the impacts described 
and fail to provide any thresholds. Thus, the CEA section of the document, as it stands, is useless 
to the public and to land managers and policy makers that are charged with making science-based 
decisions in order to provide maximum protection to Refuge resources. Clearly, the absence of an 
ecosystem level analysis makes it impossible to assess the true magnitude of impacts associated 
with the three Action alternatives. Because of the interconnectedness of all the physical, 
biological and social resources, the FWS must go further than independently considered them in 
the DEIS. Some fundamental principles of ecosystem ecology underscore the importance 
incorporating an ecosystem - level analysis into the CEA in the DEIS. One of these principles is 
that ecosystems depend on heterogeneity at all scales, so, how will the FWS ensure that industrial 
development does not fragment ecosystems into patches that are missing key elements? Further, 
ecosystem composition (what and how much) and configuration (how it is arranged) must be 
distinguished from each other but considered together. Again, addressing this principle requires 
the FWS to examine and model different cumulative effects scenarios and use these analyses to 
guide selection of a viable development alternative that provides real protection for resources. 
And further, all patches and places are not equal. Just as there are “keystone species”, there are 
keystone landscape elements. There does not appear to be sufficient scientific information 
available for Refuge resources in order to truly assess, to truly take a hard look, at the impacts of 
oil and gas development on the Refuge. 

Response to Comments 6042.021 and 6042.022: 
Geographic Information System (GIS) mapping was used extensively in the EIS to evaluate 
baseline conditions (see GIS-based figures included in Chapter 3, Affected Environment) and to 
assess impacts to fish and wildlife (Chapter 4 Environmental Consequences). Impacts to birds and 
mammals from fragmentation was discussed under exploration in Section 4.13 (Effects on Birds) 
and Section 4.14 (Effects on Mammals). As noted in Section 1.3.2.1, the Service Project-specific 
Goals for the land exchange are to increase the total amount of public lands managed in 
accordance with Refuge purposes, to add quality habitats to the Refuge, and to consolidate 
landownership patterns and decrease fragmentation. Fragmentation would occur with exploration, 
but disturbed habitats would recover over time. Development would have longer-term impacts to 
habitat connectivity, but much of the development would be confined to one or a few privately-
developed areas within the boundaries of the Refuge. Consolidation of development would help 
to reduce fragmentation of the larger Refuge area. Modeling and other assessments of the effects 
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of fragmentation might be useful once specific projects and areas of disturbance and habitat 
fragmentation are identified, and mitigation measures are developed to reduce the effects of 
fragmentation. Without this information, modeling for this EIS would be speculative. 

1.4.9.23 Cumulative Effects – Geographic and Temporal Limits of Cumulative Effects Analysis 

Comment 6037.055 From Environmental Destruction on Indigenous Lands: 
The DEIS has not fully considered the proposed action and its effects over a broad enough time 
scale to realistically identify the full range of consequences that might occur during the duration 
of the proposed oil and gas development activities, including the recovery phase after resource 
production has ceased 

Response to Comment 6037.055: 
As stated in Section 4.24.2, Temporal Limits of the Cumulative Effects Analysis, the analysis 
considered activities likely to occur within 50 years of initiation of the project. We assume that 
production and abandonment activities could last for 50 years after initial discoveries are made. 
In addition, due to the difficulty of predicting advances in technology and the need for oil and gas 
very far into the future, a reasonable analysis period, and one on which most of the cumulative 
effects analysis is focused, is 50 years into the future. 

1.4.10 Drainage of Federal Oil 
1.4.10.1 Drainage of Federal Oil – General 

Comment 6022.007 From BLM: 
Chapter 1 Section 13.5 (p. 1-11) sites the possibility of drainage of adjacent Refuge land, but 
makes no mention of any potential for drainage of the WMNRA [White Mountains National 
Recreation Area]. Given the geologic mapping reflected on map 3-3, this may be more of a 
theoretical rather than real problem. Since no federal subsurface will be leased as part of this 
proposal, the portion of the second sentence in section 1.6 (p, 1-12) after “oil and gas exploration 
and development” is irrelevant and should be deleted to avoid any suggestion that such leasing 
would occur. 

Response to Comment 6022.007: 
The geological situation precludes the potential for oil and gas accumulations where the core 
lands abut the White Mountains National Recreation Area (WMNRA). The text in Section 1.5 of 
the Final EIS has been modified to just note that the Bureau of Land Management is responsible 
for WMNRA. There is no reference to such leasing occurring for this project. 

Comment 6055.137 From Doyon, Limited: 
[Section] 4.23.4.2. Reasonably Foreseeable Activities (Additional Oil and Gas Exploration and 
Development in the Refuge) The fourth paragraph assumes oil and gas development will occur 
only on Native-owned lands in the Refuge. Drainage should also be discussed (Section 1.3.5). 
Also see comments on Section 2.3.3.6 (No Land Exchange) and Section 4.3.1 (Where future Oil 
and Gas Exploration and Development Might Occur). 

Response to Comment 6055.137: 
We have included text in the Final EIS section 4.24.4.3 to note that drainage of oil from the 
Federal estate could occur, and to provide associated avenues of recourse. 
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1.4.11 Ecoregions 
1.4.11.1 Ecoregions – Ecoregions of the Yukon Flats 

Comment 106.004 From Alaska Coalition of Washington: 
The DEIS does not adequately address impacts to protecting whole ecosystems and diverse 
wildlife 

Response to Comment 106.004: 
Whole ecosystems are highly diverse and complex. A functional ecosystem model is not available 
for this region of Alaska. Our intent with this document is to present different components of the 
ecosystem and potential impacts within individual sections (e.g. vegetation, wildlife, subsistence, 
etc.) to be evaluated by the reader. 

Comment 6055.102 From Doyon, Limited: 
[Section] 3.2.2. Ecoregions Chapter 4 does not discuss potential impacts of the action alternatives 
or the no-action alternative on ecoregions. The relative distribution of Service and Native 
ownerships in the Refuge and how these would change under the action alternatives and the no-
action alternative should be included either here or added to Chapter 4. 

Response to Comment 6055.102: 
An ecoregion classification is a geographically descriptive term used to group similar 
environmental conditions defined by climate, landforms, soils, etc.; ecoregions are geographic in 
reference and geologic in time. The description of the Yukon-Old Crow ecoregion provided in 
Chapter 3 was intended to give a broad overview of environmental conditions. The value of 
defining an ecoregion is that it provides insight into finer scale ecological variables (e.g. 
vegetation, habitat, hydrology, etc.) from which impacts can be evaluated. The EIS team has 
sought to provide long-range forecasting of potential environmental impacts and changes 
(climate) in the Cumulative Effect sections. 

1.4.12 Edits 
1.4.12.1 Edits – Figures 

Comment 5001.009: 
The maps that you’ve shown us, there have been several and I really wish there was something in 
the Impact Statement where you could flip to compare them. Maybe a clear -- you know, three -- 
a set of three or four clear pages to compare each other I guess. 

Response to Comment 5001.009: 
Comment noted. We considered different ways of presenting maps, including providing them in a 
separate volume. It was decided that by having maps in close proximity to the text associated 
with the map, it would help the reader better understand the issues discussed in the EIS. 

Comment 6022.008 From BLM: 
We recommend that the land status, including the WMNRA, be added to all of the maps in 
Chapter 2 (and other chapters where it is currently missing), or at least on all of those on which 
the possible pipeline and road ROW are currently displayed. This will better help readers to 
appreciate the ownership and management of lands that could be impacted by the road and 
pipeline. 
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Response to Comment 6022.008: 
We tried adding additional information to the maps, including land status, but found that adding 
additional layers of information made the maps more cluttered and often made it difficult to “see” 
the information of interest. Thus, we simplified the maps somewhat to make the information of 
interest easier to understand. 

Comment 6032.001: 
Section 1.1 Proposed Action, paragraph 4, line 7 (p.1-1) and 2.2.3 Exchange Land Prioritization, 
3 Final Acquisition Priorities (p. 1-3, 2-5 through 2-8). Figure 1-2 Proposed Action and Priority 
Rankings for Doyon Lands p. 1-3 is misleading in that it conveys to the read that the township 
ranked 1-16 are the Service’s top 16 priority parcels. The reader has to go to p. 2-5, Chapter 2,3. 
Final Acquisition Priorities, to realize that this is not the case. This can easily be cleared up by 
relabeling each of the 16 parcels (Doyon to the Service) with their original number rank in Figure 
1-2 for the FEIS. This should also be done for parcels identified to be sold in Phase II to the 
Service by Doyon. Again, this will inform the reader of the actual ranking of parcels to be 
purchased. 

Comment 6032.002: 
A new map figure in the FEIS illustrating the original ranking order of all 123 parcels ranked by 
FWS would aid the reader in understanding how the Service originally prioritized parcels during 
negotiation of the Agreement in Principle. 

Response to Comments 6032.001 and 6032.002: 
Adding a new set of ranking numbers to a figure would likely confuse the public, since Doyon 
would not agree to exchange some of the parcels that were ranked high in the initial ranking. 
Thus, in Figure 1-2, Proposed Action and Priority Rankings for Doyon Lands, we have shown 
only those parcels that would be considered in the land exchange, and their ranking. 

Comment 6085.001: 
First I think in Figure 1.1 you show a lot of Native villages in the interior that are associated with 
Doyon, I think it would be respectful if you labeled those villages and mark them within the lands 
of this figure. You would clearly show the village that I’m enrolled to, which is Rampart which is 
also a member of the C.A.T.G. [Council of Athabascan Tribal Governments] and also a member 
of the Yukon Flats School District 

Response to Comment 6085.001: 
Figure 1.1 in the Final EIS was updated with additional village sites. 

1.4.12.2 Edits – General 

Comment 68.001: 
The FWS has failed to provide to the public in this DEIS, the information necessary to assess 
whether this exchange represents an equal value exchange; impacts to groundwater, cultural 
resources, and an independent means of estimation of the oil involved. Just as important, a 
legitimate EIS requires a full disclosure of the impacts to all wildlife species including fish 
spawning, over-wintering and fish rearing. This DEIS has failed miserably to provide this 
necessary information to the public. 
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Response to Comment 68.001: 
Comment noted. The appraisal results were not available before release of the Draft EIS. The 
analysis conducted through the EIS process subsequently led the Service to identify the No Land 
Exchange Alternative as its Preferred Alternative. This decision was based on resource impacts 
rather than appraised land values, which nullified completing the appraisal process. Should the 
Service ultimately pursue one of the action alternatives, the appraisal process would be completed 
to ensure an equal value exchange (see 2.3.4, Equal Value Land Exchange). Effects of the 
alternatives, including assumptions on the amount of oil that could be available for development, 
are given in Chapter 4, Environmental Consequences. Section 4.12.2 of the Final EIS, Effects on 
Fish and Essential Fish Habitat, discusses the impacts to fish and fish habitat from the 
alternatives. 

Comment 575.001: 
Please address inadequacies in the EIS, including subsistence impacts from spills to fisheries, 
impacts to recreational uses in the Refuge and adjacent areas, climate change impacts including 
fire, fish, and habitat degradation exacerbated by the proposal, and cumulative impacts of oil 
development to the Refuge. 

Response to Comment 575.001: 
Effects of the Proposed Action, including assumptions on the amount of oil that could be 
available for development, are given in Chapter 4, Environmental Consequences. Without more 
specific information from the commenter, it is difficult to determine inadequacies in the 
document. 

Comment 857.010 From Center for Water Advocacy: 
Regarding likely effects of the actions, each and every alternative proposed should be evaluated 
for its effects on the resources described previously. These effects must be evaluated for both 
direct and cumulative effects for each alternative. The analysis of effects must also be analyzed 
for consistency with Indian treaty rights, rebuilding efforts, regional goals and policies, the legal 
mandates contained in NEPA, NFMA [National Forest Management Act] and other authority. 

Response to Comment 857.010: 
The EIS provides a comprehensive analysis of the effects of the alternatives on the biological, 
physical, social, and economic resources of the Refuge, including direct, indirect, and cumulative 
effects associated with each alternative, as discussed in Chapter 4, Environmental Consequences. 
Consistency with laws, regulations, other EISs, and other guidance documents is given in Section 
1.4. As the Proposed Action is on a National Wildlife Refuge, the National Forest Management 
Act would not apply. 

Comment 857.007 From Center for Water Advocacy: 
The Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) must adequately explain the current conditions of the 
project area, the watershed and the fish and wildlife populations and the effects that the Land 
Exchange will have on these resources. At a minimum, the following disclosures should be made: 
... 
Monitoring: Current status and trend of monitoring for implementation, effectiveness and 
cumulative effects, percent monitored and frequency. 
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Comment 866.007 From Alaska’s ‘Big Village’ Network: 
The Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) must adequately explain the current conditions of the 
project area, the watershed and the fish and wildlife populations and the effects that the Land 
Exchange will have on these resources. At a minimum, the following disclosures should be made: 
... 
Monitoring: Current status and trend of monitoring for implementation, effectiveness and 
cumulative effects, percent monitored and frequency. 

Response to Comments 857.007 and 866.007: 
The Refuge has ongoing monitoring for water quality and fish and wildlife populations, among 
other resources, as discussed in Chapter 3 of the EIS. Monitoring specific to any activities related 
to the land exchange, primarily those that would occur during Phase II (oil and gas development), 
would be developed and implemented as part of development, analysis, and permitting of site-
specific projects. 

Comment 5038.005: 
They need to come here and do baseline data on all the information that’s going to be included in 
the DEIS [sic]. No studies from other areas. Alaska is a -- an enormous state with complex 
geology, with complex topography, weather, everything else. And to make a blanket statements, a 
one-size-fits-all isn’t being accurate. And I believe that this document can be accurate with a little 
bit of effort. We don’t want this thing pushed through because we want more time to understand 
it. We want more time to understand what are the actual effects. We want baseline data. We want 
a scientist to come here to test our air and say -- say, According to the information that I’ve 
gained from studying Fort Yukon, from studying Birch Creek for the past year, this is how the air 
acts, this is what drilling will do. Not this is the way it is up on the North Slope. That doesn’t cut 
it. We need to know specific information. 

Response to Comment 5038.005: 
We encourage the commenter to review Chapter 3, Affected Environment, for baseline 
information specific to the Refuge and adjoining areas. Refuge personnel and Doyon  have 
collected a wealth of baseline data within the Refuge and from residents of the villages found 
within and near the Refuge. The Service sought local knowledge at meetings with the villages, 
during public scoping meetings and hearings, and during a study of Alaska Native traditional 
resource use in the Refuge. The assessment of impacts (Chapter 4) does include references to the 
North Slope (and other areas within Alaska) because the effects of oil and gas development have 
been well-studied in this area. We agree that Alaska is a large and diverse area, and we have tried 
to incorporate studies in the EIS that are appropriate for assessing effects that could occur from 
actions proposed in the EIS that could occur on the Yukon Flats. 

Comment 6026.001: 
The document fails to present significant benefits to the American people to compensate for the 
loss of wildlife habitat, pollution on water bodies, negative impacts on Native subsistence 
activities or other effects of adding industrial infrastructure. 

Response to Comment 6026.001: 
The proposed project would meet several goals for the Service and Doyon, as discussed in 
Section 1.3.2, Purpose and Need. These include an increase in the amount of land managed by the 
Service, the addition of quality lands to the Refuge, and consolidation of landownership to allow 
for better management of Refuge resources. However, based on public comments on the Draft 
EIS and subsequent discussions and analysis by the Service, the Service has determined that the 
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No Land Exchange Alternative would better meet Refuge management objectives, resource 
protection goals, and purposes, as discussed in Section 2.4.4, Preferred Alternative - No Land 
Exchange Alternative (No Action Alternative). 

Comment 6026.002: 
It also fails to analyze adequately the cumulative impacts of anticipated development on both 
exchange and non-exchange lands. 

Response to Comment 6026.002: 
An analysis of cumulative effects from exploration and development on core lands (exchange 
lands) and Doyon- and Native-owned lands (non-exchange lands) is given in Section 4-24, 
Cumulative Effects. 

Comment 6028.002 From State of Alaska: 
Throughout the document, it is not always clear that oil and gas development activities and most 
of the potential associated impacts would be occurring on private lands within or near the exterior 
boundaries of the refuge, not on federally-owned and managed refuge lands. Based on our 
observation of media coverage about this exchange, we predict this confusion will bias many of 
the public comments. While some sections simply do not distinguish which lands are affected, it 
appears the confusion more often results from the manner in which various lands are referenced. 
For example, privately-owned Doyon lands are referenced as “within” or “located in” the Refuge, 
and the region is referred to as “Yukon Flats,” which is also the name of the Refuge. And while 
an explanation is provided on page 4-1 to clarify how the phrase “the Refuge” is applied in the 
Environmental Consequences chapter, referring to all lands within the planning area, regardless 
of ownership, as “the Refuge” makes it difficult to discern what impacts affect public vs. private 
land. The following page-specific examples are provided to illustrate this concern. Alternatively, 
positive examples where the affected lands are well clarified can be found in Table 2-5 on page 2-
43 and page 2-46, under Birds and Mammals, Phase II. 

Response to Comment 6028.002: 
Comment noted. We considered different ways of presenting the information that was logical to 
the public, and the resulting EIS language reflects these efforts. Because Doyon- and Native-
owned lands are within the Refuge, it is often difficult to separate out these lands from those 
administered by the Service. We reviewed the text in the Draft EIS to identify ways to make it 
clearer to the public which lands are being considered when preparing the Final EIS. 

Comment 6028.003 From State of Alaska: 
Page ES-4 and ES-5, 1.8: While other sections of the document clarify seismic lines and drilling 
will not occur on federal refuge lands, the Phases I and II descriptions of impacts in the 
introductory “Executive Summary” do not clarify that the impacts described will occur on 
privately-owned Doyon land. 

Response to Comment 6028.003: 
We have revised the text for Section ES-1.8, Summary of Impacts, in Phase I and Phase II, to 
note that most impacts from exploration and development would only occur on private lands. 
However, some impacts, such as noise disturbance, could occur on Service-administered lands. 
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Comment 6028.005 From State of Alaska: 
Page ES-6, 1.9: The discussion of cumulative impacts refers to “…oil and gas exploration and 
development in the Refuge” and “…development throughout the refuge…” without 
distinguishing between federal refuge lands or privately-owned lands located within the exterior 
boundaries of the Refuge. 

Response to Comment 6028.005: 
Cumulative impacts could occur on or off private lands, including impacts associated with a 
natural gas pipeline or climate change. 

Comment 6028.014 From State of Alaska: 
Glossary-10, “Navigable Waters”: Please amend this definition, in both the FEIS and any future 
documents, to accurately reflect the federal definition of navigability as set forth in the Daniel 
Ball decision, 77 U.S. (19 Wall.) 557, 563, (1870). The definition should be amended to read: 
Those waters, rivers or lakes which are navigable in fact. And they are navigable in fact when 
they are used, or are susceptible of being used, in their ordinary condition, as highways of 
commerce, over which trade and travel are or may be conducted in the customary modes of trade 
and travel on water. Typically, these bodies of water are large enough to accommodate a boat, 
and include streams, creeks and wetlands that empty into larger river and lakes. The term does not 
include or apply to groundwater. 

Response to Comment 6028.014: 
We have revised the term “Navigable Waters” in the Glossary of the Final EIS to accurately 
reflect the Federal definition of navigability. 

Comment 6032.019: 
Note, Appendix A - Agreement in Principal, p.2, first paragraph states 53,000 acres of ANCSA 
12(b) land selections would be relocated outside the Refuge. This acreage figures differs from the 
56,500 acres stated throughout the remainder of the DEIS. 

Response to Comment 6032.019: 
All acreage figures in the Agreement in Principle are approximate and are Geographic 
Information System-derived estimates of the areas shown on the maps. Furthermore, the 
Agreement in Principle did not include submerged lands in the total acreages. The negotiators for 
the Service and Doyon later agreed to include submerged lands in the acreage tally. 

Comment 6042.093: 
The lessons of North Slope oil and gas development, especially its cumulative harm to animals, 
land, and culture (National Research Council 2003) are relevant to the analysis. Much of its 
negative impacts are ignored by the superficial analysis conducted in the DEIS. 

Comment 6069.002: 
And that there really needs to be a much more in-depth analysis in the EIS on what has happened 
in -- on the North Slope. 

Response to Comments 6042.093 and 6069.002: 
We have included information from assessments done for the North Slope. We have tried to 
provide a balanced assessment of potential impacts to resources of the Yukon Flats based on 
information gained from the North Slope, but also from Yukon Flats-specific studies and baseline 
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information, since the topography, vegetation, fish, wildlife, and other natural, physical, and 
social resources are often quite different on the Yukon Flats than on the North Slope. 

Comment 6042.120: 
The DEIS does not present an adequate analysis of seismic survey, camp move, and overland trail 
disturbances to permafrost, soils, vegetation, fish and wildlife, wilderness, subsistence, cultural 
resources, visual resources, and other refuge purposes in any of the environmental consequences 
sections. 

Response to Comment 6042.120: 
Information on seismic survey, camp move, and overland trail disturbances to permafrost, soils, 
vegetation, fish and wildlife, wilderness, subsistence, cultural resources, visual resources, and 
other Refuge purposes is given under each resource area for Phase I effects for each alternative. 

Comment 6042.128: 
There was not adequate justification for solely considering the overland trail from Circle, nor 
were its impacts to vegetation, permafrost, hydrology, small mammals, mammal’s migration, etc. 
considered especially if another alternative might have less impact. This “temporary” trail would 
in fact be a permanent change. This would be especially true with repeated and intense use by 
very heavy equipment such as drill rigs as described here: “we assume the same cleared route 
used to access seismic survey areas would also be used to access the exploratory drilling sites.” 
(PA-17) 

Response to Comment 6042.128: 
A discussion of the process for selecting the overland route from Circle is in Section 4.4.2.1, 
Exploration Seismic Surveys. Several options were considered, but deemed impractical. This 
section also provides information on the general types of activities associated with development 
of the route. Information on impacts from overland travel are given under each resource area, 
under Phase I Effects, Exploration. Because an overland trail could have long-term impacts, the 
Service would require Doyon to obtain a right-of-way permit. The permitting process would 
involve a National Environmental Policy Act review to analyze site-specific impacts, assess 
alternative routes, and develop appropriate mitigation measures. 

Comment 6042.209: 
Table 5-1, List of Preparers and reviewers of the DEIS, should include the names of Doyon 
representatives who participated in preparing or reviewing the DEIS. 

Comment 6042.210: 
Table 5-2, List of reviewers of the DEIS, should include the names of Doyon representatives who 
participated in reviewing the DEIS. 

Response to Comments 6042.209 and 6042.210: 
We have included the names of Doyon representatives who participated in reviewing the Draft 
EIS in Table 5-1 for the Final EIS, List of Preparers and Reviewers of the Final EIS. 

Comment 6053.003: 
In the EIS, it states -- it doesn’t guarantee anything about how this will affect our land. Not 
enough information. There was not enough information on how we live off our land and our 
culture. And I think that’s very important that that be in the EIS. 
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Response to Comment 6053.003: 
The EIS provides a comprehensive assessment of the conditions in the Yukon Flats (Chapter 3, 
Affected Environment) and potential consequences from the land exchange and exploration and 
development of core and private lands (Chapter 4, Environmental Consequences). 

Comment 6055.001 From Doyon, Limited: 
Doyon has supported the proposed Land Exchange because it provides a significant opportunity 
to promote the economic and social well being of tribal shareholders and has the potential to 
provide monetary and job resources for the community for years to come. While the DEIS 
generally, and most often, correctly describes Doyon’s status and additional responsibilities as an 
Alaska Native Corporation established under federal law, it occasionally omits this significant 
detail, leaving the reviewer with insufficient information. The DEIS would be better served by a 
more consistent description of Doyon that uses the customary references to the organization as an 
“Alaska Native Corporation” rather than “for-profit corporation” and, where appropriate, explains 
the formation of Doyon under ANCSA and its cultural and socioeconomic responsibilities to its 
shareholders, and other Native corporations, under federal law. 

Response to Comment 6055.001: 
We have changed the term “for-profit corporation” to “Alaska Native Regional Corporation.” A 
discussion of Doyon’s cultural and socioeconomic responsibilities to shareholders, and other 
Native Corporations, is in Section 1.3.1.4., Doyon-Selected Oil and Gas Lands under ANSCA. 

Comment 6055.005 From Doyon, Limited: 
Usage of various terms in the DEIS tends to vary in their meaning and this should be corrected to 
insure consistency. For example, “rural resident” and “shareholder” should be used as defined by 
ANILCA. 

Response to Comment 6055.005: 
We have reviewed the Draft EIS and made corrections in terminology where appropriate for the 
Final EIS. 

Comment 6055.006 From Doyon, Limited: 
The DEIS varies in describing the amount of acreage to be included in the proposed Land 
Exchange as “up to 120,000” and” 120,000”. Doyon believes it is more accurate to state “up to 
120,000”. 

Response to Comment 6055.006: 
We have revised text in the Final EIS to state “up to 120,000 acres,” where applicable. 

Comment 6055.012 From Doyon, Limited: 
Abstract Line 13 - Insert “up to” in front of “an additional 120,000 acres ...” to be consistent with 
the Proposed Action and alternatives. 

Response to Comment 6055.012: 
Abstract text corrected in Final EIS to reflect that “up to an additional 120,000 acres” would be 
sold to the Service by Doyon. 

Comment 6055.048 From Doyon, Limited: 
[Section] 2.5.3. Non-Development Easement The first sentence should read “up to” 120,000 
acres. 
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Response to Comment 6055.048: 
We have revised the text in Section 2.6.3, Non-Development Easement, to note that Doyon would 
donate non-development easements that would preclude commercial development on up to 
120,000 acres in the Final EIS. 

Comment 6055.120 From Doyon, Limited: 
[Section] 4.7.2.1. Phase I Effects (Water Resources, Water Quality, and Hydrology) The last 
sentence should read “up to” 120,000 acres. 

Response to Comment 6055.120: 
We have revised Final EIS  Section 4.8.2.1, Phase I Effects (Water Resources, Water Quality, and 
Hydrology), to state that ….Doyon would also donate non-development easements on up to 
120,000 acres…. 

Comment 6055.156 From Doyon, Limited: 
The White Mountains National Recreation Area is mislabeled on page 4-232 as the “White River 
National Recreation Area” 

Response to Comment 6055.156: 
The text in Section 4.24.16.3 of the Final EIS, Differences Among the Alternatives, has been 
corrected to show that it should be the White Mountains National Recreation Area. 

Comment 6057.003 From U.S. EPA: 
Study Area Confined to Refuge Boundaries Outside of the issue of socioeconomics, the study 
area identified for the analysis is currently defined as the area within the Refuge boundaries. EPA 
believes that, although the access corridor will be evaluated in a project-specific EIS, the study 
area should also include area anticipated for access/pipeline corridors because project effects will 
extend to corridors if production occurs. Recommendation: We recommend that the study area be 
expanded in the final EIS to include the proposed access corridor, which would include the 
community of Livengood. 

Response to Comment 6057.003: 
The access corridor(s) have not been well-defined. We have provided general route alignments in 
the EIS to assist with analysis, but the actual route alignments would be determined after 
development area(s) are identified. If development and construction of a right-of-way (ROW) is 
proposed, an EIS would be required to analyze the effects of the ROW on the natural and human 
environment. 

Comment 6062.004 From Stevens Village Natural Resource Program: 
Section 29 and 30 of the TAPS act could serve as a template to help in the remediation of Oil/Gas 
impacts on the communities and in the monitoring of the activities as they are related to the health 
of the environment. Many Tribal Resource and Environmental programs already exist in the 
Yukon Flats that could assist in the EIS, habitat and environmental surveys, and fisheries, 
wildlife, lands, recreation, and subsistence management projects process. Such work would be a 
direct benefit to the communities and would ensure an active role in future development. A more 
thoroughly developed industry environmental plan, with regulation and operations guidelines that 
are more stringent than the current industry standards, may allow for further support from the 
Councils and communities. 
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Response to Comment 6062.004: 
We encourage residents of villages and staff of Tribal Resource and Environmental programs to 
work with Doyon, Tribal councils, and communities to implement actions suggested in the 
comment. However, development of such activities is not part of the scope of the EIS. 

Comment 6069.003: 
And there has recently been a national research council in-depth study that has looked at the 
cumulative affects and if we were to consider what 20 or 30 years ago was a situation where 
many people on North Slope welcomed oil development. What we see now are highly 
contentious lawsuits with people saying that’s not what we signed up for. And so if nothing else I 
think there really must be a much more thorough assessment of what’s happened there and a 
consideration of how that could transfer and apply to the Yukon Flats. 

Response to Comment 6069.003: 
We have included information from assessments done for the North Slope, including the National 
Research Council 2003 report on cumulative effects (see reference citation in Final EIS). We 
have tried to provide a balanced assessment of potential impacts to resources of the Yukon Flats, 
based on information gained from the North Slope, but also from Yukon Flats-specific studies 
and baseline information.  

Comment 6085.002: 
It would also be helpful when you in the EIS in Chapter 3 for you to insert the distance, and it 
doesn’t have to be the river distance, but the distance as the crow flies to the villages in the -- 
from the land trade area. For example Arctic Village is 153 miles, Beaver is 40 miles, Birch 
Creek is 29 miles, Chalkyitsik 91, Circle is 69, Fort Yukon is 55, Steven’s Village is 80, and 
Venetie is 75. 

Response to Comment 6085.002: 
We have revised Chapter 3 of the Final EIS to show air miles where appropriate. 

Comment 6085.003: 
Section 4.3 in Chapter 4, Table 4-1 it would be helpful to have a footnote of Doyon land in the 
table there’s yes and no criteria for land management and land uses. The footnote should note that 
Doyon has a shareholder use policy for it’s lands and it’s open to subsistence activities, cabin 
permits, fish camps, gardens, those types of activities 

Response to Comment 6085.003: 
We have included a footnote to Table 4-1 that notes that Doyon has a shareholder use policy for 
its lands. 

Comment 6085.004: 
Section 4.2 in Chapter 4, Table 4-1 
... 
Also in that table there’s access controlled by refuge and there’s a footnote five, but I think it’s 
mistaken when you go across the non-development easement, I think there’s a mistake there 
actually the refuge would have a control over access in the relation to the non-development 
easements. 
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Response to Comment 6085.004: 
As stated in Section 2.6.3, Non-Development Easement, no general public use would be allowed 
on the easement, and Refuge regulations governing public entry and use would not apply. 

Comment 6090.001: 
I’ve looked to the affected environment sections and found very little information that is relevant 
at the refuge scale to suggest that past or present conditions have been assessed. 

Response to Comment 6090.001: 
Most sections of Chapter 3, Affected Environment, present tables, figures, and text that show 
resource trends. For example, Sections 3.3.1.1, Climate, discusses trends in climate change. 
Section 3.3.3, Oil, Gas, and other Mineral Resources, discusses the history of exploration in the 
Yukon Flats. Figure 3-10, Fire History in the Yukon Flats Refuge, shows fire history over several 
decades. There are many other examples of information on past and present conditions within this 
chapter. 

Comment 6125.002: 
The figures for the amount of land exchanged are really hard to follow, especially through the 
three alternatives. 

Response to Comment 6125.002: 
We suggest you review Table 2-3, Change in Surface/subsurface Ownership of Refuge Lands 
under the Action Alternatives, particularly the last three lines of the table. These lines give the 
total amount of land going to the Service and to Doyon, and the overall Service Net Gain in land, 
for the action alternatives. 

Comment 6147.001: 
I do not understand why someone would produce a 660-page book and not consecutively number 
the pages. 

Response to Comment 6147.001: 
Large EISs are difficult to produce, especially when color figures need to be inserted into the text. 
To avoid having to renumber many pages if a figure or large amount of text are added or deleted, 
it is often easier to renumber within each section. That way, if a new figure is added or deleted, or 
some other insertion or deletion is made, especially if done near the front of the section, only a 
limited number of pages need to be renumbered rather than the entire document. 

Comment 8052.011 From Northern Alaska Environmental Center: 
Is Appendix A, Agreement in Principle, the correct document? Its numbers, such as for “halo 
lands” does not correspond with those shown throughout the DElS. There are other omissions for 
the version contained in Appendix A, compared with what was included in the Service’s 
Evaluation and Review of a Proposed Land Exchange and Acquisition of Native Lands (February 
2005). If it is incorrect, the entire document relies on incomplete or erroneous information. 

Response to Comment 8052.011: 
As you will note in the 2004 Agreement in Principle, numbers of acres of halo lands were 
approximate. These numbers were refined for the analysis included in the Service’s 2005 
“Evaluation and Review of a Proposed Land Exchange and Acquisition of Native Lands.” The 
EIS relies upon the numbers in the 2005 document. However, it is likely that some acreages are 
still approximate, but the evaluation of impacts in the EIS should be little changed by the addition 
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or subtraction of a few hundred or thousand acres, especially in the context of the 10.9-million-
acre Refuge. 

Comment 8052.022 From Northern Alaska Environmental Center: 
The numerical summaries of acreages gained or lost in Phase I are misleading because they 
appear to ignore the acreage loss of subsurface interests in the “halo lands.” 

Response to Comment 8052.022: 
Since nearly all of the effects on the natural and social environment from the proposed project 
would occur on the surface of the land, we have mainly provided acreages based on the amount of 
surface land impacted. However, in some tables, such as Tables 2-2 and 2-3, there are footnotes 
to explain that only surface land acreages are included in the table. 

Comment 8052.024 From Northern Alaska Environmental Center: 
It is unclear whether or not the DElS assumes that any oil and gas exploration or development 
activities would take place on the lands Doyon would obtain in Phase I through the consolidation 
exchange, e.g. “we addressed potential direct and indirect effects of oil and gas exploration and 
development on core exchange lands in addition to the effects of the land exchange itself’ (DEIS, 
p. 4-1); “we only evaluated exploration and development that would occur on the portion of the 
core lands that has been identified as having potential of oil and gas resources,” (DEIS, p. 4-4). 
[emphasis added]. Throughout the explanation of the proposal and much of the DEIS, the “core 
lands” are shown as the solid yellow block of land located south of Birch Creek lands reaching to 
the southern boundary of the Refuge (e.g. see DEIS Fig. 1-2; Summary, Figure 1), and the 
“consolidation lands” are shown separately. Yet in Chapter 4, it is unclear if throughout the 
analysis, the consolidation lands are lumped into the “core exchange lands” as seems to be shown 
on Fig. 4-1, 4-2, 4-3. 

Response to Comment 8052.024: 
Oil and gas exploration and development could occur on consolidation lands given to Doyon by 
the Service, as Doyon could explore and develop these transferred lands. These lands are mostly 
outside the areas with greatest potential for oil and gas, however, so it is unlikely that they would 
be explored or developed for oil and gas. We do note that the consolidation lands were labeled 
incorrectly as core lands in Figures 4-1, 4-2, and 4-3 in the Draft EIS. We have corrected these 
figures in the Final EIS to show the core lands as separate from the consolidation lands. 

Comment 8052.036 From Northern Alaska Environmental Center: 
We also urge you review a study of actual Alpine impacts compared with the estimated ones 
(P.A. Miller, Broken Promises: The Reality of Big Oil on Alaska’s North Slope, The Wilderness 
Society), and to evaluate these facts related to the claimed oil and gas facilities and activities, 
compared with the actual practices 
... 
Further negative impacts have been documented by BLM (2009) and these should be 
incorporated throughout your entire environmental consequences section. 

Response to Comment 8052.036: 
We have tried to provide an assessment of impacts from oil and gas exploration and development 
and other activities that could occur within the Refuge, given that habitats within the Refuge are 
much different than those on the North Slope. In some cases, we have used information from 
North Slope activities to predict what might occur on the Yukon Flats, as there have been many 
scientific peer-reviewed studies of the impacts of oil and gas development on the North Slope. 
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We are not certain what Bureau of Land Management (2009) document you are referring to. We 
assume you meant to say 2008, in which case we assume you are referring to the Supplemental 
EIS done for the Northeast National Petroleum Reserve. We are very familiar with that document 
and the impacts assessment. 

Comment 8052.067 From Northern Alaska Environmental Center: 
The DEIS characterizes the “core lands” as “uplands” yet does not relate that terminology to the 
land cover types given in Fig. 3-11, nor provide a map showing which are “uplands” and which 
are “lowlands.” The area along Beaver Creek called the “core” exchange lands on Fig. 1-2, p. 1-3, 
is inconsistently termed both lowland riparian habitats and “uplands” in different places in the 
DEIS. 

Response to Comment 8052.067: 
A discussion of vegetation types given in Figure 3-11 is provided in Section 3.4.4, Vegetation. 
Figure 3-12, Location of NWI [National Wetland Inventory] Wetlands in the Yukon Flats 
Refuge, probably provides a better representation of wetland and upland areas on the Refuge. The 
area along Beaver Creek includes both uplands and wetlands, depending upon the proximity of 
the area to the creek. 

Comment 8053.020: 
Please explain how a lynx develops fins and swims in Interior Alaska? What can I expect out of 
the agency which is supposed to have expertise in fish and wildlife and their habitats to list lynx -
- a carnivore - as a fish (Appendix B)? 

Response to Comment 8053.020: 
Several respondents caught this error. We have moved the Canada lynx to the mammal section of 
Appendix B. 

Comment 800008.003 From The Wilderness Society: 
The impacts analysis in the DEIS is deficient as it does not fully reveal all of the impacts of this 
very significant proposed industrial development on the Refuge or to the people and cultures 
existing within and near the Refuge. 

Response to Comment 800008.003: 
The intent of this EIS is to comply with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) by 
assessing the impacts of Agreement in Principle. Additional guidance for NEPA compliance and 
for assessing impacts is provided in the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) Regulations for 
Implementing the Procedural Provisions of NEPA (40 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] Parts 
1500-1508). This EIS addresses the broad impacts associated with the Proposed Action and 
alternatives to the Proposed Action. Environmental impacts are assessed at a general level 
because of the broad land area analyzed in the EIS. Site-specific impacts from oil and gas 
exploration and development would be assessed in NEPA documents tiered to this document 
(e.g., right-of-way EIS) and in local, State, and Federal permits. The analyses of impacts in this 
EIS are based on the best and most recent information available. As is always the case when 
developing management direction for a wide range of resources, not all information that might be 
desired was available.  

The CEQ Regulations provide direction on how to proceed with the preparation of an EIS when 
information is incomplete or unavailable: “If the information relevant to reasonably foreseeable 
significant adverse impacts cannot be obtained because the overall costs of obtaining it are 
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exorbitant or the means to obtain it are not known, the agency shall include within the 
environmental impact statement: (1) a statement that such information is incomplete or 
unavailable; (2) a statement of the relevance of the incomplete or unavailable information to 
evaluating reasonably foreseeable significant adverse impacts on the human environment; (3) a 
summary of existing credible scientific evidence which is relevant to evaluating the reasonably 
foreseeable significant adverse impacts on the human environment; and (4) the agency’s 
evaluation of such impacts based upon theoretical approaches or research methods generally 
accepted in the scientific community.” For the purposes of this section, “reasonably foreseeable” 
includes “impacts which have catastrophic consequences, even if their probability of occurrence 
is low, provided that the analysis of the impacts is supported by credible scientific evidence, is 
not based on pure conjecture, and is within the rule of reason” (40 CFR 1502.22 b). For this EIS, 
the primary effect of unavailable information is the inability to quantify certain impacts. Where 
quantification was not possible, impacts have been described in qualitative terms. A summary of 
existing credible scientific evidence that is relevant to evaluating reasonably foreseeable adverse 
impacts on the human and socioeconomic environment, and supports the Service’s evaluation of 
such impacts, has been included in chapters 3 and 4, in the appendices that accompany the EIS, 
and in supporting documents that were prepared for this EIS. 

1.4.13 Environmental Justice 
Comment 116.001 From Indigenous Environmental Network: 
There is a need to do a supplemental environmental assessment that would conduct an 
environmental justice analysis of disproportionate and accumulative impacts to Alaska Natives. 

Response to Comment 116.001: 
An environmental justice analysis is provided in Section 4.22 of the Final EIS. This section 
describes the potential effects of the alternatives on minority and low-income populations in the 
project area, including Alaska Native populations. 

Comment 6037.030 From Resisting Environmental Destruction on Indigenous Lands: While the 
DEIS has a section entitled, “Effects on Environmental Justice” (pp. 4-189 to 4-193), it is very 
superficial. It fails to mention how it complies with E.O. [Executive Order] 12898 (Federal 
Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-income populations). 

Comment 6042.144: 
The DEIS fails to address the negative impacts of seismic exploration to Gwich’in,Koyukon, and 
other Alaska Natives that result in environmental injustice and lack of compliance with E. O. 
12898. For example, will they disproportionately receive the lowest paying jobs? Will their 
community members suffer more of the negative impacts and social costs? 

Comment 6042.201: 
Sec. 4.21 Environmental Justice While the DEIS has a section entitled, “Effects on 
Environmental Justice” (pp. 4189 to 4- I93), it is very superficial. It fails to mention how it 
complies with E.O. 12890 (Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority 
Populations and Low Income Populations). 

Response to Comments 6037.030, 6042.144, and 6042.201: 
Executive Order 12898 requires Federal agencies to identify and address, as appropriate, 
“disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effects of its programs, 
policies, and activities on minority populations and low-income populations.” An environmental 
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justice analysis is provided in Section 4.22 of the Final EIS. This section describes the potential 
effects, both beneficial and harmful, of the alternatives on minority and low-income populations 
in the project area, including Alaska Native populations. Therefore, the Final EIS complies with 
the requirements of Executive Order 12898. 

Comment 6042.145: 
There is no discussion of the potential negative social impacts or human health impacts that have 
affected Alaska Native communities from North Slope oil and gas development, and how these 
would. disproportionately occur to communities in the Yukon Flats with the influx of industry 
during seismic exploration. 

Response to Comment 6042.145: 
An environmental justice analysis is provided in Section 4.22 of the Final EIS. This section 
describes the potential effects, both beneficial and harmful, of the alternatives on minority and 
low-income populations in the project area, including Alaska Native populations. Section 4.22 of 
the Final EIS states that the type and magnitude of social impacts would depend on a number of 
factors, including the level of community-based strategic planning that occurs prior to 
development. Given this uncertainty about potential social impacts, the description provided in 
the Final EIS of the possible negative social trends associated with rapid industrial development 
is reasonable and balanced. There are expected to be 50 to 74 industry workers required for 
seismic survey work. They would most likely access seismic exploration areas using an overland 
route from Circle, a community already connected to Fairbanks by a year-round road. No 
significant impacts to human health are expected from the limited contact that would result from 
workers traveling through Circle to access the remote camp and work area. Other communities 
are at some distance from the survey areas and would be unlikely to encounter any direct health 
impacts related to the seismic surveys. However, as stated in Section 4.21.3 of the Final EIS, 
some disruption to subsistence could occur. Text was added to the seismic survey section in 
4.22.1 of the Final EIS to reflect that there may be some impact to social systems as a result of 
possible subsistence disruption or resident concern about the presence of seismic equipment (as 
also stated in Section 4.22 under Exploratory Drilling). 

1.4.14 Exchange Authority 
1.4.14.1 Exchange Authority – General 

Comment 6027.002 From Alaska Wilderness League: 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service states on pages 1-1 and 1-4 of the Draft EIS that, “Section 910 of 
the Alaska Native Interest Lands Conservation Act (ANILCA; Public Law [PL] 96-487) exempts 
land conveyances to Alaska Native Corporations from compliance with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).” But FWS cites the claim that because of the controversy 
surrounding the land exchange the FWS is responding to public concern and has agreed to 
prepare an EIS for the exchange. We dispute that this is a good natured favor to the public and 
that USFWS has an obligation to involve the public in this exchange and resulting development 
within a national refuge. We recommend that the Service remove this statement from the EIS. 
NEPA is a disclosure process enacted to shed light on agency’s decision and involve the public. 
NEPA, 42 U.S.C. § 4321, 102 (c). In light if this, we further request that the agency include a 
statement of its statutory requirement to complete the NEPA process. According to the National 
Wildlife Refuge Improvement Act of 1997, Public Law 105-57, § 6(B)(iii - ix), includes 
requirements that the agency: Identify the effects of each use on refuge resources and purposes of 
each refuge; provide for the elimination or modification of any use as expeditiously as practicable 
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after a determination is made that the use is not a compatible use; require, after an opportunity for 
public comment, reevaluation of each existing use, provide an opportunity for public review and 
comment on each evaluation of a use[.] USFWS is acting, in conjunction with the Bureau of Land 
Management (BLM) as a facilitating agency in the proposed Doyon development. The touchstone 
of major federal action…is an agency’s authority to influence significant nonfederal activity. W. 
Rodgers, Environmental Law 763 (1977) Major Federal action includes actions with effects that 
may be major and which are potentially subject to federal control and responsibility. 40 CFR 
1508.18 The proposed action is within a National Wildlife Refuge on lands that must first be 
exchanged by the FWS. The development is a direct result of the agencies actions and the Service 
is therefore required by NEPA to conduct a meaningful public process without prejudiced 
decisions. 

Response to Comment 6027.002: 
The Service routinely exchanges land with Alaska Native corporations without preparing 
National Environmental Policy Act documents. However, potential impacts are documented in a 
written report. The important point, however, is that the Service did prepare an EIS for this 
controversial land exchange. We also disagree with the suggestion that a “compatibility 
determination” is required. The Service is not proposing a “use” of Refuge lands, and is therefore 
not required to prepare a compatibility determination. Land exchanges are management actions, 
not “uses of Refuge lands” and are not subject to compatibility determinations. 

1.4.15 Exchange Land Prioritization and Selection 
1.4.15.1 Exchange Land Prioritization and Selection – General 

Comment 6021.006 From Alaska Chapter Wilderness Watch: 
The process for prioritization of lands (pages 2-4 and 2-5) relies on waterfowl breeding survey 
data, trumpeter swan survey data and wetland habitat parameters. This reflects a strong bias in 
favor of waterfowl and wetlands and does not address other ecological aspects of the entire refuge 
such as upland habitats and species associated with uplands, watershed aspects which are integral 
to the over-all health of the wetlands. Refuge and ANILCA purposes are not supported by the 
prioritization process used by the Service. 

Response to Comment 6021.006: 
Since the majority of Doyon-owned townships offered to the Service for consideration in the 
exchange were situated in lowland habitats, the Service identified criteria which could be used to 
make comparisons between all privately owned townships in a uniform manner. The biotic and 
abiotic criteria (waterbird density, observed swans, water acres, and number of ponds) outlined in 
Section 2.3.3 were considered important resources to acquire in the proposed exchange. The 
Service also considered stream presence, connectivity to other Refuge lands, how the parcel was 
situated in a given watershed, and special features such as spawning habitat, to make final 
determinations on parcel priorities. At the time of parcel selection, the Service did not have 
specific information to analyze the relationships between upland and lowland habitats. However, 
the Service did conduct a biotic inventory of the core lands parcel to establish baseline values, 
which are presented in the Draft EIS. 

Comment 6021.007 From Alaska Chapter Wilderness Watch: 
The National Hydrography Dataset used to measure such parameters as number of water bodies 
and miles of stream in proposed exchange lands may seriously over-estimate the number and 
acreage of water bodies that are currently present. The DEIS does not indicate the time frame of 
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the aerial photography or satellite images that were used to make up the original National 
Hydrography Dataset. Because of the accelerated rate of drying of water bodies in the Yukon 
Flats (Riordan 2005) that is likely associated with global warming, data used for measurement of 
water bodies must be current. Without more recent information considered in the prioritization 
process regarding the drying trend, basic premises underlying the exchange negotiations can not 
be met. We recommend that the entire prioritization be re-designed, taking into account the 
ecological principles required by establishing legislation, and using recent information on lake 
drying trends. No land exchange should be finalized that is not based on sound ecological 
information, and take into account changing trends in habitat dynamics. 

Comment 6042.056: 
Physical measures used to identify priority lands used water data from the National Hydrography 
Dataset, however, the DEIS does not indicate what time period the original data was collected. It 
has been suggested that the aerial photos and/or satellite images used in the National Hydrology 
Dataset may be from 1978 to 1982. If this is true, the prioritization may over-estimate the amount 
of water bodies present in the priority lands at the time of land exchange negotiations. The 
relatively rapid lake drying process that is underway in the Yukon Flats has been well known for 
decades, however it appears this was not properly taken into consideration during the land 
prioritization process. Without more recent information considered in the prioritization process 
regarding the drying trend, basic premises underlying the exchange negotiations can not be met. 
We recommend that the entire prioritization be re-designed, taking into account the ecological 
principles required by establishing legislation, and using recent information on lake drying trends. 
No land exchange should be finalized that is not based on sound ecological information, and take 
into account changing trends in habitat dynamics. 

Response to Comments 6021.007 and 6042.056: 
Section 2.3.3 of the Final EIS was revised to indicate that water acres and numbers of ponds on 
land parcels were measured and prioritized using aerial photography collected between 1978 and 
1981. The Refuge analyzed more recent hydrology data (using Landsat imagery) to measure 
change in water acres between 1985 and 2005, and reports these findings in Section 3.3.6 of the 
Final EIS. Overall there was a 3% loss of water across the Yukon Flats, but water acre change 
varied across the Yukon Flats significantly. Of the 17 exchange parcels analyzed, 6 parcels 
increased and 6 parcels decreased in water surface, and 4 parcels (includes the core lands) 
exhibited relatively no change. This analysis documented that there is variation between and 
within regions on the Yukon Flats. It is unknown whether this information would have 
significantly affected the selection of land parcels in the Proposed Action. 

1.4.16 Fire 
1.4.16.1 Fire – Fire Management 

Comment 13.001 From BLM - Alaska Fire Service: 
A few corrections in terminology for 3.3.1.5 Fire Management Correct name is BLM Alaska Fire 
Service [AFS] Upper Yukon Zone, not BLM Upper Yukon-Tanana Fire protection zone. 
... 
Your sentence: Approximately 89% of the Refuge has been assigned to the Limited Action. 
Common language in FMPs would read: 89% of the Refuge has been designated Limited. 

Comment 13.002 From BLM - Alaska Fire Service: 
A few corrections in terminology for 3.3.1.5 Fire Management Correct name is BLM Alaska Fire 



Responses to Comments 

Yukon Flats Land Exchange Final EIS February 2010 157  

Service Upper Yukon Zone, not BLM Upper Yukon-Tanana Fire protection zone. 
... 
Your terms: “Limited Action lands” and “Modified Action lands” Common use in the FMPs 
reads “Limited lands” or “Modified management option areas” 

Comment 13.003 From BLM - Alaska Fire Service: 
A few corrections in terminology for 3.3.1.5 Fire Management Correct name is BLM Alaska Fire 
Service Upper Yukon Zone, not BLM Upper Yukon-Tanana Fire protection zone. 
... 
Your sentences continues: ...are typically allowed to burn ...other lands with stricter management 
requirements Regarding the last expression “with stricter management requirements”, AIWFMP 
[Alaska Interagency Wildland Fire Management Plan] uses “lands that warrant higher levels of 
protection” and that language may serve you better. 

Response to Comments 13.001, 13.002 and 13.003: 
We have made corrections to the text in Section 3.5.1.5, Fire Management. 

Comment 13.004 From BLM - Alaska Fire Service: 
Also I did not note any reference (I could have missed it) to provision in ANCSA 21e where 
native lands received fire suppression services from the federal government at no costs that 
provision will apply to the exchanged lands due to provisions in section 102 ANSCA 
Amendment of the Native American Technical Corrections Act of 2006. Nor is there a reference 
to the DOI Department Manual 620 Chapter 2 which gives BLM-AFS [Alaska Fire Service] 
suppression responsibilities for wildland fires on FWS lands. 

Response to Comment 13.004: 
Comment noted. We have included this information in the EIS in Section 3.5.1.5, Fire 
Management. 

Comment 729.004: 
Fire--The DEIS fails to consider cumulative impacts caused by changes in fire suppression 
designation for the impacted USFWS land. Currently, the land held by USFWS is designated a 
“let burn area,” meaning that fire is not suppressed in the vast majority of the Flats. Post-swap, 
fire will have to be suppressed at oil production sites and along pipeline easements. This change 
in fire management is not considered in the DEIS and will affect grazing and habitat for the 
species managed by USFWS. 

Comment 729.005: 
The DEIS uses a North Slope model for its oil fields. There is no significant wildfire on the North 
Slope. Thus, spill rates for the North Slope are not necessarily transferrable to a region where 
wildfire often occurs and could cause a catastrophic spill. 

Comment 6042.019: 
The DEIS describes that fire management will likely have to become more intensive, a change 
from a largely let it burn policy, to protect development infrastructure. What impact will this 
change have on Refuge vegetation resources? Will resources directed towards fire management 
divert resources away from other conservation needs, and if so, how will these actions affect the 
Refuge ecosystem? 
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Response to Comments 729.004, 729.005, and 6042.109: 
The effects of fire management near proposed exploration and development sites are discussed 
under direct effects (see Sections 4.6, Effects on Air Quality and Climate; 4.11, Effects on 
Vegetation, Wetlands, and Floodplains; Section 4.13, Effects on Birds; Section 4.9, Effects on 
Biological Integrity, Diversity, and Environmental Health; Section 4.10, Effects on Refuge 
Purposes; Section 4.16, Effects on Land Use and Recreation; Section 4.18, Effects on Visual 
Resources; Section 4.23, Effects on Human Health. Cumulative effects of fire and fire 
management are discussed in Sections 4.24.5, Cumulative Effects on Air Quality and Climate; 
Section 4.24.8, Cumulative Effects on Biological Integrity, Diversity, and Environmental Health; 
Section 4.24.9, Cumulative Effects on Refuge Purpose; Section 4.24.10, Cumulative Effects on 
Vegetation, Wetlands, and Floodplains; Section 4.24.17, Cumulative Effects on Visual 
Resources; Section 4.24.20, Cumulative Effects on Subsistence; and Section 4.24.22, Cumulative 
Effects on Human Health. Based on this information, fire management would be confined to a 
few thousand to perhaps 10,000 acres out of 11.1 million acres within the Refuge external 
boundaries. The incidence of spills on the Refuge is based primarily on incident rate of spills on 
the North Slope. However, fire protection measures would be in place near exploration and 
development facilities to minimize the risk of a wildland fire causing a spill. 

Comment 8055.001: 
Currently, the entire Refuge area is in a “let burn” status, meaning that fire is not suppressed 
unless it threatens a structure. Post-Exchange, the center corridor of the refuge, containing 
Doyon’s drilling facilities and pipeline, will require fire suppression. The EIS fails to consider the 
cumulative effects of having a wide swath of fire suppressed-ecosystem dividing two ecosystems 
where wildfires will not be suppressed. 

Response to Comment 8055.001: 
Up to about 5,000 acres could be directly impacted by development on the Refuge from oil and 
gas development on core and Doyon lands (see Section 4.24.6.2, Future Effects on Soils and 
Paleontological and Mineral Resources). If one were to suppress fires within 6 miles of each 
facility (one on core lands, one on Doyon lands), approximately 160,000 acres per facility, or 
320,000 acres would be protected. This amounts to about 3% of the Refuge, which would not 
constitute a broad swath of the Refuge and would have limited effect on ecosystem function. 

Comment 8055.002: 
The EIS also fails to consider how the fire suppression on this center corridor will affect wildlife 
migration patterns. 

Response to Comment 8055.002: 
Fire suppression would result in modest changes in the structure of forests and other habitat types 
during the life of the proposed oil and gas development (about 50 years; see Section 4.24.2, 
Temporal Limits of the Cumulative Effects Analysis). Changes in habitat due to fire management 
and suppression could affect the movements of species that favor certain types of habitats. For 
example, species that favor moving through forest habitats with substantial cover might be 
hesitant to migrate through areas that have been converted to grassland or shrubland habitats due 
to recent fires and may alter their migration routes to travel through areas with more forested 
habitat. 
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1.4.17 Fish and Essential Fish Habitat 
1.4.17.1 Fish and Essential Fish Habitat – Consultation and Compliance 

Comment 6032.011: 
EFH [Essential Fish Habitat] - Section 1.7.4 Essential Fish Habitat (p. 1-19) states that “the 
Service initiated consultation with NMFS [National Marine Fisheries Service] on February 21, 
2007. On March 13, the agency responded that consultation is no required for the proposed land 
exchange”. A 2007 personal communication between NOAA [National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration] Fisheries Biologist J.V. Olson and Service employee C. Wolfe is cited as the 
basis for not having to conduct formal EFH consultation. Under 50 CFR 600.920, EFH 
consultation is required for any Federal funding of actions that may adversely affect EFH. Under 
part 50 CFR 600.920 (a)(3) it states that the Federal agency should notify NMFS in writing not 
verbally as was done. Since the DEIS (p. 1-19) states: “...consultation is not required for the 
proposed land exchange” and not the proposed action for which the land exchange is just one part 
of, it makes one wonder what was asked of J.V. Olson. Was Olson asked if consultation was 
required for a land exchange and not made aware that the exchange could potentially lead to oil 
development and a list of potential adverse impacts on EFH? In order to clarify this in the FEIS a 
letter should be drafted and sent to NMFS notifying them of the proposed action and its potential 
adverse impacts to EFH. NMFS written response should be incorporated in the Appendix of the 
FEIS so the public can clearly understand why EFH consultation may or may not be required. 

Comment 6032.012: 
Section 3.2.5.3 Essential Fish Habitat [EFH] (3-42); The DEIS states that the waters of Beaver 
Creek are EFH for Chinook and chum salmon. Sections 4.9.1 - Effects of the proposed action on 
Fish, p. 4-70, and section 4.23.9 - Cumulative effects on fish both (p. 4-126) identify a number of 
adverse effects on fish associated with the proposed action. Some of potential effects include oil 
spills which are described as having “significant effects on fish resources” (p. 4-126). Given that 
the proposed action may adversely effect Essential Fish Habitat, it seems that an Essential Fish 
Habitat Assessment (with the mandatory contents, including mitigation (see 50 CFR 600.920(e)) 
would be required within the FEIS. In addition, since the proposed action is directly connected 
(see CEQ regulation 1508.25) to oil and gas development and these activities are identified as 
having “significant” potential adverse impacts on EFH, it seems reasonable to conclude that 
expanded consultation with the National Marine Fisheries Service would be required (see 50 CFR 
600.920(i)). 

Response to Comments 6032.011 and 6032.012: 
Section 1.9.4 was revised to clarify that the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) was 
notified in writing (letter dated February 21, 2007) of the proposed exchange and the potential for 
oil development on the lands traded to Doyon. John Olson of NMFS responded to the EIS Project 
Coordinator, in an email (March 13, 2007). The email stated, “I’ve reviewed your Essential Fish 
Habitat [EFH] assessment on the property transfer between Doyon Ltd and Yukon Flats National 
Wildlife Refuge. Your assessment states there may be an adverse affect; however, this action is 
simply a conveyance. If the land is conveyed and Doyon subsequently starts oil/gas exploration, 
that activity would have to be reviewed and an EFH assessment performed.” The Project 
Coordinator followed up with a phone call to verify the response. NMFS reiterated that EFH 
consultation is not required until there is an actual plan for some type of development. 
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Comment 6036.037 From Northern Alaska Environmental Center: 
The Essential Fish Habitat analysis required by the Magnuson-Stevens Act is incomplete as it 
does not address this lack of information for resources with the Refuge, nor the effects on 
anadromous salmon traveling up and downstream in Yukon. 

Comment 6037.036 From Resisting Environmental Destruction on Indigenous Lands: EIS has no 
information on locations of fish spawning, rearing, and over-wintering areas that may be affected 
by oil facilities. (EIS p. 4-73) 
... 
Essential Fish Habitat analysis required by the Magnuson-Stevens Act is incomplete as it does not 
address this lack of information, and effects on anadromous salmon traveling up and downstream 
in Yukon. 

Comment 6142.007: 
There is an incomplete analysis of the essential fish habitat that’s required by the Magnuson-
Stevens Act and its effect on the anadromous salmon traveling up and down the Yukon. 

Response to Comments 6036.037, 6037.036 and 6142.007: 
Section 3.4.5.3 addresses which waters in the project area are designated as Essential Fish Habitat 
(EFH). However, according to the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), an EFH 
assessment is not required at this time (see Section 1.9.4). Section 1.9.4 of the Final EIS has been 
revised to clarify that NMFS was notified in writing of the proposed exchange and the potential 
for oil development on the lands traded to Doyon. John Olson of NMFS responded to Cyndie 
Wolfe, the Project Coordinator, in an email. He stated, “I’ve reviewed your EFH assessment on 
the property transfer between Doyon Ltd and Yukon Flats National Wildlife Refuge. Your 
assessment states there may be an adverse affect; however, this action is simply a conveyance. If 
the land is conveyed and Doyon subsequently starts oil/gas exploration, that activity would have 
to be reviewed and an EFH assessment performed.” Prior to any development, Doyon must obtain 
required federal permits; an EFH assessment would be part of the permitting process. 

Comment 6042.066: 
Sec. 3.2.5 Fish, p. 3-35 - 42 Sec. 4.9 
... 
the Service fails to associate potential risks from road construction and oil spills from a pipeline 
route up Victoria Creek, nor does it assess the possibility of increased fishing pressure due to 
improved public access to Beaver Creek as a result of the proposed action. We believe such 
impacts are of a level of importance that the Service must initiate required Essential Fish Habitat 
consultations with NOAA before the DEIS is finalized. 

Response to Comment 6042.066: 
There are two issues here: the need to address spills into Victoria Creek and the need for an 
Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) consultation. Effects of spills to fish and other resources are 
discussed under Phase II of each section of the Final EIS. In regard to the second issue, Section 
1.9.4 was revised in the Final EIS to clarify that the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) 
declined our attempt to initiate EFH consultation. NMFS was notified in writing (letter dated 
February 21, 2007) of the proposed exchange and the potential for oil development on the lands 
traded to Doyon. John Olson of NMFS responded to the EIS Project Coordinator, in an email 
(March 13, 2007). The email stated, “I’ve reviewed your EFH assessment on the property transfer 
between Doyon Ltd and Yukon Flats National Wildlife Refuge. Your assessment states there may 
be an adverse affect; however, this action is simply a conveyance. If the land is conveyed and 
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Doyon subsequently starts oil/gas exploration, that activity would have to be reviewed and an 
EFH assessment performed.” The Project Coordinator followed up with a phone call to verify the 
response. NMFS reiterated that EFH consultation is not required until there is an actual plan for 
some type of development.  

The Final EIS addresses a worst-case scenario of a spill to flowing water. The text in Section 
4.5.2.3 of the Final EIS has been revised to include a description of some of the tools and tactics 
specifically designed to enable responders to work in moving water. Additionally, the text in this 
section was changed to clarify that, although the bulk of the spilled oil would be diverted to and 
contained in areas of calmer water along the bank, some oil entrained in soils and vegetation 
along the bank could become dislodged and be carried farther downstream. This oil could be 
dissolved in the water, be dislodged from the creek bank in subsequent years, or bypass the 
diversion/containment system.  

1.4.17.2 Fish and Essential Fish Habitat – Effects of Development on Fish and Essential Fish 
Habitat - Gravel Mining 

Comment 6028.034 From State of Alaska: 
The following additional effects on fish and/or wildlife should be also addressed at some point in 
the analysis of this project. They could either be addressed in the FEIS or perhaps more 
appropriately in the permitting phase: 
... 
Page 4-73: Gravel extraction from streams may also result in upstream instability, and may 
possibly impact spawning habitat and fish migration. 

Response to Comment 6028.034: 
As discussed in Section 4.12, Effects on Fish and Essential Fish Habitat, it is unlikely that Doyon 
would obtain gravel from streams, as there are adequate upland sources of gravel. However, 
should gravel be taken from streams, impacts to fish could occur, as discussed in Section 
4.12.1.2, Phase I Effects, Large Oil Field Development. 

Comment 6037.051 From Resisting Environmental Destruction on Indigenous Lands: Neither 
the fish resources nor the gravel mine sites have been identified, so any analysis that was done 
cannot be reviewed for accuracy or adequacy 

Response to Comment 6037.051: 
Fish resources are identified and described in Section 3.4.5. However, the locations of gravel 
mines would depend on where development occurs and are unknown at this time. Currently, there 
are no specific development plans. Development would occur only if Doyon discovers 
economically recoverable quantities of oil on Doyon-owned lands. Section 4.12 analyzes general 
effects on fish and habitat from gravel mining and oil development activities. 

Comment 8052.053 From Northern Alaska Environmental Center: 
We question whether the gravel mine experience of the North Slope (DEIS p. 4-74) would be 
applicable to these Interior Alaska boreal forest and mountain streams and how gravel mining 
may impact these hydrological and ecological systems. 

Response to Comment 8052.053: 
The North Slope reference is to the siting and construction of gravel pits for fish habitat 
enhancement. Although there would be differences between constructing a gravel pit on the North 
Slope and on the Refuge, the document does provide useful information in the siting and 
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construction of gravel pits that applies to both areas. In addition, Best Management Practices 
developed for gravel pits in other boreal forest habitats would be used during development of 
gravel mines. Please note that gravel mining would likely occur in uplands and away from 
streams, as discussed in Section 4.12, Effects on Fish and Essential Fish Habitat, under Large Oil 
Field Development in Section 4.12.1.2, Phase II Effects. 

Comment 8052.055 From Northern Alaska Environmental Center: 
The section on impacts to fish from gravel mining and ground disturbance for road and pipeline 
routes through Victoria Creek (DEIS p. 4-73) also needs to address the release of toxic 
contaminants from the rock and soil, including heavy metals and Uranium, and how this may 
affect fish habitat including invertebrates and other food sources, spawning habitats, eggs, young 
fish, and the overall health of fish. 

Comment 8053.014: 
There would be impacts from the many gravel mines, including along Victoria Creek, with a road 
and pipeline would have a major impact to it and Beaver Creek, and downstream. The White 
Mountains in the Victoria Creek area contain heavy metals and Uranium. I am concerned about 
the impacts from gravel mining, road building, and other disturbance of the natural mountains 
that would take place downstream along Victoria Creek and Beaver Creek. This would kill 
invertebrates, harm the fish spawning grounds in Victoria Creek and Beaver Creek, and kill or 
contaminate the fish. This in turn would have harmful impacts on people who fish downstream, 
including far from the land exchange. 

Response to Comments 8052.055 and 8053.014: 
A separate EIS would be required to evaluate the effects of construction and operation of a road 
and oil pipeline right-of-way (ROW) from proposed development areas to the Trans-Alaska 
Pipeline System. The potential effects to fish and other aquatic organisms from this ROW and 
associated gravel mining would be evaluated in that EIS. Until the ROW route and location of 
gravel mines are determined, it would be speculative to know if or how much uranium and heavy 
metals would be released from gravel mining. 

Comment 8052.057 From Northern Alaska Environmental Center: 
The comparison of toxic contamination impacts from gravel mining and release of mineralized 
soils and sediment fines from the different pipeline routes needs to be made. 

Response to Comment 8052.057: 
A separate EIS would be required to evaluate the effects of construction and operation of a road 
and oil pipeline right-of-way (ROW) from proposed development areas to the Trans-Alaska 
Pipeline System. The potential effects to fish and other aquatic organisms from this ROW and 
associated gravel mining would be evaluated in that EIS. Please note that gravel mining would 
likely occur in uplands and away from streams, as discussed in Section 4.12, Effects on Fish and 
Essential Fish Habitat, under Large Oil Field Development in Section 4.12.1.2, Phase II Effects. 

1.4.17.3 Fish and Essential Fish Habitat – Effects of Development on Fish and Essential Fish 
Habitat - Oil Spills 

Comment 106.005 From Alaska Coalition of Washington: 
The DEIS underestimates Subsistence impacts, e.g. the EIS did not consider harm to Pacific 
salmon and fishing if oil spills reach the Yukon River 
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Comment 106.011 From Alaska Coalition of Washington: 
The DEIS does not adequately address potential toxic impacts of crude oil to fish and uses old 
data on crude oil toxicity to early stages of salmon. 

Comment 749.002: 
Ecological impacts from water pollution from oil spills are not adequately addressed 
... 
The DEIS does not accurately present the potential toxic impacts of crude oil to fish: those effects 
suggested in this document were conclusions drawn from inaccurate data. A more accurate 
assessment of risks would state that even low level crude oil contamination can significantly 
impair the reproductive success of salmon that have encountered such contamination. 

Comment 6033.007 From Arctic Village Council: 
The DEIS outlines the following regarding possible impacts to the Yukon river watershed: A 
significant oil spill (83,580 gallons) into Beaver Creek in summer would travel 148 miles to the 
Yukon River in 49 hours, contaminating soils and vegetation much of the way. (DElS, p. 4-33); 
and the DEIS estimates there would be 300 crude oil and other hydrocarbon spills totaling 52,500 
gallons, but ignores other types of spills. (DElS Table 4-7, p. 428). 
... 
Nor does the document evaluate impacts of a major spill into the Yukon river watershed or to 
Yukon river salmon populations or subsistence harvest, and arbitrarily assumes spills will be 
contained (DEIS p. 4-74). The DEIS downplays potential toxic impacts of crude oil to fish, and 
uses old, biased information on crude oil toxicity to early stages of salmon (DEIS, p. 4-74). The 
DEIS also ignores long-term studies completed by NOAA scientists on the Exxon Valdez spill 
that reveal that toxins in crude oil can impair reproduction of salmon eggs and effect many 
wildlife species. 

Comment 6034.003 From United States: 
The FWS estimates there could be 300 crude oil spills from the proposed oil development within 
the refuge and that a significant oil spill into Beaver Creek in summer could travel 148 miles to 
the Yukon River in 49 hours. However, the EIS assumes that a major spill would be kept from 
entering the Yukon River and did not evaluate the devastating effects such a major spill would 
have on Yukon River salmon populations (protected by international treaty with Canada) or to 
subsistence harvests. 

Comment 6035.007 From Gwichyaa Zhee Gwich’in Tribal Government: 
The DEIS outlines the following regarding possible impacts to the Yukon River watershed: A 
significant oil spill (83,580 gallons) into Beaver Creek in summer would travel 148 miles to the 
Yukon River in 49 hours, contaminating soils and vegetation much of the way (DEIS, p. 433); 
and the DEIS estimates there would be 300 crude oil and other hydrocarbon spills totaling 52,500 
gallons, but ignores other types of spills. (DEIS Table 4-7, p. 4-28). 
... 
Nor does the document evaluate impacts of a major spill into the Yukon River watershed or to 
Yukon River salmon populations or subsistence harvest, and arbitrarily assumes spills will be 
contained (DEIS p. 4-74). The DEIS downplays potential toxic impacts of crude oil to fish, and 
uses old, biased information on crude oil toxicity to early stages of salmon (DEIS, p. 4-74). The 
DEIS also ignores long-term studies completed by NOAA scientists on the Exxon Valdez spill 
that reveal that toxins in crude oil can impair reproduction of salmon eggs and effect many 
wildlife species. 
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Comment 6036.003 From Northern Alaska Environmental Center: 
While the EIS notes that a significant oil spill (83,580 gallons) into Beaver Creek in summer 
would travel 148 miles to the Yukon River in 49 hours, contaminating soils and vegetation much 
of the way, it presumed that such a spill would be adequately boomed and contained. Therefore it 
did not evaluate impacts of a major spill into Yukon River or to Yukon River salmon populations 
or subsistence harvests. This is a fundamental flaw with the draft EIS, as well as the ANILCA 
Section 810 Finding. 

Comment 6036.004 From Northern Alaska Environmental Center: 
The DEIS downplayed the effects of crude oil to fish by referencing old, biased (Exxon) 
information on crude oil toxicity and omitting crucial long-term scientific studies on the Exxon 
Valdez spill. 

Comment 6037.016 From Resisting Environmental Destruction on Indigenous Lands: Nor does 
the document evaluate impacts of a major spill into the Yukon river watershed or to Yukon river 
salmon populations or subsistence harvest, and arbitrarily assumes spills will be contained (DEIS 
p. 4-74). The DEIS downplays potential toxic impacts of crude oil to fish, and uses old, biased 
information on crude oil toxicity to early stages of salmon (DEIS, p. 4-74). The DEIS also 
ignores long-term studies completed by NOAA scientists on the Exxon Valdez spill that reveal 
that toxins in crude oil can impair reproduction of salmon eggs and effect many wildlife species. 

Comment 6037.041 From Resisting Environmental Destruction on Indigenous Lands: The draft 
EIS assumes that major spill into Yukon will not occur because containment would prevent a 
Beaver Creek spill from flowing into it, but does not address major impacts to fish, fish habitat, 
and subsistence, recreational and commercial Yukon River Salmon fisheries in the U.S. and 
Canada if this happens. 

Comment 6037.046 From Resisting Environmental Destruction on Indigenous Lands: The EIS 
downplays potential toxic impacts of crude oil to fish. It uses old, biased (Exxon) information on 
crude oil toxicity to early stages of salmon: “Extensive sampling following the Exxon Valdez oil 
spills (about 260,000 bbls in size) also revealed that hydrocarbon levels were well below those 
known to be toxic or cause sub lethal effects in plankton (Neff 1991). Oil spills into smaller water 
bodies could result in much greater concentrations.” (p. 4:74) Yet this is out-dated and biased 
information. EIS fails to include long-term studies by NOAA scientists and others on Exxon 
Valdez spill which showed that such PAH’s [polyaromatic hydrocarbons] in crude oil can impair 
reproduction to salmon eggs, and effects on many wildlife species. Crude oil is more toxic than 
thought. Recent studies by the National Marine Fisheries Service show that even very low levels 
of weathered Exxon Valdez oil (0.5 to 1 part per billion PAH’s) are toxic at the early life stages 
of salmon and herring and current Alaska water quality standards allow hydrocarbon levels that 
can impair reproduction to salmon eggs. Exxon Valdez oil spill studies show petroleum 
hydrocarbons pose higher risks to fish and wildlife than previously known and that there is long-
lasting ecological damage. 

Comment 6040.007 From Venetie Village Council: 
The DEIS outlines the following regarding possible impacts to the Yukon river watershed: A 
significant oil spill (83,580 gallons) into Beaver Creek in summer would travel 148 miles to the 
Yukon River in 49 hours, contaminating soils and vegetation much of the way (DElS, p. 4-33); 
the DEIS estimates there would be 300 crude oil and other hydrocarbon spills totaling 52,500 
gallons, but ignores other types of spills. (DElS Table 4-7, p. 428). 
... 
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Nor does the document evaluate impacts of a major spill into the Yukon river watershed or to 
Yukon river salmon populations or subsistence harvest, and arbitrarily assumes spills will be 
contained (DEIS p. 4-74). The DEIS downplays potential toxic impacts of crude oil to fish, and 
uses old, biased information on crude oil toxicity to early stages of salmon (DEIS, p. 4-74). The 
DEIS also ignores long-term studies completed by NOAA scientists on the Exxon Valdez spill 
that reveal that toxins in crude oil can impair reproduction of salmon eggs and effect many 
wildlife species. 

Comment 6041.003 From Yukon River Drainage Fisheries Association: 
In examining the potential effects from an oil spill, the DEIS fails to address the impacts beyond 
local populations. The DEIS concludes that “oil spills ...are likely to be small and their effects 
localized. Excluding the rare chance of a large-scale blowout, the development would not be 
expected to have a measurable effect on fish populations in the core lands.” Little explanation is 
given for this conclusion, when to comply with NEPA the effects of an oil spill on the Yukon 
River as a whole should be discussed since an oil spill poses a significant threat to fish 
populations throughout the Yukon River watershed. 

Comment 6042.176: 
The DEIS downplays potential toxic impacts of crude oil to fish. It uses old, biased (Exxon) 
information on crude oil toxicity to early stages of salmon. For example: “Extensive sampling 
following the Exxon Valdez oil spills (about 260,000 bbls in size) also revealed that hydrocarbon 
levels were well below those known to be toxic or cause sub lethal effects in plankton (Neff 
1991). Oil spills · into smaller water bodies could result in much greater concentrations.” (p.4-74) 
Yet this is out-dated and biased information. DEIS fails to include long-term studies by NOAA 
scientists and others on Exxon Valdez spill which showed that such PAHs in crude oil can impair 
reproduction to salmon eggs, and effect many wildlife species. Recent studies by the National 
Marine Fisheries Service show that even very low levels of weathered Exxon Valdez oil (0.5 to I 
part per billion PAHs) are toxic at the early life stages of salmon and herring and current Alaska 
water quality standards allow hydrocarbon levels that can impair reproduction to salmon eggs. 
Exxon Valdez oil spill studies show petroleum hydrocarbons pose higher risks to fish and wildlife 
than previously known and that there is long-lasting ecological damage. Nearly 19 years later, the 
ecosystem still suffers and oil can still be found buried in beaches. Over a dozen species of fish 
and wildlife, designated wilderness, subsistence, commercial fishing, recreation and tourism, 
passive uses, and intertidal communities injured by the oil spill have not fully recovered. Many 
scientific studies show the long-term chronic effects of the Exxon Valdez spill on the ecosystem. 
Substantial contamination of mussel beds persists and the remarkably unweathered oil is a 
continuing source of toxic hydrocarbons. Sea otters, Barrow’s goldeneyes, and harlequin ducks 
showed evidence of continued hydrocarbon exposure through 2002, and Pigeon Guillemots and 
Pacific herring populations still are not recovering as of 2007. Transient Orcas (killer whales) 
suffered an unprecedented decline since the spill, and the National Marine Fisheries Service listed 
a killer whale family group living in Prince William Sound and Kenai Fjords as depleted under 
the Marine Mammal Protection Act. 

Comment 6056.012 From The Wilderness Society: 
The DEIS does not address how contamination would or could be cleaned up. Nor does the 
document evaluate impacts of a major spill into the Yukon river watershed or to Yukon river 
salmon populations or subsistence harvest, and arbitrarily assumes spills will be contained (DEIS 
p. 4-74). The DEIS downplays potential toxic impacts of crude oil to fish, and uses old, biased 
information on crude oil toxicity to early stages of salmon (DEIS, p. 4-74). The DEIS also 
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ignores long-term studies completed by NOAA scientists on the Exxon Valdez spill that reveal 
that toxins in crude oil can impair reproduction of salmon eggs and effect many wildlife species. 

Comment 6132.003: 
I also feel the EIS does accurately present the potential toxic impacts of crude oil to fish, and has 
not been based on the best long-term data such as that obtained by National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration scientists  following the Exxon Valdez disaster. Even low crude -- 
crude oil levels can significantly impair the success of salmon eggs. 

Response to Comments 106.005, 106.011, 749.002, 6033.007, 6034.003, 6035.007, 6036.003, 
6036.004, 6037.016, 6037.041, 6037.046, 6040.007, 6041.003, 6042.176, 6056.012 and 
6132.003: 
A review of the effects of oil spills on fish is given in Section 4.12.1.2. The discussion notes that 
a spill into fish bearing waters would affect both fish and fish habitat. Fish would suffer sublethal 
and/or lethal effects, specific details of which can be elicited from the provided references. If 
development is limited to the core exchange lands, the probability that an oil or toxic spill would 
reach the Yukon River is low. Development on lands Doyon currently owns, with or without 
development on the core exchange lands, is analyzed as a cumulative action in the EIS. The 
Service acknowledges that under the very worst-case scenario of a major spill reaching the Yukon 
River at the wrong season, the effects on fishery resources could be significant. Effects of this 
scenario would be more likely to occur if development occurs on lands Doyon currently owns 
because these lands are physically closer to the Yukon River than the core exchange lands are. 
The potential effects of an oil spill on subsistence-use areas downstream from oil and gas 
activities are addressed in Section 4.21.1.2, Phase II Effects, under “Oil Spills.” Impacts on 
communities located downriver from the study area are classified under indirect effects. Section 
4.21 of the Final EIS has been updated to include references to downriver communities that may 
be affected and discusses the effects (direct, indirect, and cumulative) of other related activities 
on downriver communities. 

Comment 6031.006: 
The EIS fails to address the potential impact from an oil spill on Beaver Creek moving down 
stream and polluting the Yukon River 
... 
There is no discussion of the impact to the valuable salmon run on the Yukon. This is a true 
possibility as the waterways of this watershed are all connected. 

Comment 8052.058 From Northern Alaska Environmental Center: 
The impacts of diesel and other non-crude oil spills from gravel mining, construction, and other 
oil field exploration and development activities to fish and their habitats need to be analyze, as 
these are not addressed in the section Oil Spills, pp. 474 or 4-75. 

Response to Comments 6031.006 and 8052.058: 
The effects to fish from spills associated with oil field exploration and development are discussed 
in Section 4.12, Effects on Fish and Essential Fish Habitat, Phase II Effects (Section 4.12.1.2). 
This analysis focuses on the effects from a large spill; since it is assumed that the impacts from 
minor spills of diesel and other equipment fluids would be less than the impacts discussed in 
Section 4.12.1.2, they were not considered in this section. A separate EIS would be required to 
evaluate the effects of construction and operation of a road and oil pipeline right-of-way (ROW) 
from proposed development areas to the Trans-Alaska Pipeline System. The potential effects to 
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fish and other aquatic organisms from this ROW and associated gravel mining would be 
evaluated in that EIS. 

Comment 6032.013: 
Section 4.9.1.2 - Phase II Effects of the Proposed Action on Fish, Oil Spills. This section needs to 
be updated using more recent information regarding the effects of petroleum spills on fish. The 
research conducted on the Exxon Valdez Oil Spill (EVOS) provides new insight into the effect of 
petroleum contamination. For example, prior to the 1989 EVOS spill, risk assessment was based 
largely on testing acute toxicity in short-term (96 hr) laboratory exposures to the water soluble 
fraction dominated by 1- and 2-ring aromatic hydrocarbons. As pointed out in the Land Exchange 
DEIS (p. 4-74) the 96-hr lethal concentration LC50 for most fish is between 1-10 parts per 
million. As a result of the EVOS research it was found that multi-ringed polycyclic aromatic 
hydrocarbons (PAHs) from partially weathered oil at concentrations as low as 1 part per billion 
are toxic to pink salmon eggs. Sub-lethal exposure to oil at sensitive early stages in vertebrate 
development can lead to enhanced mortality and reproductive impairment later in life through 
endocrine disruption and developmental abnormalities. For example finding by Bue et al. (1998) 
and Heintz et al. (1999 and 2000) show that significant reductions in adult salmon returns may be 
caused by exposure of juvenile fish at concentrations of 5-18 parts per billion PAHs. In the DEIS 
on p. 4-74, the case is being made that spills rarely attain the 96-hr LC50 for fish and the example 
of the Tsesis spill is given. The Tsesis spill resulted in 0.05 and 0.06 ppm (50 to 60 ppb) which is 
below the 96-hr LC50 but well within the range found to cause reproductive impairment and 
increased mortality in salmon. The new EVOS research should be incorporated into the FEIS so 
that the public can evaluate the potential impacts that could be experienced given an oil spill 
within Beaver Creek and its receiving water the Yukon. 

Response to Comment 6032.013: 
The referenced reports have been reviewed and text has been added to the Final EIS in Section 
4.12.1.2, Phase II Effects under Oil Spills, to acknowledge that acute and chronic toxicity values 
may inaccurately portray the lowest concentrations that can impair the prosperity of exposed 
organisms and concentrations as low as 0.001 parts per million may fail to protect fish embryos 
due to long-term impacts and delayed effects.  

Comment 6032.014: 
It should be clarified in the document that impacts from spills would not only be significant 
during adult spawning returns (see p. 4-216 last sentence) but throughout the year because salmon 
(as well as other species) are present in Beaver Creek in some life stage at all times of the year. A 
periodicity chart for the various species would aid in understanding what fish and life stages may 
be vulnerable to various impacts. 

Response to Comment 6032.014: 
The text in Section 4.24.11.2 of the Final EIS has been modified to indicate that a spill would 
affect all fish and fish habitat and that the detrimental effects would be greatest during the salmon 
run. 

Comment 6041.004 From Yukon River Drainage Fisheries Association: 
The impacts of an oil spill at different times of year should be analyzed, as spills, even if 
localized, could have a dramatic effect on anadromous Yukon River salmon stocks. 
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Response to Comment 6041.004: 
Section 4.12.1.2, Phase II Effects, Oil Spills, discusses the effects a spill would have during 
different seasons (flows) and to the different life stages of fish that may be present. 

Comment 6042.068: 
The DEIS does not use recent information regarding the toxicity of oil pollutants to salmon and 
other fishes which have been established from Exxon Valdez Oil Spill studies. Instead, outdated 
information (Neff 1991) is used which claims toxicity values at 1 to 10 parts per million when 
recent information indicates a much higher level of sensitivity to pollutants as low as 1 part per 
billion. This should be corrected to reflect the most recent information so that the public can be 
better informed of the true potential impacts from oil spills and contamination resulting from the 
proposed action. 

Response to Comment 6042.068: 
A review of the effects of oil spills on fish is given in Section 4.12.1.2. The discussion notes that 
a spill into fish bearing waters would affect both fish and fish habitat. Fish would suffer sublethal 
and/or lethal effects, specific details of which can be elicited from the provided references. 

Comment 6042.177: 
The conclusions in the DEIS regarding the significance of spills to fish and their habitats 
underestimate the potential effects, given some of the information that is provided. For example, 
“[i]f an oil spill were to occur during a high water event on Beaver Creek (as is typical in the 
spring and periodically throughout the summer months as the White Mountains receive heavy 
rains), the spill would have the potential to spread across the habitat and their [fish] habitat within 
these lake systems ... the added risk of a winter spill is that even lightly contaminated water, 
which might be otherwise be insufficient to elicit lethal or sub lethal effects in fish in an open-
water environment, could have more detrimental impacts in confined overwintering areas.” DEIS, 
p. 4-75. 

Response to Comment 6042.177: 
The text makes note that a spill coinciding with a high flow event would have the potential to 
transport contaminants to closed water systems where the impact to fish would be more severe. 
We agree that a spill in confined overwintering areas could also impact fish, but the risk of a spill 
reaching nearby lake systems would be greater during a high flow than low flow event. 

Comment 6132.002: 
Impacts from water pollution, from oil spills are not adequately addressed for a worst-case 
scenario where a major spill ends up in the Yukon River. 
... 
Neither are the impacts such an event might have on Yukon River salmon. 

Response to Comment 6132.002: 
The toxicity that an oil spill would have on fish is documented and referenced in Section 4.12.1.2, 
Phase II Effects, under Oil Spills. The described spill scenarios were intended to be necessarily 
broad in scope. Our intent in the environmental sections was to provide a discussion of direct 
biological impacts without limiting the extent of those impacts, which is particularly important 
when dealing with waterways, which would have the potential to rapidly transport/spread 
contaminants. Compounded effects, such as impacts to recreational, subsistence, or economic 
values, are discussed in those respective resource sections. 
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1.4.17.4 Fish and Essential Fish Habitat – Effects of Development on Fish and Essential Fish 
Habitat - Pipelines and Roads 

Comment 6036.036 From Northern Alaska Environmental Center: 
The ElS is deficient because it has no information on locations of fish spawning, rearing, and 
over-wintering areas that may be affected by oil facilities. (ElS p. 4-73) 

Comment 6037.049 From Resisting Environmental Destruction on Indigenous Lands: The EIS is 
deficient because it has no information on locations of fish spawning, rearing, and over-wintering 
areas that may be affected by oil facilities. (EIS p. 4-73) 

Response to Comments 6036.036 and 6037.049: 
Very little specific information as to precise locations of fish habitat is currently available. 
Similarly, there is no precise information on the location of exploration and development 
activities. Our intent in discussing the exploration and development scenarios was to provide a 
framework within which to discuss the type and extent of impacts on different variables that 
could be expected, given the different development scenarios. 

Comment 6037.050 From Resisting Environmental Destruction on Indigenous Lands: The EIS is 
deficient because it has no information on locations of fish spawning, rearing, and over-wintering 
areas that may be affected by oil facilities. (EIS p. 4-73) 
... 
The Essential Fish Habitat analysis required by the Magnuson-Stevens Act is incomplete as it 
does not address this lack of information for resources with the Refuge, nor the effects on 
anadromous salmon traveling up and downstream in Yukon. 

Response to Comment 6037.050: 
As explained in Section 1.9.4, an Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) analysis would be required only if 
Doyon develops their land. Although no analysis is required at this time, Sections 3.4.5.3 and 
4.12.1 of the EIS address EFH in the project area. All potential impacts discussed subsequently 
apply to EFH as well as non-EFH water bodies. 

Comment 8052.052 From Northern Alaska Environmental Center: 
While the DEIS recognizes that “roadways and the access/pipeline ROW pose greater impacts 
than an oil field” (DEIS p. 4-72) it does not provide analysis of these impacts on Victoria Creek, 
and downplays such impact with language that “adverse affects from erosion and sedimentation 
would be limited to waterways immediately adjacent to the roadways,” (DEIS p. 4-72). However, 
the entire road and pipeline route along Victoria Creek would be adjacent to and crossing many 
times this stream, and impacts could also continue downstream as it is a tributary to Beaver Creek 
Wild River. The DEIS needs to analyze the impacts of the road and pipeline routes and gravel 
mines to fish and their habitats in Victoria Creek, Beaver Creek, and the Yukon River. 

Response to Comment 8052.052: 
A separate EIS would be required to evaluate the effects of construction and operation of a road 
and oil pipeline right-of-way (ROW) from proposed development areas to the Trans-Alaska 
Pipeline System. The potential effects to fish and other aquatic organisms from this ROW and 
associated gravel mining would be evaluated in that EIS. 
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1.4.17.5 Fish and Essential Fish Habitat – Effects of Exploratory Drilling on Fish and Essential 
Fish Habitat - Water Use 

Comment 6028.033 From State of Alaska: 
The following additional effects on fish and/or wildlife should be also addressed at some point in 
the analysis of this project. They could either be addressed in the FEIS or perhaps more 
appropriately in the permitting phase: 
... 
Page 4-71: Withdrawal of water from lakes and ponds could have the potential to affect fish 
resources by entraining juvenile fish, lowering water levels in overwintering areas, and stressing 
populations by increasing disturbance. Inadequate water levels in important streams may also 
impede the ability of fish to reach overwintering habitat. 

Response to Comment 6028.033: 
The topic of water use and the potential impact to fish is addressed in Section 4.12.1.1, Phase I 
Effects, Exploratory Drilling. 

1.4.17.6 Fish and Essential Fish Habitat – Effects of Seismic Surveys on Fish and Essential Fish 
Habitat - Pressure Waves 

Comment 6028.031 From State of Alaska: 
The following additional effects on fish and/or wildlife should be also addressed at some point in 
the analysis of this project. They could either be addressed in the FEIS or perhaps more 
appropriately in the permitting phase: 
... 
Page 4-70: Overpressures of 30-40 pounds per square inch (psi) can result in fish mortality for 
species possessing swim bladders, and 3 to 4 psi can kill juvenile salmonids. Shockwaves from 
explosions may also jar fish eggs at sensitive stages of development. 

Comment 6028.032 From State of Alaska: 
The following additional effects on fish and/or wildlife should be also addressed at some point in 
the analysis of this project. They could either be addressed in the FEIS or perhaps more 
appropriately in the permitting phase: 
... 
Page 4-71: We recommend the Service elaborate upon the effects of vibroseis on overwintering 
fish. This information will be required when applying to the State for a Fish Habitat Permit. 

Response to Comments 6028.031 and 6028.032: 
Text was added to Section 4.12.1.1 of the Final EIS, Phase I Effects, under Seismic Surveys, that 
discusses impacts from seismic operations. 

Comment 6041.001 From Yukon River Drainage Fisheries Association: 
In examining the specific development activities, the DEIS falsely relies on mitigative siting 
measures that are not required at this time to determine that impacts will not be great. For 
instance in examining impacts from seismic activity, the DEIS concludes that “most vibroseis 
surveys are not likely to occur above overwintering habitat” and therefore “are not expected to 
have a measurable effect on fish populations.” The DEIS clearly states previously in this section 
that many of the overwintering sites are unknown at this time. Without knowing where the sites 
are at this point in time, and thus being able to avoid them, it is impossible to conclude as the 
DEIS does, that these surveys will not occur above overwintering habitat. The same problem with 
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avoiding un-identified overwintering habitat applies to the location of exploratory drilling sites as 
well. 

Response to Comment 6041.001: 
The document does conclude that seismic disturbance of overwintering fish habitat could occur, 
and describes what these impact would be, in Section 4.12.1.1, Phase I Effects, under Seismic 
Surveys. 

Comment 6042.121: 
The DEIS fails to conduct any analysis of the potential impacts of seismic surveys to key life 
phases of fish. The DEIS, at p. 4-71 concedes that “many of the crucial overwintering sites are 
unknown at this time and, without further research, this . information would likely not be 
available when seismic surveys were conducted.” Therefore, even if potential seismic survey 
locations and numbers were adequately described, the Service could not carry out a sufficient 
analysis to protect key Refuge resources from harm, or to analysis potential effects. This is a 
major deficiency. Its rationale does not make sense since a grid of seismic lines with closely 
spaced shot points would intersect rivers, lakes, and streams where there could be overwintering 
areas. 

Response to Comment 6042.121: 
It is the responsibility of both industry and agencies to adequately survey potential seismic sites 
prior to the start of winter operations. 

Comment 6042.122: 
The statement, “the effects on most overwintering fish are expected to be short term and 
sublethal,” is also not based on a scientific analysis of studies of seismic surveys on fish. DEIS at 
p. 4-71. Many studies of seismic impacts on fish show harm from noise. 

Response to Comment 6042.122: 
Text was added to Section 4.12.1.1, Phase I Effects, under Seismic Survey, to note that close 
proximity to seismic disturbance would exacerbate the detrimental effects on fish. 

Comment 6042.123: 
The DEIS fails to analyze negative impacts from dynamite used for seismic surveys and ignores 
scientific studies which documented these impacts to fish and other wildlife. 

Response to Comment 6042.123: 
The use of explosives and associated effects on fish are discussed in Section 4.12.1.1, Phase I 
Effects, under Seismic Surveys, making note that explosive seismic activities would increase the 
level of impacts to fish. 

1.4.17.7 Fish and Essential Fish Habitat – Fish Species and Distribution in Yukon Flats and 
Beaver Creek 

Comment 6021.018 From Alaska Chapter Wilderness Watch: 
The DEIS fails to identify Victoria Creek as Chinook rearing habitat (See Special Publication No. 
04-04, Catalogue of Waters Important for Spawning, Rearing, or Migration of Anadromous 
Fishes – Interior Region, Effective January 15, 2005. ADFandG). 
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Response to Comment 6021.018: 
Chinook use of Victoria Creek has been documented and is referenced in Section 3.4.5.2. We 
have referenced the publication cited above in the Final EIS. 

Comment 6028.041 From State of Alaska: 
Page 3-38, 3.2.5.1: We request the following corrections be made to Table 3-7: Dall River – 
chum salmon and Bering cisco have only been caught in the Yukon River near the Dall, never in 
the Dall River drainage. Birch Creek – northern pike are very common; chum salmon are a fish 
species present. 

Response to Comment 6028.041: 
Table 3-7 has been modified to include these species. 

Comment 6028.042 From State of Alaska: 
Page 3-39, first paragraph, third sentence: Arctic lamprey should be considered migratory rather 
than resident. The experimental commercial fishery depends on the fall spawning migration. 

Response to Comment 6028.042: 
The text in Section 3.4.5.1 has been modified to identify lamprey as a migratory species. 

Comment 6028.043 From State of Alaska: 
Page 3-41, third paragraph: This section contains incorrect information concerning salmon 
abundance in Beaver Creek and the surrounding area. The weir on Beaver Creek from 1996-2000 
showed a decline in the numbers of Chinook and chum salmon, along with an increased 
proportion of male salmon. The authors report that females typically dominate Pacific salmon 
runs. Females do not typically dominate Chinook or chum salmon runs. Sex ratios can be quite 
variable depending on sampling techniques, run timing, and location. Because of the longer life 
span in Chinook salmon, males often return in higher numbers but at a younger age than females. 
(Bales, J. 2007. Salmon age and sex composition and mean lengths for the Yukon River Area, 
2005. Alaska Department of Fish and Game, Fishery Data Series No. 07-04, Anchorage.) Based 
on the four years of weir data here, Collin et al. (2000) speculated that the returns of these salmon 
would not continue and that “increased” subsistence and recreational harvests in Beaver Creek 
were somehow linked to the observed changes in the magnitude and sex composition of these 
runs. The decline of Chinook and chum salmon runs in 1999 and especially 2000 is well 
documented for the entire Yukon drainage as well as other western Alaska drainages. The 2000 
run was the lowest on record and all fisheries (subsistence, personal use, sport and commercial) 
were either severely limited or closed. The abundance of Chinook, and especially chum, salmon 
runs returning to the entire Yukon drainage were above average between 2003 and 2006. 
However, stocks of both species have experienced decreases between 2007 and 2009 
(http://www.cf.adfg.state.ak.us/region3/finfish/salmon/forecast/09yukstrat.pdf; ADFG. 2009. 
Yukon River Salmon 2008 Season Summary And 2009 Season Outlook. Regional Information 
Report No. 3A09-01. Prepared by the US and Canada Yukon River Joint Technical Committee. 
ADFG, Anchorage, Alaska). There is no evidence, as is suggested in the document, that the small 
returns of salmon to Beaver Creek are in danger of extirpation, and no evidence that subsistence 
or recreational uses have affected these runs. The Beaver Creek weir project should be considered 
an inventory project rather than an assessment project and stock status trends should not be 
associated with the weir data due to the fairly limited amount of data the project provides for 
evaluation. 

http://www.cf.adfg.state.ak.us/region3/finfish/salmon/forecast/09yukstrat.pdf
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Response to Comment 6028.043: 
The text in Section 3.4.5.2 was modified to address this comment. 

Comment 6142.006: 
It has no information on the locations of fish spawning, rearing, overwintering areas. Or how they 
might be affected by oil and gas facilities. 

Response to Comment 6142.006: 
Fish locations and habitat types are described in Section 3.4.5. Potential impacts from 
development activities can be found in Section 4.12. 

Comment 8052.044 From Northern Alaska Environmental Center: 
The DEIS provides a poor and incomplete description of the existing fish resources of the Yukon 
Flats Refuge, Beaver Creek, Victoria Creek, and the lakes in the lands to be swapped (including 
the large lake informally known as Burman Lake, Nelson Lake, Long Lake, Why Lake, 
Tiinkdhuk Lake, and Mud Lakes). In particular, the fish resources that would be affected within 
Victoria Creek in the White Mountains NRA are poorly described and impacts not analyzed. 

Response to Comment 8052.044: 
Distribution, species, and general habitat conditions, based on recent and historic survey data, are 
described in Section 3.4.5. Detailed physical limnology data are not available. Very little specific 
information on precise locations of fish habitat is currently available. Similarly, there is no 
precise information on the location of exploration and development activities. Our intent in 
discussing exploration and development scenarios was to provide a framework within which to 
discuss the type and extent of impacts on different variables that could be expected under 
different development scenarios. A separate EIS would be required to evaluate the effects of 
construction and operation of a road and oil pipeline right-of-way (ROW) from proposed 
development areas to the Trans-Alaska Pipeline System (including the White Mountains National 
Recreation Area). The potential effects to fish and other aquatic organisms from this ROW and 
associated gravel mining would be evaluated in that EIS. 

Comment 8052.045 From Northern Alaska Environmental Center: 
The fish resources for streams located on BLM lands west of the Refuge and White Mountains 
NRA which may be affected by the road access and pipeline connections to the Trans-Alaska 
Pipeline are not described. 

Response to Comment 8052.045: 
We focused our discussion on lands and activities that would be most directly impacted by the 
land exchange and proposed oil and gas development. A separate EIS would be required to 
evaluate the effects of construction and operation of a road and oil pipeline right-of-way (ROW) 
from proposed development areas to the Trans-Alaska Pipeline System. The fish resources, and 
potential effects to fish and other aquatic organisms from this ROW and associated gravel 
mining, would be evaluated in that EIS. 

Comment 8052.049 From Northern Alaska Environmental Center: 
The DEIS (p. 3-41) describes spawning by Chinook salmon in Beaver Creek but obscures the fact 
that “Chinook salmon, in particular, spawn within the Refuge portion of the Beaver Creek Wild 
River.” (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Review and Evaluation, 2005, p. 53). 
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Response to Comment 8052.049: 
Section 3.4.5.2 provides information on Chinook and other fish species from several studies along 
the Beaver Creek watershed. Many of the studies were conducted upstream from the Refuge 
boundary; fish usage downstream (within the Refuge) is implicit from these studies. 

1.4.17.8 Fish and Essential Fish Habitat – General 

Comment 106.016 From Alaska Coalition of Washington: 
The DEIS does not adequately address the potential harm to the Yukon River watershed and 
endangering salmon runs. 

Response to Comment 106.016: 
Major reviews on the effects of oil spills on fish are cited, and additional citations have been 
added to the summary in Section 4.12.1.2, Phase II Effects, under Oil Spills. The discussion notes 
that a spill into fish bearing waters would affect both fish and fish habitat. Fish would suffer 
sublethal and/or lethal effects, the specific details of which can be elicited from the provided 
references. If development is limited to the core exchange lands, the probability that an oil or 
toxic spill would reach the Yukon River is low. Development on lands Doyon currently owns, 
with or without development on the core exchange lands, is analyzed as a cumulative action in 
the EIS. The Service acknowledges that under the very worst-case scenario of a major spill 
reaching the Yukon River at the wrong season, the effects on fishery resources could be 
significant. Effects of this scenario would be more likely to occur if development occurs on lands 
Doyon currently owns, which are physically closer to the Yukon River than the core exchange 
lands are. The potential effects of an oil spill on subsistence-use areas downstream from oil and 
gas activities are addressed in Section 4.21.1.2, Phase II Effects, under “Oil Spills.” Impacts on 
communities located downriver from the study area are classified under indirect effects. Section 
4.21 of the Final EIS has been updated to include references to downriver communities that may 
be affected, and discusses the effects (direct, indirect, and cumulative) of other related activities 
on downriver communities. 

Comment 857.005 From Center for Water Advocacy: 
The Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) must adequately explain the current conditions of the 
project area, the watershed and the fish and wildlife populations and the effects that the Land 
Exchange will have on these resources. At a minimum, the following disclosures should be made: 
... 
Fish populations and habitat: disclose current status and trend, existing cumulative effects from 
land management activities on fishery habitats. Variables to be analyzed include: large woody 
debris, temperature, fine sediment, pool frequency, channel width/depth, sediment delivery and 
bank stability. This analysis should include habitat both within the project area and outside of, but 
affected by it.(downstream affects on habitat). 

Response to Comment 857.005: 
Distribution, species, and general habitat conditions are described in Section 3.4.5 based on 
recent and historic survey data. Detailed physical limnology data are not available. 

Comment 857.012 From Center for Water Advocacy: 
Threatened and Endangered Species If there are streams occupied by Threatened, Endangered, or 
Sensitive (TES) fish in the watershed in question, it will be important to ensure that all potential 
impacts from the preferred alternative on such species will be fully analyzed and considered. The 
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agency should consider whether livestock the Land Exchange will alter trend or otherwise 
prevent such habitat from reaching a level making it suitable for particular species. 

Comment 866.005 From Alaska’s ‘Big Village’ Network: 
The Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) must adequately explain the current conditions of the 
project area, the watershed and the fish and wildlife populations and the effects that the Land 
Exchange will have on these resources. At a minimum, the following disclosures should be made: 
... 
Fish populations and habitat: disclose current status and trend, existing cumulative effects from 
land management activities on fishery habitats. Variables to be analyzed include: large woody 
debris, temperature, fine sediment, pool frequency, channel width/depth, sediment delivery and 
bank stability. This analysis should include habitat both within the project area and outside of, but 
affected by it. (Downstream affects on habitat). 

Response to Comments 857.012 and 866.005: 
Our discussion focuses on potential impacts from industrial development. We are unaware of any 
current or planned management of livestock on the exchange lands. The issue of livestock 
management is beyond the scope of this EIS. There are no federally listed threatened or 
endangered species in the watershed. Section 3.4.5, Fish and Essential Fish Habitat, describes fish 
populations and habitat on the Refuge. A more detailed assessment of fish habitat that could be 
impacted by proposed development would likely occur during Federal and State permitting for 
the development project, to ensure that fish populations and habitats would be protected. 

Comment 857.014 From Center for Water Advocacy: 
Please be sure to address these areas of special concern and the effects of livestock the Land 
Exchange on water quality and all aspects of the riparian conditions. 

Comment 866.010 From Alaska’s ‘Big Village’ Network: 
Threatened and Endangered Species If there are streams occupied by Threatened, Endangered, or 
Sensitive (TES) fish in the watershed in question, it will be important to ensure that all potential 
impacts from the preferred alternative on such species will be fully analyzed and considered. The 
agency should consider whether livestock the Land Exchange will alter trend or otherwise 
prevent such habitat from reaching a level making it suitable for particular species. 

Response to Comments 857.014 and 866.010: 
Our discussion focuses on the potential impacts from industrial development. We are unaware of 
any current or planned management of livestock on the exchange lands. The issue of livestock 
management is beyond the scope of this EIS. There are no federally listed threatened or 
endangered fish in the Refuge. The BLM is referenced as one of the Federal agencies involved in 
the management of fish species in Section 3.4.5.2. Additional text has been added to this section 
in the Final EIS to note that the BLM considers Beaver Creek Chinook salmon to be a sensitive 
species. 

Comment 6032.010: 
Section 3.2.5 - Fish and Essential Fish Habitat - no mention is made concerning the Bureau of 
Land management designated Sensitive Species - Beaver Creek Chinook Salmon (BLM 
Threatened, Endangered and Sensitive Species List, revised April 15, 2004). It is BLM policy that 
the protections provided to candidate species for listing as threatened or endangered shall be used 
as the minimum level of protection for BLM sensitive species (BLM manual 6840 - Special 
Status Species, rel. 6-121; 6840.06(C) and (E)). Since BLM is a cooperating agency in the EIS 
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(Land Exchange DEIS section 1.5, p. 1-12) it seems that their policy should be addressed in the 
FEIS and used in developing proposed mitigation for protection of this sensitive species. 

Comment 6042.067: 
The DEIS fails to acknowledge that Chinook salmon of Beaver Creek have been designated 
according to the Bureau of Land Management policy manual as Sensitive Species which must at 
the minimum be afforded the level of protection given for candidate species for threatened or 
endangered status. 

Comment 8052.048 From Northern Alaska Environmental Center: 
We note that the Beaver Creek Chinook salmon, Onchorhynchus tshawytscha, is on the “BLM 
Sensitive Species List for Alaska,” (BLM, 2008, Northeast NPR-A Supplemental IAP/ EIS, 
Appendix J), yet this fact is not included in the DEIS. A full analysis of the habitat use, 
population, locations of spawning grounds and other critical habitat areas needs to be provided, 
and the impacts of oil and gas exploration and development need to be provided. 

Response to Comments 6032.010, 6042.067, and 8052.048: 
The Bureau of Land Management (BLM) is referenced as one of the Federal agencies involved in 
the management of fish species in Section 3.4.5.3. Additional text has been added to this section 
in the Final EIS to note that the BLM considers Beaver Creek Chinook salmon to be a sensitive 
species. Sensitive species are taxa that are not already included as BLM Special Status Species 
under 1) federally listed, proposed, or candidate species; or 2) State listed species. The stated 
policy in BLM Manual 6840.06 C is to provide these species with the same level of protection as 
candidate species, that is, to “ensure that actions authorized, funded, or carried out do not 
contribute to the need for the species to become listed.” The criteria for designating a species as 
“sensitive” are listed in BLM Manual 6840.06. The Sensitive Species designation is normally 
used for species that occur on Bureau administered lands for which the BLM has the capability to 
significantly affect conservation status through management. Additional fishery information and 
habitat descriptions are provided in Section 3.4.5, and potential impacts from the 
exchange/development are discussed in Section 4.12.3. 

Comment 6032.015: 
For sources of information concerning fish and oil toxicity see: Bue, B.G., S. Sharr, and J.E. 
Seeb. 1998. Evidence of damage to pink salmon populations in habiting PWS, AK, two 
generations after the EVOS. Transactions of the American Fisheries Soc. 127:35-43. Heintz, 
R.A., S.D. Rice, A.C. Wertheimer, R.F. Bradshaw, F.P. Thrower, J.E. Joyce, and J.W. Short. 
2000. Delayed effects on growth and marine survival of pink salmon Oncorhynchus gorbuscha 
after exposure to crude oil during embryonic development. Marine Ecology Progressive Series 
208:205-216. Heintz, R.A. J.W. Short, and S.D. Rice. 1999. Sensitivity of fish embryos to 
weathered crude oil: Part II. Incubating downstream from weathered Exxon Valdez crude oil 
caused increased mortality of pink salmon (Oncorhynchus gorbuscha) embryos. Environmental 
Toxicology and Chemistry 18:494-503. Ott, R. 2005. Sound Truth and Corporate Myths, The 
legacy of the Exxon Valdez Oil Spill. Dragonfly Sisters Press. Cordova, Alaska. 

Response to Comment 6032.015: 
We have reviewed these sources and included information concerning fish and oil toxicity, where 
relevant, in Section 4.12.1.2, Phase II Effects, under Oil Spills.  
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Comment 6036.035 From Northern ALASKA Environmental Center: 
The draft EIS relies on vague assertions that regulations will protect fish and their habitats but 
does not actually analyze the potential impacts, nor assess the effectiveness of existing 
monitoring programs in oil field areas nor does it provide specific mitigation measures to protect 
fish, including avoiding critical habitats such as spawning and overwintering areas. For example: 
“Fish could be impacted by excessive water withdrawals during winter but presumed to be 
protected by regulations and flow reservations.” (Summary, Fish, p.. 27). “Minor oil spills or 
discharges leaching into surrounding waterways could occur by accident, including spills into 
waterbodies that flow into larger resources, such as Beaver Creek or ultimately the Yukon River. 
Yet the impacts from such occurrences are likely to be localized, temporary, and affect only small 
components of fish populations depending upon the time of year the spill occurred. A spill 
affecting a major water body during the salmon run could have a significant effect on fish 
resources. However, provided that the normal safeguards mandated by the regulatory agencies 
and industry from oil field development are adhered to - oil spill prevention and cleanup 
protocols; proper culver, bridge and pad siting and design; water withdrawal volume and timing 
restrictions; erosion and sedimentation controls (NPDES [National Pollution Discharge 
Elimination System] permits and storm water pollution prevention plans); and State-approved 
gravel excavation methods and reclamation - it is likely that development of an oil field on non-
exchange lands and/or core lands would have a limited effect of fish populations.” (pA-2l6, 4-217 
sec 4.23.9.2 Cumulative fish) 

Response to Comment 6036.035: 
The text in Section 4.24.11.2 of the Final EIS, Future Effects on Fish and Essential Fish Habitat, 
has been modified. Offending sentences have been removed and the discussion of potential 
adverse effects on fish expanded and referenced. An oil spill into fish bearing waters would be 
detrimental to fish. The potential for this to occur would be a function of the protective measures 
taken by industry and the regulatory agencies. If care is taken (as cited in the text) and the 
agencies rigorously fulfill their oversight obligations, oil can be produced with a low probability 
of harming fish. 

Comment 6037.035 From Resisting Environmental Destruction on Indigenous Lands: EIS has no 
information on locations of fish spawning, rearing, and over-wintering areas that may be affected 
by oil facilities. (EIS p. 4-73). 

Comment 8052.051 From Northern Alaska Environmental Center: 
The conclusion that “construction of a large oil field would have a localized affect on fish 
provided the pads are sited so that they do not interfere with Beaver Creek” (DEIS p. 4-72) is not 
supported by any scientific sources. What does it mean to “not interfere” with the Creek? No 
required mitigation measures would assure that oil field drill sites, bridges, roads, staging areas, 
power plants, production sites are not built along key fish habitats and banks of Beaver Creek, 
other streams which support fish. 

Response to Comments 6037.035 and 8052.051: 
Very little specific information on precise locations of fish habitat is currently available. 
Similarly, there is no precise information on the location of exploration and development 
activities. Our intent in discussing the exploration and development scenarios was to provide a 
framework within which to discuss the type and extent of impacts on different variables under 
different development scenarios. 
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Comment 6037.048 From Resisting Environmental Destruction on Indigenous Lands: The draft 
EIS relies on vague assertions that regulations will protect fish and their habitats but does not 
actually analyze the potential impacts, nor assess the effectiveness of existing monitoring 
programs in oil field areas nor does it provide specific mitigation measures to protect fish, 
including avoiding critical habitats such as spawning and overwintering areas. 

Response to Comment 6037.048: 
The direct biological impact to fish from a spill is summarized and referenced in Section 4.12.1.2. 
The details of specific mitigation programs would be implemented and regulated by various 
government agencies and is beyond the scope of this EIS. The details of potential development 
and spill scenarios is intentionally broad, as the extent and location of developments are not 
available. 

Comment 6042.070: 
The text on page 3-41 appears to conflict with the original data source (Collin et al 2002). In the 
third paragraph the sentence should read: “Males dominated in all later years.” The following 
sentence is not true: (females typically dominate Pacific salmon runs ... ). And finally, while 
(Collin et al. 2002) did express concern for the future of Chinook salmon in Beaver Creek, they 
did not state that “the Beaver Creek run may not continue into the future. “ 

Response to Comment 6042.070: 
The text in Section 3.4.5.2 of the Final EIS has been modified to address this comment. 

Comment 6200.016: 
Table 2.5, continued, fish, phase 1, 2, 3, accumulative across all sections. It does not adequately 
address the threat to fish resources, water withdrawal on fish resources, public treaties, Yukon 
River salmon panels, Yukon River Intertribal Watershed Council, government-to-government 
negotiations on crucial subsistence resource. 

Response to Comment 6200.016: 
Section 4.8 of the Final EIS provides additional information on water use issues. Section 4.12 
describes the potential impacts to fish and references the current regulations to minimize this 
impact. Section 4.21 discusses how changes to fish populations could impact subsistence use. 

Comment 8052.047 From Northern Alaska Environmental Center: 
The existing environment section describes serious declines in numbers of Pacific salmon using 
Beaver Creek which “led Collin et al (2002) to speculate that the Beaver Creek run may not 
continue into the future,” (p.3-41), but Sec. 4.9 fails to address that oil and gas development may 
cause impacts to a population and its habitats that is already vulnerable. 

Response to Comment 8052.047: 
Based on the four years of weir data, Collin et al. (2000) speculated that the returns of these 
salmon would not continue and that “increased” subsistence and recreational harvests in Beaver 
Creek were linked to the observed changes in the magnitude and sex composition of these runs. 
As pointed out by another commenter [6028.043], the decline of Chinook and chum salmon runs 
in 1999 and especially 2000 is well documented for the entire Yukon drainage, as well as for 
other western Alaska drainages The 2000 run was the lowest on record and all fisheries 
(subsistence, personal use, sport and commercial) were either severely limited or closed. The 
abundance of Chinook, and especially chum, salmon runs returning to the entire Yukon drainage 
were above average between 2003 and 2006. However, stocks of both species have experienced 
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decreases between 2007 and 2009. There is no evidence, as is suggested in the document, that the 
small returns of salmon to Beaver Creek are in danger of extirpation, and no evidence that 
subsistence or recreational uses have affected these runs. The Beaver Creek weir project should 
be considered an inventory project rather than an assessment project, and stock status trends 
should not be associated with the weir data, given the fairly limited amount of data the project 
provides for evaluation. We concur with this assessment. The text was modified in Section 
3.4.5.2 to address this information. Since the population is not vulnerable, we did not modify 
Section 4.12. 

(http://www.cf.adfg.state.ak.us/region3/finfish/salmon/forecast/09yukstrat.pdf; ADFG. 2009. 
Yukon River Salmon 2008 Season Summary And 2009 Season Outlook. Regional Information 
Report No. 3A09-01. Prepared by the US and Canada Yukon River Joint Technical Committee. 
ADFG, Anchorage, Alaska). 

1.4.18 Geologic Structures 
1.4.18.1 Geologic Structures – Geologic Hazards in the Yukon Flats 

Comment 6042.159: 
There is no analysis of how earthquake faults in the area might pose risks to injection of drilling 
bases underground, or how contained these might be under the discontinuous permafrost. It does 
not address if injected drilling wastes could harm ground water and ultimately drinking water. 

Response to Comment 6042.159: 
Information on the potential effects of seismic activities on exploration and development 
activities has been added to Section 4.7 of the Final EIS under Section 4.7.1.2, Phase II Effects, 
Large Oil Field Development. Cumulative effects to permafrost and the potential for drilling 
fluids to migrate and harm drinking water are discussed in the Final EIS in Section 4.24.6, 
Cumulative Effects on Soils and Paleontological and Mineral Resources, and Section 4.24.7, 
Cumulative Effects on Water Resources, Water Quality, and Hydrology. 

Comment 6055.098 From Doyon, Limited: 
3.1.2. Geology and Geologic Hazards The last paragraph should discuss the extent, if any, of 
damage caused by the 2002 earthquake on TAPS facilities in the general area of the Refuge as 
well as the nine communities evaluated in the EIS. 

Response to Comment 6055.098: 
The text has been modified in Section 3.3.2 of the Final EIS to add a discussion of the 2002 
earthquake and its impact on the Trans-Alaska Pipeline System. 

Comment 6124.003: 
Are there fault areas that the pipeline would cross? I don’t think the EIS talks about that. Maybe I 
didn’t find it, but I don’t -- I don’t see it in there. It does not provide information on these and 
many other questions. 

Response to Comment 6124.003: 
Text has been added to Section 4.7 of the Final EIS, Effects on Soils and Paleontological and 
Mineral Resources, in Section 4.7.1.2, Phase II Effects, to discuss potential pipeline routes in 
relation to seismic fault zones. 

http://www.cf.adfg.state.ak.us/region3/finfish/salmon/forecast/09yukstrat.pdf
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1.4.19 Goals 
1.4.19.1 Goals – Responsiveness of Alternatives to Goals 

Comment 6055.052 From Doyon, Limited: 
Service Goals (Add priority wildlife habitats to the Refuge) See comments on the first Service 
Goal. 

Response to Comment 6055.052: 
This comment appears to pertain to Table 2-4. The commenter charged that Table 2-4 incorrectly 
reports the total net gain in Refuge lands by including the halo lands acreage. However, Table 2-4 
does not include the halo lands in any of the “net gain” calculations. For clarification, a footnote 
was added to the table. 

1.4.19.2 Goals – Service and Doyon Goals 

Comment 6055.053 From Doyon, Limited: 
Doyon Goals (Fulfill ANCSA Requirement to Provide Economic Opportunities for Doyon and its 
Shareholders) The DEIS should state that Doyon would acquire 110,000 acres of fee title in one 
of the deepest basins in the Refuge and an additional 97,000 acres of adjacent subsurface land 
with a Service reservation of no more than 1,000 acres of the Beaver Creek Public Use Easement. 
(See also comments on Table 2-2). 

Response to Comment 6055.053: 
Table 2-4 was revised to include the acreages of lands that would be received by Doyon in the 
exchange. However, the statement that the Service could reserve no more than 1,000 acres in the 
Beaver Creek Public Use Easement is incorrect. At Doyon’s request, the Service could close or 
restrict public access to up to 1,000 acres in the easement at any one time for activities related to 
oil development. The Public Use Easement was not identified as a Doyon goal in Section 1.3.2.3 
and was not included in Table 2-4. 

1.4.20 Government-to-Government Consultation 
1.4.20.1 Government-to-Government Consultation – General 

Comment 729.003: 
There has been no government to government consultation with the Ft. Yukon tribal government, 
and maybe others. Ft. Yukon has requested government to government consultation--as is 
required by statute--and has not received an answer from USFWS. 

Comment 804.001 From Northwoods Wilderness Recovery: 
Also, the communities that are along the Yukon River ought to have the opportunity to be heard 
on this matter. All Yukon River communities must be given a priority of government to 
government consultation. 

Comment 819.001: 
The communities that are along the Yukon River ought to be afforded the opportunity to be heard 
on this matter as well. All 66 Yukon River communities must be given a priority of government 
to government consultation 
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Comment 821.001: 
The communities that are along the Yukon River ought to be afforded the opportunity to be heard 
on this matter as well. All 66 Yukon River communities must be given a priority of government 
to government consultation. 

Comment 851.001 From Haaku Water Office: 
All 66 Yukon River communities must be afforded a government-to-government consultation on 
the environmental impacts of the proposed Yukon Flats Land Exchange affecting their ancestral 
homelands and communities. 

Comment 862.001 From Eyak Preservation Council: 
The communities that are along the Yukon River ought to be afforded the opportunity to be heard 
on this matter as well. All 66 Yukon River communities must be given a priority of government 
to government consultation. 

Comment 880.001: 
All 66 Yukon River communities must be given a priority of government to government 
consultation. 

Response to Comments 729.003, 804.001, 819.001, 821.001, 851.001, 862.001, and 880.001: 
Chapter 5 of the Final EIS (Section 5.5) provides a summary of Government-to-Government 
Consultation with the Gwichyaa Zhee Gwich ‘in Tribal Government in Fort Yukon and other 
tribes in accordance with Executive Order 13175 of November 6, 2000. Beginning on March 29, 
2006, we invited the Gwichyaa Zhee Gwich ‘in Tribal Government in Fort Yukon to consult on 
the proposed land exchange. The first Government-to-Government meeting was held on October 
17, 2006 at the request of the tribe. At that meeting, the Council requested another meeting after 
release of the Draft EIS. On February 1, 2008, less than a week after release of the Draft EIS, we 
mailed and faxed an invitation to the Gwichyaa Zhee Gwich ‘in Tribal Government in Fort 
Yukon for another consultation meeting. A second letter, sent on February 19, stated that the 
Refuge Manager, Rob Jess, would contact the Tribal Council to arrange a meeting. The Refuge 
Manager followed up with phone calls and sent additional letters on March 10 and April 17 
reiterating the invitation to meet. In response to these requests, nine meetings were held during 
May and June 2008, as discussed in Section 5.5 of the Final EIS. The Government-to-
Government process is ongoing. 

Comment 886.002: 
EPA has set review guidelines, but tribal requests for additional review time should be considered 
as part of the USFWS’s responsibilities under Government-to-Government consultation 
requirements. 

Response to Comment 886.002: 
To address this concern, the Service reopened the comment period for an additional 30 days from 
April 18 to May 19, 2008. We accepted all comments received from January 25 through May 19, 
2008. 

Comment 5075.001: 
I don’t see tribal councils looked at as viable local governments and the tribal communities out in 
this region are not a part of the equation. 
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Comment 5088.001: 
So I’m gonna recommend that Fish and Wildlife have this government to government 
consultation with the tribe, our tribal leaders, throughout the world if we have to. Because we 
have that right to request that. 

Comment 5089.002: 
There needs to be more government to government meetings. I notice in the impact statement it 
said that the tribal governments are supposed to request the meetings, and maybe they’re -- all of 
them are unaware. 

Comment 6004.002 From Yukon River Inter-Tribal Watershed Council: 
The Yukon River Inter-Tribal Watershed Council, Yukon Region consisting of 12 First Nations 
are formally requesting that all the First Nations on the Yukon River watershed in the Yukon 
Territory be offered the opportunity to meet with USFW on a government to government basis. 
Please be aware that Chief Eddie Skookum of the Little Salmon Carmacks First Nation, Chief 
Darren Taylor of the Tr’ondek Hwech’in First Nation, Councilman George Shephard of the 
Carcross / Tagish First Nation, and Delegate Carl Sidney of the Teslin, Tlingit First Nation have 
formally asked that this request be put forward on their behalf. 

Comment 6034.004 From United States: 
Public hearings testimony indicates that the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service has neglected 
fundamental tenets of its Native American Policy, such as its requirement to “consult with Native 
American governments on fish and wildlife resource matters of mutual interest and concern,” and 
ignored the basic requirements of Executive Order 13175, Consultation and Coordination with 
Indian Tribal Governments. 

Comment 6037.004 From Resisting Environmental Destruction on Indigenous Lands: We 
strongly believe that all sixty six communities which are along the Yukon River and dependant 
upon the river for their primary subsistence needs related to Yukon River Salmon must be 
contacted to solicit government to government meetings. Without the input of these communities, 
the DEIS is incomplete and the process is severely flawed. 

Comment 6042.040: 
The Service has so far failed to hold government to government consultations with all affected 
tribes throughout the region, which the agency is legally required to do. This is particularly 
egregious given how significantly this proposal may alter the refuge and way of life of the people 
and tribes living in the Yukon Flats basin. The proposed Yukon Flats Land Exchange would 
facilitate oil and gas development on lands that are currently within the Refuge and are traditional 
hunting and fishing grounds of the native people living within and around the refuge. The 
proposed action would create potentially significant impacts to subsistence fish and game 
resources as well as air and water quality and other environmental, subsistence and cultural 
values. Because of the potential impacts of this land exchange, on the local tribes the Service 
should have ensured that the tribes were fully involved in the process of evaluating and 
responding to the proposed exchange. This was not the case and the Service has failed to 
cooperate with the Yukon Flats tribes to the extent required. 

Comment 6053.001: 
And there’s -- one -- one thing I would like to request is that with Fish and Wildlife and Doyon, I 
would like to see a government-to-government consultation. 
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Comment 6062.005 From Stevens Village Natural Resource Program: 
We will continue to be involved in this process by formally requesting Government-to 
Government Consultation with the Department of Interior and USFandWS to ensure that the 
Governments Trust and Fiduciary Responsibility to the Tribal Governments is being met. 

Comment 6100.003: 
Executive Order 13175 directs federal agencies to consult with affected tribal governments for 
any action that has substantial direct effects on one or more Indian tribes. We still have yet to 
have a government to government relationship and I think that’s in the works. 

Comment 6113.002: 
As Rob has mentioned, it is the policy of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife to consult directly in 
government-to-government relations with tribal governments. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife, again, 
is directly going against their written policy in not interacting directly in government-to-
government relations with tribal governments. 

Comment 6122.010: 
The one thing that’s severely lacking in the EIS process is the government-to-government 
consultation. And it should be distinguished separate from the public hearings and done with each 
council that is within the Yukon Flats. 

Comment 6122.011: 
The one thing that’s severely lacking in the EIS process is the government-to-government 
consultation. 
... 
But also, further, to all the Yukon Flats villages and the Canadian First Nations, as was stated 
earlier. Because every single one of those villages are going to be impacted by this. 

Comment 6145.001: 
I brought with me something that many people don’t have. This is the Native American policy of 
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. It’s been in -- it’s been in effect for many, many years. I’m 
just going to quote one section under government-to-government relations. The service will 
maintain government-to-government relationships with Native American governments. The 
service will work directly with Native American governments and observe legislative mandates, 
trust responsibilities, and respect the Native American cultural values when planning and 
implementing programs. My question to Mr. Melius and those that are making decisions is why -- 
why is the Native American policy of U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service being ignored in this 
instance? Every federal government -- every governmental -- federal governmental entity in the 
United States, except those that are independent government entities, such as the Nuclear 
Regulatory Commission, are required to adhere -- to pass executive orders from all -- all -- from 
the last three or four presidents that have required government-to-government consultation, and 
required the development of independent policies for every single agency. 

Comment 6145.002: 
Well, we have 26 Yupik tribes at the mouth of the Yukon River. They are requesting government-
to-government meetings. There’s many tribes in the middle Yukon River. They’re not being 
consulted. 
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Comment 6145.003: 
So as the intern Yukon region director of the Yukon River Intertribal Watershed Council, I’m 
formally requesting that the First Nations in Canada on the Yukon River Watershed be given the 
same opportunity, and that they get the opportunity to consult on a government-to-government 
basis. 

Response to Comments 5075.001, 5088.001, 5089.002, 6004.002, 6034.004, 6037.004, 
6042.040, 6053.001, 6062.005, 6100.003, 6113.002, 6122.010, 6122.011, 6145.001, 6145.002 
and 6145.003: 
In keeping with guidance of Executive Order 13175 and the Service’s Native American Policy, 
the Service sent letters (dated March 2006) to federally recognized tribes in the vicinity of the 
proposed land exchange to inform them of the project and invite them to engage in Government-
to-Government consultation. Additional invitations were sent after release of the Draft EIS. 
Subsequently, 11 federally recognized tribes requested consultation. The Service responded by 
letter, e-mail, or telephone to each of these tribes, and worked with each tribe individually to 
provide further opportunities for meaningful intergovernmental dialogue between Service and 
Tribal officials. In addition, Tribal members and Tribal officials were encouraged to submit 
comments orally or in writing during the open comment period. We also received a request for 
Government-to-Government consultations from the Yukon River Intertribal Watershed Council 
on behalf of the Canadian First Nation tribes. Although Canadian First Nations tribes are not 
federally recognized tribes, and thus do not fall within the scope of Executive Order 13175, we 
appreciate the unique status and concerns of the First Nations, and have tried to address their 
concerns whenever possible in this document. Section 5.5 of the Final EIS, Government-to-
Government Consultation, has been updated with a history of our consultation efforts related to 
this project. 

Comment 6042.052: 
There is no evidence that the Service itself conducted any government-to- government 
consultation with the federally recognized tribes prior to the release of the Agreement in 
Principle, contrary to its own Native American Policy and also in violation of the terms of E.O. 
13175. 

Comment 6200.002: 
There’s not enough time to analyze or comment on this document. There was no government-to-
government consultation prior to the proposed agreement in principle. There has been no 
government-to-government consultation thus far. 

Comment 6200.007: 
Executive Order 13175 directs federal agencies to consult with affected tribal governments for 
any action that has substantial direct effects on one or more Indian tribes. This is so -- an 
agreement in principle, stands in violation of that. The government was not consulted before the 
agreement in principle went forward. 

Response to Comments 6042.052, 6200.002 and 6200.007: 
Government-to-Government Consultation is most effective after the agency knows enough about 
the Proposed Action to present a coherent proposal and initial list of issues to the affected Tribes. 
Prior to doing so, the Service had no way to fully identify what matters were under consideration. 
The Agreement in Principle provided a clear picture of the proposal being developed. In 
accordance with Executive Order 13175 and the Native American Policy, the Service initiated 
consultation with local Tribal governments soon after the start of the EIS process by mailing and 
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faxing a letter (dated March 29, 2006) inviting the Tribes to consult on the proposed exchange. 
The letter invited the Tribes to: (1) establish local contacts to represent the Tribe; (2) schedule a 
meeting to discuss the exchange; (3) share pertinent information (e.g., info regarding culturally 
sensitive areas that should be protected); and (4) formulate a formal position on the exchange. 
The Service’s efforts to consult with local Tribal governments continued throughout the EIS 
process. Chapter 5 (Section 5.5) of the Final EIS has been updated with a summary of these 
efforts. 

Comment 6057.014 From U.S. EPA: 
Tribal Consultation and National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) Section 106 Chapter 5 of the 
DEIS describes the process that the FWS has followed to engage federally-recognized tribal 
governments in and around the Refuge in government-to-government consultation, as well as the 
comments and issues that were identified in the process. It also states that additional meetings 
will be held at the request of tribal governments. Furthermore, there is some discussion regarding 
the requirements of Section 106 of the NHPA in Section 1.7.2 of Chapter 1. It is not clear, 
however, if the approach to elicit tribal participation and consultation has been effective, or if the 
tribal governments have been provided opportunity to participate as consulting parties under 
Section 106. There is also no mention of whether or not the FWS sought out TEK (Traditional 
Ecological Knowledge) from native residents and resource users through the respective tribal 
governments. Such information can be very useful and inform the decision-maker of little known 
or unidentified resources and values not typically recognized through the NEPA process. EPA 
recognizes the effort the FWS has made to engage tribal governments in this process, but 
additional work may be necessary to adequately fulfill the obligations of the FWS to comply with 
Executive Order 13075 arid Section 106 of the NHPA. This may include the identification and 
incorporation of TEK into the NEPA analysis. Recommendation: The FWS should continue to try 
to engage tribal governments in effective government-to-government consultation, as well as 
offer appropriate tribal governments the opportunity to become consulting parties under Section 
106, as appropriate. 

Response to Comment 6057.014: 
In accordance with Executive Order 13175 and the Native American Policy, the Service initiated 
consultation with local Tribal governments soon after the start of the EIS process by mailing and 
faxing a letter (dated March 29, 2006) inviting the Tribes to consult on the proposed exchange. 
The letter invited the Tribes to: (1) establish local contacts to represent the Tribe; (2) schedule a 
meeting to discuss the exchange; (3) share pertinent information (e.g., info regarding culturally 
sensitive areas that should be protected or Traditional Ecological Knowledge); and (4) formulate 
a position on the exchange. The Service’s efforts to consult with local Tribal governments 
continued throughout the EIS process. Chapter 5 (Section 5.5) of the Final EIS has been updated 
with a summary of these efforts. 

Comment 6085.006: 
One last comment and that’s Chapter 5, over and over again I keep hearing that there’s no 
government to government. Chapter 5 in this EIS addresses government to government 
consultation. March of 2006 the Fish and Wildlife to their credit sent out letter to the tribes, only 
two tribes took up the opportunity to come and talk to the Fish and Wildlife. So I think you’re 
trying, I think we need to do better, do more. But I would suggest moving this chapter rather than 
making it the end of the EIS move it right up into Chapter one and make it a subsection so that we 
don’t ignore the fact that this is actually been done. 
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Response to Comment 6085.006: 
We believe it is more appropriate to address Tribal consultation in a separate chapter rather than 
as a subsection of Chapter 1. Chapter 5 provides a concise summary of the Service’s efforts to 
involve the public and consult with others, including Tribes and Federal and State agencies. 

Comment 6088.002: 
Mr. Jesse mentioned the intent to go to Tanana Chief conference. That’s great that you do intend 
to go to the Tanana Chief conference but I want to be very, very clear that meeting with an 
intertribal entity such as Tanana Chief’s conference or any intertribal entity does not equate to 
government to government relations. And it does not fulfill your federal mandate through 
executive orders, so please do consider meeting with government -- please do meet with tribes on 
a government to government basis and that’s not dictated by the federal government as to how 
that meeting will take place. It’s got to be mutually agreed upon, the -- the format, the location, 
and who’s going to be there so it just can’t be we’re going to have a public comment period and 
this is the pace that we’re going to go and this is the format that you’re going to meet in. The tribe 
has the right to determine the format. 

Response to Comment 6088.002: 
A summary of the consultation process is included in Section 5.5 of the Final EIS. The Service 
consulted only with federally recognized Tribes, not with intertribal entities. The Service invited 
the tribes to format the meetings as they wished. Each Tribe was encouraged to identify a 
convenient place and time to meet with Service officials, to develop an agenda that would cover 
issues relevant to their concerns, and to name a contact person if they wished. 

Comment 6200.010: 
[Section] 2.2.4, all lands potentially involved in the exchange including submerged lands will be 
independently appraised according to the Uniform Appraisal Standard. Well, according to 
government-to-government consultation, I would request that we have some type of input in that 
appraisal, those lands. 

Response to Comment 6200.010: 
The Federal government has a highly regulated process for conducting appraisals. The Appraisal 
Services Directorate of the Department of the Interior has responsibility for all appraisal 
functions. Appraisals are not under Service control. Real estate appraisal is a highly technical and 
complex process, particularly for this proposal; not even the Service is allowed to participate in 
the appraisal review process. The regulations are intended is ensure that the process is fair and 
unbiased, and cannot be influenced by interested parties. Therefore, it is not appropriate for Tribal 
governments to have input in the appraisals, just as it is not appropriate for the Service to have 
input. 

1.4.21 Gravel 
1.4.21.1 Gravel – Gravel Resources in the Yukon Flats 

Comment 6037.034 From Resisting Environmental Destruction on Indigenous Lands: EIS has no 
information on gravel sources for roads or potential mine locations. (p. 4-73) 
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Response to Comment 6037.034: 
As described in Section 3.3.3.4 of the Final EIS, Oil, Gas, and Other Mineral Resources, there is 
little quantitative information on sand and gravel resources in Yukon Flats, mainly because there 
is no industrial infrastructure that demands gravel. The EIS has relied on the references cited in 
Section 3.3.3.2 of the Final EIS for information on the probability of adequate sand and gravel 
resources, but no resource estimates were available. 

1.4.22 Health 
1.4.22.1 Health – Effects of Development on Health 

Comment 68.002: 
The health effects to local communities and workers has been downplayed and inadequately 
studied. 

Comment 862.008 From Eyak Preservation Council: 
-Another consequence that deserves thorough evaluation in consideration of this land trade are 
the negative impacts related to human and ecological health in the face of oil and gas 
development. The health and well being of the people is directly related to the health and well 
being of the land. Health statistics that will follow any oil and gas development will be: higher 
rates of Cancer, Diabetes, Asthma, Upper Respiratory Illnesses and Obesity due to compromise 
and loss of subsistence resources. The social factors that cannot be mitigated and will have long 
term negative impact to local communities are high statistics of alcoholism, drug abuse, suicide, 
alcohol or drug related fatalities, incarceration, domestic violence and other forms of abuse etc. 
There would be the need for endless meetings related to oil and gas development, and the 
introduction of greater sources of conflict among community members. Oil and Gas development 
within Indigenous territories usually leaves behind these sort of devastating social effects as has 
been cited by the National Academy of Sciences in Cumulative Environmental Effects of Oil and 
gas Development on Alaska’s North Slope “Effects on the Human Environment” study of 2003. 

Comment 880.007: 
Human Health - Another consequence that deserves thorough evaluation in consideration of this 
land trade are the negative impacts related to human and ecological health in the face of oil and 
gas development. The health and well being of the people is directly related to the health and well 
being of the land. Health statistics that will follow any oil and gas development will be: higher 
rates of Cancer, Diabetes, Asthma, Upper Respiratory Illnesses and Obesity due to compromise 
and loss of subsistence resources. The social factors that cannot be mitigated and will have long 
term negative impact to local communities are high statistics of alcoholism, drug abuse, suicide, 
alcohol or drug related fatalities, incarceration, domestic violence and other forms of abuse etc. 
There would be the need for endless meetings related to oil and gas development, and the 
introduction of greater sources of conflict among community members. 

Comment 903.004: 
Another consequence that deserves thorough evaluation in consideration of this land trade are the 
negative impacts related to human and ecological health in the face of oil and gas development. 
The health and well being of the people is directly related to the health and well being of the land. 
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Comment 5045.004: 
I don’t see in the EIS any information with regard to any health studies that were done on the 
Slope. Nobody is using those situations that are already occurring up there. You got health 
problems up there. Are they going to be the problems we’re going to have to deal with down here 
if you talk about oil and gas development, exploration and development? We -- we need to have 
information in the EIS where that these health professionals and other professionals that really 
can contribute give us an idea, tell us what kind of concerns there may be. It’s not there. 

Comment 5082.002: 
The second thing I want to say is I’ve read the EIS portion on health impacts. And within the 
draft EIS it says there’s not going to be any adverse health impacts. But that’s not the case. We 
know from past experience, 30 years of oil development on the North Slope, the people that live 
in those communities have been impacted. They have higher rates of asthma, higher rates of 
cancer, higher rates of diabetes, and higher rates of upper respiratory illnesses. And this is 
important to put in that EIS. There needs to be a study about the potential health impacts to our 
G’wichin people before they move forward. 

Comment 6037.028 From Resisting Environmental Destruction on Indigenous Lands: There is 
not enough information on public health impacts of the proposed exchange and resulting oil 
development. “Clearly since there is indication of no impacts to public health within the DEIS, 
the public health portion of the DEIS is extremely flawed and inadequate. 

Comment 6042.153: 
It also ignores major concerns of the residents of Nuiqsut regarding increases in health problems, 
and it ignores the Health Impact Analysis information conducted for the Alaska Inter-tribal 
Council and the North Slope. Borough which was incorporated into the BLM’s recent EIS for the 
Northeast NPRA [National Petroleum Reserve – Alaska] (2007).  

Comment 6042.185: 
These major deficiencies need to be corrected: 
... 
It downplays health impacts to local communities and workers. 

Comment 6042.186: 
These major deficiencies need to be corrected: 
... 
It downplays health impacts to local communities and workers. 

Comment 6122.002: 
One of the things that I’ve also noted in the EIS was there’s a -- a statement in there that says the 
health of the people will not be impacted. And that is not true. That’s inadequate. There needs to 
be a thorough health study done and instituted within the Environmental Impact Statement before 
we move any further on this issue. People in Nuiqsut who are near the Alpine Oil Field -- and 
Alpine Oil Field is touted as what is being planned for the Yukon Flats. The people that are near 
Nuiqsut have major health impacts. And that’s what we foresee will happen in our communities. 
Some of the health impacts are higher upper respiratory illnesses, higher rates of asthma, higher 
rates of cancer, diabetes, obesity due to loss of our subsistence resources, but also air quality 
issues. So I strongly call for health impact study before we move forward. 
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Comment 8053.006: 
It also needs to consider the human health impacts resulting from stress, pollution, and loss of 
subsistence way of life. 

Response to Comments 68.002, 862.008, 880.007, 903.004, 5045.004, 5082.002, 6037.028, 
6042.153, 6042.185, 6042.186, 6122.002 and 8053.006: 
Additional information about the human health impacts of oil and gas development has been 
incorporated into Section 4.23, Effects on Human Health, of the Final EIS. Changes include edits 
to the text to incorporate impacts of seismic surveys, injury rates, and occupational injury rates, as 
well as further information about air quality impacts, infectious diseases, and alterations to social 
systems. Sections on cumulative health effects on social systems and cumulative health effects of 
climate change have been added to Section 4.24.22 of the Final EIS, Cumulative Effects on 
Human Health. 

Comment 652.001: 
There is not sufficient attention to the requirement for a Health Impact Assessment as part of the 
EIS. Due to watershed issues, and human use of the fish, game and plants of the area in question, 
a very thorough HIA [Health Impact Assessment] is needed. 

Comment 6036.011 From Northern Alaska Environmental Center: 
It fails to include a Human Health Impact Assessment. 

Comment 6042.202: 
Not only are these statements based on inadequate data and inappropriate assumptions about 
similarities between the North Slope and Yukon Flats, but the analysis of health impacts is 
incomplete, failing to fully address the social and psychological implications of proposed 
development activities. We recommend that the Service conduct a full human health impact 
assessment as part of the land exchange EIS. We note that important information was omitted 
from the DEIS, and that the conclusions in section 4.22 downplay the significance of harmful 
health impacts because they ignore important information gathered on the North Slope. 

Comment 6042.207: 
USFWS acknowledges that the major determinants in maintaining and improving human health 
are: income and social status; social support networks; education; employment and working 
conditions; physical environments; biology and genetic endowment; personal health practices and 
coping skills; healthy child development; and health services.” Yet, this DEIS provides only a 
cursory discussion of the link between social relationships and subsistence, and the possibility 
that “indirect impacts on community health and welfare could occur.” A thorough analysis of 
human health impacts would address each of these, as well as the full scope of health effects 
federal agencies are required to consider under Executive Order 12898 on environmental justice.. 
The Council on Environmental Quality guidelines on implementing E.O. 12898 strongly suggests 
that to accomplish the goal of ensuring environmental justice, federal agencies should consider 
consulting with local public health agencies. (source: Alaska Intertribal Council Center for Health 
Impact Assessment). To fully assess the full scope of potential human health impacts of this 
proposal, a comprehensive health impact assessment (World Health Organization) should be 
completed. 
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Response to Comments 652.001, 6036.011, 6042.202, and 6042.207: 
Several attempts were made to contact the Council of Athabascan Tribal Governments (CATG) 
to obtain information about baseline health conditions in the Yukon Flats; however, no 
information was provided. Project information was provided to the two providers of health care in 
the Yukon Flats: CATG and Tanana Chiefs Conference (TCC; see Section 5.5). The International 
Association for Impact Assessment has defined a Health Impact Assessment (HIA) as “a 
combination of procedures, methods and tools that systematically judges the potential, and 
sometimes unintended, effects of a policy, plan, program or project on the health of a population, 
and the distribution of those effects within the population. An HIA identifies appropriate actions 
to manage those effects” (West Midlands Public Health Observatory 2007). This EIS utilizes the 
principals of the HIA process within the bounds of standard National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA) practice. Scoping for the HIA took place during the overall scoping for the project, when 
interested parties were asked for information about what should be included in the EIS. A Rapid 
HIA style appraisal process was then used, based on the limited amount of information available. 
This process was similar to processes used in other NEPA oil and gas related documents (such as 
the Bureau of Land Management 2008 Northeast National Petroleum Reserve-Alaska 
Supplemental EIS/Integrated Activity Plan for the Northeast National Petroleum Reserve-
Alaska). A Rapid style HIA does not generate new information, but bases research on existing 
information.  

Additional information about health impacts from oil and gas development on the North Slope 
was added to Section 4.23 of the Final EIS in order to more fully incorporate existing, relevant 
information. The NEPA process also varies from the HIA process in the reporting and monitoring 
phases. A NEPA document identifies potential significant issues, but does not have to resolve 
these issues. According to the World Health Organization (2008), a key output of an HIA is a set 
of recommended changes to the proposal. Under NEPA, the decision-maker will use the 
information provided about the various alternatives impacts on health as part of their overall 
decision on which alternative to recommend in the Record of Decision. The impact assessment 
does not include a decision on the ‘best’ alternative. Additionally, an HIA requires evaluation and 
monitoring. The NEPA process does not include any further requirements after the Record of 
Decision is complete, unless they are components of mitigation measures or other stipulations. 
The BLM Northeast National Petroleum Reserve-Alaska Supplemental EIS/Integrated Activity 
Plan for the Northeast National Petroleum Reserve-Alaska (Bureau of Land Management 2008) 
includes some health monitoring as part of the potential mitigation measures; however, the 
Service has no equivalent requirements. 

Comment 6033.011 From Arctic Village Council: 
Air Quality 
... 
the DEIS downplays the potential health impacts from the proposed action to local communities 
and workers, and does not include any baseline air quality data for the Yukon Flats (DEIS, p. 3-5 
to 3-7). 

Comment 6035.011 From Gwichyaa Zhee Gwich’in Tribal Government: 
Further, the DEIS downplays the potential health impacts from the proposed action to local 
communities and workers, and does not include any baseline air quality data for the Yukon Flats 
(DEIS, p. 3-5 to 3-7). 
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Comment 6040.011 From Venetie Village Council: 
the DEIS downplays the potential health impacts from the proposed action to local communities 
and workers, and does not include any baseline air quality data for the Yukon Flats (DEIS, p. 3-5 
to 3-7). 

Response to Comments 6033.011, 6035.011 and 6040.011: 
Additional information about the human health impacts of oil and gas development has been 
incorporated into Section 4.23 of the Final EIS, Effects of Human Health. Changes include edits 
to text to incorporate impacts of seismic surveys, injury rates, and occupational injury rates, as 
well as further information about air quality impacts, infectious diseases, and alterations to social 
systems. Sections on cumulative health effects on social systems and cumulative health effects of 
climate change have been added to Section 4.24.22, Cumulative Effects on Human Health. 

Air quality monitoring is not being conducted on the Refuge; thus, data do not exist to provide a 
quantitative baseline of spatial and temporal trends in air quality across the Refuge. Section 
3.3.1.2, Air Quality, relies on the generalization that in the absence of emissions generated within 
the Refuge, or significant regional emissions that could be transported into the Refuge, existing 
pollutant concentrations will be below what can be measured using standard U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA) Prevention of Significant Deterioration monitoring techniques. 
Therefore, baseline air quality can be considered pristine, and well below health based standards 
(National Ambient Air Quality Standards [NAAQS]) for all criteria pollutants. This assertion is 
supported by the EPA, which considers the region in attainment for all criteria pollutants. As 
discussed in Section 3.3.1.2, exceptions to the generalization would be locations influenced by 
naturally occurring emissions sources such as wildland fires and windblown dust, and by man-
made emissions sources. Since man-made emissions are relatively small, and wind blown dust 
emissions are transient, emissions from wildland fires are currently the only major threat to air 
quality. As discussed in the final EIS, wildland fires periodically have caused particulate 
emissions that were thought to exceed the NAAQS, and likely influenced large portions of the 
Refuge. 

Comment 6042.149: 
The analysis of noise impacts from exploratory drilling would not just be “limited to the vicinity 
of the power generation and drilling engines.” Id. The DEIS ignores the disturbance caused by 
aircraft and vehicle travel to access the site, resupply the operations,. and obtain water to build ice 
pads. 

Response to Comment 6042.149: 
The noise impacts from exploratory drilling, including the noise associated with access via 
aircraft and vehicles and other support activities, is discussed in detail in Chapter 4 of the Final 
EIS. Please refer to Sections 4.10, 4.12, 4.13, 4.14, 4.16, 4.17, 4.21, 4.23, 4.24, and 4.26. 

Comment 6042.150: 
The DEIS fails to conduct an analysis of air pollution ‘on human health of workers and 
community members. Id. at 4-195. 

Comment 6042.152: 
The analysis of exposure to hazardous air pollutions during Phase II (p. 4-197) is biased and 
erroneous. It ignores findings of the National Research Council (2003): In addition to stress 
contributing to adverse health effects, oil development has increased the smog and haze near 
some villages, which residents believe is causing an increase in asthma; The stress of integrating 
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a new way of life with generations of traditional teachings has increased alcoholism, drug abuse, 
and child abuse. Higher consumption of non-subsistence food ...has increased the incidence of 
diabetes. (p.225) 

Response to Comments 6042.150 and 6042.152: 
As stated in the most recent BLM Northeast National Petroleum Reserve-Alaska Supplemental 
EIS/Integrated Activity Plan undertaken for the Northeast National Petroleum Reserve-Alaska, if 
air quality modeling shows that impacts to air quality from oil development would be low, then 
the overall impact to human health from airborne emissions would also be low (Bureau of Land 
Management 2008). The air quality model used for this EIS (see Section 4.6, Effects on Air 
Quality and Climate) shows that at a distance of 3 miles from the main production pad during full 
field development, air quality impacts would be indistinguishable from existing background 
concentrations, and that sensitive populations could live as close as 100 yards from the main 
production pad emission sources without experiencing adverse health effects. Therefore, 
development would not be expected to result in any changes to air quality that would result in 
negative health issues. 

Comment 6042.151: 
Occupational health and safety rates for the oil and gas industry, including compliance 
monitoring studies, fines, and violations should be provided in the discussion of injury rates. 

Response to Comment 6042.151: 
Occupational health and safety data for the State of Alaska are not collected in such a way that oil 
and gas industry or North Slope data can be separated out. Data are collected under the Natural 
Resources and Mining category, and include illness, injury, and fatality rates associated with 
other industries such as mining and forestry. Information about Alaska Occupational Safety and 
Health inspections, fines, and violations is available, and was added to the text in Section 4.23, 
Effects on Human Health. 

Comment 6042.204: 
The assumption that compliance with federal and state regulatory permit requirements is 
sufficient assurance that groundwater and surface water resources should not be impacted by 
proposed oil development activities is an inadequate response to NEPA requirements to address 
human health impacts. 

Response to Comment 6042.204: 
Federal and State permit requirements are the guiding force for environmental compliance. For a 
land exchange EIS, these guidelines are sufficient for preliminary planning of possible 
exploration and development activities that may be approved in the future. Once a plan of 
operation is submitted for proposed oil and gas exploration and development activities, a more 
detailed compliance document will be drafted to accompany the permits that are issued for the 
activities. 

Comment 6042.205: 
Other hydrologic impacts with potential to affect human health can include: direct and indirect 
impacts to water supplies by clearing of vegetation and the construction and maintenance of 
roads; disruptions to surface water movement and changes in water quality as a result of vehicle 
traffic and runoff; changes to water quality and quantity as a result of the introduction of fill 
material into surface water overlying permafrost; and alteration of drainage patterns due to 
topographical changes. The potential for oil and gas activities to affect water resources should be 
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thoroughly evaluated by the USFWS, with particular attention given to how and where water is 
used by local people. (Source: Oil and Gas Exploration and Production in Arctic and Subarctic 
Onshore Regions: Guidelines for Environmental Protection. IUCN - The World Conservation 
Union E and P Forum. 1993.) 

Response to Comment 6042.205: 
A detailed evaluation of potential impacts would be developed once the land exchange is 
approved and a plan of operations is presented for proposed drilling or development activities. At 
such time, site-specific impacts, including those mentioned in this comment, would be evaluated, 
and guidelines for reducing these impacts would be part of the permit issued for the proposed 
activities. 

Comment 6042.206: 
Contaminants from Accidents or Spills Section 4.21.1.2 of the DEIS addresses only potential 
impacts to subsistence resources, with no discussion of other direct or indirect impacts to human 
health that can occur as a result of exposure to contaminants from accidents or spills. Numerous 
epidemiological studies have demonstrated both acute and long-term effects to resident human 
populations following oil spills. Impacts will vary depending on proximity to spills and exposure 
times, and the DEIS assumes that oil and gas facilities would be “designed, built, and operated to 
minimize exposure of subsistence resources to spills of oil, produced water, and/or other 
hazardous materials,” and that “the producer would implement a containment and cleanup 
response to minimize the extent and. duration of potential impacts,” but provides no details to 
support these claims. A much more thorough analysis is needed to assess the full scope of 
proposed facilities and infrastructure subject to accidents and spills, including roads and 
pipelines, and proximities of these facilities to human populations and the potential for directly 
impacting such populations. Other indirect impacts can also result...... (References: Self Reported 
Exposures and Health Status Among Workers From the Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Cleanup, Masters 
Thesis by Annie K. O’Neill, Yale University, Department of Epidemiology and Public Health, 
2003, p. 4) 

Response to Comment 6042.206: 
Information about the physical and social health impacts of spills has been added to Section 4.23, 
Effects on Human Health. A more thorough analysis of the full scope of proposed facilities and 
infrastructure in relation to specific impacts from accidents or spills cannot currently be assessed, 
as the exact location(s) or design of facilities, pipelines, and access roads are not yet known. 

Comment 6142.021: 
The impacts to workers from the Exxon Valdez spill are not addressed in here 

Response to Comment 6142.021: 
Impacts to workers from the Exxon Valdez spill are not included for several reasons. Section 
4.5.2 (Oil Spill Scenarios) concludes that the chance of a Very Large Spill from a Well Blowout 
is 0.00035%, with an assumed total release of 123,750 bbls. Worst-case discharges for a large 
spill from a pipeline rupture are assumed to be up to 1,990 bbls at stream crossings, or 5,800 bbls 
at other locations. Approximately 257,000 bbls were discharged from the Exxon Valdez, resulting 
in a cleanup crew that peaked at 10,000 workers and worked for more than four summers (Exxon 
Valdez Oil Spill Trustee Council 2008). Due to the difference in volume; the differences in spills 
to land and inland water as compared to coastal, marine waters; and the differences in spill 
response planning (including more stringent requirements for trained response personnel) since 
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the 1989 spill, the specific health impacts to workers at the Exxon Valdez are not applicable to 
this EIS. 

Comment 8052.056 From Northern Alaska Environmental Center: 
The effects to human health from eating contaminated fish - if they survive toxic contamination - 
also need to be addressed. 

Response to Comment 8052.056: 
This comment refers to impacts to fish from the release of toxic contaminants from the rock and 
soil from gravel mining and ground disturbance for road and pipeline routes through Victoria 
Creek. These impacts would be analyzed if an EIS for the  right-of-way is conducted. The EIS 
would require detailed, site-specific information about the location, size, and design of the 
proposed road and pipeline. As stated in Section 4.4.3.1, gravel is expected to be extracted in the 
uplands, limiting the opportunities for toxic releases to water. Additionally, a National Pollutant 
Discharge Elimination System permit would be required if pollutants were to be discharged into 
surface waters, and additional permits may be applicable, depending on the type of operations. 

1.4.22.2 Health – General 

Comment 6042.147: 
Considering that there are only two sentences on seismic effects on human health, the conclusion 
that “seismic surveys are not expected to have any significant effects on human health,” is not 
unsubstantiated. DEIS, p. 4-194. 

Response to Comment 6042.147: 
It is expected that 50 to 74 industry workers would be required for seismic survey work. They 
would most likely access seismic exploration areas using an overland route from Circle, a 
community already connected to Fairbanks by a year-round road. No significant impacts to 
human health are expected from the limited contact that would result from workers traveling 
through Circle to access the remote camp and work area. Other communities are at some distance 
from the survey areas and would be unlikely to encounter any direct health impacts related to the 
seismic surveys. However, as stated in Section 4.23, Effects on Human Health, some disruption 
to subsistence could occur. Text was added to the seismic survey section in Section 4.23 to reflect 
that there may be some impact to social systems as a result of possible subsistence disruption or 
resident concerns about the presence of seismic equipment (as also stated in Section 4.23, Effects 
on Health, under Exploratory Drilling). 

1.4.23 Incomplete and Unavailable Information 
1.4.23.1 Incomplete and Unavailable Information – General 

Comment 6055.049 From Doyon, Limited: 
2.6.1. Incomplete Information Concerning future Oil and Gas Exploration and Development In 
addition to the core/halo lands, the discussion should include comparable information and 
acreages of the rest of the potential oil and gas lands shown in Figure 3.3 (Areas with Potential 
for Oil and Gas in the Yukon Flats Basin). 

Response to Comment 6055.049: 
It is not clear from the comment exactly what information and acreage should be provided for the 
rest of the potential oil and gas lands. Information on the total number of acres with potential oil 
and gas resources is given in Section 4.4.1, Where Future Oil and Gas Exploration and 
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Development Might Occur, and Figure 3-3, Areas with Potential for Oil and Gas in the Yukon 
Flats Basin. Section 4.4.1 also gives the acreage distribution for the Refuge and for private lands, 
and the methodology used to arrive at these estimates. We assumed that exploration and 
development would occur within the core area and/or on Doyon- and Native-owned lands, and 
within any area with oil and gas potential. We have added text to Section 2.7.1 to note that an 
estimated 2.9 million or more acres within the Refuge have oil and gas potential, and about 
1,055,000 of these acres are Native-owned. 

Comment 6200.011: 
I’d also like to protest Section 2.7, incomplete and unavailable information. In this document, it 
compares ecosystem response to development to be similar to the North Slope, which is not 
credible at all. The Yukon Flats is an entirely different ecosystems than the North Slope. 

Response to Comment 6200.011: 
We have included information from assessments done for the North Slope, particularly 
information on what oil and gas development might look like, since most development in Alaska 
has occurred on the North Slope. However, we have tried to provide a balanced assessment by 
using Yukon Flats-specific baseline information, since the topography, vegetation, fish, wildlife, 
and other natural, physical, and social resources are often quite different on the Yukon Flats than 
on the North Slope. Thus, most of the information in Chapter 3, Affected Environment, is 
primarily Yukon-Flats specific, while the assessment of impacts in Chapter 4 (Environmental 
Consequences) includes information specific to the Yukon Flats, as well as information gathered 
from studies on the North Slope and other areas outside of the Yukon Flats region. 

1.4.24 International Treaty Obligations 
1.4.24.1 International Treaty Obligations – Fish 

Comment 804.004 From Northwoods Wilderness Recovery: 
The transboundary impacts to Yukon River salmon in Canada and the subsistence livelihood of 
villages located downriver in Alaska needs to be addressed. 

Comment 808.002 From Long Branch Environmental Education Center: 
The transboundary impacts to Yukon River salmon in Canada and the subsistence livelihood of 
villages located downriver in Alaska needs to be addressed. 

Comment 819.003: 
The transboundary impacts to Yukon River salmon in Canada and the subsistence livelihood of 
villages located downriver in Alaska needs to be addressed. 

Comment 821.004: 
The transboundary impacts to Yukon River salmon in Canada and the subsistence livelihood of 
villages located downriver in Alaska needs to be addressed. 

Comment 862.005 From Eyak Preservation Council: 
The transboundary impacts to Yukon River salmon in Canada 
... 
needs to be addressed 
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Comment 866.012 From Alaska’s ‘Big Village’ Network: 
The transboundary impacts to Yukon River salmon in Canada and the subsistence livelihood of 
villages located downriver in Alaska needs to be addressed. Therefore the water quality impacts 
must be analyzed in the EIS. 

Comment 903.002: 
The trans boundary impacts to Yukon River salmon in Canada and the subsistence livelihood of 
villages located downriver in Alaska needs to be addressed. 

Comment 5035.002: 
To fulfill international treaty obligations with respect to fish and wildlife. This -- this purpose 
here I feel that there is a huge gap in information in the section 4-9, effects on fish and essential 
fish habitat, and the corresponding cumulative effects section. It says that there will be, again, 
lethal impacts to fish, and assumes that any major oil spill would be caught before it got to the 
Yukon River. The Yukon River salmon fishery alone is a multimillion dollar fishery, 
commercially and subsistence, which I don’t know if it’s quantified. These are not even addressed 
in this document, let alone the U.S. Canadian agreement on escapement in the Yukon River 
panel. I -- I don’t know that they’ve even been addressed in this document. You know, we have a 
standing agreement on escapement with Canada. And, you know, it just says, Oh, population may 
be affected. You know, honestly I -- I just can’t get over the fact that there’s no estimates on 
effects to salmon population. You know, our -- our friends up in Old Crow in Canada rely on the 
Yukon River salmon as well as many people in Canada. So right there, in this number 2, 
international treaty obligation, I would really like to see the Yukon River panel and our yearly 
treaty with Canada addressed in this document. 

Comment 6122.012: 
And there is a salmon treaty. And this proposed development is violating that treaty. That needs 
to be also within the EIS and thoroughly studied. According to the U.S. government, treaties are 
the supreme law of the land. Why are we violating a treaty that we have with Canada? 

Comment 6142.008: 
The treaty was mentioned quite a bit with Pacific salmon. There’s also bird treaties. There’s also 
caribou-related treaties that affect this area. 

Comment 8052.046 From Northern Alaska Environmental Center: 
The international importance of the Yukon River salmon and that their migration extends into 
Canada was not described in the DEIS Sec. 3.2.5 or Sec. 4.9, nor did it mention the existence of 
the international Yukon River Salmon treaty with Canada and that fulfilling such obligations is a 
purpose of the Refuge. 

Response to Comments 804.004, 808.002, 819.003, 821.004, 862.005, 866.012, 903.002, 
5035.002, 6122.012, 6142.008, and 8052.046: 
Section 3.4.5.4 of the Final EIS, International Treaty Obligations, has been added to address 
international treaty obligations. The land exchange itself would not result in transboundary 
impacts to Canadian-bound Yukon River salmon, negatively impact the subsistence livelihood of 
Alaskan subsistence fishermen, or decrease water quality. Future development activities would 
need to be individually evaluated as to their potential impacts to salmon habitat, subsistence 
fishermen, and/or water quality. The U.S./Canada Yukon River Salmon Agreement, an annex of 
the Pacific Salmon Treaty, focuses on salmon management issues, rebuilding salmon stocks, and 
maintaining productive habitat. The Agreement only indirectly addresses development concerns 
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within the Habitat section. The Agreement states that “respective water quality standards should 
be maintained and enforced” and “productive capacity of the salmon habitat on both sides of the 
Alaska-Yukon border should be maintained in order to achieve the objectives of this Chapter.” 
Our treaty obligations would not be violated even if oil development and/or a catastrophic oil 
spill were to subsequently occur, because we will have done our best, and would continue to do 
our best, to maintain or restore appropriate water quality and habitat. The Agreement provides 
that should “water quality standards be degraded or productive capacity of the salmon habitat be 
diminished to a degree that affects the objectives established in this Chapter, the Yukon River 
Panel may recommend corrective actions which may include adjustments to fishing patterns, 
border escapement objectives and guideline harvest ranges.” 

1.4.24.2 International Treaty Obligations – General 

Comment 749.003: 
We have treaty obligations to the governments of Canada and the many sovereign tribal 
governments who will inevitably be impacted by any such development in the Yukon River 
watershed that have not been fulfilled through proper consultation in the handling of this proposal 
thus far. 

Comment 6037.005 From Resisting Environmental Destruction on Indigenous Lands: We 
strongly recommend also engaging with the Canadian First Nations who have signed and Inter-
Tribal Yukon River Salmon Treaty, since this proposed oil and gas development which the land 
exchange would facilitate is a threat to the integrity of this International Treaty. 

Response to Comments 749.003 and 6037.005: 
In keeping with the guidance of Executive Order 13175 and the Service’s Native American 
Policy, in March 2006 the Service sent letters to federally recognized tribes in the vicinity of the 
proposed land exchange to inform them of the project and invite them to engage in Government-
to-Government consultation if they so desired. Eleven federally recognized tribes subsequently 
requested Government-to-Government consultation. The Service responded by letter, e-mail, or 
telephone to each of these tribes, and worked with each tribe individually to provide further 
opportunities for meaningful intergovernmental dialogue, such as teleconferences or meetings 
between Service and Tribal officials. In addition, although not in the Government-to-Government 
context, the public, Tribal members, and Tribal officials were encouraged to submit comments 
orally or in writing during the open comment period. We also received a request for Government-
to-Government consultations from the Canadian First Nation tribes. Although Canadian First 
Nations tribes are not federally recognized tribes and thus do not fall within the scope of 
Executive Order 13175, we appreciate the unique status and concerns of the First Nations, and we 
will address their concerns, whenever possible, in the future. 

Comment 827.003: 
The DEIS fails to thoroughly discuss how the proposed action affects U.S. international treaty 
obligations for conservation of transboundary resources. 

Comment 880.004: 
The transboundary impacts to Yukon River salmon in Canada and the subsistence livelihood of 
villages located downriver in Alaska needs to be addressed. 

Comment 6004.003 From Yukon River Inter-Tribal Watershed Council: 
Additionally the Yukon Territory First Nation leadership is asking that all International Treaties 
and agreements between Canada and the United States be adhered to, inclusive of: the 2002 
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Yukon River Salmon Agreement, the 1909 Boundary Waters Treaty, the 1985 and 1999 Pacific 
Salmon Treaties, the 1992 North Pacific Salmon Treaty, the Jay Treaty of 1794, the North 
American Agreement on Environmental Cooperation, and Human rights treaties and procedures 
in the United Nations and the Organization of American States. Please know the Yukon First 
Nations have the authority and right to activate the International Joint Commission if the 
proposed Land Exchange is to move forward. Please also know that the YRITWC (Yukon River 
Inter-Tribal Watershed Council) will soon be gaining an Observer / Consultative NGO [Non-
government organization] Seat at the United Nations. 

Response to Comments 827.003, 880.004, and 6004.003: 
The U.S./Canada Yukon River Salmon Agreement, an annex of the Pacific Salmon Treaty, 
focuses on salmon management issues, rebuilding salmon stocks, and maintaining productive 
habitat. The Agreement only indirectly addresses development concerns within the Habitat 
section. The Agreement states “respective water quality standards should be maintained and 
enforced” and “productive capacity of the salmon habitat on both sides of the Alaska-Yukon 
border should be maintained in order to achieve the objectives of this Chapter.” Our treaty 
obligations would not be violated, even if oil development and/or a catastrophic oil spill were to 
subsequently occur, because we will have done our best, and would continue to do our best, to 
maintain or restore appropriate water quality and habitat. The Agreement provides that should 
“water quality standards be degraded or productive capacity of the salmon habitat be diminished 
to a degree that affects the objectives established in this Chapter, the Yukon River Panel may 
recommend corrective actions which may include adjustments to fishing patterns, border 
escapement objectives and guideline harvest ranges.” 

Comment 6033.008 From Arctic Village Council: 
We do not believe the USFWS has adequately analyzed or addressed the effects of the proposed 
action and resulting oil and gas development on the international treaties the agency is required to 
uphold and fulfill, regarding salmon, trans-boundary waters and migratory birds. Trans-boundary 
impacts regarding the Yukon River watershed and salmon in Canada upstream of the refuge, in 
communities and areas downstream of the refuge and the subsistence livelihoods of villages and 
individuals located within and directly adjacent to the refuge have not been sufficiently 
addressed. 

Comment 6035.008 From Gwichyaa Zhee Gwich’in Tribal Government: 
We do not believe the USFWS has adequately analyzed or addressed the effects of the proposed 
action and resulting oil and gas development on the international treaties the agency is required to 
uphold and fulfill, regarding salmon, trans-boundary waters and migratory birds. Trans-boundary 
impacts regarding the Yukon River watershed and salmon in Canada upstream of the refuge, in 
communities and areas downstream of the refuge and the subsistence livelihoods of villages and 
individuals located within and directly adjacent to the refuge have not been sufficiently 
addressed. 

Comment 6036.009 From Northern Alaska Environmental Center: 
The DEIS failed entirely to evaluate the effects on our international treaty obligations. 

Comment 6037.017 From Resisting Environmental Destruction on Indigenous Lands: Further, 
we do not believe the USFWS has adequately analyzed or addressed the effects of the proposed 
action and resulting oil and gas development on the international treaties the agency is required to 
uphold and fulfill, regarding salmon, trans-boundary waters and migratory birds. Trans-boundary 
impacts regarding the Yukon River watershed and salmon in Canada upstream of the refuge, in 
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communities and areas downstream of the refuge and the subsistence livelihoods of villages and 
individuals located within and directly adjacent to the refuge have not been sufficiently 
addressed. Water quality and prime waterfowl and salmon habitat will likely be negatively 
impacted by the proposed action as toxic spills from oil and gas development affect the water 
table. 

Comment 6040.008 From Venetie Village Council: 
We do not believe the USFWS has adequately analyzed or addressed the effects of the proposed 
action and resulting oil and gas development on the international treaties the agency is required to 
uphold and fulfill, regarding salmon, trans-boundary waters and migratory birds. Trans-boundary 
impacts regarding the Yukon River watershed and salmon in Canada upstream of the refuge, in 
communities and areas downstream of the refuge and the subsistence livelihoods of villages and 
individuals located within and directly adjacent to the refuge have not been sufficiently 
addressed. 

Comment 6042.002: 
Inexplicably, the Service fails to explain how the exchange may impact international obligations 
such as those stemming from migratory bird treaties and the Ramsar Convention. 

Comment 6056.013 From The Wilderness Society: 
We do not believe the USFWS has adequately analyzed or addressed the effects of the proposed 
action and resulting oil and gas development on the international treaties the agency is required to 
uphold and fulfill, regarding salmon, trans-boundary waters and migratory birds. Trans-boundary 
impacts regarding the Yukon River watershed and salmon in Canada upstream of the refuge, in 
communities and areas downstream of the refuge and the subsistence livelihoods of villages and 
individuals located within and directly adjacent to the refuge have not been sufficiently 
addressed. 

Response to Comments 6033.008, 6035.008, 6036.009, 6037.017, 6040.008, 6042.002, and 
6056.013: 
Section 3.4.5.4 of the Final EIS, International Treaty Obligations, has been added to address 
international treaty obligations. The U.S./Canada Yukon River Salmon Agreement, an annex of 
the Pacific Salmon Treaty, focuses on salmon management issues, rebuilding salmon stocks, and 
maintaining productive habitat. The Agreement only indirectly addresses development concerns 
within the Habitat section. The Agreement states “respective water quality standards should be 
maintained and enforced” and “productive capacity of the salmon habitat on both sides of the 
Alaska-Yukon border should be maintained in order to achieve the objectives of this Chapter.” 
Our treaty obligations would not be violated, even if oil development and/or a catastrophic oil 
spill were to subsequently occur, because we will have done our best, and would continue to do 
our best, to maintain or restore appropriate water quality and habitat. The Agreement provides 
that should “water quality standards be degraded or productive capacity of the salmon habitat be 
diminished to a degree that affects the objectives established in this Chapter, the Yukon River 
Panel may recommend corrective actions which may include adjustments to fishing patterns, 
border escapement objectives and guideline harvest ranges.”  

International treaty obligations relevant to migratory birds are implemented under the Migratory 
Bird Treaty Act (MBTA; 16 United States Code 703). The MBTA does not explicitly protect 
migratory bird habitats. However, under the MBTA, it is illegal to “take” migratory birds, or their 
eggs, feathers, or nests. “Take” includes, by any means or in any manner, any attempt at hunting, 
pursuing, wounding, killing, possessing or transporting any migratory bird, nest, egg, or part 
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thereof. Destruction of active bird nests, eggs, or nestlings that result from development activities, 
involving vegetation clearing and other site preparation and construction activities, would violate 
the MBTA. Should a land exchange occur, individuals or entities who extract resources on lands 
resulting from a land exchange in the Refuge would be responsible for compliance with the 
MBTA. In a resource development scenario, compliance with the MBTA is typically achieved 
through seasonal restrictions of activities that would otherwise result in take of migratory birds. 
The Draft EIS acknowledges international treaty obligations for migratory birds in Section 4.13.1 
by addressing the MBTA. The Yukon Flats has not been nominated for inclusion in The 
Convention on Wetlands of International Importance (i.e., Ramsar Convention).  

Comment 8052.073 From Northern Alaska Environmental Center: 
The DEIS fails to mention the international Agreement on the Conservation of the Porcupine 
Caribou Herd (PCH) with Canada and its management obligations of the U.S. under this 
agreement, as well as to this herd under the refuge purposes. 

Comment 8052.075 From Northern Alaska Environmental Center: 
There is no impact analysis of how the land exchange or resultant oil and gas development will 
affect the U.S. obligations under the international agreement. 

Response to Comments 8052.073 and 8052.075: 
Section 3.4.7.2 of the Final EIS indicates that the Porcupine Caribou Herd and the Central Arctic 
Herd occasionally winter in the northern edge of the Refuge, near Venetie (Figure 3-16). It is 
possible that the Porcupine Caribou Herd could also occupy lands near Chalkyitsik, including 
lands proposed to be received by the Service. However, presence of the Porcupine Caribou Herd 
has not been documented in this region. There are no records of the Porcupine Caribou Herd 
using the southern Refuge, including lands proposed to be received by Doyon. At this time it is 
unlikely that proposed development activities would have significant or adverse effects on the 
Porcupine Caribou Herd and their habitats in the Refuge. 

The objectives of the agreement between the governments of Canada and the United States on the 
conservation of the Porcupine Caribou Herd include conserving the Porcupine Caribou Herd and 
its habitat through international cooperation and coordination so that the risk of irreversible 
damage or long-term adverse effects as a result of use of caribou or their habitat are minimized. 
The agreement also states that “The Parties should avoid or minimize activities that would 
significantly disrupt migration or other important behavior patterns of the Porcupine Caribou 
Herd or that would otherwise lessen the ability of users of Porcupine Caribou to use the Herd.” 
See response to Comment 6033.008, above, for information pertaining to Pacific salmon and 
migratory bird treaties. 

1.4.25 Landownership 
1.4.25.1 Landownership – Current Land Status and Ownership 

Comment 6055.023 From Doyon, Limited: 
[Section] 1.2.1.3 Doyon Landownership in the Refuge 2.5 million acres of Native land ownership 
in the 10.9 million acre Refuge is equal to 23% not 18%. If the 18% figure is intended to 
represent only the land ownership, then the refuge acreage should be discussed on a “land only” 
basis and comparable figures for “water” should be included, especially since Table 2-5 
(Comparison of alternatives with respect to significant environmental issues) notes there is a net 
gain in federal ownership of 2,290 lakes and 232 river miles under the Proposed Action. 
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Comment 6055.104 From Doyon, Limited: 
[Section] 3.3.1.2. Landownership Table 3-13 (Land ownership in the Yukon Flats National 
Wildlife Refuge - June 2006) notes that data excludes certain submerged lands beneath navigable 
water bodies. This Table shows a total of 1,938,785 acres which appears to be the same as the 
total of “10.9 million acres of land and water, including about 2.5 million acres and over 14,000 
shareholders.” for the entire Refuge described in Section 1.2.1.3. This should be clarified. 

Response to Comments 6055.023 and 6055.104: 
Please see Final EIS Table 3-13, Land Ownership in the Yukon Flats National Wildlife Refuge as 
of June 2006. Native interests and other private parties own or have selected approximately 23% 
of lands within the Refuge boundary (as indicated in Final EIS Section 1.3.1.3). Acreages include 
uplands only, and do not include submerged lands beneath meanderable water bodies. 

1.4.25.2 Landownership – Effects of Land Exchange on Native Landownership 

Comment 6022.009 From BLM: 
Section 2.6 (pp. 2-29 to 2-31) addresses incomplete and unavailable information. If incomplete 
information also includes the lands that Doyon would select outside of the Refuge and how they 
would manage those lands and the consequent impacts that should be acknowledged here. Since 
these are selection rights, there is an argument that no impact analysis is necessary for these 
lands, but since the relocation of these selections is part of this exchange’s provisions, it might be 
safer to explain our lack of knowledge at this point. 

Response to Comment 6022.009: 
As noted in the comment, Native land selections and conveyances are authorized by the Alaska 
Native Claims Settlement Act (ANSCA), and are specifically exempt from National 
Environmental Policy Act review. ANCSA Section 12 authorizes Regional Corporations to 
allocate 12(b) lands to village corporations as they choose. Doyon has notified the Bureau of 
Land Management that the 12(b) allocations, totaling about 56,500 acres, will differ depending on 
whether or not there is an exchange. If there is an exchange, a total of 28 villages (located outside 
the Yukon Flats Refuge) would receive the 12(b) allocations. The amount of land allocated to 
each village would range from 270 acres to 6,355 acres. If there is no exchange, then Beaver and 
Chalkyitsik would receive the allocations. Section 2.7 has been revised to acknowledge that we 
cannot predict either how ANCSA corporations would manage 12(b) lands, nor the subsequent 
impacts. 

Comment 6031.002: 
There is no indication whether the lands near villages proposed for exchange have been approved 
by the villages. Each community made land selection for their townships in Alaska Native Claims 
Settlement Act. Are the lands to be exchanged really owned by Doyon or are they under 
ownership of the villages? The villages should be consulted if Doyon is taking their lands away. 

Response to Comment 6031.002: 
The lands proposed for exchange are owned by Doyon, with the exception of Priority #14 (see 
Figure 1-2). This township is owned by Birch Creek and would only be exchanged if Birch Creek 
agreed to first sell the parcel to Doyon (as explained in the map legend). All other parcels are 
owned by Doyon. 
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Comment 6057.008 From U.S. EPA: 
Additional Land Exchange in Phase II Proposed Action. The land selection and conveyance 
process under ANCSA is confusing and cumbersome, and land status changes frequently. We 
acknowledge the FWS’s efforts to explain the current and possible future status of lands within 
the Refuge. There is currently, however, no discussion of possible over selection, or if ANCSA 
12(b) conveyances are to village corporations or municipal/tribal entities, or what the recipient is 
forecasting to do with the surface estate. If not to be developed for oil and gas, or other resource 
extraction activities, it is not clear if these exchanged lands can be considered to “offset” impacts, 
as stated in the DEIS. There is also no discussion of the role of the village corporation(s) in this 
exchange as current or future surface landowners. Recommendation: We recommend that the 
FWS provide additional information in the final EIS regarding the current or anticipated status of 
selections, the anticipated use of those selected lands and resources (if known), as well as the role 
of village corporations in the Agreement and land exchange. 

Response to Comment 6057.008: 
The lands proposed for exchange are owned by Doyon, with the exception of Priority #14 (see 
Figure 1-2 of the EIS). This township is owned by the village corporation of Birch Creek and 
would only be exchanged if Birch Creek first sold the parcel to Doyon (as noted in the map 
legend). All other parcels are owned by Doyon. Section 1.7.1 summarizes village corporation 
involvement during development of the Agreement in Principle. Information on overselections is 
included in Section 3.5.1.2. All selected lands within the Refuge, including 445,614 acres of 
“overselections,” are shown in Figure 3-18. To simplify the maps throughout the rest of the 
document, we omitted the overselections and only showed selected lands that will eventually be 
conveyed to Native corporations. The overselections will eventually be relinquished, and the land 
will continue to be managed as Refuge land.  

Comment 6062.001 From Stevens Village Natural Resource Program: 
The Federal Service Evaluation and Review of the Project and EIS seems to indicate that Doyon; 
through an amendment of ANCSA, has acquired “the reserved minerals (oil and gas) of Native 
allotments wherever the Allotment subsurface estate is surrounded by, or contiguous to 
subsurface estate that Doyon obtained under the Act.” The impact on the Allotment owners needs 
to be fully explained prior to the Council making a final decision on the project. The Council is 
bound by its Constitution to determine the possible impact to Tribal Member Allotment lands and 
assumes some regulatory authority over the Allotments if the Council believes it is in its members 
best interest. 

Response to Comment 6062.001: 
If Doyon has obtained the mineral rights beneath an allotment and the surrounding Doyon land is 
traded to the U.S., the mineral rights would transfer to the U.S. Because the Refuge is currently 
closed to oil and gas leasing, development of the mineral estate under these allotments would be 
much less likely under U.S. ownership than under Doyon ownership, as discussed in Section 
4.7.1.1 of Section 4.7, Effects of the Proposed Action on Geology and Geologic Hazards, Soils, 
Paleontological Resources, and Oil and Other Mineral Resources. 

Comment 870.001 From Western Lands Project: 
The DEIS generally fails to reveal how the change in ownership of the offered lands from Doyon 
to public (and therefore managed by FWS) will provide any tangible benefits to wildlife. 
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Response to Comment 870.001: 
A summary of impacts to wildlife, outlining benefits and drawbacks, can be found in Table 2-5. 
Benefits include a net gain of water bodies and river miles, and receipt of priority lowland 
wildlife habitat that supports higher densities of waterfowl and aquatic species (i.e., muskrat, 
beaver, otter, mink, and moose). Impacts to wildlife are discussed in depth in EIS Sections 4.12 
(Fish), 4.13 (Birds), and 4.14 (Mammals). 

Comment 6032.018: 
The DEIS fails to address what the impact would be of relocating 53,000 acres of ANCSA 12(b) 
land selections to an area outside of the Refuge. What would the impact be on villages within the 
exterior boundary of the Refuge? Conversely, what positive benefits might be realized by villages 
(on the receiving end) outside of the Refuge? What impact would relocating these lands have on 
other public lands in the state? 

Response to Comment 6032.018: 
The reallocation selection, management, and consequent impacts of reallocating Doyon’s 
remaining 12(b) entitlement (approximately 56,500 acres) under the Alaska Native Claims 
Settlement Act to areas outside the Refuge are beyond the scope of this EIS. 

Comment 6037.052 From Resisting Environmental Destruction on Indigenous Lands: It is not 
possible to calculate or assess the direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts to each and all of the 
Native Village Corporation lands, to townsites, to Native allotments, and to any individual 
landowners. Furthermore, since the royalty funds in Phase II could be used to acquire lands in any 
National Wildlife Refuge in Alaska, including Native allotments, the impacts to those landowners 
and those refuges are not addressed. It also fails to address effects on the Native Village of 
Venetie Tribal Government owned lands, and those owned by Gwichyaa Zhee Gwich’in Tribal 
Government. 

Comment 6042.082: 
It is not possible to calculate or assess the direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts to each and all 
of the Native Village Corporation lands, to townsites, to. Native allotments, and to any individual 
landowners. Furthermore, since the royalty funds in Phase II could be used to acquire lands in any 
National Wildlife Refuge in Alaska, including Native allotments, the impacts to those landowners 
and those refuges are not addressed. It also fails to address effects on the Native Village of 
Venetie Tribal Govern owned lands, and those owned by Gwichyaa Zhee Gwich’in Tribal 
Government. 

Response to Comments 6037.052 and 6042.082: 
The Service assumes the term “royalties” is referring to production payments that the Service 
would receive, should oil development occur on the core exchange lands. With respect to using 
the production payments to purchase land within Alaska refuges, the Service would only consider 
land from willing sellers. Therefore, if the Native Village of Venetie Tribal Government or 
Gwichyaa Zhee Gwich’in Tribal Government does not offer to sell any land to the Service, the 
receipt of production payments would have no effect on lands owned by those Tribal 
governments. 
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1.4.25.3 Landownership – General 

Comment 6042.084: 
Table 4-1 erroneously states that on the halo lands there will be no oil development. The fine 
print in the footnote does make clear that “oil and gas could be extracted but no surface 
development permitted.” DEIS, pA-2. Certainly, it is not the same as lands where no development 
can occur at all and this newly created split-estate would be far from the same as the Service 
owning the entire lands from top to bottom 

Response to Comment 6042.084: 
Surface use on halo lands would be limited to a right-of-way for a road and pipeline, both of 
which would be authorized by permit only. Seismic surveys on halo lands could be authorized by 
a special-use permit at the discretion of the Refuge Manager, but would be subject to stipulations 
designed to protect existing surface conditions, such as requirements for helicopter-supported 
surveys. Because this technique eliminates the need to clear vegetation, impacts from these 
surveys are transitory and short-term (e.g., noise impacts). The Refuge has permitted helicopter-
supported seismic surveys in the past. Doyon could extract oil and gas from the halo lands by 
directionally drilling from adjacent private land. However, no petroleum production facilities, 
drill sites, gravel mines, or air strips would be allowed on the halo lands. 

Comment 6042.080: 
The impact analysis was not conducted on an ecosystem management basis, and ignores major 
potential effects on land managed by other land management entities. Here the Service explains 
its restricted geographic analysis, stating the “effects analysis is limited to lands in the Refuge... 
unless otherwise noted.” DEIS, p.4-I. Therefore, the effects from activities such as crude oil spills 
or air pollution are only addressed within the Refuge boundaries, an unrealistic and incomplete 
analysis. 

Response to Comment 6042.080: 
Areas outside the Refuge were evaluated for some resources, including air quality, water 
resources, ecosystem health, fish, and wildlife, and are discussed in Section 4.24 (Cumulative 
Effects) of the EIS. The effects of an oil spill, which could extend beyond the Refuge boundary, 
are discussed in Section 4.5 of the Final EIS, Assumptions About Future Oil Spills. If one of the 
action alternatives proposed in this EIS is selected, a subsequent EIS would be required to address 
potential impacts from a specific access right-of-way across land administered by the Service or 
other management entities. 

Comment 6042.083: 
Table 4-1, Land management and allowable uses on lands involved in the Proposed Exchange, 
provides incomplete and erroneous information. The column headers are confusing. Does 
“Refuge land” mean the “core exchange” lands? What about the other exchange lands, not shown 
in yellow? What about the post-exchange Refuge lands that the Service will acquire from Doyon? 
Are there any differences for the split estate lands where an ANCSA village corporation owns the 
surface? 

Response to Comment 6042.083: 
In Table 4-1 of the EIS, Refuge Land means any land under Federal ownership managed by the 
Service. It includes Native-selected lands under Federal management until they are conveyed, as 
well as core exchange lands. This table displays allowable land uses by owner (Service and 
Doyon), regardless of whether they were owned by an entity before, or are owned as a result of, 
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the proposed land exchange. Halo land, Beaver Creek public use easement, and non-development 
easement lands would only come into existence if one of the action alternatives listed in the EIS 
was selected. There are no differences between surface allowable uses on Refuge Lands and halo 
lands. 

Comment 8052.023 From Northern Alaska Environmental Center: 
The environmental impact analysis for the consolidation exchange is deficient. The expected 
benefits from acquisition of lands if oil development proceeds may be exaggerated because the 
DEIS analysis appears to assume that all 120,000 acres of Doyon lands “available for purchase” 
would be obtained. 

Response to Comment 8052.023:  
The text in Chapter 4 of the EIS states that up to 120,000 acres could be purchased by the 
Service. Indeed, most of the assumptions regarding nets gains from purchases assume that up to 
120,000 acres would be purchased, and give an estimate of the benefits based on 120,000 acres 
(e.g., a gain of 2,290 lakes). It did not make sense to try and determine the benefits of smaller 
amounts of land purchase for this EIS because many different amounts could be analyzed. For 
analysis purposes, the reader could assume, for example, that if only 60,000 acres were 
purchased, the benefits (or costs) described in the EIS would be half as great as if all 120,000 
acres were purchased. 

1.4.25.4 Landownership – Submerged Lands and Navigability 

Comment 6028.011 From State of Alaska: 
Page 1-11, first full paragraph: We appreciate acknowledgement that the total acreages listed in 
the plan may include waterbodies which will not be included in the final exchange and/or 
transferred in perpetuity because they may be owned by the State. Later in the plan, however, 
acreages of lakes and rivers appear to be definitive in their detail and context. See pages 2-38, 2-
42, 4-48 to 4-53, 4-86, 4-128, 4-131, to name a few notable sections. We would appreciate 
clarification to remind readers that these figures are estimates. An example of a solution may be 
seen on page 4-227, which states: “The net gain would include up to 3,720 lakes…” (emphasis 
added) 

Response to Comment 6028.011: 
The text of Section 1.4.5, Submerged Lands, of the Final EIS has been amplified in response to 
concerns about this issue. Added text clarifies that the number of water bodies and the 
quantification of water surface area and submerged land area (as measured in acres) is not 
absolute. 

Comment 6028.012 From State of Alaska: 
We also request that the FEIS include the April 11, 2007 letter submitted to Mr. Warren Keogh, 
Regional Water Rights Coordinator, Division of Realty, NWRS [National Wildlife Refuge 
System] Alaska (attached), which outlines the determinations made by the State at that time. This 
will enable the reader and other interested parties to view the current position of the State with 
regard to navigability within the exchange area. We would also appreciate the inclusion of the 
“BLM’s navigability determinations” referenced in this paragraph to enable a public comparison 
of any differences. We also request that the last sentence clarify that “either party” refers 
specifically to the Service and Doyon (see also page 1-17, 1.6.4). 
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Response to Comment 6028.012: 
A table has been added in response to this concern regarding State and BLM navigability 
determinations. Table 1-1 in Section 1.4.5 of the Final EIS shows selected water bodies with 
differing interpretations of navigability and submerged landownership. References to letter 
correspondence to the Service regarding submerged land status and navigability from the Bureau 
of Land Management (BLM) and the State (2006 and 2007, respectively) have been added to the 
text in Section 1.4.5 and to the list of references cited in Chapter 6. All of the numerous BLM 
navigability determinations and other related documents made for land conveyance purposes are 
available through the BLM’s Navigability Section, Branch of Survey Planning and Preparation, in 
Anchorage. In response to concerns about language clarity, the terms “either party” and “both 
parties” have been replaced with “the Service and Doyon” in Sections 1.4.5 and 1.7.2.2 of the 
Final EIS. 

Comment 6036.025 From Northern Alaska Environmental Center: 
The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service has brushed aside a major issue pertaining to ownership of 
submerged lands: “The state and Federal Governments disagree on the ownership of certain 
submerged lands to be exchanged. If the Service decides to proceed with the exchange, the 
uncertainty on the title to these lands could lead to litigation unless ownership is resolved prior to 
conveyance. However, resolving ownership issues can be time-consuming and is unlikely to be 
completed before the release of this EIS. Rather than resolving ownership issues now, both 
parties have agreed not to seek compensation from the other if submerged lands received in the 
exchange are later determined to be owned by the State of Alaska.” (p.I-I?) This issue could have 
significant ramifications for the evaluation of whether or not this is an equal value exchange and 
whether it is in the public interest, as the Draft EIS briefly explained in section 1.3.4 (pp. 1-10 to 
I-II). As the Service explained, “we knew which submerged lands would transfer from Doyon to 
Federal ownership in the exchange. However, we did not know which submerged lands would 
transfer from Federal ownership to Doyon.” Furthermore, the Alaska Department of Natural 
Resources disagreed with BLM’s conclusions about navigability: “the State considers many of 
the large lakes in the exchange area to be navigable whereas the BLM determined them non-
navigable.” It goes on to acknowledge a deficiency in the trade deal: “there are no provisions in 
the Agreement in Principle for either party to compensate the other if a Federal court (or RDI 
[Recordable-Disclaimer-of-Interest-In-Land) should decide the State of Alaska is the rightful 
owner of the submerged land. Therefore, either party could end up with less acreage than they 
would expect to under the terms of the Agreement in Principle.” 
... 
However, the DEIS understates the potential ramifications to the public interest, because the 
Service has already conceded to not stand up for the rights of the American people in this regard. 
If the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service does not know which lakes it may ultimately end up with 
(and which may go instead to the state) on the lands it acquires, it cannot fairly evaluate the 
number of acres it will receive from Doyon, versus how many it will be giving up to Doyon. That 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service has conceded this point in advance with Doyon as a matter of 
policy is an egregious violation of its public trust responsibility to protect federally reserved water 
rights, navigational servitudes, water quality and quantity, and its refuge resources. 

Comment 6036.027 From Northern Alaska Environmental Center: 
While the Draft EIS states that “BLM determined that about 14,035 acres of submerged lands 
belong to third-party interests and would be excluded from the exchange,” (p.1-10) it did not 
provide information about how many of these are in lands Doyon would get, and how many are in 
those the Service would get. 
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Comment 6042.055: 
While the DEIS states that “BLM determined that about 14,035 acres of submerged lands belong 
to third-party interests and would be excluded from the exchange,” (p. l-l0) it did not provide 
information about how many of these are in lands Doyon would get, and how many are in those 
the Service would get. 

Response to Comments 6036.025, 6036.027 and 6042.055: 
This issues has been addressed in Section 1.4.5 of the Final EIS. The BLM has determined that 
about 42% of the submerged lands beneath these water bodies belong to the State of Alaska or 
private landowners (other than Doyon) and would be excluded from the exchange.  

Comment 6042.053: 
This issue could have significant ramifications for the evaluation of whether or not this is an 
equal value exchange and whether it is in the public interest. As the Service explained, “we knew 
which submerged lands would transfer from Doyon to Federal ownership in the exchange. 
However, we did not know which submerged lands would transfer from Federal ownership to 
Doyon.” DEIS, pp. 1-10 - 11. Furthermore, the Alaska Department of Natural Resources 
disagreed with BLM’s conclusions about navigability, explaining that “the State considers many 
of the large lakes in the exchange area to be navigable whereas the BLM determined them non-
navigable.” Id. at 1-10. It goes on to acknowledge a deficiency in the trade deal, stating “there are 
no provisions in the Agreement in Principle for either party to compensate the other if a Federal 
court (or RDI ) should decide the State of Alaska is the rightful owner of the submerged land. 
Therefore, either party could end up with less acreage than they would expect to under the terms 
of the Agreement in Principle.” DEIS, p. 1-11. If the Service does not know which lakes it may 
ultimately end up with (and which may go instead to the state) on the lands it acquires, it cannot 
fairly evaluate the number of acres it will receive from Doyon, and how many it will be giving up 
to Doyon. That the Service has conceded this point in advance with Doyon as a matter of policy 
is an egregious violation of its public trust responsibility to protect federally reserved water 
rights, navigational servitudes, and it Refuge resources. 

Response to Comment 6042.053: 
Comment noted. It is possible the State may claim ownership of certain submerged lands if the 
exchange proceeds. However, the State is a conservation partner that currently owns many acres 
of submerged lands within the refuge system. 

Comment 6042.064: 
The DEIS fails to address the Service loss of navigational servitudes in the stretches of Beaver 
Creek and the lakes that will surrounded by, or owned by Doyon Ltd. 

Response to Comment 6042.064: 
Since land transfers do not diminish the supremacy of Federal navigational servitude authority on 
waters of Beaver Creek and lakes within the exchange area, the topic is not addressed in the EIS. 

Comment 6056.030 From The Wilderness Society: 
Also, how have submerged lands factored into this whole equation of land appraisals and values? 
What is the extent of the submerged lands owned by the state within the exchange lands coming 
to the USFWS, and how do these submerged lands ultimately affect the value of the lands coming 
to the USFWS? This is something the public also needs to be aware of in order to better 
understand the value of the lands being exchanged. 
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Comment 8052.010 From Northern Alaska Environmental Center: 
There are many unanswered questions that are critical in order to conduct the environmental 
impact assessment and make evaluations regarding the public interest: How many acres of lakes 
and rivers could be involved in such disputes with the State of Alaska? Which lakes or rivers has 
the State of Alaska said it considers navigable and therefore may assert ownership of? We 
understand that when BLM originally conveyed most of the fee title lands currently owned by 
Doyon that they would give up in the exchange (both Phase I and Phase II), river meanders and 
lake acreage considered navigable did not count (“was not charged”) against Doyon’s ANCSA 
entitlement (we understand that BLM’s current rules have changed). To explain this point, one 
could assume that a township land conveyed to the corporation contained 23,040 acres total, but 
if the lake acreage comprised 3,040 acres of this, then their ANCSA entitlement was charged only 
20,000 acres, and they had another 3,040 acres that could be selected and conveyed elsewhere. 
Now, when they plan to exchange this land back, it appears that they will get the appraised value 
of the entire 23,040 acres. What is the acreage of lakes on lands Doyon currently has that it will 
trade to FWS? How many lakes and rivers, and how much acreage, within the lands being 
considered for the swap has the State of Alaska expressed interest in considering to be navigable? 
What the differences in such acreages between the lands Doyon will get and those FWS will get 
in the exchange, including separately for the consolidation exchange. What are the fish and 
wildlife and subsistence values of navigable water bodies where the state has expressed interest in 
claiming the submerged lands? Could the state drill on these lands? How will the exchange 
change the rights of allotment owners adjacent to navigable water bodies if lands go from FWS to 
Doyon or from Doyon to FWS for the lands adjacent to the allotments? How will the state 
ownership of submerged lands affect the management of the refuge and will the FWS actually 
end up with large blocks of habitat under its management - one of the ostensible benefits of the 
exchange? How are “emerged” lands, islands within rivers or lakes, being treated in the 
exchange, both in the acreage determinations and the appraisals? 

Response to Comments 6056.030 and 8052.010: 
Submerged lands are addressed in Section 1.4.5 (Submerged Lands) and in Section 1.7.2.2 (Issues 
Not Analyzed in Detail). The number of lakes and rivers, as well as the acreage of associated 
submerged lands, which may be disputed by the State of Alaska, is undetermined. The State does 
consider numerous named and unnamed water bodies to be navigable that the United States has 
already determined to be non-navigable. Table 1-1, Selected Water Bodies with Federal 
Determinations of Non-Navigability Disputed by the State of Alaska, has been added to Section 
1.4.5 of the Final EIS (Submerged Lands) in response to this concern. The table shows some 
example water bodies the State of Alaska considers to be navigable. As described in Section 
1.4.5, the State may choose to assert ownership of the beds of any water bodies it considers 
navigable in an administrative or judicial venue at any time in the future. Doyon owns submerged 
lands of certain non-navigable water bodies where uplands were conveyed under the Alaska 
Native Claims Settlement Act (ANCSA), but the acreage of those submerged lands was not 
charged against Doyon’s ANCSA land entitlement. As the landowner adjacent to non-navigable 
waters, under riparian law Doyon owns the submerged land abutting its uplands. Though such 
lands may not have been charged against its ANCSA entitlement, the acreage and valuation of 
such Doyon owned submerged lands, where they have been included in the proposed land 
exchange, are counted as Doyon lands. The acreage of lakes on Doyon-owned lands intended for 
exchange to the Service has not been tabulated.  

As stated above, the number of lakes and rivers, as well as the acreage of associated submerged 
lands that may be disputed by the State of Alaska, is undetermined. However, a significantly 
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larger acreage of potentially disputed submerged lands is to be transferred to the United States 
than is to be transferred to Doyon. In other words, the United States assumes a much greater risk 
of loss of submerged land and value than does Doyon if the State of Alaska successfully asserts 
ownership of submerged lands beneath federally determined navigable waters. The fish and 
wildlife and subsistence values of water bodies where the State of Alaska has expressed interest 
in claiming the submerged lands is undetermined. The State could drill, lease, explore, or 
otherwise develop the natural resources of the surface and subsurface estate of submerged lands it 
owns. Regarding lands of allotment owners adjacent to navigable waters, where an allotment is 
adjacent to a navigable water body, the extent of upland ownership extends to the line of ordinary 
high water. Where an allotment is adjacent to a non-navigable water body, ownership extends 
past the line of ordinary high water and includes the submerged lands to the mid-line of a stream 
or the submerged lands to the mid-point or the center-line of a lake. Past and future 
judicial/administrative navigability rulings, rather than the land exchange itself, would affect the 
extent of lands held by allotment owners.  

Where water bodies are non-navigable within the Refuge, the Service has management authority 
over most activities on water where adjacent uplands are federally owned. Where State of Alaska 
lands exist beneath navigable water bodies, the Service’s management authority is more limited. 
The Service’s statutory authority to manage these lands and waters comes from the Alaska 
National Interest Lands Conservation Act; the Service manages these lands pursuant to the 
Refuge Administration Act. The extent to which the exchange might achieve the stated project 
goal of consolidating landownership is a criterion to be weighed when choosing between the 
action and No Land Exchange alternatives. The Bureau of Land Management has an ongoing, 
statewide process of inventorying and assessing islands within ANCSA conveyed lands that are 
not yet patented. If lands are determined to have emerged from the beds of rivers and lakes after 
the date of Statehood, these ‘emerged islands’ belong to the State of Alaska and cannot be 
transferred to Native corporations under ANCSA. For example, in one township of the exchange 
area (Township 14 North, Range 16 East, Fairbanks Meridian), the BLM determined that 
numerous small lots and islands previously interim conveyed to Doyon emerged from the bed of 
the navigable Yukon River after statehood and were not available for disposal. These islands 
transferred to the State of Alaska under the Equal Footing Doctrine at the date of statehood. 
(Letter correspondence of June 18, 2007, from BLM Deputy State Director for Cadastral Survey 
to Regional Chief, National Wildlife Refuge System - Alaska. Re Emerged island Report - 
FandWS - Doyon, Limited Exchange Lands.) 

Comment 8052.007 From Northern Alaska Environmental Center: 
The Service needs to consider submerged lands in detail because how they are addressed affects 
the acreages of lands swapped, and could influence the way the calculations are made with 
respect to determining whether an equal value exchange is achieved, the acreage calculations, 
how lands are appraised, and whether the overall swap is in the public interest (Sec. 1.6.4 Issues 
not analyzed in Detail (DEIS p. 1-17). 

Response to Comments 8052.007: 
The appraisal problem is very complex for the proposed exchange. The contract appraiser was 
allowed to determine his methodology for considering the value of submerged lands, and that 
methodology and accompanying value estimate was reviewed by the Appraisal Services 
Directorate. The value of the submerged lands was taken into consideration when estimating the 
value of the entire property, but is not simply an addition to the surface values. The Department 
of Interior Appraisal Services Directorate issued the appraisal contract in the spring of 2007. The 
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final report was prepared in the summer of 2008. However, the Appraisal Services Directorate did 
not accept the appraisal. In spring 2009, based on public comments on the Draft EIS and internal 
discussions within the Service, the Service determined that the proposed land exchange was not 
in the best interest of the Refuge, and recommended that the No Land Exchange Alternative be 
the Preferred Alternative for the Final EIS (see Section 2.4.4). If the Service Regional Director, 
Alaska Region, selects the No Land Exchange Alternative as the final decision in the Record of 
Decision (ROD), an appraisal would not be required. If an alternative is chosen in the ROD that 
requires an exchange of lands, a new land appraisal that is acceptable to the Appraisal Services 
Directorate would be required before the Service and Doyon could proceed with the exchange. 

The State of Alaska does not agree with all navigability determinations of the United States. 
Should a future legal challenge to the navigability of water bodies cause a transfer of submerged 
land ownership to Doyon or the United States, or to the State, the parties have agreed to bear the 
results of that decision themselves, and not require any recalculations of acreage to further 
equalize land values or compensate the other party for lands lost. The topic of the uncertain extent 
of State-owned submerged lands is addressed in Chapter 1.4.5 (Submerged Lands) and 1.7.2.2 
(Issues Not Analyzed in Detail) of the Final EIS. In response to this concern, text and Table 1-1 
have been added to Section 1.4.5 of the Final EIS to better illustrate potential Federal-State 
conflicts over navigability of waters and submerged land ownership, and the potential change in 
submerged land ownership as determined to date by the BLM. 

Comment 8052.008 From Northern Alaska Environmental Center: 
The cumulative impacts of State of Alaska ownership of submerged lands needs to be addressed 
in the DEIS, including the controversial Black River which affected the community of 
Chalkyitsik, and other areas which have be considered already through quiet-title actions in the 
courts. 

Response to Comment 8052.008: 
The land status of submerged lands is addressed in Section 1.4.5 (Submerged Lands) of the Final 
EIS. Uncertainty of ownership and resolution of ownership of submerged lands are not analyzed 
in detail in the EIS (Section 1.7.2.2 Issues Not Analyzed in Detail). Cumulative impacts of State 
of Alaska submerged land ownership of the Black River that may affect the community of 
Chalkyitsik are beyond the scope of this EIS. Submerged lands of the Black River are not part of 
the proposed land exchange. 

Comment 8052.009 From Northern Alaska Environmental Center: 
The DEIS states that Doyon and FWS “have agreed not to seek compensation from the other if 
submerged lands received in the exchange are later determined to be owned by the State of 
Alaska.” (DEIS p. 1-17). However, this is contradicted by information on this issue presented 
earlier, “the final agreement will address adjusting acreage owned by the Service and Doyon if 
either are affected by State actions following the exchange or later acquisitions.” (U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service, 2005, Evaluation and Review, p. 10). 

Response to Comment 8052.009: 
The information in the Draft EIS is correct. Doyon and the Service agreed not to seek 
compensation from one another if the State later claims and acquires submerged lands received in 
the exchange. 
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1.4.26 Land Use and Recreation 
1.4.26.1 Land Use and Recreation – 17(B) Easements, Transportation, and Access 

Comment 614.001: 
The anticipated effects of roads or seismic trails on mammals were focused on habitat (vegetation 
removal for winter trails) or predation by wolves on moose or caribou along access routes. 
Presumably a privately built access road along a pipeline would be gated to public access, at a 
minimum where it first enters private lands from the Dalton Highway. However, I did not see 
where recreational access by wheeled Off Road Vehicles (ORVs) or snow machine along 
equipment trails or seismic lines was addressed in the draft EIS. Vegetation mulching along 
winter seismic lines to create a smooth surface makes a great snow machine trail in subsequent 
winters, particularly as the fine wood debris insulates the soil from warming and hinders 
regeneration of willows and other early-seral vegetation. Local residents may find this useful for 
hunting and trapping access, which could allow removal of wolves to a level that improves 
overwinter survival of moose calves. However, the likely overland access route from the Steese 
Highway near Circle (p. 4-15) will open access from the road system. Highway access to seismic 
lines or equipment trails would be a strong attraction for recreational snow machine riders from 
urban areas, particularly in spring as trail conditions deteriorate further south along the road 
system. Foot traffic (such as skiing) or vehicle disturbance (such as snowmachines) can cause 
critical energy loss during winter in ungulates such as moose through direct flight, displacement 
from preferred habitat, or indirect physiological stress (reviewed in Canfield et al. 1999). The 
level of disturbance by recreational traffic would depend on the frequency, type, seasonal period, 
and duration of traffic. Disturbance and vandalism of traplines can occur at any time during the 
winter if trappers attempt to place traps or snares in the seismic lines or non-local people attempt 
to follow spur trails that are being used for trapping. An access trail to the national wildlife refuge 
may also attract illegally use of ORVs during the snow-free period unless signage and law 
enforcement efforts are focused on access corridors. Tracked vehicles are especially able to 
traverse wet ground, and such traffic could be expected during the autumn hunting season. Wide 
skiffs and air boats are now commonly used to transport ORVs along rivers (potentially long 
distances from road access) to trails that begin in or near the riparian corridor. Canfield, J. E., L. 
J. Lyon, J. M. Hillis, and M. J. Thompson. 1999. Ungulates. Pages 6.1-6.25 in G. Joslin and H. 
Youmans, coordinators. Effects of recreation on Rocky Mountain wildlife: A Review for 
Montana. Committee on Effects of Recreation on Wildlife, Montana Chapter of The Wildlife 
Society. 307pp. (http://www.montanatws.org/chapters/mt/PDF%20Files/6ung.pdf; accessed 12 
Feb 2008). 

Response to Comment 614.001: 
The potential for increased recreational access (by snowmachine) along the overland access trail 
is acknowledged in Sections 4.16.1.1 and 4.21.1.1 of the Final EIS. The text in this section (under 
Seismic Surveys) has been revised to address concerns about increased access on cleared seismic 
lines and the overland trail from Circle. Section 4.14.1.1 has been revised to include a discussion 
of disturbance to ungulates from snowmachine riders using the overland access trail. Sections 
4.9.1.1, 4.10.1.1, 4.17.1.1, and 4.18.1.1 also address the impacts of increased access along an 
overland trail from Circle. 

Comment 755.001: 
I am shocked that there does not seem to be a required fund for the remediation of this land or its 
access corridors after extraction is completed. 
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Comment 871.003: 
The roads off-refuge appear to be an integral part of the proposed action alternatives and need to 
be fully evaluated rendering the EIS substantially incomplete 

Comment 871.004: 
The FAQ webpage states that this EIS only generally addresses the impacts of the road and 
pipelines necessary to serve the oil/gas development, which is the primary purpose of the land 
exchange. These would be addressed in a separate EIS if oil/gas were discovered. If not, then the 
land exchange serves no purpose. Since the road/pipelines are integral to the stated purpose of the 
exchange, they must be fully addressed in this EIS. Divide and conquer is not a legitimate 
approach under NEPA and this EIS needs to fully address that vital aspect. 

Comment 5074.001: 
Someone was just mentioning it awhile ago that they would control it. You can not control 
recreational, you can’t, if that is open you better well believe as I said earlier that those will 
happen. The Haul Road was restricted for a number of years, and by peer pressure it was- -- it’s 
open. You see people up and down that road and all the impact is felt from the Haul Road, the 
bridge down. And from there on the impact is felt by some of those people that are living on the 
Yukon River. 

Comment 6022.002 From BLM: 
Chapter 3’s discussion of the affected environment ignores some of the resources outside the 
Refuge, whether on BLM- or State-managed lands. For example, the section on recreation (pp. 3-
69 to 3-70) discusses recreation in the Refuge, but makes no mention of recreation opportunities 
or activity in the WMNRA or on State lands through which a road and pipeline may be routed. 

Comment 6042.036: 
If the land exchange proceeds, Doyon will be entitled to “adequate and feasible access” through 
public lands to its development lands, and that may well prove to be one of the two access routes 
- including the WMNRA route - currently on the table for consideration. Indeed, Doyon’s 
preferred access route is the route through the WMNRA. In any event, the land exchange may 
result in oil and gas development, which cannot be prohibited once the exchange is completed, 
which would then automatically trigger the need for an access route across public lands. If 
development does ensure, it cannot or will not proceed unless a ROW route is granted; 
conversely, the ROW would certainly not be issued if not for the oil and gas development. The 
ROW is also an interdependent part of the larger action - the proposed land exchange and 
resulting development - and depends on the larger action for its justification. Thus, impacts of the 
ROW across the White Mountains NRA must be evaluated in the Yukon Flats Land Exchange 
DEIS. 

Comment 6055.007 From Doyon, Limited: 
While the DEIS acknowledges that a pipeline and access road required for oil and gas 
development by Doyon would require a right-of-way (“ROW”) permit under Title XI of 
ANILCA the Service has not ful1y addressed concerns of some stakeholders related to potential 
impacts of the construction or operation of a limited number of roads in the Refuge. Several 
stakeholders had specific concerns related to roads which have not been ful1y delineated, 
including concerns that new roads could allow additional development within the Refuge, 
increased access for alcohol and drugs into villages, or increase poaching and trespass by non-
Natives. 
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Response to Comments 755.001, 871.003, 871.004, 5074.001, 6022.002, 6042.036, and 
6055.007: 
If Doyon develops lands they currently own or land obtained by exchange, an access 
road/pipeline could affect BLM and Refuge lands. Under Section 1110(b) of the Alaska National 
Interest Lands Conservation Act, the Federal government must provide “adequate and feasible” 
access for “economic or other purposes” if private lands are surrounded by Federal land. If Doyon 
develops their lands and requires access across public land, they must apply for a right-of-way 
(ROW) permit from the appropriate Federal landowner(s). The receipt of the application would 
initiate a full National Environmental Policy Act review of route alternatives. The alternative 
routes could cross Refuge land, Bureau of Land Management land (White Mountains National 
Recreation Area), or both, as well as State land. That EIS would evaluate the access route, 
determine whether the portion crossing Federal land would be open or closed to public access, 
and specify reasonable regulations and stipulations to protect resources. Although the agencies 
must issue a ROW permit, the permit need not be for the applicant’s preferred route or for the 
most cost-effective route. The BLM will also need to revise their Management Plan for the White 
Mountains National Recreation Area before any ROW development would take place. This Land 
Exchange EIS addresses general impacts of a road/pipeline corridor to both the Beaver Creek 
Wild River and the White Mountains National Recreation Area (see Final EIS Sections 4.17 and 
4.18 for example). However, detailed site-specific impacts would be addressed in the subsequent 
EIS if and when Doyon needs access to their land. 

Comment 827.006: 
The proposed action has very serious consequences for Beaver Creek Wild River and the White 
Mountains National Recreation Area and the DEIS fails to appropriately describe how the 
proposed southern route might impact these areas 

Comment 8048.009: 
The roads off-refuge appear to be an integral part of the proposed action alternatives and need to 
be fully evaluated rendering the EIS substantially incomplete. The FAQ webpage states that this 
EIS only generally addresses the impacts of the road and pipelines necessary to serve the oil/gas 
development, which is the primary purpose of the land exchange. These would be addressed in a 
separate EIS if oil/gas were discovered. If not, then the land exchange serves no purpose. Since 
the road/pipelines are integral to the stated purpose of the exchange, they must be fully addressed 
in this EIS. Divide and conquer is not a legitimate approach under NEPA and this EIS needs to 
fully address that vital aspect. 

Response to Comments 827.006 and 8048.009: 
The EIS addresses general impacts of a road/pipeline corridor to both the Beaver Creek Wild 
River and the White Mountains National Recreation Area (see Sections 4.17 and 4.18 for 
example). However, detailed site-specific impacts would be addressed in a subsequent EIS only if 
Doyon needs access to their land. Under Section 1110(b) of the Alaska National Interest Lands 
Conservation Act, the Federal government must provide “adequate and feasible” access for 
“economic or other purposes” if private lands are surrounded by Federal land. If Doyon develops 
either their current holdings or lands obtained in the exchange and needs a right-of-way (ROW) 
across Federal lands to transport oil, Doyon must apply for a ROW permit from the appropriate 
Federal landowner(s). The receipt of the application would initiate a thorough National 
Environmental Policy Act review of route alternatives. The alternative routes could cross Refuge 
land, Bureau of Land Management land (White Mountains National Recreation Area), or both, as 
well as State land. 
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Comment 6022.010 From BLM: 
As pointed out in the cover memo, there is a lack of discussion of recreation opportunities and 
activities along the Southern Route for the road and pipeline. The discussions of some resources 
(e.g., water, vegetation, Dall sheep) do point to specific resource values along the potential ROW 
within the WMNRA. The BLM recommends that the Final EIS take a more comprehensive view 
of the resources of both the WMNRA and State lands through which the road and pipeline may 
pass. 

Response to Comment 6022.010: 
The resources and impacts to resources from a right-of-way (ROW) is analyzed only in a general 
way because a complete and specific analysis would be required if and when Doyon applies for a 
ROW permit under Alaska National Interest Lands Conservation Act Title XI. If the Service 
decides to exchange lands with Doyon, and Doyon later discovers oil, a range of potential routes 
would be analyzed in the ROW EIS. Because Doyon has stated a preference for routing the ROW 
through Bureau of Land Management (BLM) land, it is likely that the BLM would be the lead 
agency and the Service would serve as a co-lead or cooperating agency in the ROW EIS. The 
agency (or agencies) must provide “adequate and feasible” access, but not necessarily along 
Doyon’s preferred route. The BLM would make a final decision independently of the Service’s 
decision about this land exchange EIS. 

Comment 6028.045 From State of Alaska: 
Page 3-68, Revised Statute 2477 Rights-of-Way Claims: Please replace the word “assert,” and its 
variations, with the word “identify” throughout the section as appropriate. The term “asserted” 
has certain legal implications that do not apply to most or all of these routes. 

Response to Comment 6028.045: 
In Section 3.5.1.4, the word “assert” was replaced with “identify” where appropriate. 

Comment 6042.018: 
The DEIS does not consider the impacts of increased public use of Refuge lands associated with 
roads and clearings, but yet acknowledges that these routes may be open to use. Will ORV [off-
road vehicle] and snowmachine use be permitted on these routes and what will be the impacts to 
Refuge biological resources, including vegetation? 

Response to Comment 6042.018: 
There are no development plans for a road at this time. If Doyon discovers recoverable quantities 
of oil on any lands it owns and requires access across Federal land, a future EIS would analyze 
the site-specific impacts of the transportation corridor. That EIS would assess the impacts of the 
road/pipeline, whether the portion traversing public land would be open or closed to public use, 
and the types of vehicles allowed, and would specify stipulations and mitigation measures to 
protect area resources. The Final EIS considers the impacts associated with increased public use 
in a general way (See Sections 4.9.1.2, 4.10.1.2, 4.14.1.2, 4.15.1.2, 4.16.1.2, 4.19.1.2, and 
4.20.1.2, for example); the future EIS would include detailed, site-specific impacts. Even if a road 
were open to public use, off road vehicles would not be allowed on Refuge land. The regulations 
at 43 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 36.11 restrict the use of off-road vehicles within 
refuges. The definition of off-road vehicles in 50 CFR 36.2 excludes snow machines, but includes 
air boats and air-cushion vehicles, along with motorized wheeled vehicles. The Refuge manager 
is responsible for determining when snow cover is adequate to protect the underlying vegetation 
and soil from damage by snow machine use. 
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Comment 6042.032: 
The DEIS incorrectly states that a right-of-way across the White Mountains National Recreation 
Area to access Doyon development lands would require only an amendment to the White 
Mountains National Recreation Area management plan. In fact, as BLM has stated, a full revision 
would be required. 

Response to Comment 6042.032: 
The text in Section 1.4.3.2 was changed from “amending” to “would require a complete 
revision.” 

Comment 8053.017: 
In the “core exchange lands” along Beaver Creek there is a so-called public use easement but it 
doesn’t cover trap line trails or cabins currently today inside the core or outside of the core and 
movements from the Beaver River access reached by boat, snowmachine, or foot, out to other 
lands to the north, east, west, or south. The EIS fails to analyze the impacts which could take 
place for the 1,000 acres of oil and gas facilities which the oil company could use to build within 
the area covered by the public use easement; these could be built right on top of trapline and 
hunting trails, cabins, the places for access of fishing holes, as well as the harm to the fish and 
wildlife and habitats. 

Response to Comment 8053.017: 
Sections 4.16.1.1 and 4.16.1.2 of the EIS discuss the impacts to existing cabin sites, trapping 
activities, and other recreational uses within the public use easement. 

1.4.26.2 Land Use and Recreation – Allowable Uses on Lands with Different Status 

Comment 6028.048 From State of Alaska: 
Page 4-2, Table 4-1, Footnote 5: This footnote needs clarification. To what part of Title XI (and 
to what lands) does this refer? Additionally, in the column regarding the Beaver Creek Public Use 
Easement, it seems like both the Service and Doyon would have a “Yes” in the Access box, since 
Doyon does not have exclusive control over maintenance of the easement. 

Response to Comment 6028.048: 
Footnote 5 of Table 4-1 refers to Section 1110(b) of the Alaska National Interest Lands 
Conservation Act. The Federal government must provide “adequate and feasible” access for 
“economic or other purposes” if private lands are surrounded by Federal land. The text of the 
Final EIS, Table 4-1, has been changed in response to this comment to note that Doyon has 
control of right-of-way access, and that both Doyon and the Service would manage the Beaver 
Creek Public Use Easement. 

1.4.26.3 Land Use and Recreation – ANILCA Title 11 Access Easements 

Comment 6028.046 From State of Alaska: 
Page 3-68, ANILCA Sections 1110(a) and (b) Access Requirements: For clarification in the first 
sentence, rather than stating “certain types of access,” we recommend the second sentence 
provide explicit reference to the access methods provided for in Section 1110(a), i.e., 
“snowmachines (during periods of adequate snow cover, or frozen river conditions in the case of 
wild and scenic rivers), motorboats, airplanes, and nonmotorized surface transportation methods.” 
In addition, the last sentence that paraphrases 1110(b) is incomplete. Please add “within or” 
before “effectively surrounded by…” 
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Response to Comment 6028.046: 
The text of Final EIS Section 3.5.1.4, Access, has been changed to note that Section 1110(a) of 
the Alaska National Interest Lands Conservation Act allows the use of snowmachines (during 
periods of adequate snow cover and frozen river conditions), motorboats, airplanes, and 
nonmotorized surface transportation methods for traditional activities and for travel to and from 
villages and homesites. 

1.4.26.4 Land Use and Recreation – Effects of Development on Land Use and Recreation 

Comment 857.006 From Center for Water Advocacy: 
The Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) must adequately explain the current conditions of the 
project area, the watershed and the fish and wildlife populations and the effects that the Land 
Exchange will have on these resources. At a minimum, the following disclosures should be made: 
... 
Wildlife habitat: Disclose current status and evaluate population trends in relation to the Land 
Exchange. This should include an analysis of impacts to hunting and Trapping. Gwich’in are 
concerned that the changes in land status and oil and gas development would affect hunting and 
trapping and traditional land use sites. Oil and gas development facilities and activities could 
prevent Gwich’in hunters from access to their hunting areas within the Yukon Flats Wildlife 
Refuge because hunting is banned or not safe near and within a certain proximity to the vicinity 
of oil and gas development projects. 

Comment 866.006 From Alaska’s ‘Big Village’ Network: 
The Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) must adequately explain the current conditions of the 
project area, the watershed and the fish and wildlife populations and the effects that the Land 
Exchange will have on these resources. At a minimum, the following disclosures should be made: 
... 
Wildlife habitat: Disclose current status and evaluate population trends in relation to the Land 
Exchange. This should include an analysis of impacts to hunting and trapping. Gwich’in are 
concerned that the changes in land status and oil and gas development would affect hunting and 
trapping and traditional land use sites. Oil and gas development facilities and activities could 
prevent Gwich’in hunters from access to their hunting areas within the Yukon Flats Wildlife 
Refuge because hunting is banned or not safe near and within a certain proximity to the vicinity 
of oil and gas development projects. 

Response to Comments 857.006 and 866.006: 
Impacts to hunting and trapping from the Proposed Action and alternatives are directly related to 
impacts on mammals, which are described in Section 4.14 of the Final EIS. The exchange may 
change the regulating authority of some of the parcels within the general subsistence use areas for 
each of the villages within the Yukon Flats, as outlined in EIS Section 3.5.7. Regardless of the 
EIS alternative ultimately chosen, hunting and trapping on Service lands would be subject to 
Service regulations and limited to usage by Doyon shareholders on Doyon lands. Oil and gas 
development occurring on Doyon lands would be subject to safety standards instituted by Doyon. 

Comment 6042.085: 
The descriptions for activities that may be allowed on the surface of halo lands are inconsistent 
throughout the impact analysis and insufficient to protect the surface of the lands. For example, 
the Agreement in Principal states, “Doyon will take title to approximately 100,000 acres of 
subsurface oil and gas interests in a ‘halo’ of lands around the core lands and other. Doyon 
holdings within the refuge. If marketable oil · and gas resources are discovered, Doyon will be 
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able to access these halo land interests by directional drilling from their adjacent surface holdings. 
No surface occupancy or surface construction will be permitted on these 100,000 acres.” DEIS, 
Appendix A, p.1. The definition for “halo lands” given in the Glossary (p.7) states, “lands 
involved in the exchange where Doyon would receive only subsurface oil and gas interests; 
surface ownership would be retained by the Service. No surface occupancy by Doyon would be 
allowed on these lands. Resources on these lands or resources would be explored or extracted via 
directional drilling from adjacent Doyon-owned lands.” We have many questions regarding 
activities that may be allowed on the surface, especially since the potential northern road and 
pipeline route would traverse the halo lands. Could other rights-of-ways be permitted by the 
Service? What about activities such as seismic exploration, water withdrawals, “temporary” trail 
construction or overland travel by off-road vehicles? Is gravel mining prohibited? Is the 
construction of roads or dams which may impound water onto the surface prohibited? Could the 
Service authorize use of its surface for any oil and gas purposes? Does Doyon receive gravel 
interests? 

Response to Comment 6042.085: 
Surface use on halo lands would be limited to a right-of-way for a road and pipeline, both of 
which would be authorized by permit only (in accordance with Title XI of the Alaska National 
Interest Lands Conservation Act). Seismic surveys on halo lands could be authorized by special-
use permit at the discretion of the Refuge Manager, but would be subject to stipulations designed 
to protect existing surface conditions, such as requiring helicopter-supported surveys. Because 
this technique eliminates the need to clear vegetation, impacts from these surveys are transitory 
and short-term (e.g., noise impacts). The Yukon Flats Refuge has permitted helicopter-supported 
seismic surveys in the past. Doyon could extract oil and gas from the halo lands by directionally 
drilling from adjacent private land. However, no petroleum production facilities, drill sites, gravel 
mines, overland travel by off-road vehicles, or air strips would be allowed on the halo lands 
themselves. The Service would retain ownership of the sand and gravel; only the oil and gas 
interests would transfer to Doyon. 

Comment 8053.007: 
What changes to hunting and fishing would take place along the entire Victoria Creek or northern 
road and pipeline corridor? 

Response to Comment 8053.007: 
The EIS addresses general impacts of a road/pipeline corridor to both the Beaver Creek Wild 
River and the White Mountains National Recreation Area (see Sections 4.17 and 4.18 of the Final 
EIS, for example). However, detailed site-specific impacts to hunting and fishing from a 
road/pipeline right-of-way (ROW) along Victoria Creek would be addressed in a subsequent EIS 
only if Doyon needs access to their land. Under Section 1110(b) of the Alaska National Interest 
Lands Conservation Act, the Federal government must provide “adequate and feasible” access for 
“economic or other purposes” if private lands are surrounded by Federal land. If Doyon develops 
either their current holdings or lands obtained in the exchange, they must apply for a ROW permit 
from the appropriate federal landowner(s). 
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1.4.26.5 Land Use and Recreation – Effects of Exploratory Drilling on Land Use and Recreation 

Comment 6028.013 From State of Alaska: 
Page 4-128, 4.15.1.1, last full sentence on page: Please add the following additional sentence for 
clarification: “If any of these river segments or lakes are navigable, and thus state-owned, they 
would already provide opportunities for public recreation, flight landing and boating 
opportunities, even if they are not adjacent to public uplands.” 

Response to Comment 6028.013: 
The text of Section 4.16.1.1 has been changed in reference to recreation on state-owned water 
bodies to reflect this comment. 

1.4.26.6 Land Use and Recreation – Effects of Land Exchange on Land Use and Recreation 

Comment 6028.039 From State of Alaska: 
Page 2-52 through 2-53: We question why the relocation of ANCSA 12(b) selections to areas 
outside of the Refuge is not addressed in the effects to Land Use/Recreation. Although this 
relocation may make more lands available for public use within the Refuge, it may have a 
substantial impact on the status of public lands outside the planning area. 

Response to Comment 6028.039: 
As noted in the comment, Native land selections and conveyances are authorized by the Alaska 
Native Claims Settlement Act (ANSCA) and are specifically exempt from National 
Environmental Policy Act review. ANCSA Section 12 authorizes Regional Corporations to 
allocate 12(b) lands to village corporations as they choose. Doyon has notified the BLM that the 
12(b) allocations, totaling about 56,500 acres, would differ depending on whether or not there is 
an exchange. If there is an exchange, a total of 28 villages (located outside the Yukon Flats 
Refuge) would receive the 12(b) allocations. The amount of acreage allocated to each village 
would range from 270 acres to 6,355 acres. If there is no exchange, then Beaver and Chalkyitsik 
would receive the allocations. Section 2.6 has been revised to acknowledge that we cannot predict 
either how ANCSA corporations would manage 12(b) lands, or the subsequent impacts. 

1.4.26.7 Land Use and Recreation – Effects of Seismic Surveys on Land Use and Recreation 

Comment 6042.087: 
On Table 4-1, the category “Timber Harvest” gives an incomplete picture of how commercial 
uses may affect the boreal forests, for example there would be clearcutting, whether by mulching 
or by logging, to cut road and pipeline rights-of-ways, seismic lines (unless conducted using the 
Poulter technique and helicopter support), etc. Furthermore, a commercial operation may result to 
accomplish such clearing for the oil and gas operations. 

Response to Comment 6042.087: 
No commercial type logging would be used to clear lines for seismic exploration; these activities 
would occur in conjunction with oil and gas development on Doyon Land and potentially on the 
Beaver Creek Public Use Easement. See the photographs in Section 4.4.2.1, Exploration Seismic 
Surveys, for examples of the types of impacts associated with exploration seismic surveys. 
Commercial timber harvest and mining resources have not been identified within the project area 
at this time.  
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Comment 6042.110: 
Despite asserting that “seismic surveys would not be allowed on Refuge lands” (p. 4-122), a 
rationale for that assumption needs to be provided since the Service has permitted past surveys in 
the Refuge. Furthermore, contradictory statements are given about whether or not further seismic 
surveys could take place on Refuge lands. The analysis of seismic survey effects on Refuge 
purposes is superficial, and it does not provide an in-depth analysis of all the different ways that 
each refuge purpose would be impacted, including the broader ANILCA purpose of protecting the 
natural landscape, wilderness, boreal forests, and pristine wildlands. This section does not analyze 
impacts from aircraft disturbance from seismic support activities, water withdrawals which may 
take place at refuge lakes, air pollution, water pollution from spills and improper human waste 
disposal, etc. 

Response to Comment 6042.110: 
Seismic surveys to assess oil and gas potential were authorized by the Alaska National Interest 
Lands Conservation Act Section 1008 in the 1980s. The Service has no requirement to do 
additional seismic surveys. No oil and gas activities on Refuge lands are proposed in association 
with the land exchange alternatives. Impacts that can be expected from aircraft disturbance 
(noise), water withdrawals, and potential air and water pollution are discussed in EIS Chapter 4, 
Environmental Consequences. 

Comment 6042.111: 
The land use seismic impacts discussion assumes that since seismic surveys take place in winter 
there would not be long lasting impacts. Yet elsewhere in the DEIS this is contradicted by the fact 
that past seismic surveys in the Refuge have left visible scars from clearcutting which remain 
today. Far more survey lines would result over the long run based on history on the North Slope, 
and the grids of clear-cut forest could be evident for decades if not centuries. Furthermore, the 
land use section raises a new issue that was not addressed in other sections. Specifically, “once 
surveys are completed, survey lines may serve as cleared routes for winter access across Doyon 
lands.” (Page - 129) Therefore, there may be a permanent change that results in noise, 
disturbance, vegetation, hydrology, soils, and other impacts yet those were not addressed in the 
DEIS. 

Response to Comment 6042.111: 
The text of Section 4.16.1.1 has been changed to reference long-term seismic impacts, in response 
to this comment. Several sections in Chapter 4 of the EIS acknowledge that seismic lines may act 
as transportation corridors in the future, including Section 4.24, Cumulative Effects. Seismic lines 
could only occur on Doyon lands, or by permit on Federal lands. Seismic surveys could be 
authorized by a special-use permit at the discretion of the Refuge Manager, but would be subject 
to stipulations designed to protect existing surface conditions, such as requiring helicopter-
supported surveys. Because this technique eliminates the need to clear vegetation, impacts from 
these surveys are transitory and short term (e.g., noise impacts). The Refuge has permitted 
helicopter-supported seismic surveys in the past.  

In order to reach these cleared seismic lines, an access route, whether temporary or permanent, 
would be required to cross Federal lands and access to Federal lands would require a permit, most 
likely a ROW permit from the Service. While the Refuge cannot deny access to in-holdings, it 
can place restrictions and specify routes, effectively limiting traffic on Federal portions of the 
access ROW, and therefore, seismic lines. Doyon may impose their own restrictions on travel 
across their private property. 
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Comment 6042.114: 
The permanent marks of the overland trail and seismic survey grids would degrade the proposed 
Wilderness Study area, since core lands are in that remarkable area, as well as wilderness values 
in a broader area. These impacts would harm summer visitors to that area, as well as those 
boating or traveling by aircraft over the area, but those were not addressed in the DEIS. 
Thousands of people travel by aircraft during summer and enjoy this spectacular landscape as it 
unfolds from the White Mountains to the Yukon River, both to locations within the Yukon Flats 
villages as well as to the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge. There are local tourism operators in 
Fort Yukon, Beaver, and other communities whose visitors during winter would be harmed by the 
industrial operations they would see in the area, and there would be permanent effects on all 
visitors coming to see communities surrounded by wild country and wilderness. 

Response to Comment 6042.114: 
Photographs showing the types of visual impacts during summer and winter associated with 
seismic survey lines during summer and winter have been included in Section 4.4.2.1 of the Final 
EIS. Surveys lines would only be visible in the foreground by visitors on foot or in a 
vehicle/snowmachine/boat, but would be visible for many miles from higher elevations or from 
the air, as discussed in Section 4.18, Effects on Visual Resources. Scenic flight routes could be 
modified to avoid viewing areas visually impacted by the proposed exploration. It should be 
noted that under the Alaska National Interest Lands Conservation Act Section 1008, exploration 
(creation of seismic lines) and development could occur on private lands within the Refuge even 
if the No Land Exchange Alternative is selected. 

1.4.26.8 Land Use and Recreation – General Effects 

Comment 121.001: 
My family has a subsistence cabin permit with related trap lines that could be directly and 
negatively impacted by the proposed access route to the core lands involved in the land exchange. 
Please consider other methods of accessing the survey sites, seismic survey, exploration, and 
initial access to the core lands. These activities would cross our trap lines time and time again 
during the winter months, when trapping usually takes place, for up to 10 years. This would last 
2/3 as long as I have lived and completely change my life. Please have the EIS address this direct 
effect upon my life and identity. 

Comment 122.002: 
We have held a cabin permit for at least 15 years in an area that would be directly affected by a 
proposed overland route accessing the core lands with survey equipment and supplies from the 
Steese Highway at Circle. I would like the Service who would have to grant a ROW and Doyon 
or their representatives to consider an overland route that would bypass our trapline. There is a 
closer route from the Steese Highway that could follow the Albert Creek drainage (close to 
Central) to its headwaters then drop into Rock Creek to Loper Creek and thus to Preacher Creek. 
Travelling downstream on Preacher Creek cut west to Beaver Creek and the core lands. 
Furthermore, this route would not require crossing Birch Creek twice as the access route from 
Circle would require. There are other routes too that would not require the disruption of my 
subsistence related activities in the YFWR [Yukon Flats Wildlife Refuge]. The establishment of 
an overland trail with its related human activity and noise would have a direct, long-term, 
negative impact on my families’ subsistence way of life. 
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Comment 5000.003: 
That land that’s over there to oil development, I actually got cabins over there that were handed 
down to me that I’ve been trying to get some title to from Fish and Wildlife and Doyon, people 
like that that actually it’s not working but I still use the land. I got a permit to use and it’s not 
documented in this book. That little circle excludes me and there’s other people, I know I’ve been 
out on hunts with that we use that land. It’s not in the book. 

Comment 5020.002: 
I would like to have addressed in the EIS where this particular access route might be. From what I 
could tell from the document that exists, which was quite vague about where it might be, it goes 
directly parallel or crosses our trapline. And that would certainly have a direct impact on our 
lifeway, and a direct effect upon my family and myself. Just -- I can’t -- you know, how can you 
say it wouldn’t have an effect upon subsistence users in this community? Because if it’s right 
across our trapline, you provide access, it impacts our wilderness values of solitude. You’ve got 
noise, you’ve got human activities. There will be increased competition for resources, you’re 
opening up a transportation route for snow machines. It will have a huge impact upon the way 
that we live for up to ten years. So I’d like to see that part addressed in the EIS. 

Response to Comments 121.001, 122.002, 5000.003 and 5020.002: 
 An access route that could be used to move exploration equipment into the core exchange land 
has not been identified. Any access route, whether temporary or permanent, would require a 
permit, most likely a right-of-way permit. When the permit application is submitted to the 
Refuge, the route must be specified. While the Refuge cannot deny access to in-holdings, it can 
place restrictions and specify routes in the Refuge. It is anticipated that the Refuge would ensure 
that the proposed access route on Federal land minimizes impacts to natural resources and 
subsistence users. 

Comment 6021.017 From Alaska Chapter Wilderness Watch: 
The DEIS does not clearly explain actual impacts that will occur from the proposed 1,000 acre 
exception. 

Response to Comment 6021.017: 
The Public Use Easement and U.S. fish and Wildlife Service Reservation of Authority (11/2/05 
draft) allows the Service to close up to 1,000 acres of land at any one time along Beaver Creek for 
Doyon’s use within the Public Use Easement, downstream of the Beaver Creek Wild River 
Corridor (see Section 2.6.5 of the Final EIS, Beaver Creek Public Use Easement). These 1,000 
acres would be subject to the same oil and gas development impacts as other lands Doyon could 
receive from the proposed land exchange, which are described and quantified in Chapter 4, 
Environmental Consequences, of the Final EIS. 

1.4.26.9 Land Use and Recreation – Land Use and Recreation on the Yukon Flats - Current Use 

Comment 6022.006 From BLM: 
Executive Summary. There are at least a couple instances in which the text suggests that impacts 
outside of the Refuge are not considered. These include the first sentence of section ES-1.8 (p. 
ES-4) and the lack of any mention of the WMNRA begin potentially impacted by phase II in ES-
1.1.2 (p. ES-5; subsection should be numbered ES-1.8.2). 
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Response to Comment 6022.006: 
We made revisions to the Executive Summary as suggested. Impacts outside the Refuge are 
considered in more detail in Section 4.24, Cumulative Effects. The Final EIS Executive Summary 
Section 1.8.2 was revised to acknowledge the potential for a pipeline corridor across the White 
Mountains National Recreation Area. Impacts on the White Mountains National Recreation Area 
are mentioned in several places in Section 4.17, Effects on Wild and Scenic Rivers, Wilderness 
Values, and Other Special Areas. See, for example, the first and last paragraphs of this Section 
under “Large Oil Field Development.” 

Comment 6055.105 From Doyon, Limited: 
[Section] 3.3.1.3. Access The Porcupine River and other smaller rivers such as the Black River 
also provide watercraft access from May to Mid-September. 

Response to Comment 6055.105: 
In response to this comment, the text of Final EIS Section 3.5.1.4 has been changed to reflect 
watercraft access. 

Comment 6055.106 From Doyon, Limited: 
[Section] 3.3.1.6. Recreation. Recreation by local residents is not described. 

Response to Comment 6055.106: 
Typically, if a rural villager searches for or harvests local resources, it is referred to as 
subsistence. Other types of recreation by local residents has not been quantified. 

Comment 6055.107 From Doyon, Limited: 
[Section] 3.3.1.7. River Floating A short discussion should be included on the fact that less than 
200 people per year may enter the Refuge via Beaver Creek (Service 2005, p.25). This section 
should also state how many persons are estimated to float the entire 400 miles of the Beaver 
Creek to the Dalton Highway bridge across the Yukon River and the relative proportion of the 
annual estimated visitor days by recreational users (e.g., the 200 floaters, the 181 picnic lunches, 
etc.). 

Response to Comment 6055.107: 
The Service estimates a total of 500 visitors to the Refuge per year; this includes, but is not 
limited to, visitors floating Beaver Creek. We do not know how many of the total visitors float 
Beaver Creek, but we are developing methods to better capture the number of annual Refuge 
visitors. That said, we have made the following observations about visitors that do float Beaver 
Creek: (1) it generally takes about 2 weeks to float the entire 400-mile stretch; (2) most visitors 
will spend 5-7 days on their float trip; (3) if the visitors are from European countries, generally 
80% will float the entire 400 mile stretch and 20% will be picked up en route, usually upstream or 
downstream the Refuge border; and (4) if the visitors are American, generally 20% will float the 
entire 400 mile stretch and 80% will be picked up en route, again, usually upstream or 
downstream of the Refuge border. 

Comment 8053.015: 
The EIS failed to include important information about existing recreational use and the long-term 
recreational use of Victoria and Beaver Creeks. For example, there is international interest in 
floating of Beaver Creek. The EIS underestimates the loss to recreational use of Victoria Creek 
and Beaver Creek, and those who guide such users. 
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Response to Comment 8053.015: 
Recreational use of the Refuge is discussed in Section 3.5.1.6 of the Final EIS, Recreation. As 
noted in that section, there are few recreational visitors to the Refuge, and their numbers are 
difficult to estimate. 

1.4.27 Laws, Executive Orders, and Permitting Requirements 
1.4.27.1 Laws, Executive Orders, and Permitting Requirements – ANILCA 

Comment 827.002: 
The DEIS does not address the relationship of the proposed action with ANILCA purposes 
described in Section 101(b). 

Comment 6010.002 From Friends of Alaska National Wildlife Refuges: 
The DEIS does not describe impacts or consequences of the proposed action nor the alternatives 
in the context of Section 101 of ANILCA which provided the over-arching purposes for the Act. 
Section 1302 (a) of ANILCA sets out the general land exchange authority under which the 
proposed land exchange is based. It specifies that this authority is granted to the Secretary “…to 
carry out the purposes of this Act,…” The DEIS does not explain how the proposed land 
exchange would carry out the purposes established by Section 101(b) of ANILCA, which 
includes the preservation of extensive unaltered boreal forest ecosystems. Only the specific 
purposes for establishment of the Yukon Flats National Wildlife Refuge are discussed in the 
DEIS. Section 101 (b) of ANILCA establishes a purpose of the Act (among others) “to preserve 
in their natural state, extensive unaltered arctic tundra, boreal forest, and coastal rainforest 
ecosystems” The Yukon Flats Wildlife Refuge is certainly an excellent example of the unaltered 
boreal forest ecosystem, yet the DEIS fails to address how the proposed action and alternatives 
would affect this most basic purpose of ANILCA. 

Comment 6021.003 From Alaska Chapter Wilderness Watch: 
The DEIS does not describe impacts or consequences the proposed action nor the alternatives in 
the context of Section 101 of ANILCA which provided the over-arching purposes for the Act. 
Section 101 (b) of ANILCA establishes a purpose of the Act (among others) “…to preserve in 
their natural state, extensive unaltered arctic tundra, boreal forest, and coastal rainforest 
ecosystems; …” The proposed action would greatly enhance the possibility of oil and gas 
development into the Yukon Flats basin by making available to Doyon what is apparently the 
highest prospect area to contain significant oil and gas resources. If quantities of oil and gas are 
found on the core lands that are economically feasible for development, then other areas may be 
developed as well, and ultimately threaten the same lands that would be added to the Refuge 
under this agreement. Yet the DEIS does not explain how such development would affect the 
ANILCA purpose to preserve an unaltered boreal forest ecosystem. 

Comment 6021.004 From Alaska Chapter Wilderness Watch: 
Section 1302 (a) of ANILCA sets out the general land exchange authority under which the 
proposed land exchange is based. It specifies that this authority is granted to the Secretary “…to 
carry out the purposes of this Act,…” The DEIS does not explain how the proposed land 
exchange would carry out the purposes established by Section 101(b) of ANILCA, which include 
among others to preserve extensive unaltered boreal forest ecosystems. 
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Comment 6124.001: 
Section 1302 of ANILCA, which provides the legal authority for land exchanges, specifies that 
this land -- this authority is, and I quote again, in order to carry out the purposes of this act. 
Nowhere in the law does it say that land 25 exchanges may be used to introduce oil and gas 
operations on refuge lands that are coveted by Doyon and Exxon. 

Response to Comments 827.002, 6010.002, 6021.003, 6021.004 and 6124.001: 
Section 101(b) of the Alaska National Interest Lands Conservation Act (ANILCA) describes the 
intent of Congress in passing the Act and preserving the Conservation System Units (CSUs), 
including National Wildlife Refuges, established or expanded by ANILCA. Title III of ANILCA 
focuses specifically on the National Wildlife Refuge System. Under this title, each refuge is 
briefly described, and a unique set of purposes is listed for each refuge. Although the Draft EIS 
does not discuss the generic purposes of all CSUs, as described in Section 101(b), it discusses the 
specific purposes of the Yukon Flats Refuge described in Section 302(9). The assumption of the 
Draft EIS is that these statutory purposes of the Yukon Flats Refuge are controlling, and that the 
language of the first purposes covers the more generic purposes listed in Title I. Section 4.10 
describes the environmental consequences of the exchange on these specific Refuge purposes. 

Comment 6010.001 From Friends of Alaska National Wildlife Refuges: 
The foregoing excerpts from ANILCA and NWRSIA [National Wildlife Refuge System 
Improvement Act] clearly demonstrate that the proposed Yukon Flats-Doyon Land Exchange 
violates not only the spirit of ANILCA and NWRSIA, but is in direct conflict with the 
requirements of law. 

Response to Comment 6010.001: 
Section 1302(b) grants the Secretary of the Interior authority to acquire lands for the purposes of 
the Alaska National Interest Lands Conservation Act (ANILCA). This authority specifically 
includes the approval to exchange refuge lands with Native corporations, the State of Alaska, and 
other private individuals. Since the land acquisition authority is granted to the Secretary for the 
purposes of ANILCA, the analysis in the EIS should aid the Service in determining how the land 
exchange meets these purposes. Text has been added to the Final EIS to further address the issue 
of the exchange dividing the Refuge into two separate units; see Sections 4.9.1.2 and 4.10.1.1. 

Comment 6010.003 From Friends of Alaska National Wildlife Refuges: 
The legislative history of ANILCA clearly indicates that maintenance of ecological diversity and 
natural processes was a central purpose for establishment of the Alaska National Wildlife 
Refuges and that they must be administered with that as the fundamental basis of management. 
Senate Report No. 96-413 provides direction in this regard: “these units will assure to the greatest 
extent possible the protection of the ecological units and processes that support entire habitats for 
Alaska’s diverse fish and wildlife resources…the Committee feels that while it is important to 
focus attention on the major species of each refuge, it is equally important that the Fish and 
Wildlife Service manage these units to conserve the entire spectrum of plant and animal life 
found on the refuge… For example, the Arctic National Wildlife Range should be managed to 
conserve the diversity of fish and wildlife populations of the refuge and not merely the Porcupine 
caribou herd.” We believe that the FWS has improperly narrowed the justification for this land 
exchange to waterfowl and neglected broader ecological principles. In doing so, they have 
violated the most important purposes of ANILCA and the Yukon Flats National Wildlife Refuge. 
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Response to Comment 6010.003: 
We agree that the Service must not focus solely on waterfowl, but instead must manage for the 
broader ecological principles described in the first purpose of the Yukon Flats Refuge: “to 
conserve fish and wildlife habitats in their natural diversity.” This broad ecological mandate is 
reinforced by the Refuge Improvement Act of 1997 which directs refuges to be managed for 
biological integrity, diversity, and environmental health. Chapter 4.9 of the EIS analyzes the 
impact of the proposed exchange on these factors. It is difficult to analyze the biological integrity 
of Yukon Flats Refuge because the undeveloped nature of the large number of Refuge in-holdings 
contributes substantially to the biological integrity, as well as the diversity and environmental 
health of the whole region. Because these private lands are open to development, the EIS treats 
the integrity issue as if the private corporate lands were developed. Consolidation of Refuge lands 
is considered to be beneficial even if it does not have any immediate or real effect on the ground 
at this time. Any action would favor some species more than others. In this exchange, with acres 
of habitat acquired as the metric, lowland habitat is favored over upland habitats. 

Comment 6010.005 From Friends of Alaska National Wildlife Refuges: 
When boundaries for proposed wildlife refuges, such as the Yukon Flats National Wildlife 
Refuge, were developed during the legislative process leading toward passage of ANILCA, 
special care was exercised to include key watershed areas that are integral to the health and 
vitality of wetlands, ponds, lakes and streams and which form important fish and wildlife habitats 
within the refuges. This was done to prevent some of the problems that have occurred in other 
parts of the country where wetlands have become sinks for pollutants and sediments originating 
from destructive land uses and developments located in the upland watersheds adjacent to low 
wetlands. The DEIS fails to explain this fundamental principle which guided boundary design and 
conservation purposes for establishment of the Yukon Flats Refuge. While a fairly thorough 
description of Doyon Corporation’s strategy to select lands thought to have oil and gas potential 
is provided (1.2.1.3), the background for refuge boundaries and the conservation principles upon 
the refuge was established are not clearly presented. Thus the public is not provided an adequate 
basis to understand the implications of the proposed action and assess potential impacts. 

Response to Comment 6010.005: 
Section 1.3.1.1 presents an overview of how landownership patterns were determined on the 
Yukon Flats Refuge. The Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act (1971) established Alaska Native 
village and regional corporations and gave considerable amount of land to the Native 
corporations established in the Yukon Flats region. In 1980, the Alaska National Interest Lands 
Conservation Act established the Yukon Flats Refuge, the exterior boundary of which 
encompassed these same village lands. Section 1.3.1.1 accurately states that this sets the stage for 
potential conflicts. To address this issue we have added language under Section 4.9 of the Final 
EIS, Effects on Biological Integrity, Diversity, and Environmental Health. 

Comment 6021.005 From Alaska Chapter Wilderness Watch: 
The proposed action focuses on acquisition of scattered parcels of lowlands having waterfowl 
habitat while trading away a consolidated block of primarily uplands. The DEIS reports that there 
will be a net gain of about 2% of lowland habitat and a net loss of 4% of lands in the midland lake 
zone of the Refuge. This reflects a bias towards managing for certain species of waterfowl at the 
expense of other species in the Refuge. Section 302(9)(B)(i) states that the Yukon Flats National 
Wildlife Refuge shall be managed “to conserve fish and wildlife populations in their natural 
diversity…” This exchange does not support conserving fish and wildlife in their natural diversity 
and violates the primary purpose of the Refuge. When Congress passed ANILCA, it intended that 
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the conservation system units established, including the Yukon Flats National Wildlife Refuge 
would be managed on an ecosystem basis, not as other refuges in the lower 48 that are managed 
primarily as waterfowl refuges. (Senate Report No. 96-413) 

Response to Comment 6021.005: 
Section 1302(b) grants acquisition authority (land exchanges) to the Secretary to fulfill the 
purposes of the Alaska National Interest Lands Conservation Act (ANILCA). Although the 
conservation of fish, wildlife, and their habitats in their natural diversity is the first purpose of the 
Yukon Flats Refuge as mandated by ANILCA, this is not interpreted in either law or regulation as 
direction to maintain exactly the same proportions of habitats as when the Refuge was originally 
established. In considering a land exchange, the Service must decide whether the Proposed 
Action fulfills the purposes of ANILCA better than the current configuration of lands. 
Nonetheless, we have added language to Section 4.10 of the Final EIS on the Effects on Refuge 
Purposes. 

1.4.27.2 Laws, Executive Orders, and Permitting Requirements – General 

Comment 6042.029: 
With regard to recommended wilderness and wilderness values, therefore, the USFWS is 
inconsistent with the CCP, Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, Wild Beaver Creek Corridor joint 
management plan, NEPA, Refuge Improvement Act and the Wilderness Act. 

Comment 6056.007 From The Wilderness Society: 
The USFWS has not sufficiently analyzed the negative effects of the proposed action to the 
recommended wilderness and potential future designation of wilderness in the Yukon Flats 
Refuge in the DEIS, and is therefore out of compliance with the National Environmental Policy 
Act (NEPA) and the Refuge Improvement Act. With regard to recommended wilderness and 
wilderness values, therefore, the USFWS is inconsistent with the CCP, Wild and Scenic Rivers 
Act, Wild Beaver Creek Corridor joint management plan, NEPA, the Refuge Improvement Act 
and the Wilderness Act. 

Response to Comments 6042.029 and 6056.007: 
See Section 4.17, Effects on Wild and Scenic Rivers, Wilderness Values, and Other Special 
Areas, for a discussion of how the Proposed Action and alternatives would affect wilderness and 
wilderness values and wild and scenic rivers. As discussed in Section 1.4.3.1, the Service would 
amend the Comprehensive Conservation Plan prior to the land exchange. 

Comment 6100.001: 
And this is the mission statement of the Fish and Wildlife: To conserve fish and wildlife 
populations and habitats and their natural diversity, including but not limited to Canvasbacks and 
other migratory birds, Dall sheep, bears, moose, wolves, wolverines, and other furbearers, 
caribou, and salmon; to maintain biological integrity, diversity and environmental health of the 
refuge; to plan and direct the continued growth of the National Wildlife Refuge Service in a 
manner that is best designed to accomplish the mission of the National Wildlife Refuge System; 
to contribute to the conservation of the ecosystem of the United States; to complement efforts of 
state and other federal agencies to conserve fish and wildlife and their habitats, and to increase 
support for the system and participation from conservation partners and the public. This is the 
National Wildlife Refuge Service Improvement Act of 1997, which they’re going directly against 
by this land exchange. 
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Response to Comment 6100.001: 
As discussed in Section 4.10 of the Final EIS, the land exchange would be consistent with the 
National Wildlife Refuge System mission statement and Yukon Refuge purposes. As noted in 
Section 1.3.2.1, the Proposed Action would help to meet several Service project-specific goals, 
including increasing the amount of land under management and adding priority wildlife habitat. 
However, based on public comments on the Draft EIS and subsequent discussions and analysis by 
the Service, the Service has determined that the No Land Exchange Alternative would better meet 
Refuge management objectives, resource protection goals, and purposes, as discussed in Section 
2.4.4, Preferred Alternative - No Land Exchange Alternative (No Action Alternative). 

Comment 6122.016: 
And there’s one more thing I want to say. Article 1 of the Civil and Political Rights of the 
Convention on Human Rights states, In no case may people be denied their own means of 
subsistence. That’s what’s going to happen here. 

Response to Comment 6122.016: 
See Final EIS Sections 3.5.7 and 4.21, Subsistence, for a discussion of subsistence resources on 
or near the Refuge and how the Proposed Action and alternatives might impact subsistence 
resources and activities. The proposed project would not deny people the opportunity to use 
subsistence resources. 

Comment 6200.008: 
Executive Order 13007 directs federal agencies to avoid adversely affecting the physical integrity 
of Indian sacred sites. Executive Order 13112, Executive Order 13186, Executive Order 23212 
are all violated by this agreement. 

Response to Comment 6200.008: 
Section 4.20 of the Final EIS, Effects on Cultural Resources, discusses the processes that would 
be undertaken to protect sacred sites and other cultural resources to ensure compliance with 
applicable Executive Orders. 

Comment 8049.002 From The Wilderness Society: 
While the DEIS addresses some hypothetical scenarios for an oil spill and other impacts of oil 
and gas development that are likely to occur should the land exchange occur, we would like to 
submit a summary of research we compiled in 2006 regarding spills and contamination associated 
with oil and gas development on the Kenai NWR. As you are aware, oil and gas development 
began before the establishment of the Refuge, but has expanded since being designated as a 
NWR. Despite what industry calls “best practices” and “advanced technology and spill response 
plans,” a significant amount of contaminants are released each year (Appendix B, Impacts of oil 
and gas development in Alaska: an analysis of contaminants released on the Kenai NWR). We 
feel that this information needs to be considered by the Yukon Flats Refuge Manager and staff 
with regards to how contaminants will be both monitored and managed on the Refuge, should the 
land exchange proceed. We would also like to be provided with clear information on how the 
Refuge will fund the necessary monitoring and management programs to insure that Refuge lands 
and its inhabitants are not harmed by oil and gas development. 

Response to Comment 8049.002: 
Section 4.5.2.2 of the Final EIS states that Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation 
(ADEC) regulations require that an Oil Discharge Prevention and Contingency Plan be 
developed, approved by ADEC, and implemented for oil exploration and production facilities. 
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Section 4.5.2.2 of the EIS includes a summary of the oil spill prevention measures that must be 
included in the plan and implemented. In addition, the regulations require the plans to include 
response action plans, including information about the equipment that is available for spill 
response, any equipment that is pre-staged or pre-deployed in critical areas, the number of trained 
emergency response personnel, the specifics of the training provided, the frequency of drills to be 
performed, and the spill response tactics that could be used, depending on the specifics of the 
incident. The response tactics and equipment stored and pre-staged would vary with site features, 
potential routes of travel, and resources potentially impacted. These spill prevention and 
contingency plans are project-specific, based on the actual facility design, facility location, and 
planned operations. At this time, none of that information is known, and so development of a plan 
for the EIS would be based on speculative information. Should a specific exploration or 
production project be proposed in the future, a project-specific spill prevention and contingency 
plan would be prepared by the operator and approved by ADEC prior to start-up of operations. 
ADEC takes steps to ensure that the plans are implemented as written and provide adequate 
protection of the environment, including performing periodic inspections and calling 
unannounced drills. The text in Section 4.5.2.2 of the Final EIS has been expanded to include a 
summary of the response action plan requirements and ADEC oversight. 

Comment 8052.083 From Northern Alaska Environmental Council: 
The DEIS clearly states that compliance with Sec. 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act 
(NHPA) is necessary, and that the Service has not completed even the first step. The required 
field inventories of resources have not be completed (McGraw 2006). Because the land exchange 
would result in permanent loss of areas containing historic sites, it is important that this work be 
completed prior to finalizing the FEIS. After completing its field surveys, the Service needs to 
evaluate whether any of the sites should be nominated for inclusion in the National Register of 
Historic Places. Furthermore, this information is necessary in order to avoid harm to historic, 
cultural, and archeological sites prior to seismic surveys and other land disturbing efforts. The 
analysis of potential impacts is deficient and likely downplays potential impacts to cultural sites 
because field studies are incomplete and all available sources, both written and oral have not been 
surveyed. Due to the cultural significance of this information, another public review and 
comment period should be provided regarding this information. 

Response to Comment 8052.083: 
The Service is complying with the requirements of Section 106 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act. Section 106 does not “protect” sites or prevent an agency from causing adverse 
effects. However, it does require Federal agencies to “take into account the effect of the 
undertaking on any district, site, building, structure or object that is included in or eligible for 
inclusion in the National Register.” The agency must afford the Advisory Council on Historic 
Preservation, through the State Historic Preservation Officer, a reasonable opportunity to 
comment on undertakings. The process for ensuring an agency complies with this law is detailed 
in 36 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 800. 36 CFR 800.1(a) defines Section 106 as a process 
that “seeks to accommodate historic preservation concerns with the needs of Federal undertakings 
through consultations” with concerned and interested parties. The goal of consultation is to 
identify historic properties, assess the impact of the undertaking and seek ways to avoid, 
minimize or mitigate impacts.  

The main issue raised is the adequacy of Service efforts to identify historic and cultural properties 
within the exchange area. The critically important identification stage is detailed in 36 CFR 
800.4. Many factors determine the level of effort required in this phase, including available 
information, nature of the undertaking, kinds or historic properties to be found, and the nature and 
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extent of the effects on those properties. To identify historic and cultural properties, agency 
officials shall review existing information (a)(2), seek information from consulting parties (a)(3), 
and gather information from Indian tribes (a)(4). “The agency official shall make a reasonable 
and good faith effort to carry out appropriate identification efforts, which may include 
background research, consultation, oral history interviews, sample field investigation and field 
survey (36 CFR 800.4(b)(1)). The Service identification effort included extensive background 
and archival research, and oral history interviews with Native and non-Natives. During village 
and public meetings, Refuge personnel requested information on historic and cultural resources. 
During the preparation of the EIS, other consultants collected information on past and present 
subsistence uses on and near the exchange area. Field surveys during 2008 have provided 
information on several types of historic use. No sites, camps, trails, graves, hunting areas, sacred 
sites or traditional cultural properties were identified. Information on sacred sites can be limited 
to a bare minimum needed by the agency to locate and evaluate its significance. The only 
evidence of use is a series of cabins along Beaver Creek within the easement corridor reserved by 
the Service. It is important to recognize that the types of sites listed as being of concern to the 
commenters (e.g., traditional cultural properties and sacred sites) are not the kinds of sites that 
would be found during a routine field survey. Interior Alaska archaeology is notoriously 
ephemeral and cryptic, generally consisting of sparse scatters of stone tools and often hidden by 
vegetation. Identification of hunting areas, trails, most camps, graves and sacred sites requires 
information from knowledgeable informants. 

1.4.27.3 Laws, Executive Orders, and Permitting Requirements – Permit Requirements - State 

Comment 6042.180: 
The DEIS does not consider the record of compliance with environmental and safety laws, 
regulations, and policies yet points to those as the basis for its undefined mitigation measures. An 
analysis of the full record of compliance monitoring in Alaska, particularly on the North Slope 
since the DEIS relies on this experience for its impact analysis, should be done. 

Response to Comment 6042.180: 
The assessment of impacts in Chapter 4 of the EIS, Environmental Consequences, considered 
safety laws, regulations, and policies (as discussed in Section 1.4, Consistency with Laws, 
Regulations, and Other Environmental Impact Statements, and Appendix D of the EIS, Required 
Permits for Oil and Gas Development), as well as past history of oil spills and 
response/compliance efforts (see Section 4.5, Assumptions about Future Oil Spills). 

1.4.27.4 Laws, Executive Orders, and Permitting Requirements – Wetlands and Floodplains 

Comment 6200.006: 
I’d like to address Section 1.7.1, the Executive Orders that this proposed agreement would violate 
in order -- or Executive Order 11988, Executive Order 11990, directing federal agencies to 
minimize the destruction, loss of degradation of floodplains, wetlands, et cetera. 

Response to Comment 6200.006: 
The amount of area disturbed by the proposed project would be kept to a minimum―a few 
hundred acres for a right-of-way on Federal lands, and only a few thousand acres on private 
lands, out of a total of 10.9 million acres within the Refuge external boundary. Every effort would 
be made during project siting to minimize the number of acres of wetlands and floodplains 
impacted by exploration and development. 
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1.4.28 Mammals 
1.4.28.1 Mammals – Effects of Development on Mammals - Pipelines and Roads - Movements, 

Noise, Disturbance, Collisions 

Comment 6028.029 From State of Alaska: 
Page 4-105, to supplement second paragraph: Both black and brown bears are attracted to food 
and garbage associated with human activity and could become conditioned to unnatural food 
sources. If this occurs, it could pose a safety threat and lead to a potential need to destroy problem 
animals. Additionally, encroachment into bear habitat may increase the potential for bear-human 
interactions and may lead to an increase in animal mortality due to defense of life and property. 

Response to Comment 6028.029: 
A discussion of potential effects to bears from human activity was added to Section 4.14.1.2, 
Large Oil Field Development. 

Comment 8052.070 From Northern Alaska Environmental Council: 
The EIS should show the migration routes for the White Mountain caribou herd and Dall Sheep in 
the White Mountains on Fig. 4-15, p. 4-103 and analysis done for how the migrations may be 
impeded by the proposed road and pipeline routes (see White Mountains caribou movement 
routes between winter and summer use areas by Durtsche 1984 mapped in S.M. Will, 1986, 
Beaver Creek national Wild River Cultural Resources Inventory, Fig. 3). A comparison for 
impacts to movements should be made between the two road and pipeline routes. Biologists have 
suggested that due to the geographic isolation of the Dall Sheep in the White Mountains, they 
may have a relatively unique gene pool (Durtsche et al. 1990), according to ADFandG, July 1 
2001 to June 30, 2004 Dall Sheep Report, GMU [Game Management Unit] 20B, 20F, and 25C. 

Response to Comment 8052.070: 
A separate EIS would be required to evaluate the effects of construction and operation of a road 
and oil pipeline right-of-way (ROW) from proposed development areas to the Trans-Alaska 
Pipeline System. The potential effects to Dall sheep and other wildlife from this ROW and 
associated gravel mining would be evaluated in that EIS. The impacts from the land exchange 
would be negligible, and little disturbance to Dall sheep would be expected during the 
development phase (should it occur). Perhaps the greatest potential for threats to Dall sheep 
would be associated with illegal hunting, should public access to the area increase due to road 
access. A radio telemetry tracking study of Dall sheep was recently completed on the Refuge and 
provided information on movements and habitat use. Monitoring of the population would allow 
the Service to implement mitigation, should it be determined that illegal hunting activities are 
impacting the population.  

Comment 8052.071 From Northern Alaska Environmental Council: 
The impacts of impacting the mineral licks, feeding habitats, lambing areas, and migration routes 
for this population which uses the Yukon Flats Refuge and White Mountains NRA were not 
adequately analyzed given its sensitivity. 

Response to Comment 8052.071: 
A separate EIS would be required to evaluate the effects of construction and operation of a road 
and oil pipeline right-of-way (ROW) from proposed development areas to the Trans-Alaska 
Pipeline System. The potential effects to Dall sheep and other wildlife from the ROW and 
associated gravel mining would be evaluated in that EIS. If development occurs, the northern 
route for road/pipelines would be located well north of all the known saltlicks used by Dall sheep. 
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The southern route along Victoria Creek would transit the area between the two groups of known 
saltlicks and would not be in proximity to most licks. The southern route, as depicted in Figure 2-
4 of the Final EIS, would transit near two areas with known salt licks near the eastern end of the 
access road just prior to entering the core lands. However, most saltlicks would remain relatively 
undisturbed, and most Dall sheep would not be affected by disturbance along the access road. 
Mitigation, such as speed limits, would be required along the pipeline access road to further 
reduce potential impact to Dall sheep near saltlicks. The impacts from the land exchange itself 
would be negligible, and little disturbance to Dall sheep would be expected during the 
development phase (should it occur). Perhaps the greatest potential for threats to Dall sheep 
would be associated with illegal hunting, should public access to the area increase due to road 
access. A radio telemetry tracking study of Dall sheep was recently completed on the Refuge and 
provided information on movements and habitat use. Monitoring of the population would allow 
the Service to implement mitigation should it be determined that illegal hunting activities are 
impacting the population.  

1.4.28.2 Mammals – Effects of Development on Caribou - Pipelines and Roads - Movements 

Comment 18.002: 
The DEIS for the proposed land exchange in the Yukon Flats acknowledges that the habitat is 
used as wintering grounds by at least one caribou herd, but fails to address how petroleum 
development and its associated industrial complexes will affect the use of this habitat by 
this/these herd(s). Terrestrial research such as the 1988-1990 interim report (AK Fish and 
Wildlife Research Center, ANWR [Arctic National Wildlife Refuge]) indicates that petroleum 
development in the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge will have lasting consequences on the 
Porcupine Caribou herd, which is of primary subsistence importance to the Gwich’in people. 
These consequences include displacement from important habitat as well as restricted movement 
through habitat to other important areas as a result of pipelines, roads, and the other associated 
industrial complexes brought to the area for petroleum development 

Response to Comment 18.002: 
The only place in Alaska where major oil field development has had the potential to impact 
caribou found near Prudhoe Bay. Development activities in this area appear to have had little 
negative impact on the Central Alaskan Herd. There is some evidence to suggest that there have 
been changes in the location of caribou calving grounds in recent years; however, the herd has 
been increasing in numbers since the beginning of the development activities. Caribou are 
commonly observed in the vicinity of roads and pipelines in the oil fields at Prudhoe Bay. 
Mitigation measures enacted prior to and during development activities have likely helped to 
reduce development impacts on caribou. Similar mitigation would be required to minimize or 
eliminate potential impacts to caribou, should oil development occur on the lands transferred to 
Doyon. 

Comment 6021.019 From Alaska Chapter Wilderness Watch: 
The proposed southern route running up Victoria Creek in the WMNRA will inter-act with Dall 
sheep populations that move frequently between Mount Schwatka and Victoria Mountain (page 
3-58). The southern road and pipeline through Victoria Creek may also impact caribou of the 
Livengood herd. The DEIS does not provide much detailed description of potential impacts to 
these movements. Research on the north slope has revealed that caribou of the Central Arctic herd 
have the most difficulty moving across areas where roads and pipelines are aligned parallel to 
each other. This would certainly be the case in the constricted valley bottom of Victoria Creek 
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where there are no options to separate road and pipeline. The DEIS fails to discuss such 
problems, and understates the potential for impacts to large mammal movements. 

Comment 6042.078: 
There is also the possibility of negative impacts to caribou of the Livengood herd from the road 
and pipeline as well. Studies conducted with the Central Arctic caribou herd found that caribou 
had the greatest difficulty crossing where roads and pipelines paralleled each other (Curatolo and 
Murphy 1986). This would be the case especially in the confined valley of Victoria Creek. We 
suggest that the final EIS thoroughly address the issue of potential conflicts between Dall sheep 
and caribou movements and road/pipeline routes. 

Response to Comments 6021.019 and 6042.078: 
Caribou on the North Slope frequently cross parallel roads and pipelines. Numerous pipelines in 
close proximity that are not elevated (i.e., are near ground level) pose problems for caribou 
crossings. Should oil development occur on Doyon lands, pipelines would likely be elevated to 
facilitate caribou crossings. This has been a successful mitigation technique on the North Slope. 
Caribou can easily cross elevated gravel roads. 

1.4.28.3 Mammals – Effects of Development on Dall Sheep - Disturbance, Noise, Collisions 

Comment 5.001: 
The Dall’s Sheep population in the vicinity of Victoria Mountain and Mount Schwatka is a 
potentially distinct genetic group due to it’s isolation from other sheep populations. This 
metapopulation would suffer as a result of any road constructed through it’s range, as outlined in 
the Draft EIS alternative access corridors. Any road could lead to increased hunting pressure 
and/or disturbance during lambing by industrial traffic. This insular population should be 
evaluated for genetic uniqueness before any alteration of habitat is considered. 

Response to Comment 5.001: 
The initiation of a study to determine the genetic uniqueness of the Refuge Dall sheep population 
would be a decision for the Service and the State of Alaska. Given that impacts from the land 
exchange itself would be negligible, and that little disturbance to Dall sheep would be expected 
during the development phase (should it occur), the usefulness of a genetic study is debatable. 
Perhaps the greatest potential for threats to Dall sheep would be associated with illegal hunting, 
should public access to the area increase due to road access. A recently completed tracking study 
of the Refuge Dall sheep population provided invaluable information on the movements and 
habitat use of the population. Monitoring of the population would allow the Service to implement 
mitigation, should it be determined that illegal hunting activities are impacting the population. It 
is not clear that the Dall sheep population would suffer from construction of the proposed access 
road as a result of disturbance from industry traffic. Mitigation measures including speed limits 
will be in place to minimize disturbance to mammals and other wildlife. 

Comment 106.009 From Alaska Coalition of Washington: 
The DEIS did not consider how impacts of the proposed pipeline and road routes would disturb 
prime Dall Sheep habitat and mineral licks in the White Mountains NRA and the refuge. 

Response to Comment 106.009: 
A separate EIS would be required to evaluate the effects of construction and operation of a road 
and oil pipeline right-of-way (ROW) from proposed development areas to the Trans-Alaska 
Pipeline System. The potential effects to Dall sheep and other wildlife from this ROW and 
associated gravel mining would be evaluated in that EIS. If development occurs, the northern 
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route for road/pipelines would be located well north of all the known saltlicks used by Dall sheep 
(see Figure 3-16 of EIS). The southern route along Victoria Creek would transit the area between 
the two groups of known saltlicks, and would not be in proximity to most licks. The southern 
route as depicted at this time would transit near two areas with known salt licks near the eastern 
end of the access road just prior to entering the core lands. However, most saltlicks would remain 
relatively undisturbed, and most Dall sheep would not be affected by disturbance along the access 
road. Mitigation such as speed limits would be required along the pipeline access road to further 
reduce potential impact to Dall sheep near saltlicks. 

1.4.28.4 Mammals – Effects of Development on Dall Sheep - Pipelines and Roads - Movements 

Comment 6042.077: 
Description of Dall sheep movements (page 3-58 [of the Draft EIS]) between Mount Schwatka 
and Victoria Mountain suggest there may be potentially significant impacts associated with the 
proposed southern route for a road and pipeline which would run along Victoria Creek. While this 
is mentioned on pages 4-104 and 4-105 [of the Draft EIS], no detailed discussion is provided. We 
would like to point out that during design and construction of the Trans Alaska Pipeline and Haul 
Road a somewhat similar situation was considered. A controversy developed over plans to route 
TAPS through Atigun Gorge where Dall sheep were known to migrate across on a seasonal basis. 
Ultimately, TAPS and the road were routed to the west and north, avoiding Atigun Gorge and the 
sheep migration zone. While the DEIS goes at length to sometimes draw from examples having 
questionable relevance (see comments on white-tailed prairie dogs below), it fails to draw on 
information that may be highly relevant. 

Response to Comment 6042.077: 
A separate EIS would be required to evaluate the effects of construction and operation of a road 
and oil pipeline right-of-way (ROW) from proposed development areas to the Trans-Alaska 
Pipeline System. The potential effects to Dall sheep and other wildlife from this ROW and 
associated gravel mining would be evaluated in that EIS. The southern route along Victoria Creek 
would transit the area between the two groups of known saltlicks and would not be in proximity 
to most licks (see Figure 3-16 in EIS). The southern route, as depicted at this time, would transit 
near two areas with known salt licks near the eastern end of the access road just prior to entering 
the core lands. However, most saltlicks would still remain relatively undisturbed, and most Dall 
sheep would not be affected by disturbance along the access road. Should the southern route be 
constructed, stipulations and other conditions for environmental protection would be required 
under the permitting process. Regulators would have the ability to assure that final siting of the 
road location would be far enough from saltlicks to insure that Dall sheep using the licks would 
not be disturbed. Mitigation such as speed limits would be required along the pipeline access road 
to further reduce potential impact to Dall sheep near saltlicks. 

1.4.28.5 Mammals – Effects of Exploration on Bears - Seismic Surveys 

Comment 6042.118: 
The DEIS impact analysis of seismic surveys on bears (p 4-100) ignored harm documented in the 
Kenai National Wildlife Refuge where 3-D surveys resulted in bear dens being disturbed and 
tragically loss of human life due to maulings. For example, three brown bears were disturbed by 
seismic exploration in Kenai National Wildlife Refuge in 1998. Tragically, a worker died when 
the noisy seismic exploration disturbed a brown bear from its den. Another den had been 
disturbed a month earlier by seismic activities, but that time the sow and her cub had run off. The 
environmental assessment for the seismic exploration contained only brief mention of this 
potential impact. 
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Response to Comment 6042.118: 
Text was added to Section 4.14.1.1 of the Final EIS to address the need for caution by workers in 
areas with bear dens. 

Comment 6042.119: 
The DEIS contains no maps showing locations of black or brown bear habitat including denning 
sites, and the overlap of potential seismic surveys in the core lands or throughout the Refuge was 
not analyzed. Nevertheless, the DEIS makes this supposition not based on any scientific analysis, 
stating “given the probably density of observed black bear dens in the core lands and the size (I 
10,000 acres) of the core lands in which the expected 100 to 200 miles of survey lines would be 
conducted (Section 4.3.2.1), the potential for effects on bears does exist but is low.” DEIS, p.4-l 
00. Yet even when maps of resources were provided, such as wolves, the potential effects of 
seismic to wolf dens were not analyzed (p. 4-100 and 4-101), even though dens are located in and 
near the “core exchange” lands. See Id. Fig. 3-17. Without knowing the places in the refuge that 
are most important for a species such as bears, it is not reasonable to conclude that the impacts 
might not be significant for those areas. 

Response to Comment 6042.119: 
We are not aware of any recent maps of bear habitat or dens that are available for the Refuge. 
Black and brown bears occur throughout the Refuge in various types of habitat. Should oil 
exploration and development occur on the Refuge or the exchange lands, a very small percentage 
of the area would be impacted. This level of development would not likely have a significant 
impact on bears. Mitigation would be in place to reduce potential impacts to bears, and could 
include provisions for proper handling of food to reduce the potential for human/bear interactions. 

1.4.28.6 Mammals – Effects of Land Exchange on Furbearers - Change in Land Cover Types 

Comment 8052.065 From Northern Alaska Environmental Council: 
While the DEIS states that lands the Service would obtain north of Chalkyitsik “support healthy 
lynx populations,” (p. 4-98) there is no data provided for the values to lynx of other lands 
involved in the swap, including the consolidation exchanges. 

Response to Comment 8052.065: 
Sufficient data do not exist at this time to explicitly quantify Canada lynx populations in 
exchange lands. Lynx populations cycle with prey populations. Therefore, localized distribution 
and abundance patterns change with time. Based on observations by villages and Refuge staff, it 
appears that exchange lands support healthy lynx populations. 

1.4.28.7 Mammals – General - Affected Environment 

Comment 6036.038 From Northern Alaska Environmental Center: 
The DEIS failed to analyze impacts to Wolverines at all, a species named in the Refuge Purposes, 
to be conserved in their natural diversity and habitats. 

Comment 8052.069 From Northern Alaska Environmental Council: 
No information is provided about wolverine habitat use or populations in section 3.2.7 or about 
impacts from transferring some of the most remote refuge habitats to Doyon and the effects of oil 
exploration and development and the roads, pipelines, gravel mines on wolverine populations and 
their habitats. No information is provided about habitat use or populations trends for furbearers 
including marten, ermine, least weasel, mink, land otter, muskrat or beaver. No information about 
habitat use or populations trends for red squirrels, collared pika, snowshoe hares, little brown 
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bats; hoary marmots, Yukon Flats ground squirrel (is this unique to the region), red squirrel, 
Northern Flying squirrel, porcupines, and other small mammals including meadow jumping 
mouse, voles, lemmings, and shrews, nor impacts of oil and gas exploration activities including 
construction of roads, pipelines, and gravel mines on these species. 

Response to Comments 6036.038 and 8052.069: 
A purpose of the refuge is to conserve habitat for various types of wildlife, including wolverines. 
Little information on wolverine distribution and abundance throughout the Refuge is available. 
As is the case in other areas where wolverines occur, wolverines in the Yukon Flats probably 
occur in low densities and have large territories. Due to the limited amount of available 
information, it is difficult to analyze specific impacts to wolverine from potential future 
development activities. Should future development occur on the Refuge, a very small percentage 
of wolverine habitat would have the potential to be impacted. The other mammal species are 
known to be distributed throughout the Refuge in various habitats. We know of no reports 
describing the overall distribution and use of Refuge habitats by each of these species. 
Information on the impacts to mammals in general is given for Phase II Effects in each resource 
section in Chapter 4 of the EIS. A separate EIS would be required to evaluate the effects of 
construction and operation of a road and oil pipeline right-of-way (ROW) from proposed 
development areas to the Trans-Alaska Pipeline System. The potential effects to wildlife from 
this ROW and associated gravel mining would be evaluated in that EIS. 

Comment 8052.062 From Northern Alaska Environmental Council: 
The text states there are 37 species of terrestrial mammals within the Refuge, plus 2 marine 
mammals rarely seen (DEIS, p. 3-53), and refers to the “complete” list of mammal species found 
in the Refuge in Appendix G-2 -- this fails to list lynx (it is listed in Appendix B, Fish species) 
and gives 38 species. The mammal list in Appendix B gives 40 mammals (DEIS p. 3-53). 

Response to Comment 8052.062: 
Thanks for finding these errors! We have added the lynx to Appendix G of the Final EIS. The text 
is correct in stating that there are 37 species of terrestrial mammals, plus 2 marine mammals 
rarely seen. Appendix B refers to all species discussed in the EIS, and includes a few species not 
found on the Refuge. 

Comment 8052.068 From Northern Alaska Environmental Council: 
Moose surveys have not covered some of the areas involved in the consolidation exchange, for 
example lands south of Stevens Village abutting the southwest Refuge boundary which would be 
traded away to Doyon, as well as the lands which would be obtained by FWS (see Fig. 3-15, p. 3-
55). This is also the case for lands south of Chalkyitsik involved in the consolidation exchange. 

Response to Comment 8052.068: 
That is correct. Not all areas of the Refuge are surveyed for moose. Surveys focus on those areas 
most likely to have moose. 

Comment 8052.072 From Northern Alaska Environmental Council: 
The DEIS does not address the Fortymile caribou herd, despite its mention in the Yukon Flats 
Refuge specific ANILCA purposes. 
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Response to Comment 8052.072: 
The Fortymile Caribou Herd historically used the periphery of the Refuge in the White Mountains 
up until the 1930s when the herd’s population declined (Davis et al. 1978). During the last 45 
years, the herd has continued to shrink and has utilized regions east of the Tanana Hills (south of 
the Yukon Flats) and into Canada as its annual range. A non-migratory group of caribou (White 
Mountains Caribou Herd) is still found in the White Mountains along the edge of the Refuge. 
Since the Fortymile herd has not been associated with the Refuge since its creation, and the herd 
has not used this region for well over 30 years prior to establishment of the Refuge, the Fortymile 
herd is not discussed in the Draft EIS.  

Davis, J.L., R. Shideler, and R.E. LeResche. 1978. Fortymile caribou herd studies. Final Report. 
Project W-17-6; W-17-7. Federal Aid in Wildlife Restoration. 

Comment 8052.074 From Northern Alaska Environmental Council: 
The source for the PCH [Porcupine Caribou Herd) data on Fig. 3-16, p. 3-57 is given as Wertz - 
2007 but that citation is not provided (a reference listed is Wertz, 2006, a phone conversation 
with a consulting firm - an inadequate source for information for which the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service has expertise including for its management of the Arctic National Wildlife 
Refuge (e.g. Garner, G. W., and P.E. Reynolds., Editors. 1986. Final report, baseline study of the 
fish, wildlife, and their habitats. Arctic National Wildlife Refuge coastal plain resource 
assessment, Sec. 1002 C, Alaska National Interest Lands Conservation Act) and due to its 
participation in that herd’s management (see International Porcupine Caribou Board, 1993, 
Sensitive habitats of the Porcupine Caribou Herd, 28 pp.). 

Response to Comment 8052.074: 
We have changed the citation from Wertz 2007 to:  

Griffith, B., D.C. Douglas, N.E. Walsh, D.D. Young, T.R. McCabe, D.E. Russel, R.G. White, 
R.D. Cameron, K.R. Whitten. 2002. The Porcupine caribou herd. Pages 8-37 in D.C. Douglas, 
P.E. Reynolds, and E.B. Rhode, editors. Arctic Refuge coastal plain terrestrial wildlife research 
summaries. U.S. Geological Survey, Biological Resources Division, Biological Science Report 
USGS/BRD/BSR-2002-0001.  

Comment 8052.079 From Northern Alaska Environmental Council: 
The impacts on global warming on polar bear use of the Yukon Flats refuge should be addressed. 
We note that other instances of polar bears far inland from the Beaufort Sea coast took place, 
including this year in Deline, NWT, Canada (CBC News, April 10, 2008, Desperate animals 
resorting to cannibalism, wandering south to find food) and last year in Fort McPherson and 
Aklavik, in October and August, 2007 respectively (Northern News Service, October 15, 2007, 
Rouge bear returns). 

Response to Comment 8052.079: 
The text of the Final EIS has been modified to address this comment. See Section 3.4.7.4 Bears, 
Section 4.14.1.1 Phase I Effects, Exploration, Seismic Surveys paragraph 3, and Section 4.15, 
Effects on Threatened and Endangered Species. The occurrence of a polar bear in the Refuge in 
2008 was anomalous and does not reflect the accepted distribution of this species, which is found 
well to the north. As climate changes polar bears may be more frequent visitors to the Yukon 
Flats, but it is very unlikely that they would begin to use the area on a regular basis. 
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1.4.28.8 Mammals – General - Effects of Development 

Comment 18.001: 
Impacts of petroleum development on terrestrial mammals is of particular importance for 
subsistence and recreational uses. However, the DEIS seems more suited as a general biological 
review of terrestrial mammals and their general habitats, than a descriptive statement describing 
how petroleum development and the proposed land trade will uniquely affect each residing 
mammalian species. Will there likely be a more thorough section describing actual impacts of the 
land exchange on terrestrial mammals in the final EIS? ·The DEIS mainly focuses on the most 
conspicuous biological species, however, it is often the most inconspicuous or least abundant 
species that are primarily impacted by habitat change and fragmentation (i.e. ground squirrels and 
seismic activity). Will the final EIS more thoroughly catalogue the possible effects that the 
proposed land trade will have on these less conspicuous species? 

Comment 6042.076: 
The DEIS seems more suited as a general biological review of terrestrial mammals and their 
general habitats than a descriptive statement describing how petroleum development and the 
proposed land trade will uniquely affect each residing mammalian species. Will there likely be a 
more thorough section describing actual impacts of the land exchange on all resident mammals in 
the final EIS? 

Comment 6114.001: 
I find the statement very vague in respect to the specific impacts on each and every residing 
mammalian species in the refuge. And particularly the -- the real -- the less conspicuous ones. 

Response to Comments 18.001, 6042.076 and 6114.001: 
As described in EIS Section 4.14.1, the land exchange itself would have little effect on mammal 
populations on the Refuge. However, impacts to wildlife could occur, should Doyon develop their 
lands after the land exchange is completed. Little specific information is available on the 
population status of many of the less conspicuous species on the Refuge, such as ground squirrels 
and other small furbearers. However, development on the exchange lands would impact a very 
small portion of the larger general area, which includes the Refuge and the lands transferred to 
Doyon. Impacts to any of these less conspicuous species at the population level would be 
expected to be negligible. 

Comment 6033.003 From Arctic Village Council: 
The “core exchange lands” contain: high value moose habitat (DElS Fig. 4-14), deep lakes and 
habitats in the Midland Lake zone preferred by birds such as loons, scoters, some ‘diving ducks, 
thrushes and sparrows’ and habitats used by mammals such as wolves, grizzly bears and marten 
(DEIS Summary p. 15). The proposed pipeline routes would disturb prime Dall sheep habitat and 
mineral licks in the refuge and White Mountains National Recreation Area (DEIS Fig. 4 - 15). As 
above, we do not believe the DElS has sufficiently analyzed the potential impacts to these 
resources. 

Comment 6035.003 From Gwichyaa Zhee Gwich’in Tribal Government: 
The “core exchange lands” contain: high value moose habitat (DEIS Fig. 4-14), deep lakes and 
habitats in the Midland Lake zone preferred by birds such as loons, scoters, some diving ducks, 
thrushes and sparrows’ and habitats used by mammals such as wolves, grizzly bears and marten 
(DEIS Summary p. 15). The proposed pipeline routes would disturb prime Dall sheep habitat and 
mineral licks in the refuge and White Mountains National Recreation Area (DEIS Fig. 4 - 15). As 
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above, we do not believe the DEIS has sufficiently analyzed the potential impacts to these 
resources. 

Comment 6037.012 From Resisting Environmental Destruction on Indigenous Lands: 
The “core exchange lands” contain: high value moose habitat (DEIS Fig. 4-14), deep lakes and 
habitats in the Midland Lake zone preferred by birds such as loons, scoters, some diving ducks, 
thrushes and sparrows’ and habitats used by mammals such as wolves, grizzly bears and marten 
(DEIS Summary p. IS). The proposed pipeline routes would disturb prime Dall sheep habitat and 
mineral licks in the refuge and White Mountains National Recreation Area (DEIS Fig. 4 - IS). As 
above, we do not believe the DEIS has sufficiently analyzed the potential impacts to these 
resources. 

Comment 6040.003 From Venetie Village Council: 
The “core exchange lands” contain: high value moose habitat (DElS Fig. 4-14), deep lakes and 
habitats in the Midland Lake zone preferred by birds such as loons, scoters, some ‘diving ducks, 
thrushes and sparrows’ and habitats used by mammals such as wolves, grizzly bears and marten 
(DEIS Summary p. 15). The proposed pipeline routes would disturb prime Dall sheep habitat and 
mineral licks in the refuge and White Mountains National Recreation Area (DEIS Fig. 4 - 15). As 
above, we do not believe the DElS has sufficiently analyzed the potential impacts to these 
resources. 

Response to Comments 6033.003, 6035.003, 6037.012, and 6040.003: 
If the land exchange occurs, upland habitats in the midland lake zone under Service jurisdiction 
would decrease by about 4% (~79,600 acres). Minimal impacts to wildlife are likely to result 
from the land exchange itself. Should development occur after the land exchange is completed, a 
very small portion of the midland lake zone no longer under Service jurisdiction could be 
impacted by development. Mitigation would be required to minimize habitat loss to wildlife 
including moose and waterbirds. Currently, there are no specific development scenarios, so 
analyses of possible impacts to moose and waterfowl in the midland lake zone were based on 
generalized development scenarios. Based on the very small percentage of the general land area, 
including the Refuge and adjacent lands, that would be subjected to development activities, the 
potential impacts to moose and waterbird populations are likely negligible. Section 4.14 of the 
EIS addresses effects to other mammals, including wolves, grizzly bears and marten. Section 4.13 
addresses effects to birds, including loons, ducks, and passerines.  

A separate EIS would be required to evaluate the effects of construction and operation of a road 
and oil pipeline right-of-way (ROW) from proposed development areas to the Trans-Alaska 
Pipeline System. The potential effects to Dall sheep and other wildlife from this ROW and 
associated gravel mining would be evaluated in that EIS. The northern route for road/pipelines 
would be located well north of all the known saltlicks used by Dall sheep (see Figure 3-16 in 
EIS). The southern route along Victoria Creek would transit the area between the two groups of 
known saltlicks and would not be in proximity to most licks. The southern route, as depicted at 
this time, would transit near two areas with known salt licks near the eastern end of the access 
road just prior to entering the core lands. However, most saltlicks would remain relatively 
undisturbed, and most Dall sheep would not be affected by disturbance along the access road. 
Mitigation such as speed limits along the pipeline access road would be required to further reduce 
potential impact to Dall sheep near saltlicks.  
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Comment 6028.017 From State of Alaska: 
Page 4-105, fourth full paragraph, fourth sentence: Please revise sentence as follows: “Hunting 
and trapping opportunities would be limited by public access restrictions on Doyon land, which 
could be minimized and mitigated on Service or BLM lands by current and future state or federal 
harvest regulations.” Then in the next sentence, please change “could mitigate” to “would 
mitigate.” 

Response to Comment 6028.017: 
We have added text regarding limits on hunting and trapping opportunities on Doyon lands in 
Section 4.14.1.2 of the Final EIS.  

Comment 6028.018 From State of Alaska: 
Page 4-107, 4.11.2.1, first paragraph, second to last sentence: Please remove the statement that 
“…mammal populations could benefit from Doyon ownership if subsistence take would be less 
than recreational take of mammals.” The statement itself is questionable and inappropriately 
implies that Doyon can regulate harvest. 

Response to Comment 6028.018: 
We have removed this statement from Section 4.14.2.1 of the Final EIS.  

Comment 6033.004 From Arctic Village Council: 
Key subsistence species habitat will be effected by this land exchange to facilitate oil and gas 
development within the Yukon Flats Wildlife Refuge boundary, most importantly and of great 
concern are: The Mud Lakes region, which is the prime winter habitat for Moose that 
communities rely upon to meet subsistence needs in the winter. The Mud Lakes region is very 
near or within the site of the proposed trade. Salmon habitat in the Yukon river and its tributaries, 
which provides for all the Yukon Flats communities salmon related subsistence needs in the 
summer is critical and must be protected. Winter habitat for the Fortymile and Porcupine caribou 
herds may also be negatively impacted by industrial development and infrastructure, which is of 
great concern to us. Other wildlife and waterfowl species habitat will be affected as well and we 
do not believe the DElS sufficiently analyzes all of the potential impacts from industrial 
development, including habitat contamination, to this critical habitat. 

Comment 6035.004 From Gwichyaa Zhee Gwich’in Tribal Government: 
Key subsistence species habitat will be effected by this land exchange to facilitate oil and gas 
development within the Yukon Flats Wildlife Refuge boundary, most importantly and of great 
concern are: The Mud Lakes region, which is the prime winter habitat for Moose that 
communities rely upon to meet subsistence needs in the winter. The Mud Lakes region is very 
near or within the site of the proposed trade. Salmon habitat in the Yukon river and its tributaries, 
which provides for all the Yukon Flats communities salmon-related subsistence needs in the 
summer is critical and must be protected. Winter habitat for the Fortymile and Porcupine caribou 
herds may also be negatively impacted by industrial development and infrastructure, which is of 
great concern to us. Other wildlife and waterfowl species habitat will be affected as well and we 
do not believe the DEIS sufficiently analyzes all of the potential impacts from industrial 
development, including habitat contamination, to this critical habitat. 

Comment 6037.013 From Resisting Environmental Destruction on Indigenous Lands: Key 
subsistence species habitat will be effected by this land exchange to facilitate oil and gas 
development within the Yukon Flats Wildlife Refuge boundary, most importantly and of great 
concern are: The Mud Lakes region, which is the prime winter habitat for Moose that 
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communities rely upon to meet subsistence needs in the winter. The Mud Lakes region is very 
near or within the site of the proposed trade. Salmon habitat in the Yukon river and its tributaries, 
which provides for all the Yukon Flats communities salmon-related subsistence needs in the 
summer is critical and must be protected. Winter habitat for the Fortymile and Porcupine caribou 
herds may also be negatively impacted by industrial development and infrastructure, which is of 
great concern to us. Other wildlife and waterfowl species habitat will be affected as well and we 
do not believe the DEIS sufficiently analyzes all of the potential impacts from industrial 
development, including habitat contamination, to this critical habitat. 

Comment 6040.004 From Venetie Village Council: 
Key subsistence species habitat will be effected by this land exchange to facilitate oil and gas 
development within the Yukon Flats Wildlife Refuge boundary, most importantly and of great 
concern are: The Mud Lakes region, which is the prime winter habitat for Moose that 
communities rely upon to meet subsistence needs in the winter. The Mud Lakes region is very 
near or within the site of the proposed trade. Salmon habitat in the Yukon river and its tributaries, 
which provides for all the Yukon Flats communities salmon related subsistence needs in the 
summer is critical and must be protected. Winter habitat for the Fortymile and Porcupine caribou 
herds may also be negatively impacted by industrial development and infrastructure, which is of 
great concern to us. Other wildlife and waterfowl species habitat will be affected as well and we 
do not believe the DElS sufficiently analyzes all of the potential impacts from industrial 
development, including habitat contamination, to this critical habitat. 

Response to Comments 6033.004, 6035.004, 6037.013 and 6040.004: 
When comparing EIS Figures 2-4 and 3-16, the Mud Lakes area appears to be well north of the 
core exchange lands and is unlikely to be affected by potential future oil development, unless that 
development occurs on private in-holdings within the Refuge. No specific development plans are 
available at this time, and analyses of impacts from development are general. Various types of 
mitigation would be in place to address disturbance or other effects on mammal (and other 
wildlife) populations. These mitigation measures would include containment of any spill of 
contaminated materials. 

Comment 6036.039 From Northern Alaska Environmental Center: 
The DEIS failed to adequately assess the impacts to Chiik’ii, Trqq, Taain choh, Njaa, and 
Chiiteegwiluk. 

Response to Comment 6036.039: 
Sections 4.13.1, 4.13.2, and 4.13.3 of the EIS assess potential impacts to birds, including Chiik’ii 
(Barrow’s goldeneye), Trqq (red-breasted merganser), Taain choh (greater scaup), Njaa (white-
winged scoter), and Chiiteegwiluk (redhead). Sufficient data do not exist to assess most site-
specific potential effects, and adverse direct impacts on a regional scale are unlikely. 

Comment 8049.003 From The Wilderness Society: 
The Wilderness Society has also prepared a scoping brief on a tool that can be used to understand 
the impacts of development, such as roads and pipelines, or other barriers, on wildlife movement. 
We include the document titled “Assessing the effects of roads on Landscape Connectivity: A 
Scoping Brief’ authored by B. Wilmer and W. Loya (Appendix C [of the Draft EIS]). 
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Response to Comment 8049.003: 
We appreciate this information. As discussed in the EIS under Effects on Mammals (Section 
4.14), roads and pipelines could present a barrier for wildlife movements. However, if pipelines 
are elevated or buried, and roads are little used, these effects should be minimal, as demonstrated 
by wildlife movements near oil and gas facilities on the North Slope. Some species would benefit 
from roads, especially during winter when plowed or snow-packed roads would provide easier 
travel routes for mammals than nearby areas with deep snow. 

Comment 8052.063 From Northern Alaska Environmental Council: 
There is no substantiation for the statement that the exchange would “increase the amount of 
habitat for mammals that is administered by the Service and would not be subject to 
development,” (DEIS p. 4-98). That statement assumes that the lands Doyon is trading to the 
FWS are currently “subject to development” pressures yet not are documented. 

Response to Comment 8052.063: 
The statement implies that development could take place in the future. Although lands transferred 
by Doyon to the Service probably would not be developed in the future, development on these 
lands is still a possibility. Under Service administration, these lands would not be developed. 

Comment 8052.064 From Northern Alaska Environmental Council: 
There is no documentation provided for the changes in mammal habitats that would change hands 
either for the exchange overall, or for the consolidation exchange. The mammal section cites to 
Table 4-14 yet how information about net gain of surface water bodies, acres of lakes, and river 
miles is relevant to impacts to mammals is not substantiated (see DEIS p. 4-98) 

Response to Comment 8052.064: 
As noted in the sentence that follows the reference to Table 4-14, the exchange of these lands and 
habitats would have no direct effect on mammals. The number of surface water bodies shown in 
Table 4-14 was determined using Geographic Information System mapping and database 
analysis. Section 4.14, Effects of Mammals, does reference changes in acreage associated with 
upland and lowland habitats used by mammals. Given that mammals would likely be found in all 
habitats and widely dispersed on the Refuge, it would be difficult to quantify changes in mammal 
habitats, except at the level given in the EIS. 

Comment 8052.066 From Northern Alaska Environmental Council: 
There is no quantification of changes in mammal habitats both from direct loss of certain habitats 
in the exchange, nor to changes in the broader habitat use which may be impeded by construction 
of pipelines, roads, noise, human presence, etc. In particular for mammals, the impacts must be 
addressed by species, not summarized with a number of species listed together, as there are wide 
differences in the habitat use of caribou, for example, compared with moose. 

Response to Comment 8052.066: 
Section 4.14, Effects of Mammals, does reference changes in acreage associated with upland and 
lowland habitats used by mammals. Given that mammals would likely be found in all habitats and 
widely dispersed on the Refuge, it would be difficult to quantify changes in mammal habitats, 
except at the level given in the EIS. The Refuge has collected information on habitat use for some 
species, including moose and caribou, but small mammal species are known to be distributed 
throughout the Refuge in various habitats. We know of no reports describing the overall 
distribution and use of Refuge habitats by each of these species. In addition, the type, magnitude, 
and location of oil exploration and development activities is only generally known at this time. 
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This makes it difficult to assess the effects of the land exchange and oil and gas activity on 
individual species. However, it is possible to provide an assessment of impacts in more general 
terms, as was done for this EIS. A separate EIS would be required to evaluate the effects of 
construction and operation of a road and oil pipeline right-of-way (ROW) from proposed 
development areas to the Trans-Alaska Pipeline System. The potential effects to mammals and 
other wildlife from this ROW and associated gravel mining would be evaluated in that EIS. 

Comment 8052.076 From Northern Alaska Environmental Council: 
The mammal section contains a faulty analysis of effects on biodiversity, concluding that because 
“no land cover type under Service management would change by more than 1% (Table 4-15) ... 
there should be minimal effect on biodiversity” (see DEIS p. 4-98). There may be 
disproportionate impacts of the land exchange to particular habitats, such as the deep lakes in the 
foothills, as well as the upland habitats relied upon by larger mammals, so the conclusion about 
biodiversity impacts is based on a superficial analysis. 

Response to Comment 8052.076: 
There may be disproportionate impacts to some habitats, but in the context of the 10.9 million 
acre Refuge, no land cover type under Service management would change by more than 1%. 
Thus, impacts to biodiversity on the Refuge would be minor to negligible. Based on information 
provided in Table 4-16 of the Final EIS, the amount of upland and wetland habitat administered 
by the Refuge would increase from current levels under the Proposed Action. 

Comment 12378.001: 
The Draft EIS does not have a legitimate monitoring plan for endangered species nor have 
mitigating circumstances been identified. 

Response to Comment 12378.001: 
We have added Section 3.4.8, Threatened and Endangered Species, to the Final EIS to note that 
no federally listed threatened or endangered species regularly use the Refuge, but that polar bears 
are incidental visitors to the Refuge. We have added Section 4.15, Effects on Threatened and 
Endangered Species, to discuss the potential effects of the proposed land exchange and oil 
exploration and development on polar bears. 

1.4.28.9 Mammals – General - Effects of Seismic Surveys 

Comment 6036.015 From Northern Alaska Environmental Center: 
There were no baseline description of ground squirrels, voles, weasels and other small mammals 
which are critical within the food chain. 

Comment 6036.016 From Northern Alaska Environmental Center: 
There were no baseline description of ground squirrels, voles, weasels and other small mammals 
which are critical within the food chain 
... 
Nor of impacts to these from seismic thumping and other activities and infrastructure. 

Response to Comments 6036.015 and 6036.016: 
These small mammal species are known to be distributed throughout the Refuge in various 
habitats. We know of no reports describing the overall distribution and use of Refuge habitats by 
each of these species. 
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Comment 6042.075: 
The DEIS mainly focuses on the most conspicuous biological species. However, it is often the 
most inconspicuous or least abundant species that are primarily impacted by habitat change and 
fragmentation (i.e., ground squirrels and seismic activity). Will the final EIS more thoroughly 
catalogue the possible effects that the proposed land trade will have on these less conspicuous 
species? 

Response to Comment 6042.075: 
As described in Section 4.14.1, the land exchange itself would have little effect on mammal 
populations on the Refuge. However, impacts to wildlife could occur, should Doyon develop their 
lands after the land exchange is completed. Little specific information is available on the 
population status of many of the less conspicuous species on the Refuge such as ground squirrels 
and other small furbearers. However, development on the exchange lands would impact a very 
small portion of the larger general area that includes the Refuge and the lands transferred to 
Doyon. Impacts to any of these less conspicuous species at the population level would be 
expected to be negligible. 

1.4.28.10  Mammals – Yukon Flats Surveys and Density Data 

Comment 8052.078 From Northern Alaska Environmental Council: 
The E1S needs to address the impacts to polar bears, now listed as a threatened species under the 
Endangered Species Act, since there was a recent occurrence in the refuge (Fairbanks Daily 
News-Miner, March 29, 2008, Polar bear’s trek over Brooks Range baffles biologists; Anchorage 
Daily News, March 29, 2008, Polar bear shot dead far from sea; Anchorage Daily News, March 
28, 2008, Polar bear killed near village in Interior). We note that the Species list in Appendix B 
had already listed polar bear (though it is unclear whether that list only includes species found in 
the refuge). Are there other historical references to polar bear use of this Refuge? 

Response to Comment 8052.078: 
The text of the Final EIS has been modified to address this comment. See Section 3.4.7.4 Bears, 
Section 4.14.1.1 Phase I Effects, Exploration, Seismic Surveys paragraph 3, and Section 4.15 
Effects on Threatened and Endangered Species. The occurrence of a polar bear in the Refuge in 
2008 was anomalous and does not reflect the accepted distribution of this species, which is found 
well to the north. As the climate changes, polar bears may be more frequent visitors to the Yukon 
Flats, but it is very unlikely that they would begin to use the area on a regular basis.  

1.4.29 NEPA Process 
1.4.29.1 NEPA Process – Decision Making 

Comment 5088.002: 
This EIS study should be written in G’wichin. And if I was talking through my language that I 
didn’t translate, I’d like to have it translated. 

Comment 6037.003 From Resisting Environmental Destruction on Indigenous Lands: 
We also request that the USFWS translate the DEIS and Summary document into the Gwich’in 
language so that our elders and other members of our community who speak primarily Gwich’in 
can fully participate in this process. Without these translations, some of our people are effectively 
shut out of the public process, which is not acceptable. 
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Response to Comments 5088.002 and 6037.003: 
Time and budget constraints prevented the Service from providing a Gwich ‘in translation of the 
Draft EIS. Translating the Draft EIS would likely take several years due to the size and 
complexity of the document and the limited number of qualified Gwich‘in translators. However, 
the Service did provide at least one qualified translator at each village hearing. Paul Williams, Sr., 
a Native Gwich ‘in speaker employed by the Service, attended all the hearings and was available 
to translate from English to Gwich ‘in or visa versa. In addition, we also provided a local 
translator upon request. A week prior to the first hearing, we contacted each Village Chief or 
Tribal Office with an offer to employ a local translator of their choosing. The villages of Venetie, 
Fort Yukon, and Chalkyitsik accepted our offer and arranged for a local translator to attend the 
scheduled public hearing. Arctic Village elected to invite a local translator, but none showed up at 
the hearing. The remaining villages stated that Paul Williams, Sr. could translate if necessary, and 
elected not to arrange for a local translator. In addition, all public testimony was recorded by a 
court reporter. We employed a Native Gwich‘in speaker, Adeline Peter Raboff, to translate these 
audio recordings from Gwich‘in into English. Ms. Raboff had been referred to us by the Alaska 
Native Language Center at the University of Alaska, Fairbanks. These translations were appended 
to the official transcript of each hearing. 

Comment 5089.005: 
Other communities down river aren’t involved in this process and they should probably be 
involved because, as they were saying earlier, we’re all connected by the rivers. And anything 
that happens up this way will affect them down that way. 

Response to Comment 5089.005: 
Time and budget constraints would not allow the Service to hold hearings in every village down 
river from the Refuge. However, the Service attempted to disseminate news of the exchange 
proposal and the Draft EIS through newsletters, news releases, public service announcements, 
Federal Register Notices, newspapers, and the project website. During the public comment 
period, the Service received comments from residents and Native groups living down river. The 
Service has responded affirmatively to requests for Government-to-Government consultations 
from the Tribal governments of Alakanuk and Stebbins on the lower Yukon River. 

Comment 6027.003 From Alaska Wilderness League: 
The USFWS has conducted a prejudiced NEPA process with decisions having been made before 
the scoping of the EIS began. The closed door meetings with the Doyon Corporation resulted in 
an Agreement in Principle, in this case known as the Proposed Action and cited simultaneously as 
such within the Executive Summary of the DEIS at ES-2. The decision reached with Doyon and 
USFWS came in late 2004 prior to scoping, which did not begin until nearly a year later on 
October 19, 2005. DEIS at 1-13. NEPA must be completed prior to the decision. (40 CFR 
1508.23) The alternatives were not formulated with their potential for adoption but for the agency 
to retrofit the process to meet the requirements of NEPA. As a result, the Service has failed to 
meet the range of alternatives requirements because the method used to derive the alternatives is 
not adequate. The agency failed to explore or develop any alternatives that could also meet the 
needs and goals of both Doyon and the USFWS as spelled out on 1-5 to 1-7 of the DEIS. USFWS 
inaccurately determined that alternatives that do not involve (the particular parcel for) exchange 
or alternatives that involve forms of potentially sustainable development were outside the scope 
of the EIS. DEIS at 1-17. Furthermore, it has failed to address any alternatives that do not 
promote fossil fuel development in the refuge. No rationale was provided, as it is required, for the 
determination that these alternative were outside the scope of the EIS. An agency must articulate 
why it has exercised its discretion in a particular way and provide an adequate explanation for its 



Responses to Comments 

Yukon Flats Land Exchange Final EIS February 2010 245  

action. Mere conclusionary statements are not enough. Motor Vehicles Mfrs. Ass’n v. State Farm 
Mutual Autos Ins. Co., 463 U.S. at 48-49, 103 S.Ct. at 2869-70; International Fabricare Inst. V. 
EPA, 972 F.2d 384, 389, 392 (D.C. Cir. 1992) For an alternative that could meet the purpose and 
need spelled out in the first chapter of the EIS, to be ignored without valid rationale is arbitrary 
and capricious. The Service has violated NEPA by putting the decision before the process. This 
fatal flaw of the EIS precludes any real public involvement and undermines the spirit of NEPA. A 
statement of this violation must be issued to the public and additional scoping must be completed 
resulting in another draft that would include all reasonable alternatives that could meet the goals 
for Doyon and the USFWS. 

Response to Comment 6027.003: 
The Agreement in Principle is not a decision document; rather, it defines the proposal. It 
identifies who wants to do what, where they want to do it, and why. Public input cannot be useful 
until the agency knows enough about the Proposed Action to present a coherent proposal and 
initial list of issues. Until that time, it is not possible to fully identify what matters are under 
consideration. The first step was to compose a clear picture of the proposal being developed. The 
next step was to release that proposal―the Agreement in Principle―for public review and 
comment. The Service developed two modified exchange alternatives in response to public 
scoping concerns that (1) the Service would be divesting potential Wilderness lands; and (2) too 
much Native land would leave Native ownership. These alternatives, as well as a No Land 
Exchange Alternative were analyzed in the EIS. No alternatives involving sustainable 
development were developed because these types of alternatives do not address the Service’s 
“need” for action. The National Environmental Policy Act process begins when a Federal agency 
realizes that it has a need for action to meet an agency objective, to fill a mission deficiency, or to 
respond to an outside applicant’s request to take some action that is under the agency’s 
jurisdiction. In this case, only the latter situation applies. When the Service received Doyon’s 
land exchange proposal, our “need” was simply to respond to the exchange request. The Service 
does not “need” to exchange lands with Doyon, but we must respond to the request. Therefore, 
the alternatives in the EIS are limited to those that either exchange lands with Doyon or do not. 
The Service cannot control the types of uses Doyon allows on private lands (whether sustainable 
or not), either on lands they currently own or on lands acquired by exchange. 

Comment 6027.006 From Alaska Wilderness League: 
Both the Service and the BLM are playing a facilitating role in the proposed Doyon development. 
The Doyon Corporation’s preferred transportation route hinges on the ROW access through the 
White Mountains National Recreation Area. According to Blue Ocean Preservation Society v. 
Watkins, 767 F.Supp.1518, 1521-22 (D. Hawaii 1991), federal participation that includes any 
decision making or a facilitating role in a development project must undergo NEPA, if the EIS is 
to play any real role in the decision making process. According to this case, for a meaningful EIS 
to be developed for WMNRA, the RMP/EIS must be completed before development and 
decisions are made by USFWS. The USFWS and BLM should be completing environmental 
impacts statements for the proposed development and potential ROW simultaneously instead of 
sequentially. Completing the NEPA process for the land exchange before impacts on WMNRA 
are reviewed is illegal. Doing so creates a pro forma EIS where the agency has prejudiced the 
decision. International Snowmobile Manufacturers Association v. Norton, 340 F.Supp.2d 1249, 
1260-61 (D. Wyo. 2004). Making decisions for development within the Land Exchange EIS 
without reviewing the impacts to the WMRNA makes the public process mute and irrelevant. 
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Comment 6027.007 From Alaska Wilderness League: 
The BLM has yet to review the development for consistency within the WMNRA. The original 
time frame for the Service was based upon an anticipated amendment to the WMNRA 
management plan. However, an amendment is not adequate to for this development. To 
accommodate the new requirement of a revision, USFWS must slow the Land Exchange. The 
timeline the BLM has provided for the planning area of the Eastern Interior (which encompasses 
the WMNRA) is to complete scoping by July 1, 2008. BLM does not anticipate even formulating 
alternatives for the planning area until December of 2008. Making decisions for the Yukon Flats 
before the RMP [Resource Management Plan] for White Mountains will result in uninformed 
decision making that is contrary to the spirit and requirements of NEPA. The National 
Environmental Policy Act serves the purpose to inform both the public and the government of the 
impacts of federal actions. 

Comment 6027.008 From Alaska Wilderness League: 
The Land Exchange and the White Mountains Revision are connected actions. The proposed road 
to the Doyon development can not be reviewed for impacts after a decision to develop is made. 
These connected actions must be reviewed within the same EIS or at the very least 
simultaneously. To not do so then places the decision before the White Mountains public process 
and is therefore a violation of NEPA. Western Watersheds Project v. Bennett, 392 F.Supp.2d 
1217, 1225 (D. Idaho 2005), Thomas v. Peterson, 735 F.2d 754 (9th Cir. 1985), Soda Mountain 
Wilderness Council v. Norton, 424 F.Supp.2d 1241, 1266-67 (E.D. Cal. 2006). No provision of 
NEPA allows the USFWS or any federal agency to eliminate a possible environmental 
consequence from analysis. Limerick Ecology Action, Inc. v. NRC, 869 F.2d 719, 754 (srd Cir. 
1989). The risk to the White Mountains RNA primitive and semi-primitive areas are not 
insignificant and thus requires that a “hard look” be taken. The violations of USFWS and BLM 
can be avoided by slowing this process so that all impacts of this development can be reviewed 
with and by the public to ensure the public interest is served and informed decisions are made. 

Response to Comments 6027.006, 6027.007 and 6027.008: 
Doyon’s request for a right-of-way (ROW) permit through Bureau of Land Management and 
Refuge lands does not hinge on decisions made in this EIS process. Doyon owns over 1 million 
acres with oil potential, including the subsurface near Birch Creek (just north of the core lands). 
Doyon intends to explore these lands with or without the exchange, and would apply for a right-
of-way (ROW) permit under Title XI of the Alaska National Interest Lands Conservation Act 
(ANILCA) if economic quantities of oil are discovered. On the other hand, there are no 
guarantees that economic quantities of oil are present in the Yukon Flats basin. Oil development 
is speculative and may or may not occur, regardless of  whether the exchange happens. For 
impact analysis purposes, the EIS assumes that development is a reasonably foreseeable 
consequence of the exchange and that Doyon would require a ROW across Federal land. 
However, the impacts of the ROW are analyzed only in a general way because a complete and 
specific analysis would be required if and when Doyon applies for a ROW permit under ANILCA 
Title XI. Nor does the Service agree that a decision on the ROW route has been prejudiced by 
failing to simultaneously complete an EIS for the ROW. If the Service decides to exchange lands 
with Doyon, and Doyon later discovers oil, a range of potential routes would be analyzed in the 
ROW EIS. Because Doyon has stated a preference for routing the ROW through BLM land, it is 
likely that BLM would be the lead agency and the Service would serve as a co-lead or 
cooperating agency in the ROW EIS. The agency (or agencies) must provide “adequate and 
feasible” access, but not necessarily along Doyon’s preferred route. The BLM would make their 
final decision independently of the decision the Service will make in this land exchange EIS. 
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Comment 6039.003 From Center for Biological Diversity: 
Because the DEIS fails to include relevant, important information on greenhouse gases, global 
warming, and climate change occurring in the Arctic, it violates NEPA’s requirement to fully 
disclose and analyze a project’s impacts. 

Response to Comment 6039.003: 
Section 3.3.1.1 (see subsection labeled Climate Change) and Cumulative Effects Sections 4.24.7, 
4.24.8, 4.24.10, and 4.24.11 of the Final EIS were revised to address these concerns. 

Comment 6039.012 From Center for Biological Diversity: 
By not considering all the greenhouse gases that will likely be emitted as a result of the proposed 
land exchange permitting oil and gas exploration and development on Refuge lands, the DEIS 
does not adequately consider all of the project’s direct impacts and, therefore, violates NEPA. 

Response to Comment 6039.012: 
Section 4.6.1.2 of the Final EIS includes an estimate of the long-lived greenhouse gas emissions, 
expressed in terms of carbon dioxide equivalents (CO2e), expected from oil and gas development 
of the land parcel. The CO2e estimates encompass the emissions of the six Kyoto gases, 
including methane and nitrous oxide. 

Comment 6042.003: 
The Service policies regarding coordination with Native villages, Tribal governments, and local 
residents have been severely breached by the rush to complete this proposed action, in spite of the 
continuing and strong objections of these same entities and the general public. The failure of the 
Service to initially conduct government-to-government consultations with Native villages and 
other Tribal governments and to provide documents to Native entities and individuals in a timely 
manner, coupled with the lack of adequate time for review of the DEIS, especially by local 
residents whose primary language is not English, have severely compromised the integrity of the 
review process. 

Response to Comment 6042.003: 
To address these concerns, the Service reopened the comment period for an additional 30 days 
from April 18 to May 19, 2008. We accepted all comments received from January 25 through 
May 19, 2008. Chapter 5 (Section 5.5) summarizes the Service’s efforts to engage tribes in 
Government-to-Government consultations and work individually with each tribe to provide 
opportunities for meaningful intergovernmental dialogue. 

Comment 6055.015 From Doyon, Limited: 
A new 3rd paragraph should be added recognizing that an EIS was not required and that this is 
being prepared at the request of Doyon to assure there is full and objective opportunity for public 
input in the decision on whether there should be an exchange and if so which of the several 
options is best in the national interest. This is currently discussed under [Section] 1.1 (Proposed 
action) in the last paragraph. 

Response to Comment 6055.015: 
The Executive Summary (ES-1.2) of the Final EIS was revised to note that the EIS was not 
required and was prepared at the request of Doyon. 
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Comment 6056.001 From The Wilderness Society: 
By failing to accommodate comments from communities and tribal entities from the start, 
including prior to the “Agreement in Principle” being negotiated, the USFWS has limited the 
input from these most qualified entities on the impact of effects on natural resources and on the 
preferred approach to managing these potentially devastating effects. Comments, particularly 
from the communities, have not been properly acknowledged, let alone sought out and addressed 
as required by NEPA and USFWS’s regulations and policy, resulting in a failure to sufficiently 
and properly incorporate the traditional knowledge and insight into the Yukon Flats proposed 
land exchange NEPA process. 

Response to Comment 6056.001: 
The Service solicited comments from the public as soon as the proposal was sufficiently defined 
to identify the who, what, and where of the proposed action. Negotiations between the Service 
and any landowner about the possible exchange of lands are not public, nor can they be. Land 
exchange negotiations between the government and private parties are often long and complex, 
and typically involve the use of information about the private party’s positions, finances, and/or 
land holdings that are not public records. The result of such negations is a proposal—in this case 
an Agreement in Principle. The purpose of this EIS is to obtain comments on the proposal, as 
well as on alternatives to the negotiated proposal, from the public, tribes, and other governments. 
In addition, the Service has held or will hold Government-to-Government consultation with any 
and all of the Yukon Flats tribes that express interest. See Chapter 5 for a summary of the 
Service’s Government-to-Government consultation efforts. 

Comment 6056.024 From The Wilderness Society: 
USFWS premises the entire DEIS on the assumption that ANILCA section 910 exempts this land 
exchange from NEPA compliance. We strongly disagree with this position, and believe the 
agency would not be completing an EIS NEPA process without actual need. The proposed project 
is extremely controversial and has the potential for very significant and long-term impacts to the 
refuge and to Native subsistence cultures that depend on the refuge, and for these and other 
reasons it is clear that the USFWS legally needs to pursue an EIS NEPA process. 

Response to Comment 6056.024: 
The Service prepared this EIS to thoroughly analyze the effects of the proposed exchange and a 
range of reasonable alternatives, regardless of whether an EIS is legally required. 

Comment 6081.001: 
I suggest that they involve local Athabascan peoples in a watch dog type committee to observe, 
report on and make recommendation to Doyon and the U.S. Wildlife -- Fish and Wildlife Service. 

Response to Comment 6081.001: 
As required by the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), the Service has made diligent 
efforts to invite and solicit comments from the affected and interested public, including local 
Athabascan residents. We will continue to do so throughout the NEPA process. 

Comment 8052.002 From Northern Alaska Environmental Council: 
We request 120 days comment period for the Final EIS in order to adequately inform the public 
and our members about its contents and to be able to provide adequate review -- and that a 
supplemental Draft EIS be done first, as outlined below. 
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Response to Comment 8052.002: 
Service policy is to publicly circulate the Final EIS for a 30-day administrative waiting period. 
The agency would take no action during this time. The Regional Director would sign the Record 
of Decision no sooner than 30 days after the start of the waiting period. We would prepare a 
supplemental EIS (or revised Draft EIS) only if significant new circumstances or information 
becomes available that materially and substantially affects the analysis of impacts. The appraisal 
results were not available before the release of the Draft EIS. The analysis conducted through the 
EIS process subsequently led the Service to identify the No Land Exchange Alternative as its 
preferred alternative. This decision was based on resource impacts rather than appraised land 
values, which nullified completing the appraisal process. Should the Service ultimately pursue 
one of the action alternatives, the appraisal process would be completed to ensure an equal value 
exchange. 

Comment 8052.003 From Northern Alaska Environmental Council: 
We wonder how the Service plans to provide culturally relevant review process for the Final EIS 
in a short 30-day comment period. How can the tribes, communities, and other subsistence users 
review of the final ANILCA Section 810 subsistence finding and your recommendations how to 
avoid minimize impacts be done in that time frame? Will the Service provide the Final EIS and 
its Summary in Gwich’in in order to make this more accessible to elders? Will it provide the 
response to the comments which were made in the Gwich’in language in the Gwich’in language, 
as well as provide English translation of both? Will the Service provide both public hearings and 
government to government consultation with tribes on the Final EIS? Will the timing of the 
release avoid critical subsistence hunting and fishing periods and holidays in order to respect 
subsistence users and the public? 

Response to Comment 8052.003: 
The concerns raised during the Draft EIS comment period were used to revise and finalize the 
EIS. Service policy is to provide a 30-day public review period after release of the Final EIS, 
prior to taking any action on the proposed exchange. Due to time and budget constraints, the 
Service cannot offer Gwich ‘in translations of the Final EIS or Summary, and does not plan to 
conduct additional hearings. The release of the Final EIS is scheduled for late winter and should 
avoid critical subsistence hunting and fishing periods. We will continue the Government-to-
Government consultation process throughout the EIS process. 

Comment 8052.004 From Northern Alaska Environmental Council: 
The public has not been provided with the opportunity to comment on the actual Agreement in 
Principle within the NEPA process to date (since the one published in Appendix A of the Draft 
EIS was incorrect). Furthermore, a revised agreement may result following the land appraisals, 
and the public wishes to comment on the actual agreement that could be put forward. Therefore, 
we highly recommend that the Service publish a Supplemental Draft EIS for at least 120 day 
public comment period - or halt consideration of the land exchange entirely which we believe is a 
better tack for the agency. 

Response to Comment 8052.004: 
The Agreement in Principle is the Proposed Action, as described and analyzed in the Draft and 
Final EIS. The EIS process provided a number of opportunities for the public to review and 
comment. The Agreement in Principle will not be revised. Rather, a final Exchange Agreement 
(that uses the results of the appraisals) would be negotiated between the Service and Doyon only 
if the decision (Record of Decision) is to proceed with the exchange. Therefore, the exchange 
agreement would be the final step in the process, and would be negotiated after the end of the EIS 
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process. We would prepare and release a Supplemental Draft EIS only if new information 
substantially affects our analysis in the Draft EIS. The appraisal results were not available before 
the release of the Draft EIS. The analysis conducted through the EIS process subsequently led the 
Service to identify the No Land Exchange Alternative as its preferred alternative. This decision 
was based on resource impacts rather than appraised land values, which nullified completing the 
appraisal process. Should the Service ultimately pursue one of the action alternatives, the 
appraisal process would be completed to ensure an equal value exchange. 

1.4.29.2 NEPA Process – DEIS Comment Period 

Comment 41.001: 
I think it would be in the best interests of all parties that the comment period be extended for 30-
90 days while those without access to technology acquire the information they require to 
adequately review the DEIS as well as to be able to get online (or otherwise) with their 
comments. 

Comment 42.001: 
I would like to request that the comment period be extended to allow for people to better 
understand what exactly is happening and what it means to the people as well as to our 
Corporation. Also--because so many of our Athabascan Elders speak their Native tongue it is 
unfair to present them with documents and information that they do not understand! 

Comment 661.001 From Doyon shareholder subsistence user: 
Comment period to short. More time is needed to study EIS. Please extend comment period. 

Comment 689.001: 
More time should be granted for public comments. 

Comment 697.001: 
Please extend the comment period. 

Comment 719.001: 
Please extend the comment period of this EIS an additional 60-90 days so that the native 
residents, many of whom speak English only as a second language, have a proper window of 
opportunity to voice any opposition to the project. 

Comment 728.001: 
Please extend the time period for public comment. 

Comment 742.001: 
It is imperative that all tribes potentially affected by this project have the opportunity to review 
and comment on the draft EIS. This includes tribal governments in the Yukon Flats as well as 
tribal governments along the Yukon River and its tributaries. In this case, two months is simply 
not enough time to allow for adequate public comment. 

Comment 785.001: 
The 60-day comment period is insufficient to gather informed public response to this significant 
EIS and proposal. 
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Comment 788.001: 
Formal request for extension of public comment period for the following reasons: 
... 
Comment period is stated as 60 days, but by making the deadline the “received” date, comment 
period is much shorter. This is unprecedented as comment periods are routinely based on the 
postmark, thereby assuring commenters the full comment period. This is particularly a concern 
when many comments are expected from frontier Alaska where mail service is not the same as it 
is in Anchorage, further shortening the comment period and disenfranchising the people most 
affected by this project. 

Comment 788.003: 
Formal request for extension of public comment period for the following reasons: 
... 
Further information from USGS on energy resources has been unavailable on their website due to 
technical difficulties, which also argues for extension. 

Comment 796.002: 
Therefore, the comment period must be extended for at least 60 days after these deficiencies are 
corrected to assure that NEPA requirements are fully met and the public participation process is 
robust and fair. 

Comment 820.001: 
At the very least, the USFWS must extend the comment period to allow all surrounding villages 
adequate time to review the extensive document and provide their comments. 

Comment 827.007: 
The public review period allowed (60) days is woefully inadequate for such a complex proposal. 
People living in Yukon Flats villages were not given enough time to study the DEIS before public 
hearings were held. 

Comment 849.001: 
I also feel that the comment period should have been extended. The DOI DES 97-62 document 
was extremely complex and too bulky for the general public to take the time to review. 

Comment 5000.002: 
We need time to study it, we need time to reflect on it, we need time to get together to sort it out, 
see where you stand. I think we need not days, not months, I think we need a year, something. 

Comment 5001.001: 
So today’s the 12th yesterday at the -- was February 11th was the first day that the village 
council, our local governing body had a copy of the Impact Statement. I think that is too close a 
time to have enough time to review a document, some people did get it on Friday. I think the first 
one was in the village on Friday. To be -- to expect public comments in such a fast turn around is 
not realistic, especially with this huge document and the -- even -- even the summary is -- you 
know, would take more than a night to read and thoroughly understand and comment on. 
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Comment 5001.002: 
So I -- I would request that we have an extension of our comment period to the 90 days so that we 
would have enough time to sufficiently review and understand what we’re being asked to respond 
to. I have so many questions, this -- this land exchange, the oil development, the different 
possible exchanges. 

Comment 5035.001: 
My first comment would be that I would request that the comment the period should be extended. 
This document is enormous, and this is the first time I’ve been able to look at it and to form any 
opinions about it whatsoever. And I’d like to first request that the comment period be extended at 
least through this summer. 

Comment 5038.007: 
We need to ask for an extension. We need more time to review this document because this 
document right here -- and ultimately the decision made by this man sitting right here, Tom 
Melius, it’s going to affect your children for -- and their children and their children. 

Comment 5038.008: 
So at this point I would like to ask Mr. Melius if he would be willing to extend the comment 
period deadline. 

Comment 5039.001: 
So my first comment would be that you extend the comment period. 

Comment 5082.001: 
My first comment is this environmental impact statement draft, the first thing I want to say is it’s 
a rushed process. There’s about 1,000 pages that have been provided to our people and we don’t 
have enough time to read through the EIS and provide knowledgeable comments. And that’s not 
right. That needs to be corrected and our people need to be given more time whether it’s by an 
extension of the comment period. 

Comment 5089.001: 
The comment period needs to be extended. 

Comment 6004.001 From Yukon River Inter-Tribal Watershed Council: 
The Yukon River Inter-Tribal Watershed Council, which is made up of 66 Indigenous 
governments has been given the Directive to ensure government to government meaningful 
consultation with Tribal Governments and the USFW Leadership. It is the YRITWC mandate to 
ensure that tribes have sufficient time to consider and comment on all studies and the draft 
Environmental Impact Statement. Please submit to the public record that the Yukon River Inter-
Tribal Watershed Council is formally requesting an extension of 120 days of the Public Comment 
period for the Draft Environmental Impact Statement. 

Comment 6004.004 From Yukon River Inter-Tribal Watershed Council: 
The Tanana Chiefs Conference full-board of Directors representing 43 Athabascan tribes voted 
and passed a resolution on March, 13th, 2008 for a 120 day extension period. Tanana Chiefs 
delegates are appointed by their Tribal Government to make decisions on behalf of their Tribe at 
the TCC Annual Convention. The above resolution was passed with resounding support at the 
convention and is a true representation of the will of the Interior Athabascan Tribes. 



Responses to Comments 

Yukon Flats Land Exchange Final EIS February 2010 253  

Comment 6020.001: 
This large volume of information for the general public to review and comment on, within the 
compressed comment period, is burdensome to say the least. Extension of the comment period is 
warranted. 

Comment 6027.001 From Alaska Wilderness League: 
We further request that the public comment period be extended for 120 days in order for all 
Americans to have a chance to comment as well as to give ample time for Alaska Natives in 
remote areas to submit comments. 

Comment 6027.004 From Alaska Wilderness League: 
Alaska Wilderness League finds that the timing restriction for the mailing of comments 
undermines the ability of the public to adequately participate. USFWS actions are a malevolent 
violation of NEPA. It is standard practice to accept all comments with a postmark date of the 
comment deadline. To put the restriction that all letters must be received on or before the deadline 
is intolerable and reduces the unacceptably small extension that villages were granted on the 
comment period. It is our concern that USFWS has policies that are general and applicable to the 
United States as a whole, irrespective of the differences in the varying cultures of Alaska. To put 
the same restrictions on communities that may send and receive mail less often due to bad 
weather, poor mail service, and distance from Anchorage is unaccommodating and blatantly 
illegal. This is simply another example of how the federal government undermines and 
disrespects the unique nature and circumstances of the great State of Alaska and its diverse 
cultures. The contracted comment reviewers must be given the directive to accept all comments 
that come postmarked March 25, 2008 or earlier to amend the potential NEPA violation. 

Comment 6029.003 From Public Employees for Environmental Responsibility: 
It is unwise public lands policy to place and project with so many critical legal, political, 
economic, and socio-cultural effects on a “fast-track” of 60 days of public comment. To our 
knowledge, 54 of 55 native groups along the Yukon River oppose this exchange. This abbreviated 
comment period is unfair to native villages, friends of the National Wildlife Refuge System and 
other interested parties. 

Comment 6033.018 From Arctic Village Council: 
We request that the comment period be extended another 120 days, so that our people can 
adequately review and respond to the significant effects of the proposed action. 

Comment 6034.002 From United States: 
We request a 120-day extension of the public comment period on the draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) so that the general public and tribal governments have sufficient opportunity to 
comment on this exchange. 

Comment 6035.018 From Gwichyaa Zhee Gwich’in Tribal Government: 
We request that the comment period be extended another 120 days, so that our people can 
adequately review and respond to the significant effects of the proposed action. 

Comment 6036.010 From Northern Alaska Environmental Center: 
The public comment process submittal process is also totally flawed and biased towards the 
Doyon corporation and others sitting in Anchorage who can walk over the letters on the closing 
day of the comment period and requires gyrations for others to do the same. Anchorage is over 
500 miles from the Refuge, whereas the Yukon Flats Refuge headquarters is in Fairbanks, and 
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there is no office within the actual refuge. But comments could only be hand-delivered to 
Anchorage, not even the Refuge Headquarters. The Project Site web page for comment had no 
way to submit an attachment, contrary to many federal web submittal sites including those of the 
EPA, so you cannot submit anything as a formal document with letterhead. The amount of words 
which could be submitted were few, so you would have to divide up your letter into bits, thereby 
reducing its cohesion. You did not receive a receipt or confirmation copy of your submittal, so as 
to be able to provide proof of time and date submitted into the “series of tubes.” And you could 
not even submit a simple e-mail of comment. Because comments could not be postmarked by 
March 25, this biased the submittals even further and likely disenfranchised many in the rural 
areas with primarily Alaska Native residents. This was patently an unfair system that prevented 
many people from timely comment. 

Comment 6036.021 From Northern Alaska Environmental Center: 
We request a 120-day extension of the comment period on the draft EIS, and without more time 
to review the proposal, request an immediate halt to this flawed process for a proposed giveaway 
of public lands and resources. 

Comment 6037.002 From Resisting Environmental Destruction on Indigenous Lands: We 
request that the comment period be extended another 120 days, so that our people can adequately 
review and respond to the significant effects of the proposed action. 

Comment 6038.001 From Tanana Chiefs Conference: 
Now therefore be it resolved that Tanana Chiefs Conference Board of Directors directs the 
Tanana Chiefs Conference staff to request the United States Fish and Wildlife Service extend the 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement comment period deadline by at least 120 days. affording 
potentially effected villages an opportunity to review the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
and make comments in an informed way. 

Comment 6040.018 From Venetie Village Council: 
We request that the comment period be extended another 120 days, so that our people can 
adequately review and respond to the significant effects of the proposed action. 

Comment 6041.011 From Yukon River Drainage Fisheries Association: 
A complex EIS of this length takes quite a bit of time to read, analyze and respond to. A sixty-day 
comment period is not nearly adequate to analyze and comment on a DEIS of this magnitude, 
particularly when we did not receive the document until more than ten days into the comment 
period. The comment period should be extended by at least another 30 days. 

Comment 6041.012 From Yukon River Drainage Fisheries Association: 
Comments on this DEIS could not be submitted by fax, which is the form of communication by 
which tribes and villages in rural Alaska can most easily submit comments on a short timeframe. 

Comment 6044.002: 
We need to extend -- we -- we desire for this EIS comment period to be extended. I believe the 
180 days is what I heard earlier at the minimum. 

Comment 6045.001: 
My first comment -- or I guess request is to extend the public comment period for -- for an 
additional 120 days so we have adequate time to review the document. 
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Comment 6051.001: 
I think they need to extend the comment period. 

Comment 6053.002: 
And that the EIS comment period was too short. We didn’t have enough time to review the big 
book that was sent. 

Comment 6056.032 From The Wilderness Society: 
We join others in requesting that you extend the comment period by 120 days 

Comment 6067.001 From Eastern Interior Alaska Subsistence RAC: 
The Council passed a motion to request a l20-day extension beyond the March 25,2008 written 
comment due date for this EIS and Section 810 analysis. The importance of this land exchange, 
the late distribution of the EIS, and the volume of the EIS require this additional review time for 
the affected villages, tribes, and subsistence users. 

Comment 6087.001: 
And I would also like to put it on permanent record, we would like an extension, come back to 
our village. 

Comment 6137.001: 
And I believe that -- the other thing is I believe we should extend this March, what, 29th and give 
it another six months and allow people to express themselves, and allow people to -- to have 
others talk for them, because a lot of our people can’t express themselves too much. 

Comment 6142.001: 
We respectfully request at least a 30-day comment period extension, and more like the six months 
or a much longer period that other people have recommended 

Comment 8047.001 From USFWS: 
Madame Chair Entsminger: The motion is to extend 120 days, we vote on it and then we’ll be 
open for another motion to do a yea or a nay. Mr. Carroll: Correct. Madame Chair Entsminger: 
Okay. Mr. Glanz: Yeah. Mr. Carroll: Correct. Madame Chair Entsminger: Did that handle 
the.....Mr. Glanz: Calling the question. Madame Chair Entsminger: The question has been called 
for, unless there’s other discussion, to extend this comment period, this is our recommendation 
from the Council, for 120 days. Does everyone understand the motion. Okay, do you want a roll 
call? Mr. Glanz: I don’t care. All in favor say aye, that’s what I’d say. (Laughter) Madame Chair 
Entsminger: Okay. All in favor say aye. In Unison: Aye. Madame Chair Entsminger: All 
opposed. Mr. Glanz: Aye. Mr. Frenzl: Aye. Madame Chair Entsminger: How many are  opposed. 
Two. I’m not voting. Mr. Glanz: Okay, you’re abstaining? Madame Chair Entsminger: Yeah. Mr. 
Glanz: So it looks like it’s a tie. Reporter: You’re abstaining? Madame Chair Entsminger: Oh, 
this is bad. Reporter: I just want to know for the record, two nay’s and you’re abstaining, right? 
Madame Chair Entsminger: I’m more inclined to go with you, Bill, but this -- you know, I don’t 
mind voting on this to extend. Mr. Glanz: That’s fine, don’t..... Madame Chair Entsminger: Yeah, 
so I’ll vote for it yea, yes. Aye. Okay, then the floor is open for another motion. Mr. Mathews: 
Well, just for the record then the vote was four to two and the motion passed. Thank you. 

Comment 8048.001: 
Comment period is stated as 60 days, but by making the deadline the “received” date, comment 
period is much shorter. This is unprecedented as comment periods are routinely based on the 



Responses to Comments 

256 February 2010 Yukon Flats Land Exchange Final EIS 

postmark, thereby assuring commenters the full comment period. This is particularly a concern 
when many comments are expected from frontier Alaska where mail service is not the same as it 
is in Anchorage, further shortening the comment period and disenfranchising the people most 
affected by this project. 

Comment 8048.003: 
Further information from USGS on energy resources has been unavailable on their website due to 
technical difficulties, which also argues for extension. 

Comment 8048.006: 
Therefore, the comment period must be extended for at least 60 days after these deficiencies are 
corrected to assure that NEPA requirements are fully met and the public participation process is 
robust and fair. 

Comment 8053.021: 
The comment period timeline was not adequate and it was not easy to participate in due to the 
lack of ability to submit directly to the refuge headquarters in Fairbanks or to have my letter 
postmarked by the deadline. 

Response to Comments 41.001, 42.001, 661.001, 689.001, 697.001, 719.001, 728.001, 742.001, 
785.001, 788.001, 788.003, 796.002, 820.001, 827.007, 849.001, 5000.002, 5001.001, 5001.002, 
5035.001, 5038.007, 5038.008, 5039.001, 5082.001, 5089.001, 6004.001, 6004.004, 6020.001, 
6027.001, 6027.004, 6029.003, 6033.018, 6034.002, 6035.018, 6036.010, 6036.021, 6037.002, 
6038.001, 6040.018, 6041.011, 6041.012, 6044.002, 6045.001, 6051.001, 6053.002, 6056.032, 
6067.001, 6087.001, 6137.001, 6142.001, 8047.001, 8048.001, 8048.003, 8048.006, and 
8053.021: 
To address concerns that a 60-day comment period was inadequate, the Service reopened the 
comment period for an additional 30 days from April 18 to May 19, 2008. We accepted all 
comments received from January 25 through May 19, 2008, or a period of 106 days. 

Comment 729.001: 
Environmental Justice--The DEIS fails to comply with environmental justice mandates. By 
executive order, the US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) must integrate principles of 
environmental justice in their NEPA process. In this proposal, the NEPA EIS documents were not 
distributed until just before the public hearings or the same day as the public hearings, in the case 
of Beaver, AK. This lack of review time prior to comment denies many community members real 
participation in the NEPA comment process. 

Comment 6047.001: 
The other day I went to check mail, or somebody did for me, and came home with a big book, 
looked like a Bible anyway. Sitting right over there. Why they sent these out prior to this meeting 
here? People didn’t have chance to go through it. Give them time to review that whatever you 
have in that book. 

Comment 6056.023 From The Wilderness Society: 
The USFWS wants to reach a final decision prior to the end of this fiscal year, and by doing so 
has created an unworkable schedule for distribution of the DEIS, public review of the document, 
public hearings and commenting on this proposal. For example, many of the villages in the 
Yukon Flats region had only received a single hard copy of the DEIS for their community to 
review a day or two prior to their USFWS scheduled public hearing. This is completely 
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inadequate, as one copy of the DEIS is not sufficient for an entire tribal government and village to 
review prior to a public hearing, particularly within such a short timeframe. 

Comment 6073.001: 
The comment period as is stated wasn’t long enough. We were given -- I was in Beaver, they 
received their copy on Friday they had to comment it -- on it by Tuesday. I haven’t been able to 
read it, other people in our communities haven’t been able to read it and they say that this is the 
opportunity for you to speak out. 

Comment 6147.005: 
There really has not been enough time to read and digest this document. I’m told the documents 
only arrived in Beaver the day before your hearing. I’m told the hearing was held in Stevens 
Village before the documents had arrived there. 

Response to Comments 729.001, 6047.001, 6056.023, 6073.001, and 6147.005: 
Unfortunately, delays in printing and mailing were compounded when extremely cold 
temperatures grounded mail planes. Delayed mail deliveries meant that some villages received 
only a few copies of the Draft EIS before the scheduled hearings. Although the Draft EIS was 
available on the project website, we realize community members may have been unable to review 
the document prior to their village hearing. To remedy the situation and provide additional review 
time, the Service reopened the comment period for an additional 30 days and accepted any 
comment received from January 25 through May 19, 2008, for a total of 106 days. 

Comment 729.002: 
A Gwichin translation of the DEIS was never provided to affected communities, although a 
request was repeatedly made for a translated DEIS. Gwichin translators are found in Fairbanks. 
Similarly, no Gwichin translators attended the public comment period, limiting some commenters 
to speaking in their second or third language. Written comments made in Gwichin should be 
translated into the record. 

Comment 6004.005 From Yukon River Inter-Tribal Watershed Council: 
The USFW is requested to translate the entire draft EIS into the Gwich’in and Yupik languages so 
that the issues presented in the draft EIS maybe fully understood and responded to by elders in 
both regions. 

Comment 6033.019 From Arctic Village Council: 
We also request that the USFWS translate the DEIS and Summary document into the Gwich’in 
language so that our elders and other members of our community who speak primarily Gwich’in 
can fully participate in this process. Without these translations, some of our people are effectively 
shut out of the public process, which is not acceptable. 

Comment 6035.019 From Gwichyaa Zhee Gwich’in Tribal Government: 
We also request that the USFWS translate the DEIS and Summary document into the Gwich’in 
language so that our elders and other members of our community who speak primarily Gwich’in 
can fully participate in this process. Without these translations, some of our people are effectively 
shut out of the public process, which is not acceptable. 
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Comment 6040.019 From Venetie Village Council: 
We also request that the USFWS translate the DEIS and Summary document into the Gwich’in 
language so that our elders and other members of our community who speak primarily Gwich’in 
can fully participate in this process. Without these translations, some of our people are effectively 
shut out of the public process, which is not acceptable. 

Comment 6042.042: 
Many people in the Yukon Flats region do not speak English as their first language. For this 
reason and out of respect for tribal governments the USFWS should have provided copies of at 
least the Summary document in the Gwich’in language. In addition, the USFWS should have 
provided unbiased Gwich’in translators at all of the public meetings and hearings. Many Yukon 
Flats residents would only comment in Gwich’in on such a proposal because they are not 
comfortable speaking about this type of complex issue in a foreign language. That the Service did 
not provide information about this issue in the Gwich’in language and unbiased Gwich’in 
translators at all of the public meetings was a real failure and shows negligence on the part of the 
Service regarding their trust responsibilities to native tribes and people as well as lack of 
compliance with NEPA’s public participation mandates. 

Comment 6056.003 From The Wilderness Society: 
Many people in the Yukon Frats region do not speak English as their first language. For this 
reason and out of respect for tribal governments the USFWS should have provided copies of at 
least the Summary document in the Gwich’in language. In addition, the USFWS should have 
provided unbiased Gwich’in translators at all of the public meetings and hearings. Many Yukon 
Flats residents would only comment in Gwich’in on such a proposal because they are not 
comfortable speaking about this type of complex issue in a foreign language. That the Service did 
not provide information about this issue in the Gwich’in language and an unbiased Gwich’in 
translators at all of the public meetings was a real failure and shows negligence on the part of the 
USFWS regarding their trust responsibilities to native tribes and people. 

Comment 6088.001: 
You have the obligation Fish and Wildlife to translate this entire book into Gwich’in so that 
Gwich’in elders have the opportunity to give you the real comments that they deserve to make. 

Comment 6122.001: 
How can a Gwich’in person read this. And it’s not translated into our language. English is our 
second language. How can we understand that? How can our Elders understand it and speak to it 
adequately? And so we should be given more time. And this document should be translated into 
our language before we go any further, because we’re the people that live in the area, and we’re 
going to be the most impacted by this. 

Comment 6145.004: 
It needs to be translated, and if you want to look at the rights of indigenous peoples, they have a 
right for translation. It’s nice that you’re patronizing folks right now and you’re allowing a little 
translation. This book has to be translated before 11 public comment periods happen. So what 
you need to go is go back to the drawing board. This needs to be translated in Gwich’in and any 
other languages on the Yukon River, including Yupik, then 1have the public comment period and 
have the requested government-to-government meetings. 
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Comment 8055.007: 
There has been no effort made to have Gwich’in translators available either for translating the 
EIS or for translating comments on the EIS. Given that Gwich’in is the native language of the 
Yukon Flats, this is shameful and is a violation of the USFWSs duty to incorporate environmental 
justice practices into the EIS process. All communities should have had the opportunity to have 
the EIS translated into Gwich’in and should have their Gwich’in comments translated into the 
record. 

Response to Comments 729.002, 6004.005, 6033.019, 6035.019, 6040.019, 6042.042, 6056.003, 
6088.001, 6122.001, 6145.004, and 8055.007: 
Time and budget constraints prevented the Service from providing a Gwich ‘in translation of the 
Draft EIS. Translating the Draft EIS would likely take several years due to the size and 
complexity of the document and the limited number of qualified Gwich ‘in translators. However, 
the Service did provide at least one qualified translator at each village hearing. Paul Williams, Sr., 
a Native Gwich ‘in speaker employed by the Service, attended all the hearings and was available 
to translate from English to Gwich ‘in or visa versa. In addition, we also provided a local 
translator upon request. A week prior to the first hearing, we contacted each Village Chief or 
Tribal Office with an offer to employ a local translator of their choosing. The villages of Venetie, 
Fort Yukon, and Chalkyitsik accepted our offer and arranged for a local translator to attend the 
scheduled public hearing. Arctic Village elected to invite a local translator, but none showed up at 
the hearing. The remaining villages stated that Paul Williams, Sr. could translate if necessary, and 
elected not to arrange for a local translator. In addition, all public testimony was recorded by a 
court reporter. We employed a Native Gwich ‘in speaker, Adeline Peter Raboff, to translate these 
audio recordings from Gwich ‘in to English. Ms. Raboff had been referred to us by the Alaska 
Native Language Center at the University of Alaska, Fairbanks. These translations were appended 
to the official transcript of each hearing. 

Comment 580.002 From Public Employees for Environmental Responsibility: Comment Period 
Should be Extended Until More Information Is Available It is unwise public lands policy to place 
and project with so many critical legal, political, economic, and socio-cultural effects on a “fast-
track” of 60 days of public comment. To our knowledge, 54 of 55 native groups along the Yukon 
River oppose this exchange. This abbreviated comment period is unfair to natives in villages, 
friends of the National Wildlife Refuge System and other interested parties. 
... 
PEER strongly urges FWS to re-open comment on the DEIS until full appraisals of all affected 
tracts are available for public review. 

Comment 788.002: 
Formal request for extension of public comment period for the following reasons: 
... 
A major key to the land exchange is the appraisal of the parcels, which has not been available 
during the entire public comment period and is still unavailable on the comment deadline. 
Comment period should be extended for at least 60 days after public release of this vital 
document 

Comment 8048.002: 
A major key to the land exchange is the appraisal of the parcels, which has not been available 
during the entire public comment period and is still unavailable on the comment deadline. 
Comment period should be extended for at least 60 days after public release of this vital 
document. 
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Response to Comments 580.002, 788.002 and 8048.002: 
To address these concerns the Service reopened the comment period for an additional 30 days 
from April 18 to May 19, 2008. Therefore, the public had 106 days to review the document 
(January 25 to May 19, 2008). However, we cannot release appraisal reports to the public. 
Appraisals contain proprietary information and must be kept confidential. The appraisal results 
were not available before release of the Draft EIS. The analysis conducted through the EIS 
process subsequently led the Service to identify the No Land Exchange Alternative as its 
preferred alternative. This decision was based on resource impacts rather than appraised land 
values, which nullified completing the appraisal process. Should the Service ultimately pursue 
one of the action alternatives, the appraisal process would be completed to ensure an equal value 
exchange. 

Comment 580.003 From PEER (Public Employees for Environmental Responsibility: FWS 
should also take steps to address the concerns of the local residents who are not Doyon 
shareholders. 

Response to Comment 580.003: 
We have read and considered every comment we received, whether or not it was submitted by a 
Doyon shareholder. 

Comment 745.002: 
The expedited nature of this whole process has not given citizens adequate time to thoroughly 
comb through the DEIS in its entirety and comment on specifics; moreover, the DEIS wasn’t 
even translated into Gwich’in or Koyukon for non-English speakers out in the villages. 

Response to Comment 745.002: 
In response to numerous public requests, the Service reopened the comment period for an 
additional 30 days from April 18 to May 19, 2008. Therefore, the public had 106 days to review 
the document (January 25 to May 19, 2008). Time and budget constraints prevented us from 
providing Gwich’ in or Koyukon translations of the Draft EIS. Therefore, not everyone could 
read the Draft EIS in their Native tongue. However, English is widely spoken throughout the 
Yukon Flats region. Translating the Draft EIS into Gwich ‘in or Koyukon could have benefited a 
small minority of the population, but likely would have taken several years given the size and 
complexity of the document and the limited number of qualified translators. 

Comment 788.004: 
Formal request for extension of public comment period for the following reasons: 
... 
Format of comments is either US mail, which shortens comment period or webform, which is 
unduly and arbitrarily limited to 10k characters, thus discouraging comments by making the 
options unnecessarily cumbersome and will make their compilation equally difficult. No 
facsimile option is available and the webform does not allow for attachments thus precluding the 
submittal of tables, maps, photos, spreadsheets and other vital parts of some comments. 

Comment 8048.004: 
Format of comments is either US mail, which shortens comment period or webform, which is 
unduly and arbitrarily limited to 10k characters, thus discouraging comments by making the 
options unnecessarily cumbersome and will make their compilation equally difficult. No 
facsimile option is available and the webform does not allow for attachments thus precluding the 
submittal of tables, maps, photos, spreadsheets and other vital parts of some comments. 
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Response to Comments 788.004 and 8048.004: 
To provide additional time to respond, the Service reopened the comment period for an additional 
30 days from April 18 to May 19, 2008 and accepted all comments received from January 25 
through May 19, 2008, a period of 106 days. This provided nearly 4 months for the public to mail 
supplemental maps, photos, spreadsheets or other attachments that could not be submitted 
electronically through the project website. 

Comment 796.001: 
After submitting my first comment via the project website, I find that the website comment form 
does not include an email or mailing address (although webpage notes reference that mailing 
addresses are not confidential, so it appears that they were intended and the website merely failed 
to include them). This information is usually requested for further notification to commenters or 
for follow-up to clarify comments. Website submittal also does not provide a receipt documenting 
the comment, thereby potentially allowing web comments to go unacknowledged and to be 
selectively ignored. This substandard format potentially disenfranchises all commenters, is 
inconsistent with the NEPA process as recently implemented by other DOI agencies (BLM, Oil 
shale and tar sands EIS, currently open) and likely does not meet NEPA requirements. 

Comment 8048.005: 
After submitting my first comment via the project website, I find that the website comment form 
does not include an email or mailing address (although webpage notes reference that mailing 
addresses are not confidential, so it appears that they were intended and the website merely failed 
to include them). This information is usually requested for further notification to commenters or 
for follow-up to clarify comments. Website submittal also does not provide a receipt documenting 
the comment, thereby potentially allowing web comments to go unacknowledged and to be 
selectively ignored. This substandard format potentially disenfranchises all commenters, is 
inconsistent with the NEPA process as recently implemented by other DOI agencies (BLM, Oil 
shale and tar sands EIS, currently open) and likely does not meet NEPA requirements. 

Response to Comments 796.001 and 8048.005: 
Submitting comments electronically on the website was one of several options. Reviewers who 
were uncomfortable using the website had the option of submitting comments by mail or orally at 
public hearings. Each website submittal was followed by a “Thank you for your comment” 
message to acknowledge receipt. Every comment became part of the public record and was 
individually reviewed and considered by the Service. Volume II of the Final EIS includes a 
summary of the issues, followed by individual responses to substantive comments. The Service 
does not generally acknowledge receipt of comments or individually respond to comments other 
than in the comment response Volume of the Final EIS. 

Comment 5088.003: 
I request that we have a hearing for our young generation because they’re the one that’s gonna 
have to live with it. 

Response to Comment 5088.003: 
The Draft EIS public hearings were open to people of all ages. Both school children and young 
adults delivered testimony. 
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Comment 6010.009 From Friends of Alaska National Wildlife Refuges: 
Further, the FWS policies regarding coordination with Native villages, Tribal governments, and 
local residents have been severely breached by the rush to complete this proposed action, in spite 
of the continuing and strong objections of these same entities and the general public. The failure 
of the FWS to initially conduct government-to-government consultations with Native villages and 
other Tribal governments, to provide documents to Native entities and individuals in a timely 
manner, and to provide adequate time for review of the DEIS, especially by local residents whose 
primary language is not English, have severely compromised the integrity of the review process. 

Response to Comment 6010.009: 
To address these concerns, the Service reopened the comment period for an additional 30 days 
from April 18 to May 19, 2008. We accepted all comments received from January 25 through 
May 19, 2008, for a total of 106 days. Chapter 5 (Section 5.5) summarizes the Service’s efforts to 
engage tribes in Government-to-Government consultations and work individually with each tribe 
to provide opportunities for meaningful intergovernmental dialogue. 

Comment 6010.015 From Friends of Alaska National Wildlife Refuges: 
In order to accomplish these required tasks and provide an adequate opportunity for public 
comment, we formally request that the DEIS be substantially revised to address the above 
concerns and that a new comment period be provided after the revised DEIS is made available to 
the public. 

Response to Comment 6010.015: 
The concerns raised during the Draft EIS comment period were used to revise and finalize the 
EIS. The Service will provide a 30-day public review period after release of the Final EIS prior to 
taking any action on the proposed exchange. 

Comment 6022.005 From BLM: 
Dear Reader Letter. It is BLM’s practice to consider anonymous comments. We suggest that you 
confirm that the Service is on solid ground in not considering anonymous comments. 

Response to Comment 6022.005: 
It is standard Service practice to request commenters to provide their names. We accepted and 
considered anonymous comments on the Draft EIS in spite of our language in the “Dear Reader” 
letter. 

Comment 6042.039: 
By failing to accommodate the differing styles of communication, the Service may not only 
improperly classify comments that come in during the comment period as not “substantive,” but 
through these actions also prevent or discourage others from submitting future comments or 
taking part in a process they view as discouraging. When the Service fails to provide for 
Traditional Ecological Knowledge regarding the management of Native lands and addressing 
Native concerns and, instead, is too quick to dismiss comments as not “substantive,” the agency is 
effectively disenfranchising Alaska Native residents and foreclosing much of their public 
comment. NEPA requires the Service to “make diligent efforts to involve the public in preparing 
and implementing their NEPA procedures” (40 C.F.R. § l506.6(a)) and highlights “public 
scrutiny” as “essential to implementing NEPA.” 40 C.F.R. § 1500.l(b). These NEPA 
requirements apply equally to the Service’s efforts with respect to Alaska Native commenters, 
and in order to meet these requirements, the Service must provide for input based on different 
communication styles and on Traditional Ecological Knowledge. 
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Comment 6078.001: 
However, we were dismayed upon reading in your newsletter that you would only respond to 
comments that relate to missing or incorrect data used in analysis or methodology, identification 
of additional impacts, and recommendations for reasonable new alternatives. While we agree with 
the need to offer substantive comments that will lead to a better document, we believe it’s also 
important to be able to state support for an alternative that meets the reviewer’s criteria. To do 
otherwise would be unfair to the regional director who must write a Record of Decision. 

Response to Comments 6042.039 and 6078.001: 
The Service reviewed and considered every comment. Comments that pointed out deficiencies 
and inaccuracies were particularly helpful in revising the Draft EIS and producing the Final EIS. 
However, other types of comments, including Traditional Knowledge, are also very useful to the 
decision-makers and can influence the ultimate outcome. A summary of all the comments is 
included in Volume II of the Final EIS. 

Comment 6042.041: 
The timing of the public comment period for the DEIS has greatly undermined the ability of the 
public to adequately participate in this NEPA process, in violation of NEPA. The DEIS was 
released on January 25th , and the Service has only provided a 60 day comment period for a 
document several hundred page document. Furthermore, many of the villages within the Refuge 
did not receive copies of the DEIS until February. This is not the only incident during this NEPA 
process that has undermined public participation. The Service also coordinated DEIS hearings 
during mid-winter, during a very intense cold snap where interior villages were experiencing 
temperatures between 40 to - 70 degrees for three consecutive weeks, in remote villages Where 
travel is highly dependent on weather, when it was difficult for individuals to attend meetings or 
compile and submit comments. Choosing this time frame for village hearings also resulted in 
communities being faced with public hearings when they had either not received copies of the 
DEIS or did not have sufficient time to review the DEIS. During this year’s cold snap, the village 
of Chalkyitsik, for example, did not receive mail for approximately two weeks because planes 
were not flying in or out of the village during that time. They, like other communities, had very 
little time, perhaps one or two days to review the DEIS prior to their Service public hearing on 
the subject. A letter from the Council of Athabascan Tribal Governments (CATG), dated 
February 4, 2008, to the USFWS Regional Director regarding the Service’s culturally insensitive 
practices surrounding the release of the DEIS and the village hearings brought up a variety of 
related issues including: 1) that additional copies of the DEIS and Summary be made available to 
the villages and that the Summary documents be translated into Gwich’in; 2) that Gwich’in 
translators be made available at the public meetings; 3) that the public meetings in villages 
around the Yukon Flats Refuge be postponed; and 4) that the comment deadline be extended. The 
letter clarified that one copy of the DEIS is not sufficient for an entire tribal government and 
village to review, particularly within such a short timeframe. In communicating with the 1st Chief 
of the Gwichyaa Zhee Gwich’in Tribe in Fort Yukon it was CATG’s understanding that their 
tribal government received their first and only copy of the DEIS on Friday, February 1st The first 
public meeting in a string of back to back public meetings was scheduled in Stevens Village on 
February 11, which meant that if they, like Fort Yukon, received their DEIS on February 1st, they 
only had five working days to review this complex proposal and document. Chalkyitsik and 
Canyon Village Chiefs had not received any copy of the DEIS when the CATG letter was written, 
and this may have been the case for the majority of villages in the region. This is not acceptable. 
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Comment 6139.001: 
But my comments, although I agree with all the other speakers, focus on the EIS and Fish and 
Wildlife Service’s duty under Executive Order 12898, which is environmental justice to make 
sure that people who are either racial minorities or low income don’t suffer a disproportionate 
burden. And it is something that was looked at in the EIS; however, environmental justice also 
means that all people have an equal input into the decision-making process. That hasn’t happened 
with this EIS. 

Response to Comments 6042.041 and 6139.001: 
Unfortunately, delays in printing and mailing were compounded when extremely cold 
temperatures grounded mail planes. Delayed mail deliveries meant that some villages received 
only one or two copies before the scheduled hearings. We realize many community members 
were unable to thoroughly review the document prior to the hearing in their village. To remedy 
the situation and provide additional review time, the Service reopened the comment period for an 
additional 30 days and accepted any comment received from January 25 through May 19, 2008, 
for a total of 106 days. In response to the request from the Council of Athabascan Tribal 
Governments, the Service (1) immediately sent additional copies of the document to each village 
and hand-delivered copies at each hearing, (2) had at least one Gwich ‘in translator available at 
every hearing, and (3) reopened the comment period. However, due to time and budget 
constraints, we were unable to translate the documents into Gwich ‘in or postpone the hearings. 
Chapter 5 (Section 5.5) summarizes the Service’s efforts to engage tribes in Government-to-
Government consultations and work individually with each tribe to provide opportunities for 
meaningful intergovernmental dialogue. 

Comment 6056.002 From The Wilderness Society: 
Comments and Hearing Schedule Has Been Culturally Insensitive: We question whether the 
timing restriction for the mailing of comments was intentionally designed to undermine the 
ability of the public to adequately participate. Requiring that comments be received by March 
25th, not post-marked by March 25th, signifies the real lack of sensitivity by the USFWS to 
remote village life in Alaska. No one can predict or count on a certain number of days for mail to 
arrive in a place when it originates in a remote village in Alaska. This is difficult enough when 
one lives in urban areas in the United States. Because of the unbending approach of the USFWS 
regarding the deadline to receive mailed comments, the USFWS is in effect offering the web page 
as the best and most secure way to comment. However, once again, this is by no means a 
culturally sensitive approach for many living in the Yukon Flats villages, where many cabins and 
households have no running water, much less a computer. In effect pushing elders and many 
others in villages to comment on the web, when their primary language is Gwich’in, not English, 
leaves much to be desired as far as cultural sensitivity goes. 

Response to Comment 6056.002: 
To address concerns that a 60-day comment period was inadequate, the Service reopened the 
comment period for an additional 30 days from April 18 to May 19, 2008. We accepted all 
comments received from January 25 through May 19, 2008, or 106 days. The Service provided 
several means of submitting comments, including sending written comments by mail, using the 
on-line comment form on the project website, or delivering oral or written comments at one of 11 
public hearings. 
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Comment 6068.001: 
I was not allowed to give traditional Gwich’in testimony. My short story was interrupted twice by 
the USFWS officials. It was a metaphor that was shown no value by the FWS, despite the lack of 
cultural resources in the EIS. 

Response to Comment 6068.001:  
All who signed up to testify had been afforded ample opportunity to speak without a time limit. 
Afterward, the hearing officer gave interested parties a second chance to speak. The hearing 
officer closed the hearing only after everyone was allowed one or more opportunities to speak. 
We valued all comments given during the public review process, and apologize for any lack of 
sensitivity we may have shown speakers. 

Comment 6086.002: 
We urge the agency to slow the process down by extending the comment period on the draft EIS 
and then also addressing the enormous gaps that exist within the draft EIS through additional 
research and study and a supplemental draft EIS. 

Response to Comment 6086.002: 
In response to concerns that a 60-day comment period was inadequate, the Service reopened the 
comment period for an additional 30 days from April 18 to May 19, 2008. We accepted all 
comments received from January 25 through May 19, 2008, a 106-day period. The Draft EIS has 
been revised and finalized in response to concerns identified during the public comment period. 

Comment 8055.004: 
A Yukon River spill would immediately affect dozens of downriver villages and would later 
impact the entire Yukon River watershed. Because of the serious ramifications of such a spill, the 
EIS community comment period should have included more villages in the Yukon River 
watershed as a matter of environmental justice. 

Response to Comment 8055.004: 
If oil development is confined to the core lands, the probability of an oil or toxic spill affecting 
the Yukon River is very low. However, Section 4.21.1.1 of the Final EIS has been updated to 
include references to downriver communities that may be affected, and discusses the effects 
(direct, indirect, and cumulative) of other related activities on these communities. During the 
public comment period, the Service did receive and consider comments from residents of 
communities located downstream. We have also engaged in Government-to-Government 
consultations with Tribes located downstream. 

1.4.29.3 NEPA Process – DEIS Hearings and Comment Analysis 

Comment 6027.005 From Alaska Wilderness League: 
USFWS has failed to comply with the requirements of NEPA and its own policies regarding 
public commenting and responding to comments. To remedy these violations, the USFWS must: 
(1) expand its definition of substantive comments and take into account stylistic differences 
arising from the participation of Alaska Natives; (2) reassess and sufficiently respond to the 
comments of Alaska Native individuals, tribal entities and local residents; and (3) provide an 
opportunity for imparting Traditional Knowledge and respond to additional information received. 
This must occur. 
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Response to Comment 6027.005: 
The Service reviewed and considered every comment. Comments that pointed out deficiencies 
and inaccuracies were particularly helpful in revising the Draft EIS and producing the Final EIS. 
However, other types of comments, including Traditional Knowledge, are also very useful to the 
decision-makers and can influence the ultimate outcome. A summary of all the comments is 
included in this volume (Volume 2) of the Final EIS. 

1.4.29.4 NEPA Process – Scoping - Key Issues Identified in Scoping 

Comment 6028.006 From State of Alaska: 
Page 1-14, 1.6.3, second sentence: This section indicates oil and gas development was identified 
as a major public concern. It would therefore be useful to clarify that, except for ANILCA Title 
XI transportation corridors; development will take place almost exclusively on private lands in 
the exchange area. 

Response to Comment 6028.006: 
Section 1.7.2.1 of the Final EIS was modified to clarify that oil development could occur only on 
private lands within the Refuge boundaries, and not on Refuge land. 

1.4.30 Oil and Gas Assumptions 
1.4.30.1 Oil and Gas Assumptions – Access Roads and Public Access 

Comment 6042.163: 
Roads and pipelines connecting the potential field on “core exchange” lands and on existing 
Doyon lands are not considered in analysis of direct or indirect effects, and only vaguely 
addressed in the cumulative effects analysis (Table 4-47, p. 206). 

Comment 6042.164: 
Without a maps showing all potential roads, both haul roads and in-field roads, it is impossible to 
assess their impact. There are many assumptions but key issues such as public use and location 
are vague or inconsistent. 

Comment 6142.013: 
We heard a presentation. It didn’t even give the funny little diagram that looks like a spider, the, 
quote, Alpine Field scenario of what might be plunked down on the Yukon Flats Refuge. 
Nowhere in the document is there any proof that Fish and Wildlife has looked at what are the 
impacts from facilities in a place. 

Comment 6142.025: 
But I was at those meetings at the Alpine Oil Field when it first came out, and they promised it 
was going to be this -- this arrangement of a pad here, a pad here, and a road here in between that 
will be used as the airstrip. It has grown immensely, and it’s just begun. And so the model of this 
little spider that’s got a -- a road and an airport and a pad and then a bunch of satellite pads, I 
believe that model is also inaccurate based on what I’ve seen of what the oil potential and how 
scattered it is. 

Response to Comments 6042.163, 6042.164, 6142.013, and 6142.025: 
The hypothetical development scenarios provide adequate information with which to assess 
potential impacts, and the sources of assumptions are documented. In addition, a map of a 
hypothetical development is depicted in Figure 4-4 of the EIS. The development scenarios are 
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necessarily hypothetical because as stated in Figure 4-4, it is impossible at this time to know 
exactly where oil field development would occur. Based on presently known subsurface data, it is 
premature to predict where future development would be likely to occur. If the land exchange 
takes place and Doyon finds developable hydrocarbon resources, then the location of the field 
would be precisely known and impact analysis could then be conducted on a site-specific basis 
with a project development plan. Since a right-of-way for pipelines and access roads would by 
necessity cross Federal lands, and Federal action would be required to grant a ROW, it is highly 
probable that development activities, although on private lands, would be subject to National 
Environmental Policy Act analysis. 

1.4.30.2 Oil and Gas Assumptions – Alpine and North Slope Development 

Comment 633.001: 
The EIS Environmental Draft Statement submitted by the Yukon Flats Fish and Game is and 
should not be considered due to the study of environmental impact is not correct because the basis 
of its study was not done here in the Yukon Flats Area but of the Prudhoe Bay area which is 
already drilled and impacted of such development in that area but not of the Yukon Flats area. 

Comment 8052.034 From Northern Alaska Environmental Council: 
The DEIS states that it relies on the Alpine field, yet it ignored all the full-field development 
satellites which BLM presumed in its EIS for the Alpine Satellites development project. 

Response to Comments 633.001 and 8052.034: 
The North Slope model provides the most up-to-date and government agency accepted method 
for dealing with sensitive environments. The basic Alpine Field model (without satellites) was 
chosen as a reasonable hypothetical model of oil field development because of its small footprint 
based on advances in technology, mainly extended reach drilling. The satellite development at 
Alpine is a result of a combination of subsurface distribution of the hydrocarbon accumulations in 
the vicinity of Alpine and the ability to economically produce these accumulations because of 
their proximity to the infrastructure of Alpine. It is not possible at this time to know exactly how 
field development would occur at Yukon Flats. 

Comment 8052.033 From Northern Alaska Environmental Council: 
It is unclear to what extent the Draft EIS relied on information presented by Doyon regarding oil 
and gas development assumptions (see U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, 2005, Evaluation and 
Review, Appendix 4, Doyon suggested development scenarios). We note that they presented 
three different oil field scenarios which included 187, 438 or 739 oil wells at 2, 5 or 9 drill sites 
and included one alternative that was supported by an airstrip instead of an access road (it is 
unclear whether their scenarios would have included the same long road and pipeline ROWs to 
connect to TAPS as did the EIS. The scenario of aircraft only access was not analyzed in the EIS, 
and the number of oil wells they assumed would be needed were far more than the 100 wells 
FWS assumed in the DEIS (p.4-20). 

Response to Comment 8052.033: 
The scenarios presented in U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 2005 (Evaluation and Review of Land 
Exchange and Acquisition of Native Lands) were merely suggested by Doyon. We attempted to 
develop updated scenarios based on the most recent U.S. Geological Survey data and other 
available information available for resources on the Refuge. Noise and disturbance effects 
associated with aircraft are discussed in several sections of the EIS, including Section 4.25, 
Unavoidable Adverse Effects. 
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Comment 8052.035 From Northern Alaska Environmental Council: 
The DEIS presents outdated and incomplete assumptions about direct, indirect, and cumulative 
impacts of the Alpine oil field while ignoring its location within a broader industrial complex 
which may have allowed some reduction of necessary support, staging, access, production 
facility, and other operations compared to development of new oil fields within a frontier, new 
region. We urge you to update the impacts information to reflect new impact information for the 
Northeast NPR-A Supplemental IAP/ EIS (BLM, May 2009), as well as consider the concerns 
expressed by our organization and others regarding the BLM’s incomplete consideration of 
impacts by using the Alpine model (see Alaska Center for the Environment et al, November 6, 
2007, Comment letter to BLM/ ENSR on the Draft Supplemental Integrated Activity Plan and 
Environmental Impact Statement for the Northeast Planning Area of the National Petroleum 
Reserve-Alaska; Alaska Center for the Environment, et al., August 20, 2004, Comments to BLM 
and ENSR on the Draft Amended Integrated Activity Plan and Environmental Impact Statement 
for the Northeast Planning Area of the National Petroleum Reserve-Alaska; Trustees for Alaska, 
June 10, 2004, Comments to Corps of Engineers on Alpine Satellite Development Plan Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (January 2004).) 

Response to Comment 8052.035: 
The hypothetical development scenarios provide adequate information with which to assess 
potential impacts, and the sources of assumptions are documented. In addition, a map of a 
hypothetical development is depicted in Figure 4-4 of the EIS. The development scenarios are 
necessarily hypothetical because, as stated in Figure 4-4, it is impossible at this time to know 
exactly where oil field development would occur. The basic Alpine Field model (without 
satellites) was chosen as a reasonable hypothetical model of oil field development because of its 
small footprint based on advances in technology, mainly extended reach drilling.  

Regardless of whether the land exchange takes place, should Doyon find developable 
hydrocarbon resources on its lands, then the location of the field would be precisely known and 
impact analysis could then be conducted on a site-specific basis with a project development plan. 
Since a right-of-way (ROW) for pipelines and access roads would by necessity cross Federal 
lands, and Federal action would be required to grant a ROW, it is highly probable that 
development activities, although on private lands, would be subject to National Environmental 
Policy Act analysis.  

1.4.30.3 Oil and Gas Assumptions – Directional Drilling 

Comment 6037.054 From Resisting Environmental Destruction on Indigenous Lands: 
The descriptions for activities that may be allowed on the surface of halo lands are inconsistent 
throughout the impact analysis and insufficient to protect the surface of the lands. For example, 
the Agreement in Principal states, “Doyon will take title to approximately 100,000 acres of 
subsurface oil and gas interests in a “halo” of lands around the core lands and other Doyon 
holdings within the refuge. If marketable oil and gas resources are discovered, Doyon will be able 
to access these halo land interests by directional drilling from their adjacent surface holdings. No 
surface occupancy or surface construction will be permitted on these 100,000 acres.” (Appendix 
A, p. 1 [of the Draft EIS]) I The definition for “halo lands” given in the Glossary (p.7) states, 
“lands involved In the exchange where Doyon would receive only subsurface oil and gas 
interests; surface ownership would be retained by the Service. No surface occupancy by Doyon 
would be allowed on these lands. Resources on these lands or resources would be explored or 
extracted via directional drilling on adjacent Doyon-owned lands.” We have many questions 
regarding activities that may be allowed on the surface, especially since the potential northern 
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road and pipeline route would traverse the “halo lands”. Could other rights-of-ways be permitted 
by the Service? What about activities such as seismic exploration, water withdrawals, 
“temporary” trail construction or over-land travel by off road vehicles; is gavel mining prohibited, 
construction of roads or dams which may impound water onto the surface prohibited, etc. 

Comment 6042.108: 
It is unclear whether the surveys could be conducted on the surface of the split estate “halo lands” 
or whether the oil company(s) conducting the surveys could choose to conduct surveys that 
covered both the existing Doyon lands and the “core” exchange lands at the same time. While the 
DEIS does say “no seismic exploration is proposed on halo lands,” there is no substantiation for 
this statement, nor is there anything that clearly prohibits such activities on these lands. P.4-129 
[of the Draft EIS]. 

Comment 6057.007 From U.S. EPA: 
Access to oil and gas resources on halo land. Currently there is no explanation of the phrase “no 
surface occupancy”, although there is reference to directional drilling. Because different agencies 
treat various occupancy terms differently, this information is critical to understanding the 
potential impacts to areas where no surface occupancy is declared. Recommendation: EPA 
recommends that the FWS provide a clear definition of the phrase “no surface occupancy”, and if 
limited infrastructure is allowed under this status, describe the impacts of such infrastructure in 
the final EIS. 

Response to Comments 6037.054, 6042.108, and 6057.007: 
No surface occupancy means that no permanent petroleum production facilities, drill sites, gravel 
mines, or air strips would be allowed. However, an access right-of-way (pipeline and support 
road) would be permitted under authority of Title XI of the Alaska National Interest Lands 
Conservation Act. Seismic surveys on halo lands could be authorized by a special-use permit at 
the Refuge Manager’s discretion, but would be subject to stipulations designed to protect existing 
surface conditions. For example, in the late 1980s the Refuge permitted seismic surveys on 
Refuge lands, but limited them to helicopter-supported surveys. Because this technique eliminates 
the need to clear vegetation, impacts from these surveys are transitory and short-term (e.g. noise 
impacts). The term “no surface occupancy” refers to a type of stipulation that can be attached to 
an oil and gas lease issued by the Federal government to grant oil and gas exploration and 
development rights on the Federal mineral estate, and is used to protect identified resource values. 
No surface occupancy conditions in leases can be waived, excepted, or modified, but changes 
have to be supported by environmental analysis and documentation. However, in the case of the 
halo lands, Doyon would own the mineral rights and the Federal government would be the 
surface owner. Therefore, surface use restrictions and modification of conditions would be part of 
the final land exchange agreement and deed. In addition, according to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service Oil and Gas Manual (Land Use Series 612 FW 2), in cases of split estate (surface severed 
from the minerals) on Refuge lands, the mineral owner has a responsibility to show reasonable 
regard for the surface estate, as required by State law, and the Service is obligated to protect those 
lands from unreasonable damage. The text of the Final EIS has been modified to clarify no 
surface occupancy conditions, as discussed in Section 2.4.1, Proposed Action – Agreement in 
Principle. 

Comment 6042.162: 
The DEIS paints a rosy picture that is not supported by the reality of all the activities and 
infrastructure needed for oil drilling and production. For example, the DEIS, at p. 4-21, stated, 
“extended reach drilling ... would normally result in no surface impacts to the halo lands.” Yet 
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this ignores pipeline and road access, seismic lines, clearing for overland trail, and possible 
activities like water withdrawals, spills, noise disturbance, aircraft disturbance from oil and gas 
activities including scientific studies. 

Response to Comment 6042.162: 
Extended reach directional drilling would have no effects on the surface of the halo lands. The 
EIS acknowledges that a road and pipeline right-of-way could cross halo lands, and analyzes the 
effects of oil spills. No clearing of vegetation for overland trails, water withdrawals, or other 
surface disturbances would be allowed on the halo lands. Seismic surveys could be permitted at 
the discretion of the Refuge Manager, but only if they can be accomplished without clearing 
vegetation or producing other surface impacts (e.g., helicopter-supported surveys). 

1.4.30.4 Oil and Gas Assumptions – Drilling Wastes, Drilling Fluids and Drill Cuttings 

Comment 6042.155: 
Huge quantities of drilling wastes would be produced, “drilling would generate about ... 840,000 
to 1,680,000 gallons of drilling fluids and 4,800 to 9,600 tons of drill cuttings for the entire 
exploratory drilling program (6 to 12 wells),” pp. 4-17) and for the 250 development wells, 
400,000 tons drilling cuttings and 70,000,000 gallons drilling muds. DEIS, pp. 4-17, 4-22. It does 
not look at the combined impact of both exploratory and development drilling wastes. 

Response to Comment 6042.155: 
Exploration and production would generate large amounts of drilling fluids and cuttings. Much of 
the drilling mud would be recycled (see Section 4.4.3.1 of the EIS), while cuttings would be 
hauled away and disposed of off site, or ground up and re-injected on site if there is a suitable 
subsurface formation for disposal. There would be about 5 to 10 years between exploration and 
development (see Figure 4-7), providing adequate time for removal or re-injection of wastes. 

Comment 6042.156: 
The DEIS states that for development wells, “cuttings would be hauled away and disposed off site 
or ground up and re-injected if there is suitable subsurface formation for disposal. Id. at 4-22. But 
it does not say where drilling muds and cuttings would ultimately go. Would it stay in the Yukon 
Flats Refuge or the Yukon Flats Basin? What impacts could melting permafrost have on the 
safely of injection of drilling wastes and produced water? What would happen to the wastes if it 
they could not be safely injected below ground? For exploratory wells when the subsurface is 
unknown, what studies would be done of below ground injection sites prior to drilling exploration 
wells? 

Response to Comment 6042.156: 
The hypothetical exploration and development scenarios given in Section 4.4 of the EIS, 
Assumptions about Future Oil and Gas Exploration and Development, provide adequate 
information with which to assess potential impacts, and the sources of assumptions are 
documented. Much of the drilling mud would be recycled (see Section 4.4.3.1 of the EIS). As 
noted in the comment, cuttings would be hauled away and disposed of off-site or ground up and 
re-injected on site if there is a suitable subsurface formation for disposal. 

Regardless of whether the land exchange takes place, should Doyon find developable 
hydrocarbon resources on its lands, then the location of the field would be precisely known and 
impact analysis could then be conducted on a site-specific basis with a project development plan. 
Since a right-of-way (ROW) for pipelines and access roads would by necessity cross Federal 
lands, and Federal action would be required to grant a ROW, it is highly probable that 
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development activities, although on private lands, would be subject to National Environmental 
Policy Analysis. The final disposal location(s) for cutting and fluids would be determined at that 
time. 

Comment 6042.157: 
The DEIS ignores the toxic chemicals present in drilling muds and cuttings. Roughly 1,000 
ingredients may be used in drilling fluids, and in various combinations that are proprietary and 
secret and in many cases must be held confidential if known at all by regulators as confidential 
business information (Wills 2000). Independent verification of the chemical composition of 
drilling muds is therefore not available for scientific studies of the effects of drilling wastes on the 
environment. 

Response to Comment 6042.157: 
By design, drilling fluid lessens the impact to porous and permeable formations in the subsurface, 
and the use of drilling mud is an accepted practice for drilling all types of wells (including water 
wells, environmental monitoring wells, and utility borings—not just oil and gas wells). As 
required by the Occupational Safety and Health Administration communication standard, 
hazardous materials in products used in the workplace must be accompanied by material safety 
data sheets, provided by the manufacturers of the products. The material safety data sheets 
provide information on hazardous constituents (chemical names) in the products and state what 
precautions are necessary for safe handling and use. There are a large variety of drilling fluids, 
many of which are designed for use in sensitive environments. Much of the drilling mud would 
be recycled (see Section 4.4.3.1 of the EIS), while cuttings would be hauled away and disposed of 
off site or ground up and re-injected on site if there is a suitable subsurface formation for 
disposal. Regardless of whether the land exchange takes place, should Doyon find developable 
hydrocarbon resources on its lands, then the location of the field would be precisely known and 
impact analysis could then be conducted on a site-specific basis with a project development plan. 
If deemed necessary by regulatory agencies, the types of drilling fluids and their risks to humans 
and the environment would be analyzed at that time. 

1.4.30.5 Oil and Gas Assumptions – Footprint - Development Footprint, Gravel Requirements and 
Use 

Comment 6036.007 From Northern Alaska Environmental Center: 
The assumptions used for the potential oil and gas exploration and development understated 
infrastructure and activities. The analysis of direct and indirect impacts only considered oil and 
gas development on some of the lands that would be explored and developed for oil. 

Comment 6042.161: 
The impacts of extraction in all the potential locations which it may take place as well as the 
entire transportation routes needs to be assessed. 

Response to Comments 6036.007 and 6042.161: 
The hypothetical development scenarios provide adequate information with which to assess 
potential impacts, and the sources of assumptions are documented. In addition, a map of a 
hypothetical development is depicted in Figure 4-4 of the EIS. The development scenarios are 
necessarily hypothetical because as stated in Figure 4-4, it is impossible at this time to know 
exactly where oil field development would occur. The basic Alpine Field model (without 
satellites) was chosen as a reasonable hypothetical model of oil field development because of its 
small footprint based on advances in technology, mainly extended reach drilling.  
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Regardless of whether the land exchange takes place, should Doyon find developable 
hydrocarbon resources on its lands, then the location of the field would be precisely known and 
impact analysis could then be conducted on a site-specific basis with a project development plan. 
Since right-of-way (ROW) for pipelines and access roads would by necessity cross Federal lands, 
and Federal action would be required to grant a ROW, it is therefore highly probable that 
development activities. although on private lands, would be subject to National Environmental 
Policy Act analysis. 

The direct and indirect effects associated with development on lands currently owned by Doyon 
are evaluated under the No Land Exchange Alternative for each resource section in Chapter 4 of 
the EIS, Environmental Consequences. The cumulative effects analysis (see Section 4.24, 
Cumulative Effects) evaluates the cumulative effects associated with development on exchange 
lands, and on lands currently owned by Doyon that could be explored and developed without the 
land exchange. 

Comment 6042.104: 
The seismic survey impacts on Refuge lands (other than “core exchange” lands which would be 
transferred to Doyon) were not analyzed for their direct, indirect, or cumulative impacts. Nor 
were seismic direct, indirect, or cumulative impacts clearly evaluated to address potential impacts 
for the lands owned by each Village Corporation, lands owned by Gwichyaa Zhee Gwich’in 
Tribal Government, other private landowners, Native allotments, Birch Creek Wild and Scenic 
River, Beaver Creek Wild River (both in the Refuge and White Mountains NRA), White 
Mountains NRA, and other BLM lands beyond the refuge boundary. 

Comment 6042.107: 
Furthermore, the DEIS should consider the direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts of both new 
2-D seismic surveys and 3-D surveys over the entire area considered prospective for oil and gas, 
not just the “core exchange” lands in addition to addressing a longer time frame. For example, the 
effects analysis underestimates effects on biological integrity, diversity and environmental health 
(sec. 4.13, pp. 4-113 to 4-114) because of a narrow geographic scope. No rationale for this is 
provided. 

Comment 6042.140: 
It is insufficient to analyze potential impacts of seismic surveys on just the parcels being traded 
(Table 4-45, p. 4-177) since this ignores that resources may require more land and water than just 
the “footprint” covered by infrastructure and activities on those lands. 

Comment 6073.002: 
The third largest refuge, they want to cut in right down the middle and something that’s not in the 
DEIS is what’s going to happen after they get into Birch Creek. Well, if you pay attention to the 
maps outside, and I think maybe the maps in DEIS, when this agreement was reached they were 
saying 173,000 barrels of oil. Now they’re saying 600 -- I mean a million, now they’re saying 600 
million, 800 million, one billion barrels of oil in the Yukon Flats. So it’s not going to stop at 
Birch Creek when they get their foot in the door, it’s going to go to Beaver down to Steven’s and 
it’s going to go up to Fort Yukon and what initially was a simple pipeline and road into Beaver is 
now going to spider web the refuge. 
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Response to Comments 6042.104, 6042.107, 6042.140, and 6073.002: 
Doyon’s belief, as presented to the Service, is that the most favorable area to explore for 
hydrocarbon resources is on the core lands, which is the premise of the land exchange. On that 
basis, exploration and development on the core lands and a right-of-way for pipelines and access 
roads on other lands were reasonably foreseeable future actions and subject to cumulative 
analysis. One could assume, with or without the U.S. Geological Survey contour mapping (since 
the seismic surveys were conducted in the 1980s), that other areas in the Flats would have 
potential for oil and gas, but oil and gas exploration on Doyon lands is speculative because it is 
not possible to predict precisely where such activities would take place, and therefore outside the 
scope of this EIS. Exploration activities on Doyon lands would not be considered connected 
actions, based on the definition that states “actions are connected if they: (i) Automatically trigger 
other actions which may require environmental impact statements, (ii) Cannot or will not proceed 
unless other actions are taken previously or simultaneously, (iii) Are interdependent parts of a 
larger action and depend on the larger action for their justification.” [40 Code of Federal 
Regulations 1508.25(a)(1)]. 

Comment 6042.160: 
Insufficient information about gravel resources, gravel mine sites, and total number of sites is 
provided. The DEIS contains no maps showing gravel sources, and statements such as these are 
not supported with scientific information: “gravel is though to be common in the Refuge and 
surrounding area... Gravel is not expected to be extracted from streambeds as upland sources 
appear to be common and Doyon prefers to extract gravel in the uplands for environmental 
reasons.” (p. 4-20). 

Comment 6042.169: 
EIS has no information on gravel sources for roads or potential mine locations necessary for their 
construction. (p. 4-73). 

Comment 6142.005: 
It has no information on the gravel sources for the roads or potential mine location, or even the 
gravel resources that might exist on the ground or not. 

Response to Comments 6042.160, 6042.169, and 6142.005: 
As described in Section 3.3.3.5 of the Final EIS, Oil, Gas and other Mineral Resources, there is 
little quantitative information on sand and gravel resources in Yukon Flats, mainly because there 
is no industrial infrastructure that demands gravel. The EIS has relied on the references cited in 
Section 3.3.3.5 to determine the probability of adequate sand and gravel resources, but no 
resource estimates were available. 

1.4.30.6 Oil and Gas Assumptions – Footprint - Seismic Survey Miles of Survey Expected, Width 

Comment 6042.103: 
None of the locations for any of the potential surveys are shown. 

Comment 6042.105: 
That the DEIS assumed that 3-D [3-dimensional] seismic surveys would not be foreseeable and 
so therefore did not analyze their impacts is not justified but has the result that many potential 
effects are underestimated. The 3-D surveys differ from 2-D [2-dimensional] seismic surveys 
because they would have more intense impact with much greater surface disturbance in 
concentrated areas. 
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Response to Comments 6042.103 and 6042.015: 
Section 4.4 of the EIS, Assumptions about Future Oil and Gas Exploration and Development, 
states that it is possible that additional 2-D, or 3-D, seismic surveys could be conducted after 
initial 2-D seismic  surveys or exploratory drilling. Section 4.4.1, Where Future Oil and Gas 
Exploration and Development Might Occur, gives general information as to where seismic 
surveys may occur. 

Comment 6042.109: 
Furthermore, what if Doyon, oil companies, or a state or federal entity request that seismic lines 
extend onto Refuge lands, into the adjacent White Mountains National Recreation area or Beaver 
Creek National Wild River? The DEIS claims that the seismic lines and resultant habitat 
fragmentation would cover a relatively small portion (0.1 to 0.3%) of the core lands, and a much 
smaller percentage of lands within the exterior Refuge boundaries (0.004%). p.A-114. This is an 
inappropriate way to present this information because the assumptions for the total survey 
coverage were flawed, the Service only assumed 2-3 years worth of surveys, the Service limited 
their review to the “core exchange” lands, and the Service did a calculation which apparently 
considers the acreage as if all the impact was in one contiguous area. 

Response to Comment 6042.109: 
As stated in Section 4.4.2.1, seismic exploration involving surface-disturbing activities or 
clearing of vegetation would not be permitted on Refuge lands. Helicopter-supported seismic 
surveys that avoid surface disturbance could be authorized on the halo lands by a Special-Use 
Permit at the discretion of the Refuge Manager. Any permit would be subject to additional terms 
and stipulations to protect Refuge resources. In the unlikely event of a request to extend seismic 
surveys onto Bureau of Land Management (BLM) lands, the BLM would likely impose similar 
requirements. 

Comment 6042.126: 
The DEIS does not depict “overland travel” routes within refuge necessary for access of survey 
equipment and supplies. 

Response to Comment 6042.126: 
As stated in Section 4.4.2.1 of the EIS, the overland travel route would originate in Circle and 
terminate somewhere on the core lands. Although the exact route would depend on the location of 
development, any route would cross Refuge land and would require a right-of-way permit issued 
by the Service. The permitting process would involve a National Environmental Policy Act 
review to analyze alternative routes and to identify mitigation measures and stipulations to protect 
Refuge resources. 

Comment 6142.016: 
There’s a proposal for a -- a clear-cut hundred-watt -- hundred-foot-wide corridor from Circle 
into these core lands for -- to bring in the seismic vehicles and the drilling rigs. Clear-cut forest. 
Temporary for exploration. Even if they find nothing, this trail is going to go in. The combination 
of all this and what will happen on the refuge’s own lands this document does not address. 

Response to Comment 6142.016: 
As stated in Section 4.4.2.1 of the EIS, seismic exploration involving surface-disturbing activities 
or clearing of vegetation would not be permitted on Refuge lands. Helicopter-supported seismic 
surveys that avoid surface disturbance could be authorized on the halo lands by a Special-Use 
Permit at the discretion of the Refuge Manager. Any permit would be subject to additional terms 
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and stipulations to protect Refuge resources. In the unlikely event of a request to extend seismic 
surveys onto Bureau of Land Management (BLM) lands, the BLM would likely impose similar 
requirements. 

As discussed in Section 4.4.2.1, Exploration Seismic Surveys, and as shown in the photographs 
given in this section, measures can be taken to minimize impacts to the environment from seismic 
surveys.  

1.4.30.7 Oil and Gas Assumptions – Gas Field Development 

Comment 6036.013 From Northern Alaska Environmental Center: 
It didn’t analyze natural gas exploration or development. 

Comment 6042.167: 
A major deficiency is that the DEIS ignored impacts from a huge aspect of potential activities and 
infrastructure, including number of wells, pipelines, airports, etc because it failed to analyze the 
effects of exploration and development of natural gas. A large industrial complex is likely to 
result in the currently wild and natural landscape of the Yukon Flats. 

Response to Comments 6036.013 and 6042.167: 
As discussed in Section 4.4.3.5 of the EIS, natural gas exploration or development is unlikely in 
the foreseeable future and is therefore not considered in the EIS. 

1.4.30.8 Oil and Gas Assumptions – Oil Spill Planning Requirements 

Comment 106.010 From Alaska Coalition of Washington: 
The DEIS did not adequately review the impacts of Oil Spill Risks to the Beaver Creek National 
Wild River and Yukon River. A major oil spill into Beaver Creek would travel to the Yukon 
River, contaminating soils and vegetation much of the way. 

Comment 827.009: 
The DEIS fails to describe the possible impacts of an oil spill into the Yukon River resulting from 
the proposed action. It short-sighted fails to recognize this possibility. 

Comment 862.003 From Eyak Preservation Council: 
The potential for pollution extending down the Yukon River beyond the Refuge boundary as a 
result of the proposed action should also be addressed. 

Comment 6031.005: 
The EIS fails to address the potential impact from an oil spill on Beaver Creek moving down 
stream and polluting the Yukon River. 

Comment 6036.040 From Northern Alaska Environmental Center: 
The DEIS, including the ANILCA Section 810 analysis and Finding is fundamentally flawed 
because the Service fails to evaluate impacts of a major spill into Yukon River or to Yukon River 
salmon populations or subsistence harvests because it assumes that spills will be contained. (p4-
74) Given the track record in Alaska and throughout the nation’s coasts, the effectiveness of 
booming cannot be assured. Therefore, the EIS must address the worst-case situations of a major 
pipeline leak or break, a well blowout, and a large diesel tank spill into the Yukon River. This is 
necessary in order to address potential effects on each of the refuge purposes, including salmon, 
international treaty obligations (Yukon River Salmon Treaty; migratory bird treaties, etc.), water 
quality and quantity and subsistence. 
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Comment 6037.044 From Resisting Environmental Destruction on Indigenous Lands:  
A major omission is that the Service fails to evaluate impacts of a major spill into Yukon River or 
to Yukon River salmon populations or subsistence harvests because it assumes that spills will be 
contained. (p4-74) Given the track record in Alaska and throughout the nation’s coasts, the 
effectiveness of booming cannot be assured. Therefore, the EIS must address the worst-case 
situations of a major pipeline leak or break, a well blowout, and a large diesel tank spill into the 
Yukon River. This is necessary in order to address potential effects on each of the refuge 
purposes, including salmon, international treaty obligations (Yukon River Salmon Treaty; 
migratory bird treaties, etc.), water quality and quantity and subsistence. 

Comment 6042.061: 
The information presented regarding oil spills and water pollution also downplays the 
significance of a major spill into water ways such as Beaver Creek. The DEIS does not 
specifically acknowledge that a pipeline and road may be required to transport oil across Beaver 
Creek. There is no information provided regarding the possibility of spilled oil reaching the 
Yukon River and possibly moving down the Yukon River. The DEIS assumes this will not 
happen, however, this possibility should be described along with what impacts might occur if 
spilled oil moves down the Yukon River. 

Comment 6042.069: 
The DEIS does not address the possibility of spilled oil resulting from the proposed action getting 
into the Yukon River. This is a gross deficiency that needs to be addressed. 

Comment 6042.171: 
The DEIS assumes that a major spill into the Yukon River will not occur because containment 
would prevent oil from a potential Beaver Creek from flowing into the Yukon. However, the 
DEIS does not address major impacts to fish, fish habitat, and subsistence, recreational and 
commercial Yukon River Salmon fisheries in the U.S. and Canada if this happens. 

Comment 6042.174: 
A major omission is that the Service fails to evaluate impacts of a major spill into Yukon River or 
to Yukon River salmon populations or subsistence harvests because it assumes that spills will be 
contained. DEIS, p.4-74. Given the track record in Alaska and throughout the nation’s coasts, the 
effectiveness of booming cannot be assured. Therefore, the DEIS must address the worst-case 
situations of a major pipeline leak or break, a well blowout, and a large diesel tank spill into the 
Yukon River. This is necessary in order to address potential effects on each of the refuge 
purposes, including salmon, international treaty obligations (Yukon River Salmon Treaty; 
migratory bird treaties, etc.), water quality and quantity and subsistence. 

Comment 6132.001: 
Impacts from water pollution, from oil spills are not adequately addressed for a worst-case 
scenario where a major spill ends up in the Yukon River. 

Comment 6142.017: 
And those have to do with the information about spills. You’ve heard much here tonight about the 
document does assume, in its analysis, that a spill will not reach the Yukon River. That is a huge 
gap in the Environmental Impact Analysis, because it doesn’t look -- it assumes the boom will 
work. 
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Comment 8055.003: 
The EIS contemplates a spill on Beaver Creek, but assumes that any spill would be stopped at the 
Beaver Creek’s mouth. This assumption fails to take into affect a spill during break up or severe 
weather, when an oil boom would be ineffective and/or boom crews would be unable to reach the 
boom. The effect of either scenario would be a spill entering the Yukon River. 

Response to Comments 106.010. 827.009, 862.003, 6031.005, 6036.040,  6037.044, 6042.061, 
6042.069, 6042.171, 6042.174, 6132.001, 6142.017, and 8055.003: 
Figure 4-6 of the Final EIS shows two potential right-of-way (ROW) routes for the sales oil 
pipeline, both of which cross and/or run adjacent to creeks in places. The text in Section 4.4.3.3 
includes a discussion of the possible pipeline and access road routes, as well as the various 
methods for designing a pipeline river or creek crossing. Neither of the potential ROW routes in 
Figure 4-6 crosses Beaver Creek; however, since the specific locations of potential future 
exploration and production projects are not known, the stream crossings of any future sales line 
and the in-field pipelines are also not known. Since some pipelines could be built across Beaver 
Creek, the worst-case oil spill scenario described in EIS Sections 4.5.2.2 and 4.5.2.3 was based on 
a spill from a pipeline directly into Beaver Creek. Neither the proposed land exchange nor 
potential ROW routes are adjacent to or cross the Yukon River. The nearest ROW point to the 
Yukon River is approximately 15 miles south of the river. Therefore, there are no known 
mechanisms for spills directly to the Yukon River from the Proposed Action. The text in Sections 
4.5.2.2 and 4.5.2.3 of the Final EIS has been changed to clarify this. The only identified route by 
which spilled oil from exploration and development activities associated with the Proposed 
Action could reach the Yukon River would be via a spill into Beaver Creek or one of its 
tributaries. The text in the worst-case oil spill to water scenario in Section 4.5.2.3 of the Final EIS 
has been changed in response to this comment. A description of some of the tools and tactics 
specifically designed to enable responders to work in moving water was added. Additionally, the 
text in this section was changed to clarify that, although the bulk of the spilled oil would be 
diverted to and contained in areas of calmer water along the bank, some oil entrained in soils and 
vegetation along the bank could become dislodged and be carried farther downstream, potentially 
reaching the Yukon River. This oil could be dissolved in the water, dislodged from the creek bank 
in subsequent years, or bypass the diversion/containment system. However, given the average 
monthly discharge rate of the Yukon River (800,000 to 1,600,000 gallons per second), the amount 
of oil reaching the Yukon River would be thoroughly mixed and diluted. Several sections of the 
EIS address the potential effects of oil reaching the Yukon River following a spill on exchange 
lands. For instance, Sections 4.12.1.2 and.4.24.11.2 recognize the potential impacts to fish and 
fish habitat in the Yukon River. Section 4.21.1.2 recognizes concerns about oil spills by 
subsistence users of the Yukon River. Section 4.24.7.2 recognizes potential effects to water 
quality in the Yukon River from oil and gas operations on exchange lands. 

Comment 749.001: 
In the event of a major spill there is not a plan provided to ensure containment before 
contamination of the Yukon River main stem. 

Comment 5038.006: 
There needs to be included in the EIS, there needs to be a spill response. How do we respond 
when a spill does happen? What do we do? Do -- is there a plan in place? They say in 48 hours it 
could reach the mouth of Birch Creek or Beaver Creek. And -- and then how long before it goes 
all the way to the rest -- down the Yukon? What kind of plans are in place to mitigate that? To 
reduce the threat? 
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Comment 5082.008: 
If there was an oil spill of 84,000 gallons into Beaver Creek, it would travel 148 miles down the 
Yukon River in 49 hours, contaminating everything down the river. And there’s no plan for 
cleanup of oil spilled in the Yukon River and the affects to all those communities down the river. 

Comment 5086.001: 
You know, what will we do if there’s an oil spill. You know, there’s no plan. 

Comment 6033.006 From Arctic Village Council: 
The DEIS outlines the following regarding possible impacts to the Yukon river watershed: A 
significant oil spill (83,580 gallons) into Beaver Creek in summer would travel 148 miles to the 
Yukon River in 49 hours, contaminating soils and vegetation much of the way. (DElS, p. 4-33). 
The DEIS estimates there would be 300 crude oil and other hydrocarbon spills totaling 52,500 
gallons, but ignores other types of spills. (DElS Table 4-7, p. 428). 
... 
However, the DEIS does not address how such contamination would or could be cleaned up. 

Comment 6035.006 From Gwichyaa Zhee Gwich'in Tribal Government: 
The DEIS outlines the following regarding possible impacts to the Yukon river watershed: A 
significant oil spill (83,580 gallons) into Beaver Creek in summer would travel 148 miles to the 
Yukon River in 49 hours, contaminating soils and vegetation much of the way. (DEIS, p. 433). 
The DEIS estimates there would be 300 crude oil and other hydrocarbon spills totaling 52,500 
gallons, but ignores other types of spills. (DEIS Table 4-7, p. 4-28). 
... 
However, the DEIS does not address how such contamination would or could be cleaned up. 

Comment 6037.015 From Resisting Environmental Destruction on Indigenous Lands:  
We are very concerned about the potential effects of oil and gas development regarding both 
acute (oil spills) and chronic pollution to the Yukon river watershed, particularly regarding 
downstream environments where toxic substances may be transported and may accumulate over 
time. We do not believe the DEIS has sufficiently analyzed the potential degradation of 
watershed values over the long term for the lands involved in the proposed exchange, the refuge 
lands overall, and areas upstream and downstream of the Refuge. 
... 
The DEIS does not address how such contamination would or could be cleaned up. 

Comment 6037.019 From Resisting Environmental Destruction on Indigenous Lands:  
A significant oil spill (84,000 gallons) into Beaver Creek in summer would travel 148 miles to the 
Yukon River in 49 hours, contaminating soils and vegetation much of the way. The DEIS does 
not address how such contamination would or could be cleaned up. (p. 4-33) 

Comment 6037.042 From Resisting Environmental Destruction on Indigenous Lands:  
While the Draft EIS acknowledges that a significant oil spill (83,580 gallons) into Beaver Creek 
in summer would travel 148 miles to the Yukon River in 49 hours, contaminating soils and 
vegetation much of the way, (Draft EIS p. 433) it does not address how such contamination 
would or could be cleaned up. 



Responses to Comments 

Yukon Flats Land Exchange Final EIS February 2010 279  

Comment 6040.006 From Venetie Village Council: 
The DEIS outlines the following regarding possible impacts to the Yukon river watershed: A 
significant oil spill (83,580 gallons) into Beaver Creek in summer would travel 148 miles to the 
Yukon River in 49 hours, contaminating soils and vegetation much of the way. (DElS, p. 4-33). 
The DEIS estimates there would be 300 crude oil and other hydrocarbon spills totaling 52,500 
gallons, but ignores other types of spills. (DElS Table 4-7, p. 428). 
... 
However, the DEIS does not address how such contamination would or could be cleaned up. 

Comment 6042.172: 
While the DEIS at 4-33 acknowledges that a significant oil spill (83,580 gallons) into Beaver 
Creek in summer would travel 148 miles to the Yukon River in 49 hours, contaminating soils and 
vegetation much of the way, it does not address how such contamination would or could be 
cleaned up. 

Comment 6056.009 From The Wilderness Society: 
A significant oil spill (~2,000 barrels) into Beaver Creek in summer would travel 148 miles to the 
Yukon River in 49 hours, contaminating soils and vegetation much of the way. (“Spills to Water” 
P 4-33) The DEIS does not address how such contamination would or could be cleaned up. 

Comment 6122.009: 
But there’s no plan to clean up the oil spills, especially in the Yukon River. The Yukon River is 
huge. How are they going to clean up an oil spill in the Yukon River? That question needs to be 
answered for all of the communities that are along the Yukon River and depend on that river for 
their way of life and the salmon. 

Comment 6122.014: 
One of the statistics that we realized as far as oil spills was if 84,000 gallons of oil spilled into 
Beaver Creek, it would travel down the Yukon 148 miles in 49 hours. What is the plan for this? 
There is no plan. 

Response to Comments 749.001, 5038.006, 5082.008, 5086.001, 6033.006, 6035.006, 6037.015, 
6037.019, 6037.042, 6040.006, 6042.172, 6056.009, 6122.009 and 6122.014: 
Section 4.5.2.2 of the Final EIS states that Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation 
(ADEC) regulations require an Oil Discharge Prevention and Contingency Plan to be developed, 
approved by ADEC, and implemented for oil exploration and production facilities. Section 
4.5.2.2 of the Final EIS includes a summary of the oil spill prevention measures that must be 
included in the plan and implemented. In addition, the regulations require the plans to include 
response action plans, including information about the equipment that is available for spill 
response, any equipment that is pre-staged or pre-deployed in critical areas, the number of trained 
emergency response personnel, the specifics of the training provided, the frequency of drills to be 
performed, and the spill response tactics that could be used, depending on the specifics of the 
incident. The response tactics and equipment stored and pre-staged would vary with site features, 
potential routes of travel, and resources potentially impacted. These spill prevention and 
contingency plans are project-specific, based on the actual facility design, facility location, and 
planned operations. At this time, none of that information is known, and so development of a plan 
for the EIS would be based on speculative information. Should a specific exploration or 
production project be proposed in the future, a project-specific spill prevention and contingency 
plan would be prepared by the operator and approved by ADEC prior to start-up of operations. 
ADEC takes steps to ensure that the plans are implemented as written and provide adequate 
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protection of the environment, including performing periodic inspections and calling 
unannounced drills. The text in Section 4.5.2.2 of the Final EIS has been expanded to include a 
summary of the response action plan requirements and ADEC oversight. 

Comment 6041.007 From Yukon River Drainage Fisheries Association: 
In examining the cumulative impacts on fish and fish habitat, the DEIS relies on the application 
of safeguards to conclude that the development of an oil field would have a “limited effect on fish 
populations.”“ This conclusion is based on a presumption about safety measures that will be 
applied: “...provided that the normal safeguards mandated by the regulatory agencies and industry 
for oilfield development are adhered to - oil spill prevention and cleanup protocols; proper 
culvert, bridge and pad siting and design; water withdrawal column and timing restrictions; 
erosion and sedimentation controls (National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System permits and 
storm water pollution prevention plans); and State-approved gravel excavation methods and 
reclamation...” While many of these measures are required by law, there are still opportunities for 
failure within these systems - if all oil containment systems and oil spill clean-up plans worked 
perfectly, incidents such as the Exxon Valdez spill would not have had the devastating impact on 
fisheries that they did. To summarily dismiss this possibility in the light of historical experiences 
in Alaska alone does not adequately address the potential impacts of a spill. 

Response to Comment 6041.007: 
The possibility of oil spills or other isolated events is recognized in the EIS. The range of effects 
of oil spills on fish is discussed in Section 4.12.1.2 of the Final EIS. As stated in Section 
4.24.11.2, the impacts from such occurrences are likely to be localized and temporary, and affect 
only small components of fish populations, depending on the time of year of the spill. 
Additionally, as stated in Section 4.5.2 of the Final EIS, the National Research Council study of 
the cumulative impacts of the oil and gas industry on the North Slope found that even on the 
North Slope, where oil production has occurred at high rates for 30 years, there has been little or 
no accumulation of effects due to small oil spills. 

Comment 6042.175: 
The DEIS at p. 4-32 mischaracterized the effectiveness of the response to the Trans-Alaska 
Pipeline “Bullet Hole” spill by stating that “control efforts were conducted almost immediately.” 
Yet, in fact, it took Alyeska 36 hours to plug the leak and by that time, 285,600 gallons of crude 
oil had spilled, at least 38% of which was not recovered. 

Comment 6142.020: 
One other thing that I found particularly misleading was on page 4-32. It says, quote, The TAPS 
bullet-hole spill at Milepost 400 is one example of the behavior and cleanup of a large oil spill 
associated with the 16 pipeline. This oil spill occurred near Livengood, Alaska, on October 4, 
2001, when the pipeline was shot with a high-power rifle. This spill was noticed within hours of 
when it started, and control efforts were conducted almost immediately. Pipeline valves were 
used to close the isolated segment and minimize the amount of oil that would be released. It took 
36 hours for Alyeska to put a plug on that oil that was spraying out of that pipeline. This 
statement in the document is deceptive, misleading, and incomplete. 



Responses to Comments 

Yukon Flats Land Exchange Final EIS February 2010 281  

Response to Comments 6042.175 and 6142.020: 
The text in Section 4.5.2.3 of the EIS related to the Trans-Alaska Pipeline System bullet-hole spill 
has been changed in response to this comment, clarifying the description of the response actions. 

Comment 6056.010 From The Wilderness Society: 
The DEIS estimates there would be 300 crude oil and other hydrocarbon spills totaling 52,500 
gallons, but ignores other types of spills. (DEIS Table 4-7, p. 4-28). 

Response to Comment 6056.010: 
The possibility of spills of materials other than crude oil and other hydrocarbons is discussed in 
Section 4.5.1 of the Final EIS. The Final EIS focuses on the effects of hydrocarbons because the 
volume of crude oil managed is significantly greater than that of other chemicals. Therefore, the 
likely frequency and magnitude of a crude oil spill is also greater than that of other chemicals. 
Additionally, as stated in Section 4.5.2 of the Final EIS, the National Research Council study of 
the cumulative impacts of the oil and gas industry on the North Slope found that even on the 
North Slope, where oil production has occurred at high rates for 30 years, there has been little or 
no accumulation of effects due to small oil spills. 

Comment 6066.001: 
Decades of Alaskan experience have proven both the inevitability and unpredictability of such 
spills, and the almost certain fallibility of unproven and unprovable containment strategies such 
as the proposal’s weak and unsubstantiated suggestion that booming of Beaver Creek would solve 
any spill problem. The biological sensitivity of the Flats combined with the unique physiographic 
and hydrologic conditions of the region would produce disastrous consequences for any spill that 
reached anyone of the innumerable river channels that spread across the area. As anyone who has 
explored the Yukon Flats by boat, as I have, will observe, the Flats have the fluvial morphology 
of an inland delta, where high velocity main channels (8+ mph current) branch into distributaries, 
which branch again into multiple, often dead-,end sloughs. The main channels would quickly 
transport large volumes of spilled oil for considerable distances, and the distributaries would then 
spread and trap the oil in thousands of locations. Clean-up efforts would be next to impossible 
under benign summer condition and totally impossible during break-up or early freeze-up. A spill 
during a period of ice dammed flooding (common in the region) could spread spilled oil over the 
entire landscape of the Flats. In short, one could not design a riverine hydrologic system more 
efficient at transporting and widely distributing oil from a spill over vast areas of critical habitat. 

Response to Comment 6066.001: 
The effects of spills on vegetation, fish and essential fish habitat, and birds are discussed in Final 
EIS Sections 4.11.1.2, 4.12.1.2 and 4.13.1.2, respectively. The Oil Spill subsections include 
discussions of the increased impacts that would be likely if a spill into Beaver Creek were to 
occur during a high water event. However, the text in Section 4.5.2.3 has been changed in 
response to this comment to include additional discussion that spilled material could be dislodged 
from stream banks and reintrained in the creek during subsequent years after the spill, as well as a 
discussion of how recovery efforts would continue to be employed. Since numerous variables are 
involved in any potential spill situation, the spill scenarios included in the EIS are based on 
assumptions. Should an exploration and production project be proposed in the future, the spill 
prevention and response planning process would be based on actual project details (e.g., facility 
locations, crude oil properties, anticipated production rates, fluid storage volumes) rather than 
generalized assumptions. 
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1.4.30.9 Oil and Gas Assumptions – Oil Spill Scenarios and Behavior - Large Spills, Very Lange 
Spills, Spills to Water 

Comment 6021.016 From Alaska Chapter Wilderness Watch: 
Contamination of stream banks by an oil spill into the river could travel downstream all the way 
to the Yukon River within 49 hours (page 4-33). The DEIS acknowledges that if this happened, 
“some oil would become entrained in soils and vegetation along the banks of Beaver Creek for 
much of the 148 miles…” The DEIS fails to provide information on how spring floods and ice 
breakups on the river will dislodge toxic materials from contaminated bank soils and transport 
them downstream. It also does not explain how such toxic material might be re-deposited in 
wetlands in the lower reaches of Beaver Creek which are periodically flooded during spring 
breakup. Some of these wetlands include lands the Service expects to add to the Refuge as a 
result of the proposed trade. The DEIS does not discuss how over several spring breakups 
contaminants from an oil spill will concentrate in settlement areas and continue to negatively 
effect these wetlands. 

Response to Comment 6021.016: 
The effects on vegetation, fish and essential fish habitat, and birds are discussed in EIS Sections 
4.11.1.2, 4.12.1.2 and 4.13.1.2, respectively. The Oil Spill subsections includes discussions of the 
increased impacts that would be likely if a spill into Beaver Creek were to occur during a high 
water event. However, the text in Section 4.5.2.3 has been changed in response to this comment 
to include additional discussion that spilled material could be dislodged from stream banks and 
reintrained in the creek during subsequent years after the spill, as well as a discussion of how 
recovery efforts would continue to be employed. Some of this spilled material could also end up 
in wetlands in the lower reaches of Beaver Creek. Since numerous variables are involved in any 
potential spill situation, the spill scenarios included in the EIS are based on assumptions. Should 
an exploration and production project be proposed in the future, the spill prevention and response 
planning process would be based on actual project details (e.g., facility locations, crude oil 
properties, anticipated production rates, fluid storage volumes) rather than generalized 
assumptions. 

Comment 6023.002 From Arctic Audubon Society: 
The oil industry has not had experience handling an oil spill in moving waters such as those in the 
vast watershed of the Yukon Flats Refuge where flow is toward the Yukon River which is so 
important to the nation and the world for its salmon resources. We feel the DEIS has minimized 
these hazards. 

Response to Comment 6023.002: 
Tools and tactics have been specifically designed to enable responders to work in moving water. 
The types of booms and booming techniques are different than those that would be used in lakes 
and ponds. For moving water, the tactics tend to emphasize diverting or deflecting the oil to a 
lower energy area along the shoreline, where equipment can be deployed to contain and recover 
the oil. Responders are trained and drilled on the use of this equipment and tactics. As an 
example, many North Slope response team members have participated in a Fast Water Response 
Course, specifically designed for moving water conditions, that involves drills with the 
appropriate equipment. With each drill and response in moving water, the lessons learned are 
used to modify and improve the tactics. The text in Section 4.5.2.3 of the EIS regarding possible 
response actions to a large spill to Beaver Creek has been expanded to include more information 
about containment and recovery techniques that could be used. The Trans-Alaska Pipeline 
System (TAPS) is an example of a pipeline that crosses many streams and rivers, including the 
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Yukon River. The oil spill prevention and contingency plan for TAPS includes information about 
each of those crossings, the associated sensitive areas, spill equipment and tactics that could be 
used for spills to those streams, and specifics on equipment that is pre-staged to protect sensitive 
areas. 

Comment 6037.040 From Resisting Environmental Destruction on Indigenous Lands:  
The draft EIS underestimates the chronic risks posed by oil field spills, that gravel drill sites, 
roads, and airstrips become contaminated, that there are many contaminated sites in the Alaska 
North Slope oil fields, and that even small spills can harm birds, eggs, fish, invertebrates, 
mammals, other wildlife and people 

Response to Comment 6037.040: 
This topic is discussed in Section 4.5.2 of the EIS. The National Research Council study of the 
cumulative impacts of the oil and gas industry on the North Slope found that even on the North 
Slope, where oil production has occurred at high rates for 30 years, there has been little or no 
accumulation of negative effects due to small or large oil spills. 

Comment 6037.039 From Resisting Environmental Destruction on Indigenous Lands: While the 
DEIS estimates there would be 300 crude oil and other hydrocarbon spills totaling 52,500 gallons 
(Table 4-7, EIS p. 4-28), it ignores other types of spills such as ethylene glycol etc. which have 
proven toxic to fish and wildlife. 

Comment 6042.170: 
While the DEIS estimates there would be 300 crude oil and other hydrocarbon spills totaling 
52,500 gallons (Table 4-7, EIS p. 4-28), it ignores other types of spills such as ethylene glycol 
etc. which have proven toxic to fish and wildlife. 

Response to Comments 6037.039 and 6042.170: 
The possibility of spills of materials other than crude oil and other hydrocarbons is discussed in 
Section 4.5.1 of the Final EIS. The Final EIS focuses on the effects of hydrocarbons because the 
volume of crude oil managed is significantly greater than that of other chemicals. Therefore, the 
likely frequency and magnitude of a crude oil spill is also greater than that of other chemicals. 
Additionally, as stated in Section 4.5.2 of the Final EIS, the National Research Council study of 
the cumulative impacts of the oil and gas industry on the North Slope found that even on the 
North Slope, where oil production has occurred at high rates for 30 years, there has been little or 
no accumulation of effects due to small oil spills. 

Comment 6037.045 From Resisting Environmental Destruction on Indigenous Lands:  
The draft EIS mischaracterized the effectiveness of the response to the Trans-Alaska Pipeline 
“Bullet Hole” spill by stating that “control efforts were conducted almost immediately” (p. 4-32). 
Yet, in fact, it took Alyeska 36 hours to plug the leak and by that time, 285,600 gallons of crude 
oil had spilled, at least 38% of which was not recovered. 

Response to Comment 6037.045: 
The text in Section 4.5.2.3 of the Final EIS related to the Trans-Alaska Pipeline System bullet-
hole spill has been changed in response to this comment, clarifying the description of the 
response actions. 
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Comment 6037.047 From Resisting Environmental Destruction on Indigenous Lands:  
The draft EIS fails to evaluate impacts of worst-case scenario, a well blowout, and understates the 
effect if there was a major spill. 
... 
DEIS analysis of spills and impacts is inadequate 

Comment 6042.179: 
The DEIS fails to evaluate impacts of worst-case scenario, a well blowout, and understates the 
effect if there was a major spill. 

Response to Comments 6037.047 and 6042.179: 
The effects of an oil spill due to a potential well blowout are discussed in the Oil Spills 
subsections of the following sections of the EIS: 4.11.1.2, 4.12.1.2, 4.13.1.2, 4.14.1.2, and 4.16.2. 
With modern well planning, well control technologies, and well control regulations, well 
blowouts are extremely rare. The statistics related to the probability of a blowout are discussed in 
Section 4.5.2.1 of the EIS. As discussed in Section 4.5.2.1, Alaska Department of Environmental 
Conservation regulations require that the contingency plans for exploration and production 
operations include provisions for responding to a well blowout of a magnitude greater than has 
ever been experienced in the United States. The operating company is then required to have 
sufficient equipment and trained personnel to respond as described in the plan. 

Comment 6200.014: 
I’d like to object to Table 2.5, continued, water quality. Phase 2, accumulative. I disagree based 
on oil spills. This information is based on oil spilling into an ocean, not a national wild-and-
scenic river. 

Response to Comment 6200.014: 
No reference or inference to oil spilling to an ocean was found in Table 2.5, Water Quality, Phase 
2, or elsewhere in the Draft EIS discussions about the effects of oil spills related to the land 
exchange. 

1.4.30.10  Oil and Gas Assumptions – Pipelines and Rights-of-Way Routes 

Comment 6042.098: 
The DEIS incorrectly assumes that “Halo lands are considered closed to exploration and 
development in this analysis as no surface occupancy would be permitted for exploration and 
development.” Table 4-2. Without reading proposed conveyance documents, it is impossible to 
discern what activities could actually be involved. However, based on experience with North 
Slope operations, there are a number of activities which could be involved on the surface which 
could have negative effects on the surface values. These could include seismic surveys which are 
typically carried out year after year in an area and would entail clearcutting of trails, noise, 
helicopter access, and other disturbance. Would “temporary” exploratory, development, or 
production drilling be allowed if the company said it was uneconomic to do it from their other 
lands? Would gravel mining be allowed? Could water withdrawals be allowed in the halo? Could 
“temporary” airports be built? What about “temporary” trails used for access? There would 
clearly be permanent crossings for roads and pipelines, as these are shown on the map, and it can 
be expected that other roads and pipelines to other Doyon infield oil field facilities or other 
potential Doyon oil field sites could also cross the surface. Such impacts need to be considered. 
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Comment 6124.002: 
The DEIS speaks that there will be no surface occupancy on the so-called halo lands. And we talk 
-- there was a discussion this evening about that. However, in several maps in the document, it 
shows a road and a pipeline corridors going across the halo lands coming out of the core lands. I 
think that there’s a bit of deception there in the terminologies of no surface occupancy. I think 
that a pipeline and a road is kind of an occupied spot. It isn’t a pristine or undisturbed area by any 
stretch of the imagination. And to break this down and say, Well, that will be covered by the right 
of way is -- is not being straight, I think, with -- with the overall impacts of what’s -- what’s being 
contemplated here. 

Response to Comments 6042.098 and 6124.002: 
No surface occupancy means that no permanent petroleum production facilities, drill sites, gravel 
mines, or air strips would be allowed. Access rights-of-way (pipeline and support road) would be 
permitted under authority of Title XI of the Alaska National Interest Lands Conservation Act. 
Seismic surveys would be excluded from the halo lands. The term no surface occupancy refers to 
a type of stipulation that can be attached to an oil and gas lease issued by the Federal government 
to grant oil and gas exploration and development rights on the Federal mineral estate, and is used 
to protect identified resource values. No surface occupancy conditions in leases can be waived, 
excepted, or modified, but changes must be supported by environmental analysis and 
documentation. However, in the case of the halo lands, the Doyon would own the oil and gas 
rights and the Federal government would be the surface owner. Therefore, surface use restrictions 
and modification of conditions would be part of the final land exchange agreement and deed. In 
addition, according to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Oil and Gas Manual (Land Use Series 
612 FW 2), in cases of split estate (surface severed from the oil and gas) on Refuge lands, the oil 
and gas owner has a responsibility to show reasonable regard for the surface estate as required by 
State law, and the Service is obligated to protect those lands from unreasonable damage. The text 
of the Final EIS has been modified to clarify no surface occupancy conditions. 

Comment 6042.165: 
The DEIS at p. 4-27 underestimates the number of pipelines, and does not provide the total miles 
of pipelines. It addresses primarily the 80-90 miles of sales oil pipelines and does not address 
feeder lines, injection well lines, gas lines, diesel lines, etc. Id. 

Response to Comment 6042.165: 
Tables 4-5 and 4-6 discuss the length of sales pipelines under the alternatives. Figure 4-4, 
Schematic of a Field Layout, shows the lengths of field pipelines from the satellite fields to the 
main pad. The hypothetical development scenarios provide adequate information with which to 
assess potential impacts and the sources of assumptions are documented. The basic Alpine Field 
model (without satellites) was chosen as a reasonable hypothetical model of oil field development 
because of its small footprint based on advances in technology, mainly extended reach drilling. 
The satellite development at Alpine is a result of a combination of subsurface distribution of the 
hydrocarbon accumulations in the vicinity of Alpine and the ability to economically produce 
these accumulations because of their proximity to the infrastructure of Alpine. If Doyon were to 
find developable hydrocarbon resources on the exchange lands or lands it currently owns, then 
the location of the field would be precisely known and impact analysis could then be conducted 
on a site-specific basis with a project development plan.  
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1.4.30.11  Oil and Gas Assumptions – Production - Field Size 

Comment 5040.001: 
The Environmental Impact Statement does not consider the number of acres that will be 
developed and polluted by oil development. It only discusses the numbers that are involved in the 
actual land trade. 

Response to Comment 5040.001: 
The effects of oil development are discussed under the subheading “Phase II Effects” under all 
resource sections in Chapter 4 of the EIS. At present, it is unknown whether there are 
economically developable oil resources in the Yukon Flats basin. However, for analysis purposes, 
the EIS assumes that development would occur. In the absence of specific development plans the 
EIS must make some assumptions. The EIS assumes two different development scenarios: a large 
Alpine Field-size oil development and a smaller development (similar to Tarn, Badami, or 
Meltwater). The EIS analyzes the effects of these two development scenarios on natural and 
social resources. 

Comment 6003.001: 
It would be nice to see a draft or drawing of what in would look like Maybe some kind of a model 
setup. That would help more. 

Response to Comment 6003.001: 
Figure 4-4, Schematic of a Field Layout, in the EIS provides a diagram of the hypothetical field 
layout. It should be emphasized that this is a hypothetical scenario. Without additional 
exploration it is impossible to say whether recoverable quantities of oil are present. Therefore, 
there are no specific development plans at this time. 

Comment 6023.001 From Arctic Audubon Society: 
We are especially concerned about the habitat fragmentation that exploration and road building 
will bring to the refuge. The DEIS needs to emphasize the unknown nature of these effects on a 
land never before roaded, a land not well known in many of its finer details (one example; 
hydrology). Studies of the impacts of oil development and infrastructure on Alaska’s North Slope 
may or may not apply to the Yukon Flats. 

Response to Comment 6023.001: 
The effects of habitat fragmentation on Refuge resources are discussed in Chapter 4.9, Effects on 
Biological Integrity, Diversity, and Environmental Health under Phase II effects for each 
alternative. We agree that North Slope oil development and infrastructure may not always apply 
to the Yukon Flats, but the area has been well studied and can provide some indication of the 
types of impacts and issues that would result from oil and gas development on Yukon Flats. 

Comment 6027.009 From Alaska Wilderness League: 
The DEIS for the proposed trades does not explain whether these smaller fields could be 
developed on a stand-alone basis. Working against the stand-alone assumption is the fact that a 
development of a discovery in the Yukon Flats Basin core area would require construction of a 
pipeline approximately 65 miles in length to carry the hypothetical discoveries to the Trans-
Alaska Pipeline. The DEIS does not consider whether the smaller fields and their pipelines would 
be competitive with discovered and undiscovered satellite fields on the North Slope, where 
pipeline infrastructure is supported by larger existing fields. 
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Comment 6036.030 From Northern Alaska Environmental Center: 
The DEIS does not consider whether the smaller fields and their pipelines would be competitive 
with discovered and undiscovered satellite fields on the North Slope, where pipeline 
infrastructure is supported by larger existing fields 

Response to Comments 6027.009 and 6036.030: 
The analysis has considered that smaller developments could take place, but it is outside the 
scope of this EIS to assess whether these smaller developments would be comparative to smaller 
fields of the North Slope in terms of economic viability without large field infrastructure to 
support them. 

Comment 6036.029 From Northern Alaska Environmental Center: 
In the DEIS, development prospects for the Yukon Flats Basin are further predicated on the 
discovery of smaller reservoirs, depicted as approximating smaller North Slope fields such as 
Tabasco, Tarn and Badami, While the discovery of fields of this magnitude is more consistent 
with the U.S. Geological Survey’s estimate of the potential of the Yukon Flats Basin than the 
discovery of an Alpine-sized deposit, it should be noted that on the North Slope these smaller 
fields have been developed as satellite fields that effectively piggyback on the economies of scale 
realized by larger adjacent North Slope fields. The DEIS for the proposed trades does not explain 
whether these smaller fields could be developed on a stand-alone basis 

Response to Comment 6036.029: 
For analysis purposes, the EIS assumes that a small field could be developed on a stand-alone 
basis. However, the economic feasibility of a stand-alone “small field development” would 
largely depend on the price of oil at the time of discovery. 

Comment 6037.029 From Resisting Environmental Destruction on Indigenous Lands: DEIS does 
not sufficiently combine these scenarios with facilities on other Doyon lands: These other oil field 
activities infrastructure are considered in the cumulative impact analysis. but not in the main 
impact analysis: Same quantities for infrastructure as large field, above (so double those numbers 
for total); 100-200 miles 2-D seismic surveys (likely underestimate as past surveys by Texaco, 
Exxon and others were 178 and 240 miles; total past surveys were 514 miles). 12 exploration and 
delineation wells 12,000,000 cubic yards of gravel excavated from multiple mines (p. 4-211); All 
other Exploratory impacts listed above; 3.26 million gallons surface water per year; total 910 acre 
feet for exploration and development/production. (pA-2l3); 505 miles of permanent sales 
pipelines! roads to access non-exchange Doyon lands (pA-206). 

Response to Comment 6037.029: 
The cumulative assumptions are based on reasonable estimates, but the magnitude of future 
cumulative actions cannot be predicted with certainty. 

Comment 6042.079: 
The Service did not provide any rationale why there might not be simultaneous, sequential, 
adjacent, or inter-related efforts on any Doyon lands once the exchange takes place. 

Response to Comment 6042.079: 
Doyon’s belief, as presented to the Service, is that the most favorable area to explore for 
hydrocarbon resources is on the core lands, the premise of the land exchange. On that basis, 
exploration and development on the core lands and a right-of-way for pipelines and access roads 
on other lands were reasonably foreseeable future actions, and subject to cumulative analysis. 
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Section 4.24.4.3, Reasonably Foreseeable Activities, of the Final EIS discusses potential 
development scenarios on exchange and Native-owned lands. These activities could occur 
concurrently on exchange and Native-owned lands, or at a later date on a parcel of land. 

Comment 6042.090: 
The Service fails to address how the ramifications of this lack of information as well as the later 
realization that the oil and gas potential was scattered across a much broader part of the refuge 
may have altered its conclusions regarding environmental impact. 

Response to Comment 6042.090: 
The realization that there are more than 1.055 million acres of Native land with oil potential 
inside the Refuge boundaries led us to analyze the effects of an oil field development on other 
Native lands (with or without the exchange) in the cumulative effects analysis (see Section 4.24). 
Because Doyon owns the subsurface estate to all the Native corporation lands in the Refuge, the 
EIS assumes it is “reasonably foreseeable” that Doyon will develop an oil field on Native lands 
other than the core lands. At present, there are too little data to conclude that recoverable oil is 
present on these lands or to predict how and where development may occur in the future. 
However, the Cumulative Effects section addresses general impacts from an additional Alpine-or 
similar-sized field located somewhere on Native land. 

Comment 6042.095: 
The Service presents what it terms “hypothetical scenarios” yet these are not depicted on maps so 
that one may evaluate them. These are merely presented as numbers in tables (e.g., Table 4-3, p. 
4-20 [of the Draft EIS]) for gravel footprint and gravel mines for certain facilities. The Service 
failed to provide a map showing exactly what its oil and gas exploration and development 
scenario would look like on the ground, so that it is impossible to know exactly what analysis was 
carried out, to check the accuracy of the quantitative analysis (acreage calculations of gravel fill, 
clearcutting, or road miles), or to know that any scientifically-based overlay was done with 
environmental or wildlife data. There is no explanation of the impact analysis methodology. 

Response to Comment 6042.095: 
The hypothetical development scenarios in Section 4.4, Assumptions about Future Oil and Gas 
Exploration and Development, in the EIS provide information with which to assess potential 
impacts, and the sources of assumptions are documented. In addition, Figure 4-4 shows a 
hypothetical development. The development scenarios are necessarily hypothetical because it is 
impossible at this time to know exactly where oil field development would occur. Based on 
presently known subsurface data, it is premature to predict exactly where development is likely to 
occur. If Doyon were to find developable hydrocarbon resources, then the location of the field 
would be precisely known and impact analysis could then be conducted on a site-specific basis 
with a project development plan. A right-of-way (ROW) for pipelines and access roads would by 
necessity cross Federal lands, and Federal action would be required to grant a right-of-way. 

Comment 6042.166: 
The DEIS fails to address the special issues of construction in discontinuous permafrost in a time 
of global climate change, and makes unfounded assumptions about the nature of construction. 

Response to Comment 6042.166: 
A discussion of climate change and the ability of the permafrost to support development facilities 
has been added to Section 4.24.6, Cumulative Effects on Soils and Paleontological and Mineral 
Resources.  
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Comment 6142.014: 
There’s no analysis of the one oil field that this analysis says will be on the core lands. 

Response to Comment 6142.014: 
Figure 4-4, Schematic of a Field Layout, shows hypothetical development scenarios for the core 
lands. The basic Alpine Field model (without satellites) was chosen as a reasonable hypothetical 
model of oil field development because of its small footprint based on advances in technology, 
mainly extended reach drilling. The satellite development at Alpine is a result of a combination of 
subsurface distribution of the hydrocarbon accumulations in the vicinity of Alpine and the ability 
to economically produce these accumulations because of their proximity to the infrastructure of 
Alpine. The assessment of direct and indirect impacts for activities on core lands is provided in 
Section 4.6 through 4.23; the assessment of impacts associated with a field on Native-owned 
lands is given in Section 4.24, Cumulative Effects.  

1.4.30.12  Oil and Gas Assumptions – Seismic Drilling, Development Equipment and Crews - 
Number, Size, Etc. 

Comment 6042.099: 
The DEIS ignores that 3-D surveys are reasonably foreseeable and would have cumulative 
impacts. It ignores that it is standard industry practice to use of state of the art modern 3-D 
seismic surveys prior to drilling exploratory or development wells, as well as throughout the life 
of the oil fields (National Research Council 2003). Doyon’s own materials posted on its website 
www.doyon.com show that 3-D surveys would be involved. The DEIS does not provide 
economic justification for assuming that 3-D seismic surveys would not be needed prior to 
exploratory drilling. 

Comment 6042.100: 
The DEIS provides no justification for the assumption that it should only evaluate seismic 
surveys for the first 2-3 years after the exchange, not for the life of any potential oil fields that 
might be found and developed. 

Comment 6042.101: 
The DEIS fails to assess any impacts from seismic surveys that would take place during “Phase 
II,” once oil production is taking place, other than in the cumulative effect analysis. 

Comment 6042.106: 
The assumption that 3-D surveys would not be done and that only the surveys to be carried out in 
the first 2-3 years after the exchange means that important impacts to vegetation, soils, 
permafrost, fish, wildlife, subsistence, visual resources, wilderness, Refuge purposes and 
biological integrity, and cultural resources were ignored or underestimated. Such impacts need to 
be fully addressed in the EIS. Some impacts of seismic surveys, such as air pollution, were not 
addressed at all. 

Response to Comments 6042.099, 6042.100, 6042.101, and 6042.106: 
Section 4.4.2.1, Exploration Seismic Surveys, of the EIS states that 2-D and 3-D surveys would 
be conducted after initial 2-D seismic or exploratory drilling, but would be too speculative to 
quantify at this time. We have added additional information on air quality effects from seismic 
surveys in Section 4.6 of the Final EIS, Effects on Air Quality and Climate, under Phase I Effects, 
Seismic Surveys.  
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Comment 6042.102: 
It fails to analyze the potential effects of 4-D technology which can be used to map out reservoir 
features (National Research Council 2003). 

Comment 6042.127: 
Not all potential seismic survey techniques and their impacts were evaluated and analysis of other 
alternatives is warranted, for example, all air access for transport of seismic survey vehicles and 
drilling rigs. For example, the impacts of using the alternative of using helicopter supported, and 
above ground poulter technique used by Exxon in 1988 should be evaluated, the effects of 3-D 
helicopter surveys such as were carried out within Kenai National Wildlife Refuge, and air 
transport of drill rigs. 

Response to Comments 6042.102 and 6042.127:  
The types of seismic survey techniques that would be appropriate for exchange and Doyon lands 
were developed based on discussions with the industry, Doyon, and the Bureau of Land 
Management, as discussed in Section 4.4.2.1, Exploration Seismic Surveys. Seismic surveys 
would only occur on Doyon lands. Seismic surveys on halo lands could be authorized by a 
special-use permit at the discretion of the Refuge Manager, but would be subject to stipulations 
designed to protect existing surface conditions, such as requirements for helicopter-supported 
surveys. Because this technique eliminates the need to clear vegetation, impacts from these 
surveys are transitory and short-term (e.g., noise impacts). The Yukon Flats Refuge has permitted 
helicopter-supported seismic surveys in the past. Doyon could extract oil and gas from the halo 
lands by directionally drilling from adjacent private land. However, no petroleum production 
facilities, drill sites, gravel mines, overland travel by off-road vehicles, or air strips would be 
allowed on the halo lands themselves. 

4-D seismic technology, composed of 3-D readings of the same location over time (the fourth 
dimension), displays the movement patterns of subsurface hydrocarbons and allows companies to 
plan their future drilling activity accordingly. Doyon does not anticipate using 4-D technology. 

1.4.30.13  Oil and Gas Assumptions – Timeline and Duration 

Comment 6033.020 From Arctic Village Council: 
The DEIS has not fully considered the proposed action and its effects over a broad enough time 
scale to realistically identify the full range of consequences that might occur during the duration 
of the proposed oil and gas development activities, including the recovery phase after resource 
production has ceased. 

Comment 6035.020 From Gwichyaa Zhee Gwich’in Tribal Government: 
The DEIS has not fully considered the proposed action and its effects over a broad enough time 
scale to realistically identify the full range of consequences that might occur during the duration 
of the proposed oil and gas development activities, including the recovery phase after resource 
production has ceased. 

Comment 6040.020 From Venetie Village Council: 
The DEIS has not fully considered the proposed action and its effects over a broad enough time 
scale to realistically identify the full range of consequences that might occur during the duration 
of the proposed oil and gas development activities, including the recovery phase after resource 
production has ceased. 
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Comment 16738.001: 
Environmental impacts that must be reviewed include impacts that will go beyond the life of the 
project. These have not been addressed in the DEIS. These impacts include the long term (50 year 
to 100,000 year) impacts on the whole refuge area facilitated by the proposed development on 
lands that otherwise would not be developable for oil or otherwise. 

Comment 16738.002: 
Environmental impacts that must be reviewed include impacts that will go beyond the life of the 
project. These have not been addressed in the DEIS. 
... 
Another such long term adverse impact is the impact of using the oil in this refuge now rather 
than saving it for use in 50, 200, 1,000, 10,000 or even 100,000 years. 

Comment 16738.003: 
Environmental impacts that must be reviewed include impacts that will go beyond the life of the 
project. These have not been addressed in the DEIS. 
... 
How much oil does the average person in the US use per year today, including plastics and all 
other uses? How much oil is a person in the US likely to be able to use per year in 50 years, 200 
years, 1000 years, 10,000 years or 100,000 years? To the degree this is speculative, please 
provide the worst case analysis. What will be the adverse impacts expected at each of these future 
times by the lower level of oil available? 

Response to Comments 6033.020, 6035.020, 6040.020, 16738.001, 16738.002, and 16738.003: 
As stated in Section 4.24.2, Temporal Limits of the Cumulative Effects Analysis, the analysis 
considers activities likely to occur within 50 years of initiation of the project. We assume that 
production and abandonment activities could last for 50 years after initial discoveries are made. 
In addition, due to the difficulty of predicting advances in technology and the need for oil and gas 
very far into the future, a reasonable analysis period, and one on which most of the cumulative 
effects analysis is focused, is 50 years into the future. 

1.4.30.14  Oil and Gas Assumptions – Water Use, Water Sources, Injection 

Comment 6028.026 From State of Alaska: 
The oil development scenarios in Chapter 4 appear to be based solely on primary production, 
which may not be realistic. Only injection of produced gas and water is mentioned. The large oil 
field scenario is based on the Alpine field and satellites (Colville River Unit, CRU) on the North 
Slope which has roughly 500 million barrels of recoverable oil and produces about 120,000 
barrels per day. The operator is achieving that recovery rate because of massive water injection 
piped in from outside the unit. The CRU has produced about 277 million barrels of oil so far but 
this required the injection of about 271 million barrels of water into the reservoirs. The water is 
used for pressure maintenance and sweep and without it production would be much less efficient 
in both daily rate and ultimate recovery. Gas is also injected for the same purposes. For Doyon’s 
large field scenario, if only water is used for pressure maintenance, 400 to 500 million barrels of 
water may be needed to replace produced oil. Another analogous development would be the 
Swanson River Field on the Kenai Peninsula. This oil field has little in the way of local water for 
injection. Not long after production started the operator piped in large volumes of rented gas from 
other fields in Cook Inlet to enhance oil recovery. After the oil is produced, gas is returned or 
paid back to the original owner. Gas exploration in the Yukon Flats could be critical for oil 
development unless a large supply of water can be obtained. Several hundred billion cubic feet 



Responses to Comments 

292 February 2010 Yukon Flats Land Exchange Final EIS 

(BCF) of gas would probably be needed for injection and fuel, which could be supplied locally if 
exploration is successful. Without some kind of secondary or enhanced recovery techniques oil 
production may not be economic. Therefore, gas may be much more valuable than indicated in 
the DEIS, even without the proposed Alaska gas pipeline and external market. 

Response to Comment 6028.026:  
It is premature to speculate what production methods could be used. If certain oil recovery 
methods are contemplated, in the case of water flood to obtain production, there would appear to 
be adequate surface water to supplement produced water. For example, the Yukon River 
discharge has been measured near Stevens Village at 231,000 cubic feet per second (Brabets et al. 
2000) or roughly equivalent to 35,000 barrels per second. By comparison, the initial production 
rate at Alpine Field was 40,000 barrels a day and eventually has topped 100,000 barrels per day 
with the advent of production from satellite developments in the last few years. Even for a nearly 
1 to 1 ratio of injection water to oil production (for Alpine as stated by the commenter), it would 
seem that surface water resources would be more than adequate to provide for supplemental 
injection water. Because of the lack of information on aquifers, it is not known if groundwater 
could provide supplemental water for injection. The impacts of water consumption for injection 
would be analyzed as part of a field development environmental impact assessment. If adequate 
water is not available, then gas (if present in sufficient quantities) would have to be used for 
recovery. Until the State of Alaska’s gas transportation problem is solved, any produced gas 
would have to be re-injected or used as fuel as on the North Slope. Given the potentially gas-
prone nature of hydrocarbons in Yukon Flats, it is likely that gas would be the primary product 
with natural gas liquids, condensate, or even crude oil as secondary products. If a large gas 
resource is discovered, then the gas would become a valuable commodity to potentially provide 
interior Alaska with a cheaper, cleaner, low-carbon alternative to diesel. However, it is 
questionable whether even a large gas resource would be commercially viable unless there were a 
larger market served by an intrastate “bullet line.” 

1.4.30.15  Oil and Gas Assumptions – Where Oil and Gas Exploration and Development May Occur 

Comment 6042.088: 
In 2006, the USGS (Till et a1. 2006) re-mapped the limits of the Yukon Flats basin using existing 
data and new data from magnetic and gravimetric surveys and other sources. This effort mapped a 
much larger area of the Yukon Flats Basin as sufficiently deep to have potential for oil and gas 
generation than was the case when lands were selected for the proposed land exchange and the 
Agreement in Principle was negotiated (pp.3-13, 3-14, see Fig. 3-3). However, the map in 
Appendix F, USGS Oil and Gas Assessment, which provides a copy of the USGS 2004 Fact 
Sheet, shows a broader area studied for oil and gas potential than what is indicated in Figure J-3 
[in Appendix J of the Draft EIS]. 

Comment 8052.027 From Northern Alaska Environmental Center: 
It is possible that a wider geographic area of existing or exchanged Doyon lands may be subject 
to oil and gas exploration and development as the USGS Fact Sheet 2004, Appendix F showed a 
wider area covered by its analysis, and Doyon provided higher estimates for oil potential and it is 
unclear whether they estimate more oil in the areas shown within the area shown as “area with 
potential for oil and gas (generation and migration)” on Fig. 4-1,4-2 and 4-3, or whether it is for a 
wider geographic area. 
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Response to Comments 6042.088 and 8052.027: 
The U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) Fact Sheet in Appendix F of the EIS provides information 
on the 2004 USGS resource assessment of the Yukon Flats Basin. The outline referred to in the 
comment is the boundary of the oil and gas total petroleum system resource assessment unit, and 
is based on the USGS’s best estimate of the boundary of the sedimentary basin that comprises the 
assessment unit. The USGS has since remapped the Yukon Flats Basin through re-analysis of 
existing data and interpretation of new geophysical surveys (Till et al. 2006; Roland and Stanley 
2007). This new mapping has revealed four large areas in the basin that are considered to be deep 
enough to potentially hold oil resources (see Figure 3-3), and suggested that the top of the oil 
window is about 6,000 feet in depth. These areas extend westward to Stevens Village and north of 
Fort Yukon, encompassing additional Native and Federal lands. The maps depict structural 
contours showing depth to basement rocks based on a geophysical model. The structural contours 
only provide evidence of areas that may be conducive to hydrocarbon formation, but do not 
materially change the 2004 USGS resource assessment. 

The boundaries shown on Figure 3-3 indicate the areas within the Yukon Flats petroleum system 
where the sedimentary rocks are of sufficient depth that if adequate source rocks are present, 
hydrocarbon generation may occur. However, it should be noted, as has been widely documented 
in petroleum geology, that hydrocarbons migrate from source beds into reservoir rocks that may 
be miles away, as depicted on Figure 3-3. The estimates for oil potential provided by Doyon are 
based on the more recent USGS mapping, as shown in Figures 3-3, 4-1, 4-2, and 4-3. 

Comment 6042.094: 
There is little analysis of the experimental nature of the magnitude of oil and gas development 
proposed in a sensitive, sub-arctic boreal forest and complex river floodplain environment that is 
encountering rapidly changing environmental conditions due to climate change. 

Response to Comment 6042.094: 
The activities cannot be construed as experimental, since extensive exploration and development 
activities have occurred in Canada (Yukon, Northwest Territories, and northern Alberta, and 
northeast British Columbia). Additionally, examples of modern techniques to lessen the impact of 
seismic surveys in the Copper River and Nenana Basins are described and shown in Section 
4.4.2.1, Exploration Seismic Surveys.  

Comment 6042.096: 
Given that the “core lands” and “halo lands” are all that are considered to be developed for the 
direct and indirect impact analysis, it is clear that the impacts of most of the geographic area 
which has oil and gas potential within the Refuge boundaries for the federal Refuge lands, as well 
as for all lands in the ecosystem, were ignored by the DEIS. We assume all exploration and 
development in the Refuge would be restricted to Native-owned lands that are located within the 
2.9 million acres with oil and gas potential. (PA-4). While the Draft EIS focuses on activities that 
would occur on private lands, and the exchange lands that would be received by Doyon, it still 
only selectively addresses such development, and ignores the rest of the areas. Without a map 
showing the location of the hypothetical potential facilities, the reader cannot understand what 
analysis was done. 

Response to Comment 6042.096:  
The EIS focused its analysis on the 1,055,000 acres with oil and gas potential. The core and halo 
lands lie almost entirely within these areas, as noted in Section 4.4.1, Where Future Oil and Gas 
Exploration and Development Might Occur. We did not focus on other areas of the Refuge 
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because they would not be impacted by exploration or development. However, we did evaluate 
exchange lands that would be received by the Service.  

The hypothetical development scenarios provide adequate information with which to assess 
potential impacts, and the sources of assumptions are documented. In addition, a map of a 
hypothetical development, depicted in the development scenario, is necessarily hypothetical 
because, as discussed in Section 4.4.1, it is impossible at this time to know exactly where oil field 
development would occur. If the land exchange takes place and Doyon finds developable 
hydrocarbon resources, then the location of the field would be precisely known and impact 
analysis could then be conducted on a site-specific basis with a project development plan. A 
right-of-way (ROW) for pipelines and access roads would by necessity cross Federal lands, and 
Federal action would be required to grant a ROW. 

Comment 6055.110 From Doyon, Limited: 
4.1. Introduction -Preview of this Section The third paragraph does not discuss the fact that the 
even without an exchange (the No Land Exchange Alternative) there will be exploration and 
potential development of an oil field on Doyon’s land with a Title XI right-of-way to TAPS. 

Comment 6055.111 From Doyon, Limited: 
[Section] 4.3.1. Where Future Oil and Gas Exploration and Development Might Occur Table 4-2 
(Approximate area of surface lands in the Yukon Flats Refuge that would be open to oil and gas 
exploration and development under the proposed action and alternatives) should indicate that 
except for drainage, federal oil and gas resources on the 1.845 million acres of Refuge land would 
be remain closed. It should also note that closed lands include substantial areas with basins deeper 
than 8,200 feet (Figures 4-1, 4-2, and 4-3). 

Response to Comments 6055.110 and 6055.111: 
We have included additional text in Sections 4.2, Introduction – Preview of this Section, and 
4.4.1, Where Future Oil and Gas Exploration and Development Might Occur, to note that Doyon 
may develop its own lands without the exchange, and that approximately 1,055,000 or more acres 
of the 2.9 million acres of lands with potential for oil and gas are Native-owned and therefore 
open to exploration and development. 

Comment 8052.025 From Northern Alaska Environmental Center: 
It is unclear how Table 4-2 (DEIS, p. 4-5) addresses the consolidation exchange lands. It is 
important to separate the “core” and “consolidation” lands since there could be significant 
geographic differences in the nature of impacts, as well as combine the total changes. 

Response to Comment 8052.025: 
The amount of land that would be open to oil and gas exploration and development would not 
change due to the consolidation lands, as the Service and Doyon would each exchange the same 
number of acres. Table 4-2 only addresses the number of acres that would be open to oil and gas 
exploration and development, not the number of acres that might be found in areas with high oil 
and gas potential. Most consolidation lands received by Doyon from the Service, however, would 
not be found in areas with high oil and gas potential. 

Comment 8052.026 From Northern Alaska Environmental Center: 
Table 4-2 is also misleading since by only including “surface lands” it ignores critical split estate 
subsurface lands which could also pose negative impact sources, (see our March 25, 2008 letter 
for more detail). It should be re-titled as Approximate area of Surface, Subsurface, and interests 
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in lands in the Yukon Flats Refuge that would be open to oil and gas exploration and 
development under the proposed action and alternatives. For example, the oil and gas exploration 
and development activities related to the “halo lands” where Doyon would own the subsurface 
interests and therefore the right to produce such oil and gas. However, there are additional 
categories of lands which should also have been addressed by the table. Table 4-2 should be 
corrected to add columns for data about the Halo lands, consolidation exchange lands, and 
subsurface of Native allotments as this will give a more honest portrayals of the effectiveness of 
the land swap. As it is, Table 4-2 implies that less land will be available for oil and gas 
exploration and development after the exchange, whereas that is not the reality when all relevant 
lands within the Refuge are considered. 

Response to Comment 8052.026: 
As noted in the title of EIS Table 4-2, “Approximate area of surface lands in the Yukon Flats 
Refuge that would be open to oil and gas exploration and development under the Proposed Action 
and alternatives,” information in this table refers to surface lands, not subsurface lands. The 
footnote also notes that Doyon could extract resources from halo lands. No surface occupancy for 
oil and gas development would be allowed on halo lands, except for a road/pipeline right-of-way 
as authorized under Title XI of ANILCA. Seismic surveys could be authorized by permit (at the 
Refuge Manager’s discretion), but would be limited to methods that do not require clearing of 
vegetation, such as helicopter-supported surveys. Since there would be an equal exchange of 
consolidation lands (132,000 each for the Service and Doyon), the amount of surface acreage 
impacted would not change. Native allotments are private lands, and private lands were not 
considered in this section (only in Section 4.24, Cumulative Effects); Sections 4.2 to 4.23 of the 
EIS deal only with Service and Doyon lands that would be exchanged or purchased as part of the 
Agreement in Principle. 

1.4.31 Oil and Gas Potential 
1.4.31.1 Oil and Gas Potential – Lands Open to Oil and Gas Exploration and Development 

Comment 6055.116 From Doyon, Limited: 
[Section] 4.6.1.2. Phase II Effects (Geology and Geologic Hazards, Soils, Oil, and Other Mineral 
Resources) Halo lands should be discussed since oil resources in the halo lands could be removed 
under this alternative. 

Comment 6055.118 From Doyon, Limited: 
[Section] 4.6.2.1. Phase I Effects (Geology and Geologic Hazards, Soils, Oil, and Other Mineral 
Resources) The 45,000 acres of land with oil and gas potential discussed in Section 4.6.1.2 also 
should be discussed here. The oil and other mineral resources development rights on up to an 
additional 120,000 acres would be in Service ownership as part of the Non-Development 
Easements. 

Response to Comments 6055.116 and 6055.118: 
Oil resources from halo lands could be removed under all the action alternatives. The number of 
acres with oil and gas potential, including halo lands, under each alternative is given in Table 4-
13. We have included text in Section 4.7 to note that oil resources could be removed from halo 
lands. Nearly all of the core and halo lands are within a basin that has potential for oil and gas 
(see Figure 4-1). We have included text in Section 4.7.1.2, Phase II Effects, to note that 45,000 
acres of the up to 120,000 acres with non-development easements would have oil and gas 
potential. 
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Comment 6055.115 From Doyon, Limited: 
4.6.1.1 Phase I Effects (Geology and Geologic Hazards, Soils, Oil, and Other Mineral Resources) 
Halo lands are not discussed. 

Response to Comment 6055.115: 
The number of acres with oil and gas potential, including halo lands, under each alternative is 
given in Table 4-13. We have included text in Section 4.7 to note that oil resources could be 
removed from halo lands. Section 4.7.1.1 refers to Table 4-13 and states that halo lands are 
included. 

1.4.31.2 Oil and Gas Potential – Oil and Gas Assessment - USGS 

Comment 6037.032 From Resisting Environmental Destruction on Indigenous Lands: The U.S. 
Geological Survey estimates of oil potential do not estimate the economically recoverable 
quantities, and instead FWS relies on proprietary non-objective information on oil potential from 
Doyon. 

Response to Comment 6037.032: 
Although the Doyon and U.S. Geological Survey resource assessments have varying estimates of 
hydrocarbon resources, the estimates are considered reasonable, given the lack of evidence of 
commercially producible hydrocarbons. The estimates are comparable to other basins of similar 
aerial extent and depth of sedimentary rock. 

Comment 6042.089: 
The Service does not explain why it did not wait to get a deeper picture of the full USGS study 
information prior to proceeding with any land exchange agreement. The USGS was apparently 
never asked to refine the technically recoverable oil estimates for the entire basin and show more 
site specific information within the Refuge. 

Response to Comment 6042.089: 
At the time of the initial preparation of the EIS (winter-spring 2006), the findings of the Yukon 
Flats oil and gas resource assessment were described in U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) Fact 
Sheet 2004-3121 (Stanley et al. 2004) and presented at scientific symposia summarized as 
abstracts (Stanley et al 2005, 2006; Clough et al. 2006; Crews et al. 2006). In 2006, the USGS 
issued Open File Report 2006-1304, Generalized Bedrock Geologic Map of the Yukon Flats, 
Region, East-central Alaska (Till et al. 2006). The map depicts structural contours showing depth 
to basement rocks based on a geophysical model. The structural contours provide evidence of 
areas that may be conducive to hydrocarbon formation, but do not materially change the 2004 
USGS resource assessment. A subsequent study (Rowan and Stanley 2007) suggested that the top 
of the oil window is about 6,000 feet deep. 

Comment 6056.021 From The Wilderness Society: 
From the information available in the DEIS including the USGS fact sheet (Appendix F [of the 
EIS]) and a shape file of the Assessment Units (available from USGS website) we estimated what 
proportion of the total basin oil and gas would be available in the core lands of the Proposed 
Action (see accompanying figure). We took the Core Area as a percent of the assessment basin 
(1.24%) times the mean estimate of oil, gas and gas liquids. Only 2.15 MMbbls of oil, 69 BCFG 
and 1.6 MMbbls of Natural Gas Liquids would be found if the assumptions of this calculation are 
correct. While we believe that no amount of oil or gas can justify this land exchange and damage 
to the Refuge land and character, to sacrifice these lands for this potentially small amount is 
unjustified and irresponsible. If these assumptions are not correct, then the DEIS needs to better 
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clarify what the potential is for the core lands vs. the entire basin or justify in some way why this 
speculative assessment is being used as the basis for potentially destroying the integrity of the 
Refuge. 

Response to Comment 6056.021: 
The U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) Fact Sheet in Appendix F of the EIS provides information 
on the 2004 USGS resource assessment of the Yukon Flats Basin. The outline referred to in the 
comment is the boundary of the oil and gas total petroleum system resource assessment unit, 
which is based on the USGS’s best estimate of the boundary of the sedimentary basin that 
comprises the assessment unit in 2004. The USGS has since remapped the Yukon Flats Basin 
through re-analysis of existing data and interpretation of new geophysical surveys (Till et al. 
2006; Rowan and Stanley 2007). This new mapping revealed four large areas in the basin that are 
considered to be deep enough to potentially hold oil resources (see Figure 3-3). These areas 
extend westward to Stevens Village and north of Fort Yukon, encompassing additional Native 
and Federal lands. The maps depict structural contours showing depth to basement rocks based on 
a geophysical model. The structural contours only provide evidence of areas that may be 
conducive to hydrocarbon formation. The core and halo lands lie almost entirely within these 
areas, as noted in Section 4.4.1, Where Future Oil and Gas Exploration and Development Might 
Occur. Estimated depth to the top of the oil window is 6,000 feet. 

Your analysis assumes that oil and gas are evenly distributed across the wide area identified in 
Appendix F. In fact, based on 2006 mapping, oil and gas reserves are more likely confined to 
several basins within the larger area shown in Appendix F, and most likely occupy only a portion 
of those basins where sediments exceed 6,000 feet in depth. The core and halo lands comprise 
217,000 acres, or 7% of the 2.9 million acres within the Refuge with oil and gas potential. If one 
also considers that Native-owned lands could be developed, approximately 1,087,000 or more 
acres of Native-owned, core, and halo lands with oil and gas potential could be developed, or 
37% of all lands with oil and gas potential within the Refuge. Based on your assessment, the 
amount of oil and gas that could be found would be about 30 times the amount you determined 
based on removal of oil and gas from only 1.24% of the basin, or 64 million barrels of oil, 2,020 
billion cubic feet of natural gas, and 47 million barrels of natural gas liquids. 

Comment 6056.022 From The Wilderness Society: 
As part of addressing the speculative nature of the hydrocarbon potential, the DEIS needs to 
describe the potential impacts of not finding recoverable hydrocarbons in the exchange lands, 
including other possible uses of these lands by Doyon. 

Response to Comment 6056.022: 
It is possible that recoverable resources would not be found, or that future oil prices would not 
justify developing oil resources even if they are found on the Refuge. The discussion of effects 
for the No Land Exchange Alternative for each resource area in Chapter 4, Environmental 
Consequences, discusses the effects to resources if the land exchange is not completed. If the 
exchange takes place but no oil or gas development occurs, the Service would still get priority 
lands from Doyon, but no development (and no development impacts) would occur on the core 
lands. Existing 12(b) selections (56,500 acres) would be removed, and Doyon and Service lands 
would be consolidated (management of both facilitated). The Service would not receive 
production payments or compensation for a right-of-way so there would be no increase in land 
acquisitions. Doyon’s current landholdings in the Refuge are undeveloped and available for 
subsistence uses. 
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Comment 6142.003: 
But there’s not an adequate estimate of the oil potential in a public, professional, objective 
manner from the USGS. 

Response to Comment 6142.003: 
At the time of the initial preparation of the EIS (winter-spring 2006), the findings of the Yukon 
Flats oil and gas resource assessment were described in U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) Fact 
Sheet 2004-3121 (Stanley et al. 2004) and presented at scientific symposia summarized as 
abstracts (Stanley et al 2005; Clough et al. 2006; Crews et al. 2006; Stanley et al. 2006). In 2006, 
the USGS issued Open File Report 2006-1304, Generalized Bedrock Geologic Map of the Yukon 
Flats, Region, East-central Alaska (Till et al. 2006). The map depicts structural contours showing 
depth to basement rocks based on a geophysical model. The structural contours provide evidence 
of areas that may be conducive to hydrocarbon formation, but do not materially change the 2004 
USGS resource assessment. A subsequent study (Rowan and Stanley 2007) suggested that the top 
of the oil window is about 6,000 feet dee 

Although the Doyon and USGS resource assessments provide varying estimates of hydrocarbon 
resources, the assessments are considered reasonable estimates, given the lack of evidence of the 
presence of commercially producible hydrocarbons. The estimates are comparable to other basins 
of similar aerial extent and depth of sedimentary rock. 

Comment 14195.001: 
What this exchange does seem to do is increase the likelihood of oil production with its 
corresponding impacts. The DEIS does not establish how likely this would be, but clearly the 
more willing someone is to pay, the greater the chance. 

Response to Comment 14195.001: 
Comment noted. 

Comment 14524.001: 
Please calculate the cost of this transaction based on the USIA statistics regarding the probability 
of finding a usable amount of oil, versus When the oil would be available, versus to Whom the oil 
would most probably be sold (Japan?). 

Response to Comment 14524.001: 
As noted in Section 2.3.4, Equal Value Land Exchange, the purpose of the land appraisal is to 
determine the market value of the properties involved in the land exchange, including the mineral 
estate (oil and gas resources). Acreages involved in the exchange would be adjusted as needed 
based on the appraisal. The appraisal results were not available before release of the Draft EIS; 
the analysis conducted through the EIS process subsequently led the Service to identify the “No 
Land Exchange Alternative” as its preferred alternative. This decision was based on resource 
impacts rather than appraised land values, which nullified completing the appraisal process. 
Should the Service ultimately pursue one of the action alternatives, the appraisal process would 
be completed to ensure an equal value exchange. Oil is a world commodity that is traded among 
nations. 
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1.4.31.3 Oil and Gas Potential – Ownership and Extent of Lands with Potential 

Comment 827.001: 
The DEIS does not clearly explain and emphasize enough, how the proposed action if approved 
and oil is developed in the core area, how such development will enable further development of 
other Doyon lands and even possibly further development of other Refuge lands. Instead it often 
focuses on the option that Doyon has to develop its lands without the trade, but the DEIS does not 
adequately explain the key role that the transfer of the “core” lands and subsequent development 
of these lands would greatly enable the feasibility of further developments in the Yukon Flats. 
The end result may be a proliferation of development scattered over a broad area much larger 
than the “core” lands. 

Response to Comment 827.001: 
As discussed in Section 1.3.2.3, Doyon Goals for the Project, Doyon has supported the proposed 
land exchange because it provides a significant opportunity to promote the economic and social 
well-being of Tribal shareholders and has the potential to provide monetary and job resources to 
the community for years to come. As an  Alaska Native corporation, Doyon must balance 
responsible economic development with the need to protect the traditional lifestyle and culture of 
its Native shareholders. Doyon has a 30-year history of natural resource exploration on its lands, 
and is interested in obtaining lands with oil and gas potential. Doyon currently owns about 1.055 
million or more acres of land with oil and gas potential within the Refuge. However, the deepest 
part of the sedimentary basin that underlies the Yukon Flats, and one of the most promising areas 
for oil and gas exploration in the Yukon Flats, is partially under Refuge lands.  

Section 4.24.4.3, Reasonably Foreseeable Activities, Cumulative Effects, notes that development 
could occur on both core and Native-owned lands, and that one field would be developed on core 
lands, and one field on Native-owned lands. The impacts from development associated with fields 
on core lands are discussed in Section 4.5 to 4.23, and impacts associated with fields on Native-
owned lands are discussed in Section 4.24. 

Comment 6055.099 From Doyon, Limited: 
[Section] 3.1.3.2. Hydrocarbon Resource Assessments Areas Identified as Having Potential for 
Oil and Gas. A table indicating the relative ownerships of the 2.9 million acres with potential for 
oil and gas development and the 1.5 million acres located within basins 8,200 feet or deeper 
would improve public understanding of the three action alternatives and the no-action alternative. 
The Table should be included either here or in Table 4-2 (Approximate area of surface lands in 
the Yukon Flats Refuge that would be open to oil and gas exploration and development under the 
Proposed Action and Alternatives). 

Comment 6055.114 From Doyon, Limited: 
Better public understanding would be achieved of the overall potential oil and gas resources 
evaluated in the DEIS and described in Table 4-13 with the addition of ownerships associated 
with basins deeper than 8,200 feet show in Figures 4-1, 4-2, and 4-3. 

Response to Comments 6055.099 and 6055.114: 
We have included text in Section 4.4.1, Where Future Oil and Gas Exploration and Development 
Might Occur, that provides information on how many acres of Native-owned lands are within the 
basin area. We felt that preparing a table showing basin lands might confuse the reader as to 
which lands have potential for oil and gas. 
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Comment 6055.113 From Doyon, Limited: 
[Section] 4.6 Effects on Geology and Geological Hazards, Soils, Oil, and Other Mineral 
Resources Table 4-13 (Number of acres in the Refuge with oil and gas potential owned by Doyon 
and the Service before and after the proposed land exchange under each alternative) shows a total 
of 2,702,000 acres of oil and gas which is different that the “total approximately 2.9 million 
acres” described in Section 4.3.1. USFWS should verify that subsequent acreage discussions 
about net gain/losses are correct. 

Response to Comment 6055.113: 
Table 4-13 has been revised to show that there are 2.9 million acres in the Refuge with oil and gas 
potential that are owned by Doyon and the Service. 

Comment 6055.024 From Doyon, Limited: 
[Section] 1.3.2 Title XI of ANILCA The DElS should identify the percentage of the total acreage 
with oil and gas potential in the Refuge the about 1.055 million or more acres of subsurface with 
oil and gas potential owned by Doyon within the Refuge. 

Response to Comment 6055.024: 
We have added text in Section 1.4.2, Title XI of the Alaska National Interest Lands Conservation 
Act, to note that there are 2.9 million acres within the Refuge with oil and gas potential, with 
about 1.5 million acres in the deeper portions of the basin. 

Comment 6042.091: 
Inexplicably, the DEIS impact analysis largely ignores the consequences to most of the other 
three “large deep areas” with oil and gas potential, and virtually all of the refuge lands which may 
have oil and gas potential besides those to be traded away. 

Comment 6042.092: 
It fails to conduct impact analysis for much of the area shown within the area with potential for 
oil and gas, including areas of basins deeper than 8200 feet (shown in Figs. 4-1, 4-2, 4-3), for 
either the native lands or Refuge lands. 

Response to Comments 6042.091 and 6042.092: 
The analysis of direct and indirect effects focuses on the portion of the core and halo lands with 
the potential for oil and gas resources, as noted in Section 4.4.1, Where Future Oil and Gas 
Exploration and Development Might Occur. Doyon’s belief, as presented to the Service, is that 
the most favorable area to explore for hydrocarbon resources is in the core lands, the premise of 
the land exchange. On that basis, exploration and development on the core lands and rights-of-
way for pipelines and access roads on other lands were reasonably foreseeable future actions that 
were analyzed in the EIS. One could assume, with or without the U.S. Geological Survey contour 
mapping (since the seismic surveys were conducted in the 1980s), that other areas in the Flats 
would be prospective, but oil and gas exploration on Doyon lands is highly speculative, and 
predicting precisely where such activities would take place is not possible. The other Service-
owned lands that would be exchanged to Doyon are outside the deep-basin areas that have the 
highest potential for having oil and gas; some lands near Stevens Village that would be obtained 
by Doyon through consolidation are found within the area that has the potential for oil and gas. 
Section 4.24, Cumulative Effects, analyzes the effects of oil and gas exploration and development 
on over 1.055 million or more acres of Doyon lands that is not contingent on the land exchange. 
The remaining 1.845 million or more acres with oil and gas potential on the Refuge would be 
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owned by the Service, and would not be open to oil and gas development. Both Native-owned 
and Service-owned lands are within the deep basin areas (see Figure 3-3 in the EIS). 

1.4.32 Purpose and Need for the Proposed Action 
1.4.32.1 Purpose and Need for the Proposed Action – General 

Comment 5035.005: 
And so you cannot justify giving land up to get land that’s already in -- in conservation. Not -- 
nothing is happening on this land you’re trying to get. So I think that that needs to be looked at in 
the EIS statement. 

Response to Comment 5035.005: 
This comment is addressed in Section 4.10.1.1 of the EIS. Although currently undeveloped, 7 of 
the 16 townships the Service would receive have oil potential (see Figure 3-3). If they remain 
under private ownership, it is possible these lands could be developed in the future. If the price of 
oil increases, the quantity needed to make a profit decreases, increasing the economic viability of 
small fields and thus increasing the likelihood that 7 of the 16 townships would be developed. 
Even development of very small oil reserves could be profitable for Doyon. 

Comment 6010.004 From Friends of Alaska National Wildlife Refuges: 
The DEIS lists as a project-specific goal (1.2.2.1) to “add quality wildlife habitats to the Refuge.” 
It also describes an exchange land prioritization and ranking process which the FWS used to 
identify what it calls “priority wildlife habitats.” The process focuses primarily on waterfowl 
breeding-pair survey data sets (1990 -1992) and trumpeter swan surveys conducted every 5 years 
between 1975 and 2005. The process also used certain physical characteristics (densities of water 
bodies, miles of streams, etc.) associated with wetland areas within the Refuge. The end result 
suggests that lands to be acquired are of higher habitat value than those that would be traded to 
Doyon. It fails to give adequate consideration to the value of upland habitats and watersheds that 
would be transferred to Doyon. 

Response to Comment 6010.004: 
Both the upland and lowland habitats are important components of the Refuge. However, as 
illustrated in Figure 1.2 of the EIS, the Refuge currently manages many of the upland habitats; 
whereas many lowland areas are privately owned. The uplands occur primarily around the 
periphery of the Refuge, whereas the center of the Refuge is a low marshy basin, drained by the 
Yukon River and tributaries, and blanketed with innumerable lakes and ponds. Much of the 
private land lies within this basin. The exchange would enable the Service to acquire more of 
these low-lying wetland habitats that support a suite of wetland-dependant species. 

Comment 6010.012 From Friends of Alaska National Wildlife Refuges: 
1.2.1.4 Doyon-Selected Oil and Gas Lands under ANCSA, page 1-5, and 1.2.2.2 General Service 
Goals, pages 1-7. “The Proposed Action would add this deep-basin area to Doyon’s land base and 
could help Doyon attract oil and gas industry partners who would lease lands from Doyon and 
potentially conduct oil and gas exploration on Doyon lands in the Yukon Flats Basin.” In stating 
General Service Goals, the DEIS fails to mention the general purposes of ANILCA, which 
created the Refuge. Sec. 101(b) of ANILCA states: “ to preserve in their natural state extensive 
unaltered arctic tundra, boreal forest, and coastal rainforest ecosystems. “ The Proposed Action 
and DEIS Alternatives 1 and 2 would fracture the Refuge into two halves and facilitate the 
possibility of forever altering the Yukon Basin ecosystem. 



Responses to Comments 

302 February 2010 Yukon Flats Land Exchange Final EIS 

Comment 6042.048: 
Sec. 1.2.2.2 General Service Goals, p. 1-6 In stating General Service Goals the DEIS fails to 
mention the general purposes of ANILCA, which created the Refuge. Under section 101(b) of 
ANILCA, Service lands should be managed “to preserve in their natural state extensive unaltered 
arctic tundra, boreal forest, and coastal rainforest ecosystems.” The Proposed Action and DEIS 
Alternatives 1 and 2 would fracture the Refuge into two halves and facilitate the possibility of 
forever altering the Yukon Basin ecosystem. 

Response to Comments 6010.012 and 6042.048: 
Section 1.3.1.1 of the Final EIS was revised to include the general purposes of the Alaska 
National Interest Lands Conservation Act, as stated in Section 101(b). At this time, there is too 
little information to conclude that the No Land Exchange Alternative would necessarily preserve 
the ecosystem in its present state. As stated in the EIS, Doyon owns over 1 million acres of land 
with oil potential inside the Refuge, so any of the alternatives, including the No Land Exchange 
Alternative, could eventually result in oil development on private lands inside the Refuge. The 
EIS analyzes the effects of oil development on Doyon’s current landholdings as a cumulative 
effect (see Section 4.24 of EIS). If the price of oil increases, the potential for discovering 
economically viable oil reserves increases as well. Without the trade, oil development may be 
delayed because of the additional time required to explore areas that lack existing seismic data. 
However, development on private lands is a real possibility, with or without the exchange. The 
analysis in this EIS is intended to aid the Service in determining which alternative would most 
support Refuge purposes. Sections 4.9 and 4.10 of the Final EIS have been revised to further 
address the issue of the exchange dividing the Refuge into two separate units. 

Comment 6010.014 From Friends of Alaska National Wildlife Refuges: 
This inequity in the proposed exchange is magnified by the demonstrable fact that the wetlands 
and habitat to be received from Doyon have been drying for considerable time due to increased 
temperatures caused by global warming, which has been well known by the FWS. Recent reports 
indicate that this process is proceeding at a much faster rate than was previously expected, and 
the habitat and wildlife values of the received lands are being substantially and progressively 
reduced by global warming. Every week there are new, credible scientific reports indicating that 
global warming and its attendant effects on lands, waters, and all forms of life will be far more 
severe and occur sooner than previous models had indicated. Therefore, under the requirements 
of NEPA, the FWS is obligated to perform further studies to evaluate the expected impacts of 
these processes on the lands to be received in the proposed exchange, reevaluate the alleged 
benefits to the Refuge, and revise the DEIS accordingly. 

Response to Comment 6010.014: 
The text of Sections 3.3.1.1 and 4.24.4.4 of the Final EIS have been revised in response to this 
concern. As discussed in these sections, there could be an increase in wetland numbers in some 
areas of the Refuge, and a decrease in other areas of the Refuge. 

Comment 6021.008 From Alaska Chapter Wilderness Watch: 
The value of uplands that are adjacent to key wetlands were an essential element in development 
of the original boundaries for the Yukon Flats National Wildlife Refuge. Experience has shown 
that many refuges that were established for protection of wetland habitats in the lower 48, prior to 
passage of ANILCA, failed to include adequate protection of watershed lands. Some prime 
wetlands have become pollution sinks as a result of water run-off from inappropriate land use 
practices in the adjacent watershed areas. A principle component of the boundary 
recommendations for conservation units such as the Yukon Flats National Wildlife Refuge was to 
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include sufficient upland watershed lands to prevent degradation of the lower wetlands. The DEIS 
fails to explain this fundamental principle which guided boundary design and conservation 
purpose for establishment of the Yukon Flats Refuge. While a fairly thorough description of 
Doyon Corporation’s strategy to select lands thought to have oil and gas potential is provided 
(1.2.1.3), the background for refuge boundaries and the conservation principles upon which the 
refuge was established are not clearly presented. Thus the reader is not provided an adequate 
basis to understand the implications of the proposed action and assess potential impacts. 

Response to Comment 6021.008: 
Section 1.3.1.1 of the Final EIS was revised to clarify that Alaska National Interest Lands 
Conservation Act boundaries were designed to include sufficient upland watershed lands to 
prevent degradation of the wetlands. 

Comment 6028.021 From State of Alaska: 
Page 1-9, 1.3.3.1, second paragraph: We recommend citing ANILCA Section 1008, which 
outlines the circumstances that would accompany oil and gas leasing on refuges in Alaska. We 
also recommend the Service cite or include the relevant portions of Management Policies and 
Guidelines for National Wildlife Refuges in Alaska (2007, excerpt attached). We also request that 
this section identify ANILCA Section 1110(b) that allows subsurface estate owners access to 
their resources, which may include surface infrastructure on refuge lands. A reference to section 
1.3.5 on page 1-11 will also identify potential federal leases pursuant to drainage. 

Response to Comment 6028.021: 
Section 1.4.3.1 of the Final EIS was modified to include a reference to the Alaska National 
Interest Lands Conservation Act (ANILCA) Section 1008, Federal leases pursuant to drainage, 
and the relevant portions of the Management Policies and Guidelines for National Wildlife 
Refuges in Alaska. The implications of ANILCA 1110(b) are addressed sufficiently in Section 
1.4.2. and are not repeated in Section 1.4.5 of the EIS or other relevant EIS documents. 

Comment 6028.022 From State of Alaska: 
Page 1-9, 1.3.3.2, middle of paragraph: Please clarify that a right-of-way is allowed per ANILCA, 
even if it is not consistent with the Primitive classification. The Bureau of Land Management may 
choose to implement a plan amendment, but it is not “required.” 

Response to Comment 6028.022: 
The text in Section 1.4.3.2 of the Final EIS has been amended to clarify that neither Bureau of 
Land Management nor the Service could deny Doyon access to their lands under the provisions of 
the Alaska National Interest Lands Conservation Act Section 1110(b). However, the agency 
(agencies) may impose terms and conditions, including reasonable routing restrictions, in order to 
protect resources. 

Comment 6028.035 From State of Alaska: 
Page 1-20, 1.8.3, second paragraph, second sentence: Please clarify that a Fish Habitat Permit 
may be required for any crossing or activity within or impacting an anadromous waterbody, not 
just road or pipeline crossings. Also be aware that these permits will be under the authority of the 
Alaska Department of Fish and Game starting in July 2008. We realize that not all authorizations 
that may be required are listed here; however, a land use authorization issued by the Alaska 
Department of Natural Resources, Division of Mining, Land and Water for any use of state lands, 
including shorelands, is also a common permit necessary for these types of activities. (This 
comment also applies to page D-3) 
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Response to Comment 6028.035: 
Section 1.10.3 and Appendix D of the Final EIS have been revised to clarify that Fish Habitat 
Permits may be required by the Alaska Department of Fish and Game for any activity within or 
impacting an anadromous water body. Land use authorization was added to the list of permits in 
Appendix D. 

Comment 6042.047: 
Sec. 1.2.1.1 ANCSA and ANILCA Determined Landownership Patterns (p.1-4) This section is a 
superficial and incomplete summary of the goals of these laws which included protection of 
cultural and subsistence livelihood, and the complicated land ownership patterns which resulted. 
This section fails to address Village Corporation lands, tribal lands including those owned by 
Gwichyaa Zhee Gwich’in Tribal Government, Native Village of Venetie, and townsite lands. It 
also fails to address Native Allotment owners and the federal government trust responsibility 
related to those lands. 

Response to Comment 6042.047: 
The intent of this section is to introduce one of the unique challenges of refuges in Alaska. Unlike 
most refuges in the lower 48 states, there is a large amount of Native-owned land within the 
Refuge boundaries. The resulting patchwork of private and public land can complicate 
management. Although this section is simply a general introduction to land status in the Refuge, 
Section 3.5.1.2 of the EIS contains a detailed discussion of landownership patterns. 

Comment 6042.049: 
Sec. 1.2.2.2 General Service Goals, p. 1-6 
... 
This section also ignores Service management goals for the Beaver Creek National Wild River 
corridor as described in its management plan published jointly with the BLM. 

Response to Comment 6042.049: 
The list of Service goals in Section 1.3.2.2 of the EIS is not intended to be exhaustive. However, 
Section 3.5.2.2 lists both the long-term management goals for the Wild River corridor and the 
management actions specified in the Beaver Creek River Management Plan. 

Comment 6042.050: 
Sec. 1.3.2 Title XI of ANILCA, p.1-8 [of the Draft EIS]. This section fails to explain that the 
configuration of “core” lands to be obtained by Doyon would preclude requirement for Yukon 
Flats application of Title XI for Service’s review if southern ROW route is used because the 
skinny finger of land along the western side of the Beaver Creek Wild River corridor would 
extend to the border with the White Mountains NRA, so only BLM would be involved. 

Response to Comment 6042.050: 
The Service disagrees with the assumption that only the Bureau of Land Management would be 
involved in the Title XI process. If Doyon submits an application for a right-of-way permit to 
BLM, the Service would likely serve as a co-lead or cooperating agency because alternative 
routes may cross Refuge lands. The required EIS would evaluate Doyon’s preferred route plus a 
range of reasonable alternative routes, at least one that crosses the Yukon Flats Refuge. 
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Comment 6042.051: 
Sec. 1.3.3.1 CCP Amendment, p. 1-9 [of the Draft EIS]. The Service states that the ROD for the 
proposed land exchange may include an amendment to the Refuge CCP un-recommending 
26,500 for wilderness designation. The Service fails to identify the legal authority for such an 
amendment, and it should at the very least provide allow public review of any proposed CCP 
amendment. 

Response to Comment 6042.051: 
Section 1.4.3.1 of the Final EIS has been modified to indicate that the primary legal authority for 
amending the Yukon Flats National Wildlife Refuge Comprehensive Conservation Plan is the 
Alaska National Interest Lands Conservation Act (94 Stat. 2371; ANILCA). The National 
Wildlife Refuge System Administration Act (16 United States Code. 668dd-668ee) also provides 
authority for amending refuge comprehensive conservation plans. This environmental impact 
statement process meets the specific requirements in ANILCA Section 304 with regard to public 
notice and review including: consulting with appropriate State agencies and Native corporations; 
holding public hearings in appropriate locations to ensure that residents who will be primarily 
affected have the opportunity to present their views, and publishing notices in the Federal 
Register. To change the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Wilderness recommendation for the 
Yukon Flats National Wildlife Refuge, the Record of Decision for this EIS would include an 
amendment to the Yukon Flats National Wildlife Refuge Comprehensive Conservation Plan. 
Then, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Director would notify the Secretary of the Interior of our 
revised Wilderness recommendation. Service recommendations for Wilderness designation of 
lands on National Wildlife Refuges in Alaska have been modified previously by the Director, 
most recently in 1991. 

Comment 6053.004: 
No tribal government information was put in there. I have a list, it’s a long list, and I’ll give you a 
copy of it. (Hearing exhibit 1 marked) 

Response to Comment 6053.004: 
Section 5.5 of the Final EIS was updated with a summary of the Government-to-Government 
consultations for the proposed exchange, including meetings with the Tribal government of 
Chalkyitsik. Other concerns listed in Exhibit 1 are addressed individually under the specific topic 
or issue. 

Comment 6055.013 From Doyon, Limited: 
[Section] 1.3. Why are we considering a land exchange? 3rd paragraph -Note that Doyon, 
Limited (“Doyon”) is a “for-profit Native regional corporation” created by Congress as part of the 
Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act. 

Response to Comment 6055.013: 
Comment is noted. 

Comment 6055.014 From Doyon, Limited: 
ES [Executive Summary]-l.2 Background 1st paragraph, 2nd sentence - Note that the “for-profit” 
Native corporations were created by Congress as part of the Alaska Native Claims Settlement 
Act. 
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Response to Comment 6055.014: 
Text in ES-1.2 was amended to clarify that the corporations are Alaska Native corporations 
created by the Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act. 

Comment 6055.021 From Doyon, Limited: 
[Section] 1.2.1 Background Include a discussion regarding formation of Doyon under ANCSA 
and its responsibilities to its’ Native shareholders. Doyon is one of the thirteen Native regional 
corporations established by Congress under the terms of ANCSA and its mission is to promote 
the economic and social well being of its tribal shareholders and future shareholders, to 
strengthen the Native way of life and to protect and enhance Doyon’s land and resources. 
Working to fulfill this mission has been a driving reason behind Doyon’s work with USFWS on 
the proposed Land Exchange. 

Response to Comment 6055.021: 
Much of this information is already included in Sections 1.3.1.4 and 1.3.2.3 of the EIS. Section 
1.3.2.3 of the Final EIS has been modified to include Doyon’s mission statement. 

Comment 6055.022 From Doyon, Limited: 
[Section] 1.2.1.2 Native Claims Include Quality Habitats The discussion about “responsible 
economic development” is more appropriate in Section 1.2.1.4 (Doyon-Selected Oil and Gas 
Lands under ANCSA) along with the discussion on the Congressional expectation that Native 
Regional Corporations would select lands with economic potential. This section should include a 
short discussion about the fact that many Native communities are located along rivers and rivers 
tend to be the location of the highest quality habitats in most the Refuges in Alaska. This would 
enhance understanding on how the land ownership patterns in the Refuge came into being prior to 
the time the Refuge was created by ANILCA. 

Response to Comment 6055.022: 
Section 1.3.1.3 of the Final EIS was modified to clarify that Native lands are concentrated around 
the major river systems within the Refuge boundaries. Sections 1.3.1.1 and 1.3.1.2 set the stage 
for the potential conflicts that can result when Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act lands are 
surrounded by Alaska National Interest Lands Conservation Act lands; the Draft EIS language 
was retained. 

Comment 6055.025 From Doyon, Limited: 
[Section] 1.3.2 Title XI of ANILCA 
... 
The discussion in this section should note that Doyon and the Service have mutually agreed on 
special mitigation for development of any oil and gas resources on lands Doyon acquires under 
the Action Alternatives and the transportation and utility systems that would be required. The 
mitigation measures have been discussed elsewhere in the DEIS, but it would be appropriate to 
summarize them in this section as they relate to the potential right-of-way. The measures are as 
follows: An additional 640 acres of Doyon land donated to the Service for each linear mile of a 
Title XI right-of-way crossing refuge lands (Section 2.5.8); up to 120,000 acres of quality fish 
and wildlife habitat available for purchase to the Service (Section 2.5.7); and ear marked funding 
to the Service for construction of “refuge facilities” through a perpetual production payment 
based on the wellhead value from any oil and gas produced on lands Doyon would receive under 
an Action Alternative (Section 2.5.6). 
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Response to Comment 6055.025: 
Section 1.4.2 is intended only to introduce the provisions of Title XI of the Alaska National 
Interest Lands Conservation Act (ANILCA) to prepare the reader for the details presented in 
Chapter 2 (Alternatives). The compensatory measures for the right-of-way (ROW) are discussed 
in detail in Section 2.6 as “Special Features of the Land Exchange.” Although they provide off-
site compensation to the Service for potential impacts, they do not mitigate on-the-ground 
impacts. We have included text in Section 1.4.2 of the Final EIS, Title XI of ANILCA, to note 
that National Environmental Policy Act analysis may result in mitigation for ROW impacts. 

Comment 6055.026 From Doyon, Limited: 
[Section] 1.3.3.1 Yukon Flats National Wildlife Refuge Comprehensive Conservation Plan, 
Environmental Impact Statement, and Wilderness Review The last sentence indicates “some of 
the prospective development areas of the Refuge...” e.g., 110,000 acres of core lands and 97,000 
acres of halo land, would go to Doyon. For balance, the acreage of prospective oil and gas 
potential now owned by Doyon that would go to the Service should be discussed. Some of those 
lands are indeed, the highest priority lands identified by the Service. 

Response to Comment 6055.026: 
Although we disagree that this information should be included in Section 1.4.3.1 of the Final EIS, 
Sections 4.4.1 and Table 4-2 address the changes in surface ownership of prospective oil and gas 
lands that would result from each alternative. Additionally, Section 4.7 addresses changes in 
subsurface ownership under each alternative. 

Comment 6055.027 From Doyon, Limited: 
[Section] 1.6.3 Key Issues The discussion of key issues does not make it clear how these issues 
are associated with federal lands that are now part of the Refuge -federal land that would go to 
Doyon and Doyon land that would be added to the Refuge under the Proposed Action, Land 
Exchange with Non-Development Easements Alternative and Land Exchange Excluding the 
White-Crazy Mountains Alternative. It does not set a frame of reference for the fact that even 
under the No Land Exchange Alternative, Doyon intends to explore for oil and gas on the 1.055 
million acres with oil and gas potential in the Refuge currently under its ownership and that if 
commercial quantities of oil and gas are found there will be development in the Refuge. For 
example, the discussion that the Physical Environment is largely unaltered in the Refuge is true, 
but this description ignores the fact that the Refuge is already separated into several large blocks 
with different resource values by existing Native land ownership patterns and the Yukon and 
Porcupine rivers (Figure 2-1). 

Response to Comment 6055.027: 
The introduction to Section 1.7.2.1 of the Final EIS was revised to clarify that oil development on 
private lands in the Refuge is not dependent on a land exchange. Doyon could develop current 
landholdings and/or lands obtained by exchange. However, the list of issues was retained as is. 
This list briefly introduces the major scoping issues that are addressed in the rest of the EIS. It is 
not intended to summarize subsequent analyses or compare merits or consequences of the various 
alternatives. Neither the Proposed Action nor the alternatives are described in detail until the 
following chapter (Chapter 2). We have included text in several sections of the Final EIS Chapter 
4.24 (e.g., 4.24.7.2; 4.24.9.2; 4.24.10.2; 4.24.11.2) to note that the land exchange would 
encourage new development and use of lands within the central portion of the Refuge and the 
Refuge would become fragmented because lands administered by the Service would be divided 
into western and eastern regions. 
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Comment 6055.028 From Doyon, Limited: 
[Section] 1.6.3 Key Issues 
... 
This section also fails to note that the price of oil is now at least triple the price of oil when the 
Proposed Action was first developed; or that the United States Geological Survey (“USGS”) 
recently identified several areas with potential oil and gas resources when previously it was 
believed that there was only one area with the potential for development. These facts collectively 
enhance an investment in oil and gas exploration in remote areas of Alaska such as the Refuge 
and reduce the amount of recoverable oil that is necessary to make a discovery economic. 

Response to Comment 6055.028: 
This subject is addressed in Section 2.3.2 of the EIS (Oil and Gas Development Potential on 
Refuge and Doyon Lands). The section has been updated in the Final EIS to discuss the 
fluctuation in oil prices. 

Comment 6055.029 From Doyon, Limited: 
[Section] 1.6.3 Key Issues 
... 
the discussion in this section does not clearly indicate that potential impacts to resources, such as 
seismic and oil and gas development (except for a Title XI right-of way) on Vegetation would not 
be on Refuge lands. The discussion on Access should note that a Title XI right-of-way would be 
required if Doyon discovers an economic producible quantity of oil and gas with or without the 
proposed Land Exchange. 

Response to Comment 6055.029: 
The introduction to Section 1.7.2.1 of the Final EIS has been reworded to clarify that oil field 
development would be confined to private lands, although transportation corridors could cross 
public lands. The “Access” subsection was also reworded to address the comment. 

Comment 6055.030 From Doyon, Limited: 
[Section] 1.6.4. Issues Not Analyzed in Detail A new bullet should be added that there is no 
definitive data indicating whether there are or are not commercially developable quantities of oil 
and gas on: the acres of core lands (up to 110,000 acres); or the acres of halo land (up to 97,000 
acres). For purposes of impact assessment only, the DEIS assumes there may be a commercial 
discovery and that other lands that Doyon owns also may contain a commercial discovery 
(Section 2.6.1). 

Response to Comment 6055.030: 
This information is appropriately addressed in Section 2.7.1 of the EIS (Incomplete Information 
Concerning Future Oil and Gas Exploration and Development). 

Comment 6057.001 From U.S. EPA: 
Purpose and Need In our April 14, 2006 scoping comments, EPA recommended that the EIS 
provide “a clear and concise statement of the purpose and need for the proposed land exchange 
within the Refuge” consistent with the implementing regulations for NEPA (see 40 CFR 
1502.13). We also suggested that FWS provide information “that identifies how the land 
exchange would be compatible with the purposes of the Refuge” and meet the “broader public 
interest”. While the FWS did present an extensive background of the goals of both the Refuge 
and Doyon, we could not clearly identify the Purpose and Need for the project. Recommendation: 
We recommend that the Purpose and Need for the project be clarified in the final EIS. 
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Response to Comment 6057.001: 
The text in Section 1.3.2 of the Final EIS has been amended to clarify the purpose and need. For 
any land exchange proposal from another landowner, the Service’s “need” is simply to respond to 
the request for an exchange. 

Comment 6062.002 From Stevens Village Natural Resource Program: 
The Council would strongly suggest that further consideration be given by the Service and Doyon 
of the previously proposed Tribal Council suggestions as to how to increase the direct benefits to 
the local community and Tribal Members and Shareholders. 

Response to Comment 6062.002: 
This request is beyond the Service’s jurisdiction. The Service has authority to exchange lands 
with Doyon, but has no influence on whether local communities, Tribal members, and 
shareholders benefit from subsequent development on those lands. This issue is between Doyon, 
their shareholders, and the Tribal governments. 

Comment 6109.001: 
[Section] 1.3 does not identify specifically why the land the U.S. Fish and Wildlife seeks in the 
swap is critical. Specifically why is this land in particular critical. Why the lands gained are better 
than the ones given up, and why the no action alternative presents some sort of hazard to the 
refuge if we don’t go ahead and swap it. I don’t see it being developed. 

Response to Comment 6109.001: 
The lands the Service would receive are priority habitats for waterfowl and other wetland-
dependent species, whereas the lands the Service would give up are primarily uplands. The 
Service has not made a decision to trade lands with Doyon. The No Land Exchange Alternative 
has been identified as the Preferred Alternative in the Final EIS. 

Comment 6113.001: 
Given that, that the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service is under a national mandate to implement a 
strategy for ecosystem management, it’s not addressed in this EIS of how this proposed land 
exchange directly conflicts with the national policy of U.S. Fish and Wildlife to manage lands 
under an ecosystem management structure. Given the problem that we see on this map that will 
distinctly divide the refuge into two distinct pieces, that goes against the mandate and the policy -
- national mandate and national policy of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service to implement an 
ecosystem management, and moves towards single species -- or single type of species 
management scheme, which is direct -- I say again, which is directly in conflict with U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife policy. Given that the proposed action or alternative actions, how does the -- how is 
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife going to answer these questions of why are they going against their 
national policy, directly against their national policy? 

Response to Comment 6113.001: 
The decision facing the Service is which alternative would have the fewest impacts to the 
integrity of the entire ecosystem. The Yukon Flats ecosystem is under multiple ownerships. 
Doyon, the largest private landowner, owns over 1 million acres of land with oil potential and has 
stated its intent to develop for oil, regardless of whether the trade proceeds. Without the trade, 
Doyon is likely to explore lands in the wetland basin of the Refuge, rather than upland habitats. 
With or without the exchange, there will likely be ecosystem fragmentation should oil and gas 
exploration and development occur on private lands. Ecosystem management means looking at 
the big picture, beyond Refuge land, and working closely with other land managers, both public 
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and private. The Service must consider the long-term consequences of today’s decisions, and 
think of various resources as interrelating parts of systems, rather than as individual components 
to be managed separately. Limited information makes it difficult to predict the location and extent 
of oil development that could occur under the various exchange and no exchange alternatives. 
However, decisions must be based on the best information available, with sustainability as the 
goal. This framework provides a means to evaluate the trade-offs of different management 
choices. 

Comment 6119.001: 
What the EIS fails to do is ask the fundamental question of what is in the best interest of our 
society as a whole? We know that we have to reduce our dependence on burning fossil fuels to 
abate climate change. 

Response to Comment 6119.001: 
Exploring alternatives to fossil fuels is beyond the scope of this EIS. The EIS process was 
initiated in response to a proposal from Doyon to exchange lands. Therefore, the EIS is limited to 
an analysis of the effects of several exchange alternatives and a no exchange alternative. The 
purpose of the analysis is to enable the Service to make an informed decision on whether to 
proceed. 

Comment 8052.006 From Northern Alaska Environmental Center: 
The DEIS should add more information about the overall purposes for these units of the 
conservation system established by the Alaska National Interest Lands Conservation Act 
(ANILCA), as well as the specific purposes for each of the units. It needs to provide more 
background on the 3 existing management/ conservation plans and management decisions: Yukon 
Flats Refuge, Beaver Creek Wild River and White Mountains NRA. 

Response to Comment 8052.006: 
Section 1.3.1.1 of the Final EIS was revised to include the general purposes of the Alaska 
National Interest Lands Conservation Act. Sections 1.3.2.2 and 4.10 discuss the specific purposes 
of the Refuge, and Sections 1.4.3.1 and 4.3 present general management information. Section 
1.4.3.2 discusses the purposes and management direction for the White Mountains National 
Recreation Area. The purposes and management objectives for the Beaver Creek Wild River are 
discussed in Section 3.5.2.2. 

Comment 8052.031 From NAEC: 
The DEIS does not explain how acquiring or losing these vegetation and land cover types through 
the consolidation exchange will improve their management of the Refuge or serve the public 
interest. Furthermore, this data regarding the consolidation exchanges showing net loss of 
wetland habitats in the Refuge through this component of the exchange contradicts a stated reason 
for the exchange, “net gain of priority habitats - more wetlands.” While another of the publicized 
rationales for the entire exchange is to Consolidate ownerships, how this benefits the Refuge 
purposes or management is not substantiated. (See the Service PowerPoint presentation passed 
out at the Fairbanks hearing which had a slide “Why a land exchange?”). 

Response to Comment 8052.031: 
Although the Service would lose wetland habitats and certain vegetation types in the 
consolidation exchange, the net effect of Phase I (core exchange plus consolidation exchange) 
would be an increase in wetland habitats and all vegetation types except barren land, as detailed 
in Figure 4-17 of the EIS. As discussed in 4.10.1.1 of the EIS, the consolidation exchange would 
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facilitate management by largely eliminating the current checkerboard pattern of landownership. 
Private lands would be consolidated in contiguous blocks close to village sites, rather than 
interspersed with Refuge lands. If these private lands remain undeveloped there would be little 
advantage. However, should these lands be developed in the future, it would be advantageous to 
confine infrastructure and development impacts to areas near villages, rather than on private tracts 
that are far from villages and surrounded by Refuge lands. 

Comment 8052.085 From NAEC: 
While Sec. 1.7.2, pp. 1-19 states that it plans to contract for a study of “Native place names,” it is 
not clear that this project or the additional field surveys are underway and how the public will be 
able to comment on this information. 

Response to Comment 8052.085: 
Section 1.9.2 of the Final EIS has been updated to state that the “Native Place Names” study 
began in June 2008 and is ongoing. Although the general public would not have an opportunity to 
comment, the study results would be subject to approval by the community authorities, with 
informed consent by the persons interviewed. This kind of study is also subject to review by the 
University of Alaska’s Human Subjects Review Board. 

1.4.33 Refuge Purpose 
1.4.33.1 Refuge Purpose – Effects of Development on Refuge Purpose - Pipelines and Roads 

Comment 6028.019 From State of Alaska: 
Page 4-123, 4.14.1.2, Large Oil Field Development, first paragraph, second to last sentence: The 
potential of increased access that could lead to increased hunting and fishing, thus hindering the 
Service’s ability to meet refuge purposes is not correct. Increased access and harvest does not 
mean the degradation of refuge purposes is inevitable, especially since hunting and fishing is a 
purpose of the Refuge. Instead it means that active and responsive management should be 
engaged. (Also referenced in Table 2-5 on page 2-51) 

Response to Comment 6028.019: 
The sentence has been revised in Section 4.10.1.2, Large Oil Field Development, and changes 
have also made to Table 2-5 of the Final EIS as follows: “The road could increase public access 
to Refuge lands and result, in part, to increased hunting and fishing and harvest of resources on 
the Refuge. Increased public use and harvest would require increased active and responsive 
management.” 

1.4.33.2 Refuge Purpose – Effects of Exploration on Refuge Purpose - Seismic Surveys 

Comment 6042.113: 
While the long-term alterations in the natural landscape were mentioned in this section, they were 
ignored in the Refuge purposes discussion even though this is a specified Congressional goal of 
ANILCA . 

Response to Comment 6042.113: 
Short- and long-term alterations are discussed throughout Chapter 4 of the EIS, Environmental 
Consequences. Section 4.10, Effects on Refuge Purposes, focused on Refuge mission and 
purposes for establishing the Refuge under the Alaska National Interest Lands Conservation Act. 
As noted in the comment, Title I, Section 101(b) of the Alaska National Interest Lands 
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Conservation Act (Public Law 96-487), “it is the intent of Congress in this Act to preserve 
unrivaled scenic and geological values associated with natural landscapes.”  

1.4.33.3 Refuge Purpose – Effects on Refuge Purpose - General 

Comment 6033.001 From Arctic Village Council: 
Title VIII of the Alaska National Interest Lands Conservation Act (ANILCA) sets a priority for 
subsistence uses of fish and wildlife on federal lands in Alaska. It requires that subsistence uses 
of a particular fish stock or game population be fully satisfied before sport or commercial uses of 
that stock or population are permitted. Section 803 defines subsistence uses as, “the customary 
and traditional uses by rural Alaska residents of wild, renewable resources” for purposes of 
“direct personal or family consumption ... , the making and selling of handicrafts ... ,” customary 
trade and barter. The federal government’s legal obligation to protect subsistence, as embodied in 
Title VIII of ANILCA, originates from the federal government’s trust responsibility to protect the 
hunting and fishing rights of Alaska’s indigenous peoples. The trust responsibility, in turn, arises 
from the extinguishment of aboriginal title to Indian lands in the Alaska Native Claims Settlement 
Act (ANCSA). The final House-Senate Conference Committee Report that accompanied ANCSA 
explained clearly that Congress expected “both the Secretary [of the Interior] and the State to take 
any action necessary to protect the subsistence needs of the Natives” (S. Rep. No. 92-581, p. 37). 
Title VIII of ANILCA became the vehicle through which this responsibility would be addressed 
and clarified legislatively. The federal government’s responsibility to protect subsistence needs 
and opportunities was also addressed in ANILCA where the Yukon Flats National Wildlife 
Refuge was established and where Congress included the protection of subsistence opportunities 
as one of the purposes for which the Yukon Flats Refuge was established (Sec. 302 (9)(B)(iii)). 
... 
We believe the USFWS has not met its legal requirements to protect subsistence uses by moving 
forward with the “Agreement in Principle” for the land exchange, without consultation of tribes 
and villages who live in the Yukon Flats basin, who subsist on the many subsistence resources 
available within the refuge 

Response to Comment 6033.001: 
Consultation with tribes and villages in the Yukon Flats Basin is discussed in Section 5.5 of the 
Final EIS, Government-to-Government Consultation. This information has been updated for the 
Final EIS. Numerous discussions were held between Doyon and tribes and villages in 2003 and 
2004 during development of the proposed land exchange agreement. The Service could not 
initiate discussions with tribes and villages until it had a land exchange proposal from Doyon. 
The proposal was received from Doyon in late 2004, and the Service began consultations with the 
tribes and villages in early 2005. 

Comment 6033.002 From Arctic Village Council: 
Title VIII of the Alaska National Interest Lands Conservation Act (ANILCA) sets a priority for 
subsistence uses of fish and wildlife on federal lands in Alaska. It requires that subsistence uses 
of a particular fish stock or game population be fully satisfied before sport or commercial uses of 
that stock or population are permitted. Section 803 defines subsistence uses as, “the customary 
and traditional uses by rural Alaska residents of wild, renewable resources” for purposed\s of 
“direct personal or family consumption ... , the making and selling of handicrafts ... ,” customary 
trade and barter. The federal government’s legal obligation to protect subsistence, as embodied in 
Title VIII of ANILCA, originates from the federal government’s trust responsibility to protect the 
hunting and fishing rights of Alaska’s indigenous peoples. The trust responsibility, in turn, arises 
from the extinguishment of aboriginal title to Indian lands in the Alaska Native Claims Settlement 
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Act (ANCSA). The final House-Senate Conference Committee Report that accompanied ANCSA 
explained clearly that Congress expected “both the Secretary [of the Interior] and the State to take 
any action necessary to protect the subsistence needs of the Natives” (S. Rep. No. 92-581, p. 37). 
Title VIII of ANILCA became the vehicle through which this responsibility would be addressed 
and clarified legislatively. The federal government’s responsibility to protect subsistence needs 
and opportunities was also addressed in ANILCA where the Yukon Flats National Wildlife 
Refuge was established and where Congress included the protection of subsistence opportunities 
as one of the purposes for which the Yukon Flats Refuge was established (Sec. 302 (9)(B)(iii)). 
... 
We also do not believe that the USFWS would be meeting its legal mandates to prioritize and 
protect subsistence uses should the agency move forward with the land exchange. 

Comment 6035.002 From Gwichyaa Zhee Gwich’in Tribal Government: 
We also do not believe that the USFWS would be meeting its legal mandates to prioritize and 
protect subsistence uses should the agency move forward with the land exchange. 

Comment 6037.010 From Resisting Environmental Destruction on Indigenous Lands: We also 
do not believe that the USFWS would be meeting its legal mandates to prioritize and protect 
subsistence uses should the agency move forward with the land exchange. 

Comment 6040.001 From Venetie Village Council: 
Title VIII of the Alaska National Interest Lands Conservation Act (ANILCA) sets a priority for 
subsistence uses of fish and wildlife on federal lands in Alaska. It requires that subsistence uses 
of a particular fish stock or game population be fully satisfied before sport or commercial uses of 
that stock or population are permitted. Section 803 defines subsistence uses as, “the customary 
and traditional uses by rural Alaska residents of wild, renewable resources” for purposed\s of 
“direct personal or family consumption ... , the making and selling of handicrafts ... ,” customary 
trade and barter. The federal government’s legal obligation to protect subsistence, as embodied in 
Title VIII of ANILCA, originates from the federal government’s trust responsibility to protect the 
hunting and fishing rights of Alaska’s indigenous peoples. The trust responsibility, in turn, arises 
from the extinguishment of aboriginal title to Indian lands in the Alaska Native Claims Settlement 
Act (ANCSA). The final House-Senate Conference Committee Report that accompanied ANCSA 
explained clearly that Congress expected “both the Secretary [of the Interior] and the State to take 
any action necessary to protect the subsistence needs of the Natives” (S. Rep. No. 92-581, p. 37). 
Title VIII of ANILCA became the vehicle through which this responsibility would be addressed 
and clarified legislatively. The federal government’s responsibility to protect subsistence needs 
and opportunities was also addressed in ANILCA where the Yukon Flats National Wildlife 
Refuge was established and where Congress included the protection of subsistence opportunities 
as one of the purposes for which the Yukon Flats Refuge was established (Sec. 302 (9)(B)(iii)). 
... 
We believe the USFWS has not met its legal requirements to protect subsistence uses by moving 
forward with the “Agreement in Principle” for the land exchange, without consultation of tribes 
and villages who live in the Yukon Flats basin, who subsist on the many subsistence resources 
available within the refuge. 

Comment 6040.002 From Venetie Village Council: 
Title VIII of the Alaska National Interest Lands Conservation Act (ANILCA) sets a priority for 
subsistence uses of fish and wildlife on federal lands in Alaska. It requires that subsistence uses 
of a particular fish stock or game population be fully satisfied before sport or commercial uses of 
that stock or population are permitted. Section 803 defines subsistence uses as, “the customary 
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and traditional uses by rural Alaska residents of wild, renewable resources” for purposed\s of 
“direct personal or family consumption ... , the making and selling of handicrafts ... ,” customary 
trade and barter. The federal government’s legal obligation to protect subsistence, as embodied in 
Title VIII of ANILCA, originates from the federal government’s trust responsibility to protect the 
hunting and fishing rights of Alaska’s indigenous peoples. The trust responsibility, in turn, arises 
from the extinguishment of aboriginal title to Indian lands in the Alaska Native Claims Settlement 
Act (ANCSA). The final House-Senate Conference Committee Report that accompanied ANCSA 
explained clearly that Congress expected “both the Secretary [of the Interior] and the State to take 
any action necessary to protect the subsistence needs of the Natives” (S. Rep. No. 92-581, p. 37). 
Title VIII of ANILCA became the vehicle through which this responsibility would be addressed 
and clarified legislatively. The federal government’s responsibility to protect subsistence needs 
and opportunities was also addressed in ANILCA where the Yukon Flats National Wildlife 
Refuge was established and where Congress included the protection of subsistence opportunities 
as one of the purposes for which the Yukon Flats Refuge was established (Sec. 302 (9)(B)(iii)). 
... 
We also do not believe that the USFWS would be meeting its legal mandates to prioritize and 
protect subsistence uses should the agency move forward with the laud exchange. 

Response to Comments 6033.002, 6035.002, 6037.010, 6040.001, and 6040.002: 
For clarification, the Service is evaluating the Agreement in Principle and other alternatives for 
the Final EIS. The Record of Decision will determine the final course of action. The Service met 
with each Yukon Flats village to discuss the Agreement in Principle. Subsequently, the Service 
had conducted scoping meetings for the EIS. The Service has made numerous attempts to engage 
the villages in Government-to-Government consultations, and has met with all villages that have 
requested one to date. Additionally, Doyon has conducted numerous meetings with village 
corporation leaders. 

Comment 6042.001: 
Despite clearly articulated statutory mandates in ANILCA, the Refuge System Administration 
Act, and the Refuge Improvement Act, as well Refuge CCP management directives, the Service 
has failed to explain how the land exchange comports with Refuge purposes. 

Response to Comment 6042.001: 
The transfer of lands from Doyon to the Service supports Refuge purposes by increasing the total 
amount of public lands that would be managed by the National Wildlife Refuge System. The 
increase in acreage and the consolidation of lands would likely have a positive effect on the 
Refuge’s ability to manage and conserve habitats. Although the transfer of lands from Service 
ownership to Doyon increases the likelihood of oil exploration and development on private lands 
within the Refuge, Doyon has stated that oil exploration and development on lands it currently 
owns would likely occur regardless of whether the exchange occurs. However, based on public 
comments on the Draft EIS and subsequent discussions and analysis by the Service, the Service 
has determined that the No Land Exchange Alternative would better meet Refuge management 
objectives, resource protection goals, and purposes, as discussed in Section 2.4.4, Preferred 
Alternative - No Land Exchange Alternative (No Action Alternative). 

Comment 6055.127 From Doyon, Limited: 
[Section] 4.14.2.1 Phase I Effects (Non-Development Easements Alternative on Refuge Purpose) 
The first paragraph concludes that non-development easements have “no direct effect on Refuge 
purposes...” Since these easements provide perpetual, legally enforceable rights to the Service for 
all commercial and industrial development on up to 120,000 acres it would appear that the non-
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development of quality fish and wildlife habitat would fully meet the requirements of ANILCA 
302(9)(B) (i) -conserve fish and wildlife and populations including canvasbacks and other 
migratory birds, Dall sheep, bears, moose, wolves, wolverines and other fur bearers, caribou and 
salmon; (ii) -international treaty obligations with respect to fish and wildlife and their habitats; 
and (iv) -conserve to the maximum extent practicable and in a manner consistent with (i) water 
quality and necessary water quantity. Opportunity for continued subsistence by local residents 
under (iii) would still be met by Doyon as it does on its substantial ownerships in the Refuge. 
Therefore, the opportunity is not foregone as the Service would own commercial and industrial 
development rights that may affect subsistence. 

Response to Comment 6055.127: 
We agree that the non-development easements would help to meet Refuge purposes, and have 
modified the text in Section 4.10.2.1 of the Final EIS, Phase I Effects, Non-Development 
Easements Alternative on Refuge Purpose. However, based on public comments on the Draft EIS 
and subsequent discussions and analysis by the Service, the Service has determined that the No 
Land Exchange Alternative would better meet Refuge management objectives, resource 
protection goals, and purposes, as discussed in Section 2.4.4, Preferred Alternative - No Land 
Exchange Alternative (No Action Alternative). 

Comment 6056.019 From The Wilderness Society: 
In addition to a quantitative analysis of climate change impacts, we believe that the DEIS needs 
to consider the implications of climate change on the overall purpose and mission of the Refuge. 

Response to Comment 6056.019: 
Text was added to Section 3.3.1 of the Final EIS to address current and projected climate change 
impacts to the Refuge. In addition, climate change analyses have been added to the cumulative 
effects sections in Chapter 4. The Service is currently adapting, and will continue to adapt, its 
management practices on Refuges to address climate change. The Service believes that the 
analyses described in Section 3.3.1 provide a foundation for future planning efforts to address 
climate change. 

Comment 6056.025 From The Wilderness Society: 
The USFWS needs to clarify how the exchange of 97,000 acres of subsurface oil and gas rights 
impact the appraisal, the refuge purposes according to the Refuge CCP, and the ANSCA and 
ANILCA mandates prohibiting unequal land exchanges. 

Response to Comment 6056.025: 
As stated in Section 2.3.4 of the EIS, Equal Value Land Exchange, all lands involved in the 
exchange, including the mineral estate (oil and gas resources) would be evaluated in the appraisal 
to ensure that the exchanged lands are equal in value. 

Comment 8052.032 From NAEC: 
The DEIS presents a circular argument in its analysis of impacts to Refuge purposes using the 
concept of boundary analysis (see Table 4-26, p. 4-121). The DEIS presumes that consolidation 
of ownership is important, and then measures this using reduction in boundaries. There is no 
biological rationale given for the need for consolidation nor why this is meaningful to addressing 
the Refuge purposes. While the DEIS concludes that consolidation would increase the size of 
habitat blocks, this analysis does not necessarily do this, nor does it provide any information that 
increasing the size of particular habitat blocks is significant. Furthermore, the proposed action 
will make the east and western sections of the refuge completely isolated with the Doyon lands 
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now dividing the area in two, making a firmer boundary than exists today yet that factor does not 
show up in this perfunctory analysis. Finally, the proposed action will cause greater habitat 
fragmentation because of the potential for pipelines and roads connecting to Doyon’s lands for oil 
and gas development spread throughout the Refuge. 

Response to Comment 8052.032: 
There is not necessarily a biological rationale for consolidating lands. Consolidation lands 
involve all or part of 18 townships near the villages of Stevens Village and Chalkyitsik (see 
Figure 1-2 in the EIS), and would help to reduce the “checkerboard” ownership within the Refuge 
that complicates management by the Service and Doyon. As discussed in the EIS, the 
consolidation does result in larger blocks of ownership, with fewer townships only loosely 
connected to village or Service lands. As shown in Figure 1-2, Proposed Action and Priority 
Ranking for Doyon Lands, there are checkerboard blocks of townships near Chalkytisik and 
Stevens Village that are loosely connected to village or Service lands. As shown, after 
consolidation, consolidation townships would be more closely allied with Service or village 
lands. The decision facing the Service is which alternative would have the fewest impacts on the 
integrity of the entire ecosystem. The Yukon Flats ecosystem is under multiple ownerships. 
Doyon, the largest private landowner, owns over 1 million acres of land with oil potential, and 
has stated its intent to develop for oil regardless of whether the trade proceeds. Without the trade, 
Doyon would likely to explore and develop lands within the wetland basin of the Refuge, as 
shown in Figure 1-2. With or without the exchange, there would likely be ecosystem 
fragmentation resulting from oil exploration and development on private lands. 

1.4.34 Service Mission and Policy 
1.4.34.1 Service Mission and Policy – Precedent Setting 

Comment 106.003 From Alaska Coalition of Washington: 
The DEIS does not adequately review the impacts of the Trade as setting a precedent for 
industrial development within other conservation areas in Alaska through. This proposed land 
swap would be precedent setting in trading away public lands for development, ignoring 
environmental protections and existing agreements. 

Comment 6023.003 From Arctic Audubon Society: 
The DEIS does not address the precedent this land exchange would set for the future management 
of all Alaskan Refuges. 

Response to Comments 106.003 and 6023.003: 
Future proposals for industrial development within conservation areas would be subject to a 
public review process and National Environmental Policy Act compliance prior to a decision 
being made. Any precedent set by this exchange would not change these requirements. It is hard 
to predict the precedence this exchange would have on future decisions made on other refuges 
and/or other national conservation lands, each of which has its own pattern of landownership. 

Comment 5082.009: 
This land exchange sets national precedence. Places like the Arctic Refuge that we’ve been 
fighting to protect for over 30 years can be opened if they allow it in this refuge. 
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Response to Comment 5082.009: 
The Arctic National Wildlife Refuge cannot be developed without the express approval of 
Congress. In addition, future proposals for industrial development within national conservation 
areas, including the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge, would be subject to a public review process 
and National Environmental Policy Act compliance prior to a decision being made. Any 
precedent set by this exchange would not change these requirements. It is hard to predict the 
precedence this exchange would have on future decisions made on other refuges or other national 
conservation areas. 

Comment 6021.022 From Alaska Chapter Wilderness Watch: 
This proposed land trade has alienated Yukon Flats native allotment owners against selling any 
allotment lands to the Service. There is potential for this sentiment to spread to other National 
Wildlife Refuges in Alaska where there are native allotments within refuge boundaries. 
Continuation of this land exchange may have long lasting effects on conservation efforts in 
refuges across Alaska. The DEIS does not address this issue. 

Response to Comment 6021.022: 
Native allotments are privately owned by individuals. Native allotments conveyed to individuals 
under the Native Allotment Act of 1906 or the Alaska Native Veterans Allotment Act of 1998, 
are occasionally offered for sale to the Service by the owners. The Service has an interest in 
purchasing certain parcels to ensure they remain in a natural state. The owners often prefer to sell 
to the Service for the same reason. The Service has purchased 26 Native allotment parcels (total 
of 3,504 acres) in the Refuge since its establishment. The Service does not anticipate a change in 
this practice as a result of the proposed land exchange. 

1.4.34.2 Service Mission and Policy – USFWS Mission - General 

Comment 5082.007: 
And Fish and Wildlife is violating its own purposes by allowing oil and gas, by allowing the land 
trade. Because one of the purposes for the Yukon Flats Wildlife Refuge and for Fish and Wildlife 
is to protect subsistence resources. Oil and gas development does not protect subsistence 
resources. 

Response to Comment 5082.007: 
The third purpose of the Yukon Flats Refuge, as mandated by Section 301(9)(b)(iii) of the Alaska 
National Interest Lands Conservation Act, is to “provide…the opportunity for continued 
subsistence uses by local residents.” Regardless of the land exchange, the Service will still 
manage Refuge lands to provide opportunities for subsistence. Section 4.21 describes the impacts 
on subsistence expected under each alternative. 

1.4.35 Socioeconomics 
1.4.35.1 Socioeconomics – Current Household Characteristics - Employment, Education, Poverty 

in Yukon Flats 

Comment 6147.002: 
Page 3-79, referencing Dr. William Schneider’s book on Beaver, states that there are currently 
Japanese descendants in Beaver. There aren’t. There weren’t in 1976 when Dr. Schneider wrote 
the book, and he never said that in his book. 
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Response to Comment 6147.002: 
The text of the Final EIS has been changed in response to this concern. See Section 3.5.5.1 of 
Chapter 3. 

1.4.35.2 Socioeconomics – Effects of Development on Socioeconomics - Jobs and Revenue 

Comment 6036.042 From Northern Alaska Environmental Center: 
The DEIS greatly overstates the potential jobs likely to be produced for local residents and 
contains an incomplete analysis. For example, recent information reveals that there were only 3 
jobs in which local residents are hired by the oil and gas industry in Nuiqsut which has the Alpine 
oil field located only 4-7 miles away (BLM 2007, NPRA SEIS, Table 3A-D, p. 3-173). 

Response to Comment 6036.042: 
The estimates of potential local job creation are based on the assumption that approximately 3 to 
15 percent of the jobs generated by oil field development and production could be filled by 
residents of the Yukon Flats villages. This assumption is based on an evaluation of local 
employment in North Slope oil fields, at the Red Dog mine, and at other industrial developments 
around the state. Also, development led by a Native corporation (Doyon) could mean more 
investments in job training and may have different local level consequences than those that have 
occurred in the North Slope. 

Comment 6041.009 From Yukon River Drainage Fisheries Association: 
The DEIS does not address these impacts to both subsistence and commercial fishermen and 
women. 
... 
A spill could also have grave socio-economic impacts on commercial fisheries. Commercial 
salmon fisheries throughout the Yukon River provide one of the only sources of income in the 
mixed-cash economy of this region. Impacts to salmon from an oil spill would have direct 
impacts on commercial harvests, which are allowed only when a surplus of fish is available after 
escapement and subsistence harvest needs have been met. 

Comment 6041.010 From Yukon River Drainage Fisheries Association: 
The DEIS does not address these impacts to both subsistence and commercial fishermen and 
women. 
... 
In addition, even without a spill, the development itself poses a threat to hard won commercial 
markets for Yukon River salmon. YRDFA, Yukon River processors and the State of Alaska have 
devoted substantial time and money to developing markets for Yukon River salmon. The markets 
for Yukon River salmon in particular, and Alaska salmon in general, rely on the cleanliness, and 
perceived cleanliness, of our waters. A spill in Yukon River salmon-bearing waters, or even the 
appearance of uncleanliness from drilling rigs in our salmon waters, threatens the marketability of 
our label for all Yukon River wild salmon and should thus be included in the analysis. 

Response to Comments 6041.009 and 6041.010: 
Neither the proposed land exchange nor identified potential right-of-way routes are adjacent to or 
cross the Yukon River. The nearest point to the Yukon River is approximately 15 miles south of 
the river. Therefore, there are no known mechanisms for spills directly to the Yukon River from 
the action alternatives. The text in Sections 4.5.2.2 and 4.5.2.3 of the Final EIS has been changed 
to clarify this. The only identified route for spilled oil from the exploration and development 
activities associated with the Proposed Action to reach the Yukon River would be via a spill into 
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Beaver Creek or one of its tributaries. Several sections of the EIS address the potential effects of 
oil spilled on lands associated with the exchange that reaches the Yukon River. For instance, 
Sections 4.12.1.2 and 4.24.11.2 recognize the potential impacts to fish and fish habitat in the 
Yukon River. Section 4.21.1.2 recognizes concerns about oil spills by subsistence and 
commercial users of the Yukon River. Section 4.24.7.2 recognizes potential effects to water 
quality in the Yukon River from oil and gas operations on exchange lands. 

Comment 6042.193: 
Sec. 4.18 [of the Draft EIS] Effects on Socioeconomics Economic costs associated with 
ecological, environmental and social consequences of alternatives are not considered in the DEIS. 
While it is true that the ultimate decision about whether to proceed with the land exchange and 
which alternative to select should not be driven by cost-benefit considerations, the presentation of 
economic benefit estimates, such as possible employment, income and revenue gains, without 
comparable (i. e. dollar-valued) estimates of economic costs of the project severely limits the 
value of the DEIS as a guide to decision making. 

Comment 6042.194: 
According to the DEIS (Chapter 4), the proposed action and all development alternatives may 
include the following effects: impacts on soils; reduced or impaired water quality; direct 
mortality, displacement, disturbance, and reduced habitat quality for fish, birds, mammals and 
other wildlife ;  diminished recreational experiences and quality; diminished visual resources; 
increased competition for subsistence resources; and negative short- and long-term social effects. 
The DEIS, however, does not acknowledge or consider that each of these environmental or 
biophysical effects is connected to formal and informal economic systems that translate effects 
into costs even within the immediate impact area. Moreover, the DEIS does not consider costs 
which may accrue far from Yukon Flats National Wildlife Refuge, either through impacts on 
direct use value (e.g. through impacts on migratory bird or anadromous fish populations that 
affect the value of off-site hunting and fishing) or on passive use value. Passive use value 
includes the option of maintaining resources in their natural state for future use as well as the 
value of knowing that the resources exist and are unimpaired by human activity. See, e.g., 
Krutilla 1967. In some cases, a majority of the total economic value of natural resources can be 
attributed to passive use value. Goldsmith, Hill and Hull (1998) at p. 5, for example, examined 
the economic benefits associated with refuges surrounding Bristol Bay, Alaska and found that 
“most of the net economic value of the Bristol Bay refuges is not in their use but in their 
existence.” See also Loomis 1992 and 2000; and Randall 1987. Thus the omission of 
consideration for this class of economic impact could be very significant. Failure to consider 
these economic costs systematically, even if not translated into specific dollar-valued estimates, 
seems contrary to Service guidance for preparing environmental impact statements. The Fish and 
Wildlife Service NEPA Reference Handbook includes an “Environmental Impact Checklist for 
Economic Concerns” that includes recreation, ecological, subsistence and “intangible” values (see 
Figure I). The Checklist includes yes/no boxes for whether the economic concern is present and 
space for comments. Ideally, in our opinion, those comments would include some estimate of the 
magnitude of each economic effect. Figure 1: US Fish and Wildlife Service NEPA Handbook 
Suggests Consideration of the Economic Costs of Environmental Effects Environmental Impact 
Checklist for Economic Concerns Economic Value Effect Comment Yes No. Recreation Value, 
Ecological Value, Commercial Value, Subsistence Value, Intangible Value, Economic Impact 
Values . Employment . Consumer Income Business Income costs Private Property Values Tax 
Revenues Distribution of Effects . Types of Businesses Population Affected . Tribal Governments 
Source: Excerpt of Checklist from US FWS NEPA handbook, p. 395, 
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http://www.fws.gov/r9esnepa/NEPA HANDBOOK2.pdf. Based on the information supplied in 
the DEIS, it seems that most of these boxes have remained blank, suggesting that these 
potentially important economic effects have not been considered at all. Perhaps worse, it is 
instead possible that the Service has checked the “No” boxes and concluded that a relationship 
between environmental conditions and economic well-being simply does not exist. Such a 
conclusion would be contrary to decades of available research in environmental and natural 
resource economics that lays out the conceptual connection between direct and passive uses of 
natural landscapes (see, e.g., Bergstrom, et al. 2005) and the significant economic contribution of 
these uses to human welfare (e.g., Costanza, et al. 1997, Goldsmith, Hill and Hull 1998, Colt 
2001). In similar fashion, the DEIS cites a list of “possible negative social trends associated with 
rapid industrial development in small rural communities” such as those surrounding the land 
exchange area. These trends include “general anomie, excessive alcohol and drug use, abusive 
and self-destructive behavior, higher accident rates, loss of Native language and subsistence 
skills, dissolution of family relationships, decline in community rituals and festivities, and the 
dilution of cultural values such as sharing, reciprocity, respect for others, and consensual decision 
making (p. 4-157).” As with the environmental, scenic and recreational impacts of the proposed 
development, the DEIS does not attempt to quantify the magnitude of these social effect or to 
translate them into economic costs that could then be considered along side the estimated 
economic benefits of energy development on the exchange lands. Many of these “negative social 
trends” generate real economic costs, including through lost income due to decreased 
productivity, increased morbidity and premature mortality. Higher direct economic costs for 
health care and social services are also likely to accompany these social trends. 

Response to Comments 6042.193 and 6042.194: 
For the purposes of complying with the National Environmental Policy Act, the merits and 
drawbacks of the various alternatives need not be displayed in a monetary benefit-cost analysis, 
and typically are not. Nevertheless, the issue of describing all the environmental effects in 
monetary terms was considered. It was determined, however, that the costs (in time and money) 
of a total economic valuation of potential changes in the human environment would be exorbitant. 
Moreover, inadequate data and problems with estimating costs or benefits would likely make the 
results of some economic analyses of environmental effects so uncertain and unreliable as to 
obviate their usefulness. Although a total economic valuation framework was not used in the 
Final EIS, those environmental effects that are not monetized are discussed in the analyses of 
environmental consequences found in Chapter 4 in a manner that allows a comparison of effects 
among the alternatives. 

Comment 6055.131 From Doyon, Limited: 
4.18.1.2. Phase II Effects (Proposed Action on Socioeconomics) Tables showing the estimated 
revenue stream for the proposed action similar to that of Table 4-36 (estimated revenue 
stream...excluding the White-Crazy Mountains) should be included in the DElS. 

Response to Comment 6055.131: 
Table 4-46 shows the estimated revenue stream from production under the Proposed Action and 
Land Exchange Excluding the White-Crazy Mountains Alternative. 

Comment 6079.001: 
My suggestion is that more positive impacts of an exchange need to be discussed in the final EIS, 
for example under the affects of the proposed action it lists employment as a negative affect to the 
communities. There are no positive affects listed of an employment, isn’t employment supposed 
to be a good thing? 
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Response to Comment 6079.001: 
The socioeconomic effects analysis considers employment and revenues as benefits to the region 
and to the State of Alaska. The estimates of these employment and revenue benefits are estimated 
for the different alternatives considered, and are provided in Section 4.19 of the Final EIS. 

Comment 6150.001: 
I disagree with wholeheartedly about the Environmental Impact Statement is the 3 to 17 percent 
local jobs. That’s not true. There can be 70 percent local jobs, it’s just a matter of training for the 
jobs in advance, and for Doyon or whoever the entity is to guarantee, through contract, that those 
jobs and that training will go to local people. And the legacy jobs in terms of the operations and 
maintenance piece also needs to go to local people if this goes forward. 

Response to Comment 6150.001: 
The local direct employment estimates in the Final EIS reflect the current local work force size 
and skills. The Final EIS acknowledges that in the event that oil and gas development occurs, 
investments in local job training are anticipated, which could result in an increase in local hires. 
At this time, however, it is difficult to estimate the likely increase. 

Comment 8053.009: 
The economic losses from the potential spills need to be estimated to all Yukon River residents, 
both subsistence, commercial, and recreational uses. 

Response to Comment 8053.009: 
Several sections of the EIS address the potential effects of oil spilled on lands associated with the 
exchange that reaches the Yukon River. For instance, Sections 4.12.1.2 and 4.24.11.2 recognize 
the potential impacts to fish and fish habitat in the Yukon River. Section 4.21.1.2 recognizes 
concerns about oil spills by subsistence users of the Yukon River. Section 4.24.7.2 recognizes 
potential effects to water quality in the Yukon River from oil and gas operations on exchange 
lands. 

1.4.35.3 Socioeconomics – Effects on Seismic Surveys on Socioeconomics - Jobs and Revenue 

Comment 6042.146: 
There is no documentation from independent sources --just information from Doyon -- regarding 
the beneficial economic impacts, social impacts, and the jobs that are highlighted. 

Response to Comment 6042.146: 
The estimated number of direct jobs created by the oil companies and the primary contractors 
during exploration, development, and production is based on the assessment of manpower 
requirements for oil development in the Yukon Flats, a study that was commissioned by Doyon. 
These estimates were then reviewed and compared to current industry estimates of manpower 
requirements in the oil industry in the North Slope from several sources, as noted in the 
references. A number of sources were reviewed to assess the social impacts that might occur with 
oil and gas exploration, development, and production. The estimates of indirect and induced jobs 
are based on an economic impact model developed by economists that considers the current 
typical industry standards and determines the number of employees generated in different 
economic sectors, given an increase in business sales (or final demand) within the region. 
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Comment 6085.005: 
Section 4.18.1 which is the affects of the proposed action on socio-economics, in the Table 4-31 
there’s mentioned of the number of jobs that would be created at local hire. In 1987, 1988 Doyon 
had an agreement with Exxon/Amoco and they actually came out and did 240 miles of seismic 
activity in the basin. They created 60 jobs working on the site and of those 40 positions were 
local hire, I believe the table shows 30 so I would encourage ENSR to maybe incorporate some 
additional information there. I’d also ask that you create a new table in this section because no 
where mentioned in this is the annual wages for the positions that you identify. These are 
especially in exploration activity when it would be confined to the winter months, we’re looking 
at jobs that are seasonal and they compliment subsistence activities and yet they provide income 
to people to those activities so maybe in Table 4-33 you could add a wage bar so that we could 
see what income would be given to these people. 

Response to Comment 6085.005: 
The text of the Final EIS has been changed in response to this concern. See Section 4.19 for the 
discussion and Chapter 3, Affected Environment (Section 3.5.5.2), for data on current average 
wages by occupation. 

1.4.35.4 Socioeconomics – General 

Comment 804.006 From Northwoods Wilderness Recovery: 
Gaining access to potential oil and gas resources by roads and pipeline corridor will have several 
negative factors that cause severe impacts to Yukon Flats communities in various ways and these 
impacts must be analyzed as well: Loss of local control within traditional hunting and fishing 
areas, possible influx of non-natives who will compete with locals for the subsistence resources, 
the species that provide for communities will then decline due to competition, more quotas will 
be placed on local people, causing the subsistence way of life to decline. Alcohol and drugs may 
be transported from cities to Gwich’in communities from the roads. 

Comment 819.005: 
Gaining access to potential oil and gas resources by roads and pipeline corridor will have several 
negative factors that cause severe impacts to Yukon Flats communities in various ways and these 
impacts must be analyzed as well: Loss of local control within traditional hunting and fishing 
areas, possible influx of non-natives who will compete with locals for the subsistence resources, 
the species that provide for communities will then decline due to competition, more quotas will 
be placed on local people, causing the subsistence way of life to decline. Alcohol and drugs may 
be transported from cities to Gwich’in communities from the roads. 

Comment 821.006: 
Gaining access to potential oil and gas resources by roads and pipeline corridor will have several 
negative factors that cause severe impacts to Yukon Flats communities in various ways and these 
impacts must be analyzed as well: Loss of local control within traditional hunting and fishing 
areas, possible influx of non-natives who will compete with locals for the subsistence resources, 
the species that provide for communities will then decline due to competition, more quotas will 
be placed on local people, causing the subsistence way of life to decline. Alcohol and drugs may 
be transported from cities to Gwich’in communities from the roads. 
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Comment 862.007 From Eyak Preservation Council: 
Gaining access to potential oil and gas resources by roads and pipeline corridor will have several 
negative factors that cause severe impacts to Yukon Flats communities in various ways and these 
impacts must be analyzed as well: Loss of local control within traditional hunting and fishing 
areas, possible influx of non-natives who will compete with locals for the subsistence resources, 
the species that provide for communities will then decline due to competition, more quotas will 
be placed on local people, causing the subsistence way of life to decline. Alcohol and drugs may 
be transported from cities to Gwich’in communities from the roads. 

Comment 880.006: 
Roads and Pipelines - Gaining access to potential oil and gas resources by roads and pipeline 
corridor will have several negative factors that cause severe impacts to Yukon Flats communities 
in various ways and these impacts must be analyzed as well: Loss of local control within 
traditional hunting and fishing areas, possible influx of non-natives who will compete with locals 
for the subsistence resources, the species that provide for communities will then decline due to 
competition, more quotas will be placed on local people, causing the subsistence way of life to 
decline. Alcohol and drugs may be transported from cities to Gwich’in communities from the 
roads. 

Comment 5070.002: 
We have not addressed the needs of the communities in this EIS. We have addressed the needs of 
the wildlife, addressed the needs of the habitat, you’ve addressed the needs of the Doyon 
corporation but that’s as far as it goes. Nobody has been able to translate what this is going to 
mean to the community directly. So I think that’s probably a short fall of the EIS when you start 
looking at the social, political, and traditional impacts of it I think there is an awful lot of work to 
be done to answer those questions and make it much more friendly for the communities to be able 
to participate in this. 

Comment 6033.014 From Arctic Village Council: 
Gaining access to potential oil and gas resources by way of roads and pipeline corridors will 
result in a number of negative effects causing significant impacts to Yukon Flats communities. 
Impacts to Yukon Flats communities from increased access have not been sufficiently analyzed in 
the DEIS. For example, loss of local control within traditional hunting and fishing areas, the 
future influx of outside hunters and fisherman who will compete with local residents for 
subsistence resources, and other effects will limit subsistence opportunities and may result in 
declines of key subsistence species due to competition of these resources. Locals will 
undoubtedly face increasing restrictions regarding subsistence opportunities in the future, such as 
additional quotas, further restricting subsistence activities. Alcohol and drugs may also be 
transported from cities to Gwich’in communities by roads. Developing roads in what is now one 
of the remotest parts of Alaska will forever alter this area and the communities and people who 
live in the Yukon Flats region. 

Response to Comments 804.006, 819.005, 821.006, 862.007, 880.006, 5070.002, and 6033.014: 
An analysis of potential social effects is provided in Section 4.19.1.3 of the Final EIS. These 
effects include the possible negative social trends associated with rapid industrial development in 
small rural communities. With respect to the concern that alcohol and drugs may be transported 
from cities to Gwich’in communities, it is important to note that Doyon has indicated that any 
access road would be closed to the general public on Native-owned lands. However, the portion 
crossing Federal lands could be open to public use, depending on decisions made during a right-
of-way EIS process. An analysis of the potential effects of increased competition on subsistence 
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uses is available in Section 4.21. The Final EIS includes residents’ concerns regarding the effects 
of the Yukon Flats Land Exchange on subsistence uses and the local physical and biological 
environment, as well as local concerns about the proposed land exchange. 

Comment 870.002 From Western Lands Project: 
The Social Effects subsection of the Effects on Socioeconomics section is given short shrift. 
Possible benefits and negative consequences are listed but no true analysis or studies are 
discussed. The dearth of analysis of social effects glaringly contrasts with immediately preceding 
subsection’s studies completed to determine the proposal’s potential jobs generated and potential 
stream of revenues. This proposal would have life-altering consequences for people living in 
Yukon Flats communities - it is a disservice to not consider those consequences. 

Comment 874.003: 
The impacts analysis in the DEIS is deficient as it does not fully reveal all of the impacts of this 
very significant proposed industrial development on the Refuge or to the people and cultures 
existing within and near the Refuge. 

Comment 875.003: 
The impacts analysis in the DEIS is deficient as it does not fully reveal all of the impacts of this 
very significant proposed industrial development on the Refuge or to the people and cultures 
existing within and near the Refuge. 

Comment 6033.015 From Arctic Village Council: 
We are concerned about possible impacts to human and ecological health in the Yukon Flats 
region resulting from oil and gas development. The health and well being of our , people is 
directly related to the health and well-being of the land. Studies have shown that health-related 
statistics in communities that are affected by oil and gas development include: higher rates of 
cancer, diabetes, asthma, upper respiratory illnesses, and obesity due to compromised or lost 
subsistence resources. Studies also illustrate that significant and long-term social impacts occur 
within communities affected by oil and gas development, for which mitigation measures are not 
possible or do not exist, which include: increased rates of alcoholism, drug abuse, suicide, alcohol 
or drug related fatalities, incarceration, domestic violence and other forms of abuse, among other 
issues. The DEIS mentions some of these potential impacts (DEIS, p. 4-199). Additionally, 
controversies surrounding oil and gas development will result in greater incidence of conflict 
among community members. The National Academy of Sciences 2003 study, Cumulative 
Environmental Effects of Oil and gas Development on Alaska’s North Slope “Effects on the 
Human Environment” recognizes that oil and gas development within Indigenous territories often 
results in these types of devastating social effects. This is of utmost concern to the Venetie 
Village Council and we strongly oppose the proposed action because of the potential for such 
damaging and devastating effects to the social fabric of our village. 
... 
We do not believe the DEIS has fully disclosed or analyzed the potential, long-lasting 
socioeconomic effects and impacts from oil and gas development to our village or other villages 
within the Yukon Flats region. 

Comment 6033.021 From Arctic Village Council: 
We believe the USFWS has failed to adequately study the very long-term socio-economic, human 
and ecological health impacts which will be multi-generational and profoundly significant since 
development activities could conceivably extend over many decades. 
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Comment 6035.015 From Gwichyaa Zhee Gwich’in Tribal Government: 
We are concerned about possible impacts to human and ecological health in the Yukon Flats 
region resulting from oil and gas development. The health and well being of our people is directly 
related to the health and well being of the land. Studies have shown that health-related statistics in 
communities that are affected by oil and gas development include: higher rates of cancer, 
diabetes, asthma, upper respiratory illnesses and obesity due to compromised or lost subsistence 
resources. Studies also illustrate that significant and long-term social impacts occur within 
communities affected by oil and gas development, for which mitigation measures are not possible 
or do not exist, which include: increased rates of alcoholism, drug abuse, suicide, alcohol or drug 
related fatalities, incarceration, domestic violence and other forms of abuse, among other issues. 
The DEIS mentions some of these potential impacts (DEIS, p. 4-199). Additionally, controversies 
surrounding oil and gas development will result in greater incidence of conflict among 
community members. The National Academy of Sciences 2003 study, Cumulative Environmental 
Effects of Oil and gas Development on Alaska’s North Slope “Effects on the Human 
Environment” recognizes that oil and gas development within Indigenous territories often results 
in these types of devastating social effects. This is of utmost concern to the Gwichyaa Zhee 
Gwich’in Tribal Council and we strongly oppose the proposed action because of the potential for 
such damaging and devastating effects to the social fabric of our village. 
... 
We do not believe the DEIS has fully disclosed or analyzed the potential, long-lasting 
socioeconomic effects and impacts from oil and gas development to our village or other villages 
within the Yukon Flats region. 

Comment 6035.021 From Gwichyaa Zhee Gwich’in Tribal Government: 
We believe the USFWS has failed to adequately study the very long-term socio-economic, human 
and ecological health impacts which will be multi-generational and profoundly significant since 
development activities could conceivably extend over many decades. 

Comment 6037.027 From Resisting Environmental Destruction on Indigenous Lands: We are 
concerned about possible impacts to human and ecological health in the Yukon Flats region 
resulting from oil and gas development. The health and well being of local people is directly 
related to the health and well being of the land. Studies have shown that health-related statistics in 
communities that are affected by oil and gas development include: higher rates of cancer, 
diabetes, asthma, upper respiratory illnesses and obesity due to compromised or lost subsistence 
resources. Studies also illustrate that significant and long-term social impacts occur within 
communities affected by oil and gas development, for which mitigation measures are not possible 
or do not exist, which include: increased rates of alcoholism, drug abuse, suicide, alcohol or drug 
related fatalities, incarceration, domestic violence and other forms of abuse, among other issues. 
The DEIS mentions some of these potential impacts (DEIS, p. 4-199). Additionally, controversies 
surrounding oil and gas development will result in greater incidence of conflict among 
community members. The National Academy of Sciences 2003 study, Cumulative Environmental 
Effects of Oil and gas Development on Alaska’s North Slope “Effects on the Human 
Environment” recognizes that oil and gas development within Indigenous territories often results 
in these types of devastating social effects. This is of utmost concern to the Gwich’in People and 
we strongly oppose the proposed action because of the potential for such damaging and 
devastating effects to the social fabric of villages. 
... 
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We do not believe the DEIS has fully disclosed or analyzed the potential, long-lasting 
socioeconomic and human and ecological health effects and impacts from oil and gas 
development to villages within the Yukon Flats region. 

Comment 6037.056 From Resisting Environmental Destruction on Indigenous Lands: We 
believe the USFWS has failed to adequately study the very long-term socio-economic, human and 
ecological health impacts which will be multi-generational and profoundly significant since 
development activities could conceivably extend over many decades. We are concerned that the 
Gwich’in subsistence culture and way of life will be significantly impacted and reduced as a 
result of this land exchange and oil and gas development proposal. 

Comment 6040.015 From Venetie Village Council: 
We are concerned about possible impacts to human and ecological health in the Yukon Flats 
region resulting from oil and gas development. The health and well being of our , people is 
directly related to the health and well being of the land. Studies have shown that health-related 
statistics in communities that are affected by oil and gas development include: higher rates of 
cancer, diabetes, asthma, upper respiratory illnesses and obesity due to compromised or lost 
subsistence resources. Studies also illustrate that significant and long-term social impacts occur 
within communities affected by oil and gas development, for which mitigation measures are not 
possible or do not exist, which include: increased rates of alcoholism, drug abuse, suicide, alcohol 
or drug related fatalities, incarceration, domestic violence and other forms of abuse, among other 
issues. The DEIS mentions some of these potential impacts (DEIS, p. 4-199). Additionally, 
controversies surrounding oil and gas development will result in greater incidence of conflict 
among community members. The National Academy of Sciences 2003 study, Cumulative 
Environmental Effects of Oil and gas Development on Alaska’s North Slope “Effects on the 
Human Environment” recognizes that oil and gas development within Indigenous territories often 
results in these types of devastating social effects. This is of utmost concern to the Venetie 
Village Council and we strongly oppose the proposed action because of the potential for such 
damaging and devastating effects to the social fabric of our village. 
... 
We do not believe the DEIS has fully disclosed or analyzed the potential, long-lasting 
socioeconomic effects and impacts from oil and gas development to our village or other villages 
within the Yukon Flats region. 

Comment 6040.021 From Venetie Village Council: 
We believe the USFWS has failed to adequately study the very long-term socio-economic, human 
and ecological health impacts which will be multi-generational and profoundly significant since 
development activities could conceivably extend over many decades. 

Comment 6122.013: 
Roads and pipelines. The biggest concern for the communities is that there will be more access to 
outside people coming into our traditional territories. They’re going to be competing with local 
people for the subsistence resources, if they’re there to hunt. And other concerns we have with the 
roads is that will lead to loss of control in our own homelands. But there’s more concerns related 
to social impacts. The roads will be used as a highway to bring in drugs and alcohol into our 
communities. And that will set into effect severe social impacts of high rates of alcoholism, high 
rates of drug abuse, and all the social issues that are connected to that. And has that been studied? 
The social impacts to all of the communities? It will be devastating to the Gwich’in people. 
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Response to Comments 870.002, 874.003, 875.003, 6033.015, 6033.021, 6035.015, 6035.021, 
6037.027, 6037.056, 6040.015, 6040.021, and 6122.013: 
Section 4.19.1.3 of the Final EIS states that the type and magnitude of social impacts would 
depend on a number of factors, including the level of community-based strategic planning that 
occurs prior to development. Given this uncertainty about potential social impacts, the description 
provided in the Final EIS of the possible negative social trends associated with rapid industrial 
development is reasonable and balanced. An environmental justice analysis is provided in Section 
4.22 of the Final EIS. This section describes the potential effects of the alternatives on minority 
and low-income populations in the project area, including Alaska Native populations. Further 
information was incorporated into Section 4.23 from the recent Bureau of Land Management 
Northeast National Petroleum Reserve – Alaska Integrated Activity Plan/EIS (Bureau of Land 
Management 2008) to address the long term impacts on human health observed on the North 
Slope in association with oil and gas development. An analysis of the potential effects of the land 
exchange on subsistence uses is provided in Section 4.21. The Final EIS includes traditional 
knowledge from local residents regarding the local physical and biological environment, as well 
as local concerns about the proposed land exchange. With respect to the concern that alcohol and 
drugs may be transported from cities to Gwich’in communities, it is important to note that Doyon 
has indicated that any access road would be closed to the general public on Native-owned lands. 

Comment 6036.017 From Northern Alaska Environmental Center: 
There was no description of all existing land owners or important social organization; the full role 
of each tribal governments within the Yukon Flats villages as well as those up and downstream 
the Yukon River was omitted, and any land they may own was ignored (p.3-74, 3-75 [of the 
DEIS]). 

Response to Comment 6036.017: 
Landownership is described in Section 3.5.1.2 of the EIS. The Council of Athabascan Tribal 
Governments is briefly described in Section 3.5.5 of the Final EIS. Numerous references to the 
roles of Tribal governments of villages within the study area are also included in that section. The 
geographic area considered for describing the effects on the socioeconomic environment consists 
generally of the communities within and just outside of the Refuge. Socioeconomic effects on 
communities outside of this area are expected to be minimal because of the area’s geographic 
isolation. 

Comment 6036.028 From Northern Alaska Environmental Center: 
The DEIS fails to address the total profits that major oil companies that could lease Doyon’s 
lands and extract oil and gas that may be found would receive. This is critical for addressing 
social, environmental justice, and whether the interest of the American public in management of 
its Refuge is being upheld by the land deal. 

Response to Comment 6036.028: 
The socioeconomic effects analysis provides estimates of the potential revenues that could accrue 
to the State government from taxes, to Doyon from royalties, and to the Service from production 
payments under the different alternatives. These revenues, rather than oil company profits, are the 
funds that could be used to mitigate or address social, environmental justice, and other issues. 
These revenue estimates are based on the current taxation system and royalty rates in place at the 
time the analysis was done. These estimates indicate the share of revenues that would accrue to 
the State and to Doyon, and would ultimately benefit local resident as they are distributed to 
shareholders and/or spent for services. Because it is unknown at this time whether any oil or gas 
resources would be economic to develop and produce, and whether there would be any revenues 
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or profits, the Service is basing its decision on other criteria. The social and environmental justice 
effects of the proposed land exchange are analyzed in more detail in Section 4.19.1.3 and Section 
4.22. 

Comment 6042.195: 
Since the DEIS quantifies the possible economic benefits jobs, income and revenue) associated 
with the development alternatives, it is essential that possible economic costs be considered in a 
parallel fashion. We therefore request that the Service complete a comprehensive assessment of 
the economic impact of the various development alternatives on economic values that are 
generated through (1) the direct use of ecological, environmental, recreational and scenic 
amenities affected under each alternative; (2) the passive use of the affected resources by persons 
throughout the country; and (3) social trends affecting employment, health, safety, family and 
community welfare. 

Comment 6042.196: 
Economic impact modeling is inadequate to describe impacts and the economic reality of the 
Yukon Flats region The 25th anniversary issue of the Journal of Regional Science included an 
article by H.W. Richardson, a noted regional scientist, who believed that 40 years of research on 
economic base models (EBM) “has done nothing to increase confidence in them”. In addition, he 
concluded that it would be hard to “resist the conclusion that economic base models should be 
buried, and without prospects for resurrection” (Richardson 1985). He is not alone. Many have 
suggested that economic base theories be abandoned in favor of other, more comprehensive 
theories of regional growth and development (Krikelas 1992, Rasker 1995, Power 1992, 1996). In 
general, models grounded in economic base theory assume a static economy and do not consider 
the impacts of many important variables that affect regional growth, such as amenities and quality 
of life. Some of the questionable assumptions included in input-output models such as IMPLAN 
include no change in relative prices, no input substitution or technological change in the 
production processes; no labor mobility; no change in products or tastes; no regional migration; 
and no changes in state and local tax laws -- to name a few. The constant technology assumption, 
for example, contradicts the fact that technological change is constantly occurring. Over time 
technological improvements in energy development, for example, would result in fewer workers 
required per thousand barrels produced. By holding technology (i.e. jobs per MBBL) constant, 
IMPLAN tends to overestimate future job loss (gain) associated with a decrease (increase) in 
energy development. In short, the main way input-output models specifically and economic base 
models generally adjust to a decrease in supply or demand, for example, is through 
unemployment and the idling of production facilities. As a result, input-output analysis is well 
known to predict higher multiplier effects than are actually experienced (Hoffmann and Fortmann 
1996). In a review of 23 studies that empirically tested the economic base hypothesis, Krikelas 
(1992) found only 4 studies that provided any evidence in support of economic base theory as a 
long run theory of economic growth -- a dismal track record. History is replete with cases of 
communities and areas that lost their export base and continued as reasonably successful 
economies with their social capital intact. The local-serving sectors of the economy were the 
persistent ones, as new exports were substituted for the old (Newman 1972). It becomes 
reasonable to ask, which are the important sectors of rural economies, the enduring or the 
transitory ones? Tiebout (1956) also recognized the shortcomings of the economic base theory 
when he wrote, “[w]ithout the ability to develop residentiary activities, the cost of development of 
export activities will be prohibitive.” Krikelas (1992) concludes that economic base theory has 
severe limitations, especially for economic planning and policy analysis. This is a conclusion that 
community leaders and officials of public land agencies can no longer ignore, and one that should 
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be incorporated into National Wildlife Refuge and community-level planning. As Haynes et al. 
(1997) note: Where the economic base approach gets into trouble is when it is used 
inappropriately as a tool for planning or predicting impacts of greater than one year in duration; a 
snapshot of current conditions tells little about the form a region’s future economy may take. 
(emphasis added) IMPLAN, while useful for appraising the total economic impacts of an action, 
is insufficient for evaluating impacts on communities (USDA Forest Service 1990, OTA 1992). 
IMPLAN has an additional shortcoming for assessing community impacts (OTA 1992) in that the 
economic data used to construct IMPLAN do not provide comparable details for all resource-
based sectors of the economy. While economic data for mining, including energy development, 
classified as a separate manufacturing industry, recreation is scattered among a variety of 
industries generally classified in services and retail, with some in transportation. The ease of data 
acquisition for estimating energy development impacts, combined with the difficulty of 
estimating the impacts of recreation and tourism underscores the potential energy bias in 
IMPLAN modeling. The Tongass IMPLAN model is a case in point, as the impact of recreation 
and tourism on the regional economy was not adequately considered. See supra. Finally, 
Robertson (2003) tested the efficacy of economic base theory and impact modeling in 15 
Southeast Alaska communities and found “strong and robust support for the rejection of the 
assumption of a positive impact multiplier uniformly at work in the communities of southeast 
Alaska (p.75).” Furthermore, Robertson states, “[t]he results from the current study... imply that 
even in small communities where shifts in basic employment may be quite extreme, the economic 
base hypothesis is not supported by the empirical evidence.” p.84. With regard to the application 
of economic base theory, input-output modeling and its derived multipliers in policy, Robertson 
cautions that, “secondary economic impacts cannot be taken as a foregone conclusion in policy 
analysis, and the fundamental assumptions of static impact modeling approaches deserve greater 
scrutiny.” 
... 
We submit that the necessary scrutiny has not been directed toward the application of economic 
base theory in this DEIS, with the result being a picture of the impact of alternatives that is biased 
toward development for energy and away from recreation, subsistence and environmental quality. 
This must be corrected. 

Comment 6056.028 From The Wilderness Society: 
Economic costs associated with ecological, environmental and social consequences of 
alternatives are not considered in the DEIS and the Economic impact modeling is inadequate to 
describe impacts and the economic reality of the Yukon Flats region. (please also refer to the 
comments submitted by Trustees for Alaska mentioned above regarding this topic) . 

Response to Comments 6042.195, 6042.196, and 6056.028: 
For purposes of complying with the National Environmental Policy Act, the merits and 
drawbacks of the various alternatives need not be displayed in a monetary benefit-cost analysis, 
and typically are not. Nevertheless, the issue of describing all the environmental effects in 
monetary terms was considered. It was determined, however, that the costs (in time and money) 
of a total economic valuation of potential changes in the human environment would be exorbitant. 
Moreover, inadequate data and problems with estimating costs or benefits would likely make the 
results of some economic analyses of environmental effects so uncertain and unreliable as to 
obviate their usefulness. Although a total economic valuation framework was not used in the 
Final EIS, those environmental effects that are not monetized are discussed in the analyses of 
environmental consequences found in Chapter 4 in a manner that allows a comparison of effects 
among the alternatives. 
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Comment 6055.132 From Doyon, Limited: 
The DEIS should identify the fact and estimate the net effect to Doyon under the nondevelopment 
revenue stream that a substantial increase in long term revenue to Doyon, Doyon shareholder, and 
other Native Regional Corporations under ANCSA 7(i) as a direct result of the 0.25% production 
payment vs. the 1.25% under the Proposed Action and Land Exchange Excluding the White-
Crazy Mountains Alternatives. 

Response to Comment 6055.132: 
Comparisons of the estimated Doyon production payments to the Service and Doyon royalty 
payments from oil production under the Land Exchange Excluding the White-Crazy Mountains 
Alternative and the Land Exchange with Non-Development Easements both for the southern and 
the northern routes are shown in Table 4-46 of the EIS. 

Comment 6055.133 From Doyon, Limited: 
[Section] 4.18.2.1 Phase I Effects (Non-Development Easements Alternative on Socioeconomics) 
The referenced tables appear to be mislabeled. 

Response to Comment 6055.133: 
There are no tables referenced in Section 4.19.2.1 of the Draft EIS, Phase I Effects. In Section 
4.19.2.2 Phase II Effects, there are referenced tables (Tables 4-22, 4-23, and 4-24), and these are 
correctly labeled. 

Comment 6055.134 From Doyon, Limited: 
[Section] 4.18.2.1 Phase I Effects (Non-Development Easements Alternative on 
Socioeconomics). 
... 
Either this section or Section 4.21.2 (Environmental Justice Social Effects) should also discuss 
the fact that the Land Exchange Non-development Easements Alternative leaves up to 120,000 
acres in Native ownerships. This is a significant environmental justice issue raised during public 
comment on the Service’s 2005 publication “Evaluation and Review of a proposed land 
exchange...” (Section 1.6.1. Public Involvement: Pre-Scoping). 

Response to Comment 6055.134: 
This concern is discussed in Section 4.22.3.2 of the EIS in the environmental justice analysis in 
the context of subsistence effects. 

Comment 6055.135 From Doyon, Limited: 
[Section] 4.21.2. Social Effects (Environmental Justice) See comment to Section 4.18.2.1. 

Response to Comment 6055.135: 
Section 4.22 of the EIS, Effects on Environmental Justice, discusses the differences among the 
alternatives, including the Land Exchange with Non-Development Easements Alternative. 
Furthermore, the point about this alternative leaving up to 120,000 acres in Native ownership is 
also discussed Section 2.4.2. 

Comment 8053.004: 
The Service needs to consider the economic harm to traplines, loss of income, loss of way of life, 
and economic and cultural loss to those who face direct loss of subsistence areas, including future 
generations, if this pattern is permanently severed. 
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Response to Comment 8053.004: 
An analysis of potential social effects is provided in Section 4.19.1.3 of the Final EIS. These 
effects include the possible negative social trends associated with rapid industrial development in 
small rural communities. An analysis of the potential effects of the land exchange on subsistence 
uses is provided in Section 4.21. This analysis addresses potential effects on current and 
traditional subsistence use areas. The Final EIS includes traditional knowledge from local 
residents regarding the local physical and biological environment, as well as local concerns 
regarding the proposed land exchange. There is no evidence from the analysis that subsistence 
and social values and uses would be permanently harmed. 

1.4.36 Soils and Permafrost 
1.4.36.1 Soils and Permafrost – Effects of Field Development and Gravel Mining on Soils 

Comment 6042.013: 
The information available in the DEIS is inadequate for understanding your methods, results and 
findings 
... 
what the level of significance of 7,200 acres of area affected by thermokarst, erosion, subsidence 
and flooding will be in Phase II. 

Comment 6042.016: 
How have you tested and where is the description of findings on the ability of soils to support 
exploration and development? Soils in the uplands are described as Gelisols, having permafrost 
within 40 inches of the surface and subject to substantial frost churning (DEIS at 3-16). It has 
been observed, but not noted in the DEIS, that in upland areas of the Refuge that have 
experienced fires, there is substantial erosion, resulting in gullies and washouts. Where in the 
DEIS do you discuss the potential environmental impacts of how exploration, development, 
climate change and fire will act and interact to impact these unstable soils? 

Response to Comments 6042.013 and 6042.016: 
Impacts from thermokarst, erosion, subsidence and flooding would occur, as discussed in 
Sections 4.7.1.2 and 4.24.6.2 of the Final EIS. We did not assign significance because it is not 
known precisely where these impacts would take place, or their magnitude. 

1.4.36.2 Soils and Permafrost – Effects on Soils from Seismic Surveys and Snow-Packed Trails 

Comment 6042.012: 
The information available in the DEIS is inadequate for understanding your methods, results and 
findings 
... 
For how you determined that impacts to soils in Phase I of the Proposed Action would recover in 
17-20 yrs 

Response to Comment 6042.012: 
The comment is referring to Table 2-5 in the Draft EIS. The table is merely summarizing the 
discussion of effects found in Section 4.7.1.1 under Seismic Surveys of the Draft EIS. The 
potential effects are based on studies by Seccombe-Hett and Walker-Larsen (2004). The authors 
showed that abiotic effects (subsidence, change in permafrost active layer, and changes in soil 
moisture) stabilize after about 20 years and provide conditions that are conducive to 
establishment of white and black spruce. The text has been changed in Section 4.7.1.1 of the Final 
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EIS to more accurately reflect their conclusions. We have also revised Table 2-5 in the Final EIS 
to incorporate this information. 

Comment 6042.129: 
The DEIS made overly optimistic assumptions regarding the effectiveness of standards or 
regulations to protect the land surface from surface disturbance, and also primarily relies on 
standards from open tundra terrain not the types primarily present in the Yukon Flats. “We 
assumed that the overland move to the survey site, as well as the seismic survey, would take place 
when there is sufficient depth of frost in the soils and sufficient snow depth on the surface to 
avoid most direct effects on the soils from vehicular traffic. However, there are currently no 
requirements as to the snow and frost depths on private lands.” DEIS, p.4-15. Furthermore, even 
in places on the North Slope where snow cover met the BLM (1998) requirements of average 
snow depth of 6”, long-term studies by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service in the Arctic National 
Wildlife Refuge concluded that in some vegetation types that snow depth was insufficient to 
adequately prevent significant disturbance. 

Response to Comment 6042.129:  
The EIS relies on standards and protections used on the North Slope, as identified in the 
comment, and also on assumptions and standards developed for areas similar to the Yukon Flats 
in Alaska, Canada, and other areas of the world. Many of these assumptions and protection 
measures are given in Section 4.4.2 of the EIS, Exploration Activities that Might Occur. We have 
included photographs that show the impacts of exploration and development activities on the land 
and the effectiveness of land protection measures. 

1.4.36.3 Soils and Permafrost – General 

Comment 129.001 From Bloomsburg University, Bloomsburg: 
The Environmental Impact Statement is also inadequate because it does not take into account the 
impact of obvious climate change on the permafrost which will undermine the ability to construct 
roads and (if built) pipelines that will not be subject to cracking and potentially disastrous leaks 

Response to Comment 129.001: 
The effects of climate change on soils and infrastructure are given in Section 4.24.6.2, Future 
Effects on Soils and Paleontological and Mineral Resources, under Climate Change. 

Comment 857.002 From Center for Water Advocacy: 
The Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) must adequately explain the current conditions of the 
project area, the watershed and the fish and wildlife populations and the effects that the Land 
Exchange will have on these resources. At a minimum, the following disclosures should be made: 
... 
Current ecological conditions in terms of condition of vegetation, prevalence and control efforts 
for noxious weeds, soil compaction, erosion, etc. 

Comment 857.008 From Center for Water Advocacy: 
The Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) must adequately explain the current conditions of the 
project area, the watershed and the fish and wildlife populations and the effects that the Land 
Exchange will have on these resources. At a minimum, the following disclosures should be made: 
... 
Soils: Disclose current status and evaluate condition in relation to the Land Exchange. 
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Comment 866.002 From Alaska’s ‘Big Village’ Network: 
The Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) must adequately explain the current conditions of the 
project area, the watershed and the fish and wildlife populations and the effects that the Land 
Exchange will have on these resources. At a minimum, the following disclosures should be made: 
... 
Current ecological conditions in terms of condition of vegetation, prevalence and control efforts 
for noxious weeds, soil compaction, erosion, etc. 

Comment 866.008 From Alaska’s ‘Big Village’ Network: 
The Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) must adequately explain the current conditions of the 
project area, the watershed and the fish and wildlife populations and the effects that the Land 
Exchange will have on these resources. At a minimum, the following disclosures should be made: 
... 
Soils: Disclose current status and evaluate condition in relation to the Land Exchange 

Response to Comments 857.002, 857.008, 866.002, and 866.008: 
National Resources Conservation Service soil surveys have not been conducted in the Yukon 
Flats, and there is no detailed baseline information available on specific soils or their limitations 
and hazards. The current condition of vegetation, including the prevalence of noxious weeds, is 
discussed in Section 3.4.4 of the EIS. The effects of the land exchange and proposed exploration 
and development on these and other resources of the Yukon Flats are discussed in Chapter 4, 
Environmental Consequences. As discussed in Section 4.7.1.2, soil and permafrost conditions and 
conditions of other resources would be evaluated during project engineering to ensure that 
facilities are properly constructed. Best Management Practices would be employed to minimize 
or avoid impacts to resources. 

Comment 6042.014: 
The information available in the DEIS is inadequate for understanding your methods, results and 
findings 
... 
what is the potential magnitude of impact of the interaction of exploration and development 
impacts and climate change, per the statements in the Soils section of Table 2-5 (DEIS at p.2-35). 

Response to Comment 6042.014: 
We did not determine the magnitude of effects because the effects of climate change are not well 
understood, and the type and location of infrastructure is not known. Measures to minimize 
exploration and development impacts, such as limiting exploration activities to periods with 
sufficient snow to protect vegetation, and increasing the thickness of gravel to support structures, 
would be determined prior to beginning exploration and development activities. 

Comment 6055.117 From Doyon, Limited: 
[Section] 4.6.2 Effects of the Land Exchange with Non-Development Easements Alternative on 
Geology and Geologic Hazards, Soils, Oil and other Mineral Resources See comments on 
Sections 4.6.1.1 and 4.6.1.2. 

Response to Comment 6055.117: 
We have added text to Sections 4.7.1.1 and 4.7.1.2 to note that no surface occupancy or 
disturbance would be allowed on halo lands, but that Doyon could directionally drill onto these 
lands and remove oil and gas resources. No surface occupancy for oil and gas development would 
be allowed on halo lands, except for a road/pipeline right-of-way as authorized under Title XI of 
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Alaska National Interest Lands Conservation Act. Seismic surveys could be authorized by permit 
(at the Refuge Manager’s discretion), but would be limited to methods that do not require clearing 
of vegetation, such as helicopter-supported surveys. 

Comment 6042.015: 
There is no discussion of permafrost in Table 2-5, which suggests that you have not taken a hard 
look at the potential consequences of permafrost degradation on Refuge resources. 

Response to Comment 6042.015: 
The effects to permafrost are briefly summarized under “Soils” in Table 2-5 of the EIS, and 
include deepening of the active layer, thermokarst, and subsidence, and potential effects from 
climate change. More detailed information is presented throughout the EIS, including in Sections 
4.7.1.1, 4.7.1.2, 4.8.1.1, 4.11.1.1, 4.11.1.2, and 4.24.10.2. 

Comment 6042.017: 
The Refuge is described as being entirely within the area of discontinuous permafrost (DEIS at 3-
16). How will the distribution of permafrost, or more importantly, the current depth of the active 
layer, be affected by climate change? The information provided in our assessment of climate 
change scenarios for Yukon Flats (Springsteen et al. unpublished manuscript) suggests substantial 
warming in the growing season, as well as drying, which will both increase the depth of the active 
layer and alter the landscape directly (thermokarst) and indirectly (altered hydrology) to influence 
the landscape. Fire is also predicted to playa significant role in altering the Interior landscape, 
including permafrost. How will these two important drivers. (climate change and fire) interact 
with oil and gas development to impact permafrost within the Refuge? 

Response to Comment 6042.017: 
The text of the Final EIS has been changed in response to the concern over treatment of the 
existing impacts of climate change on the Yukon Flats Refuge and the potential cumulative 
impacts of climate change on the Yukon Flats region. See Section 3.3.1 of the Final EIS for a 
revised discussion of the existing impacts of climate change on permafrost in the Yukon Flats 
region. See Section 4.24.10 in the Final EIS for a revised discussion of the interaction of 
important drivers, including climate change and fire. 

1.4.36.4 Soils and Permafrost – Permafrost Distribution in the Yukon Flats 

Comment 6036.014 From Northern Alaska Environmental Center: 
There is no map of permafrost nor adequate description of this key environmental feature in a 
time of global climate change and one which has serious engineering and cost as well as impact 
ramifications for oil and gas development. 

Response to Comment 6036.014: 
Section 3.3.4.1, Permafrost, discusses permafrost conditions on the Refuge. Section 3.3.1 of the 
Final EIS presents a revised discussion of the existing impacts of climate change on permafrost in 
the Yukon Flats region. The effects of climate change on soils and infrastructure are given in 
Section 4.24.6.2, Future Effects on Soils and Paleontological and Mineral Resources, under 
Climate Change. 

Comment 6042.130: 
The DEIS provides no information about existing snow or frost levels at the core exchange lands, 
nor most geographic areas in the refuge, nor indicate how such levels may vary from place to 
place, so it is impossible to determine how soils and vegetation might be affected 
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Response to Comment 6042.130: 
Information on precipitation amounts and snow depths is given for the interior and mountainous 
portions of the Refuge in Section 3.3.1.1, Climate. Annual total precipitation and snowfall for 
Fort Yukon and Central are given in Table 3.1. 

1.4.36.5 Soils and Permafrost – Soil Resources in the Yukon Flats 

Comment 8052.054 From NAEC: 
The existing sand and gravel resources for the Victoria Creek road and pipeline route are not 
mapped nor described in the EIS, nor are their mineral characteristics, including presence of 
metals such as arsenic, lead, zinc, or uranium (see DEIS, p. 3-14, 3-16). 

Response to Comment 8052.054: 
A separate EIS would be required to evaluate the effects of construction and operation of a road 
and oil pipeline right-of-way (ROW) from proposed development areas to the Trans-Alaska 
Pipeline System. The potential effects to resources from this ROW and associated gravel mining 
would be evaluated in that EIS. Once a decision has been made to select a route, sand and gravel 
resources would be mapped and their characteristics determined as part of a right-of-way EIS. 

1.4.37 Special Areas 
1.4.37.1 Special Areas – Effects of Development on White Mountains National Recreation Area 

Comment 106.007 From Alaska Coalition of Washington: 
The DEIS did not adequately review the impacts to the White Mountains National Recreation 
Area which would be threatened by Roads and Pipelines. 

Comment 106.008 From Alaska Coalition of Washington: 
The DEIS did not adequately consider that the preferred road and pipeline corridor violates the 
existing White Mountains Management Plan and threatens the current wild and pristine 
conditions 

Comment 6031.003: 
The land exchange has broader impacts than discussed in the EIS. The proposed pipeline and road 
along Victoria Creek will not only affect Refuge lands but will greatly impact White Mountain 
Recreation Area. There is no assessment of the damages and impacts to this recreation area and 
how transportation corridor fits with the Area’s management plan. 

Comment 6042.033: 
The proposed land exchange, and potential access corridor through the White Mountains NRA, 
would be inconsistent with the1986 management plan for the White Mountains NRA. 

Comment 6042.034: 
In order to allow such a right-of-way, the White Mountains NRA plan would have to be revised. 
Given the primitive nature of the proposed road location, an amendment is not adequate to meet 
NEPA requirements for such a dramatic change in the management direction of the area. In the 
DEIS, the Service and BLM have understated the management conflict with the proposed ROW 
through the White Mountains NRA. The DEIS must be corrected to indicate that a land use plan 
revision would be required for a ROW through the White Mountains NRA. Ideally, completion of 
the EIS process for the proposed land exchange would be postponed until the public process is 
completed for the White Mountains NRA land use plan revision, to ensure that the exchange and 
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ensuing development are not initiated before it is clear that any required ROW can be legally 
supported. 

Comment 6042.035: 
The Yukon Flats Land Exchange DEIS fails to analyze the impacts to the White Mountains NRA 
of the proposed land exchange and ensuing oil and gas development and potential ROW. If the 
land exchange is approved, the Doyon oil and gas development lands will be in holdings within 
the Refuge, and the federal government will be obligated to provide “adequate and feasible 
access” to those lands across public lands. Because the federal government arguably will not later 
be able to say “no” to some form of access across public lands once the land exchange decision is 
made, the impacts of the potential access routes must be analyzed now. Otherwise, any 
environmental analysis performed later for a proposed ROW across federal lands will be a largely 
empty exercise ~ and not strictly in compliance with NEPA - as the “no-action alternative” will 
not be a real option. Furthermore, performing this analysis now will not be difficult, as there is 
not an unlimited universe of potential ROW routes, but rather just two identified routes. At the 
very least, the proposed land exchange and the ROW across the White Mountains NRA are 
connected actions. Connected actions should be discussed in the same EIS 

Comment 6042.037: 
It seems especially problematic to approve the land exchange without evaluating the 
environmental impacts from the potential ROW across the White Mountains NRA given that 
BLM is about to embark on a new planning process for the Eastern Interior, which encompasses 
the White Mountains NRA. Scoping for the revised plan will be ongoing through July 1, 2008, 
but BLM does not anticipate even formulating alternatives for the planning area until December 
2008. Because this planning process is at such an early stage, BLM has yet to analyze the impacts 
of the proposed road to both the primitive recreation area and the Beaver National Wild River. 
Making decisions for the Yukon Flats that will likely affect the White Mountains NRA before the 
planning process for the White Mountains NRA is completed would result in uninformed 
decision making that is contrary to the spirit and requirements of NEPA. 

Comment 6100.002: 
So they’re going against that, too. A pipeline and support road would be required through the 
White Mountain National Recreation area, WMNRA. The WMNRA was created by ANILCA to 
provide outdoor recreation and to conserve scenic, historic, cultural, and wildlife values, other 
uses compatible with public enjoyment. It’s also against the WMNRA resource management 
plan. Quote, “A pipeline and road right-of-way through the WMNRA is not consistent with the 
current management plan and would require amending the resource management plan through the 
NEPA process.” Doyon’s preferred route would cross the primitive management unit of the 
WMNRA. This unit contains a high scenic quality of the WMNRA and is managed to protect 
remote primitive values. 

Comment 6109.003: 
[Section] 1.6 talks about the oil to market, and identifies two routes, the northern route which 
goes through the refuge, and the southern route which goes through BLM land. And following on 
that in Item 2.1, the EIS says that if a permit is issued to build a road and a pipeline across refuge 
land, it would require additional lands and production payments. And that’s fine, but the EIS says 
nothing about compensation for crossing BLM lands along Victoria Creek. It doesn’t say that 
we’re going to get anything if we run the pipeline along -- from the road along Victoria Creek, 
that’s the most likely route when you don’t have to give up anything additional to get that. 
Because the terms for gaining access to refuge lands are much different when you talk about 
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gaining access to BLM lands. The same rules don’t apply. Because it’s -- one has refuge status, 
and the other is just federal land. The likely route is the one on Victoria Creek, and it’s the major 
tributary to a wild-and-scenic river. 

Comment 6125.003: 
The position of the core exchange lands locks in inevitable access road or roads. Thus the impact 
on adjacent lands, that is the White Mountains Recreation Area, needs to be addressed up-front in 
the DEIS. We are aware that we are talking about another agency and its lands; however, these 
are all public lands. The action of the Fish and Wildlife Service, should it decide to go ahead with 
the land exchange, will force incursion into the White Mountain Recreation Area. This impact 
must be recognized and addressed fully. 

Response to Comments 106.007, 106.008, 6031.003, 6042.033, 6042.034, 6042.035, 6042.037, 
6100.002, 6109.003 and 6125.003: 
As discussed in EIS Section 1.4.3.2, an access corridor through the White Mountains National 
Recreation Area would be inconsistent with the 1986 management plan and would require a plan 
revision. There are no plans for an access corridor at this time. However, if Doyon develops lands 
they currently own or land obtained by exchange, an access road/pipeline could affect BLM 
lands. Under Section 1110(b) of the Alaska National Interest Lands Conservation Act, the Federal 
government must provide “adequate and feasible” access for “economic or other purposes” if 
private lands are surrounded by Federal land. If Doyon requires access across public land for 
economic purposes, they must apply for a right-of-way (ROW) permit from the appropriate 
Federal landowner(s). The receipt of the application would initiate a full National Environmental 
Policy Act review of route alternatives. The alternative routes could cross Refuge land, BLM land 
(White Mountains National Recreation Area), or both, as well as State land. That EIS would 
determine the exact access route, and whether the portion crossing Federal land would be open or 
closed to public access, and would impose reasonable regulations and stipulations to protect 
resources. Although the agencies must issue a ROW permit, the permit need not be for the 
applicant’s preferred route or for the most cost-effective route. This EIS addresses the general 
impacts of a road/pipeline corridor to both the Beaver Creek Wild River and the White Mountains 
National Recreation Area (see EIS Sections 4.17 and 4.18 for example). However, detailed site-
specific impacts would be addressed in the subsequent EIS if and when Doyon needs access to 
their land. Public access would be prohibited on Doyon lands. 

1.4.37.2 Special Areas – General 

Comment 106.001 From Alaska Coalition of Washington: 
The DEIS does not adequately address how all three conservation areas would be harmed: Yukon 
Flats Refuge, Beaver Creek National Wild River and White Mountains National Recreation Area 
taken as a whole. The DEIS should take into consideration how the proposed Land Trade impacts 
would destroy the integrity of this vast and important ecosystem 

Comment 6042.081: 
Impacts occurring on BLM lands located outside the White Mountains NRA, to Steese National 
Conservation Area, to Birch Creek Wild and Scenic River and to the Arctic National Wildlife 
Refuge located north of Yukon Flats, are ignored. 
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Comment 11643.001: 
The resulting project would require connected development in BLM conservation areas that are 
very important to people in the Fairbanks area and those connected actions have not been 
examined as part of this draft EIS. 

Response to Comments 106.001, 6042.081 and 11643.001: 
The text of the Final EIS has been revised in response to this concern. See Section 4.24.16 of the 
Final EIS for a discussion of the cumulative effects of the proposed alternatives on conservation 
areas within and adjacent to the Yukon Flats Region. 

1.4.38 Subsistence 
1.4.38.1 Subsistence – Access on Refuge Lands 

Comment 6028.047 From State of Alaska: 
Page 3-102, 3.3.5.4, first paragraph, last sentence [of the Draft EIS]: It is unclear why the Title XI 
provision for general access was included in the subsistence access section. Although, as written, 
it implies that “traditional activities” and “travel to and from villages and homesites” are 
associated with subsistence activities, accompanying Title XI regulations at 43 CFR Part 36 
specifically excludes access for subsistence purposes. We recommend removing this first 
sentence. (See previous comment regarding page 3-68, “ANILCA Sections 1110(a) and (b) 
Access Requirements” concerning the best place to address Section 1110(a).) 

Response to Comment 6028.047: 
We have removed the first sentence, as requested, in Section 3.5.7.4 of the Final EIS. 

1.4.38.2 Subsistence – ANILCA 810 Subsistence Analysis 

Comment 6037.006 From Resisting Environmental Destruction on Indigenous Lands: 
The ANILCA Section 810 subsistence finding says that there will not be a significant restriction 
of subsistence access or resources. However, the EIS has an incorrect and inadequate Section 810 
subsistence analysis. It ignored the potential impacts if an oil or other toxic spill goes into the 
Yukon River, and effects on Yukon River salmon, other fish and wildlife and subsistence 
resources and access. Based on the experience of North Slope residents, oil and gas development 
resulting from the land trade will significantly affect the traditional way of life and would restrict 
subsistence access and resources. 

Comment 6142.022: 
If you haven’t assessed the impacts of the spills on the Yukon River, how can you come to a 
conclusion that subsistence access and resources -- the conclusion in here in this skinny little 
appendix, is that subsistence resources will not be significantly affected. Therefore, you’re going 
to have to do less analysis. 

Comment 8053.008: 
The EIS and Section 810 analysis also fails to consider what would happen to my fishing over the 
long-term if there were chronic or a major diesel or crude oil spill in Beaver Creek, including if it 
reaches the Yukon River, and along Victoria Creek. There would be both ecological impacts and 
human health concerns due to contamination along the entire Yukon River as well as elsewhere 
that those salmon go that need to be better considered in the EIS. 
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Response to Comments 6037.006, 6142.022 and 8053.008: 
The Alaska National Interest Lands Conservation Act Section 810 analysis incorporates Sections 
4.21.1 to 4.21.4 and 4.24.20 of the Draft EIS by reference and draws on the effects analysis for all 
the resource areas, as presented in Chapter 4. For the action alternatives as they are defined in the 
Draft EIS, exploration and development would be conducted only on the core exchange lands that 
Doyon receives from the Service, resulting in minimal restriction to subsistence uses, as 
described in the analysis. If development is limited to the core exchange lands, the probability 
that an oil or toxic spill would reach the Yukon River is low. Development on lands Doyon 
currently owns, with or without development on the core exchange lands, is analyzed in the 
cumulative case (see Section 4.24 of the EIS), which did not result in a finding of significant 
restriction on subsistence uses. The text in Sections 4.5.2.2 and 4.5.2.3 of the Final EIS have been 
modified to clarify that spills directly to the Yukon River would not occur from the alternatives 
evaluated in the EIS. Spilled oil from exploration and development activities associated with the 
action alternatives could reach the Yukon River if oil was spilled into Beaver Creek or one of its 
tributaries and carried downstream to the Yukon River. Several sections of the Final EIS address 
the potential effects of oil spilled on lands associated with the land exchange that reach the Yukon 
River. Section 4.12.1.2 and Section 4.24.11.2 discuss the potential impacts to fish and fish habitat 
in the Yukon River, Section 4.21.1.2 discusses concerns of oil spills by subsistence users of the 
Yukon River, and Section 4.24.7.2 discusses potential effects to water quality in the Yukon River. 
The Service acknowledges that under a very worst case scenario of a major spill reaching the 
Yukon River, the effects on fishery resources could be significant. 

Comment 6037.007 From Resisting Environmental Destruction on Indigenous Lands:  
The ANILCA Section 810 Subsistence Finding is in error, fundamentally flawed due to 
insufficient analysis of subsistence, and did not receive sufficient treatment by the hearings due to 
the short time the communities had to review the Draft EIS prior to the hearings. Therefore, the 
Service should conduct Sec. 810 hearings again at a later date. 

Comment 6037.008 From Resisting Environmental Destruction on Indigenous Lands:  
The Section 810 analysis did not address impacts to subsistence resources and access that would 
be affected for communities upstream and downstream along the Yukon River. Therefore it is 
requested that a revised Finding be prepared that would be subject to further hearings. 

Response to Comments 6037.007 and 6037.008: 
The hearings were scheduled a minimum of 2 weeks after the Draft EIS was released; delayed 
receipt of the document resulting from distribution and mailing were beyond the control of the 
Service. The document was available on the project website. Comments also could be submitted 
in writing and the comment period was extended, negating the need for additional hearings. 

Comment 6037.011 From Resisting Environmental Destruction on Indigenous Lands: 
Based on the experience of North Slope residents documented in the NAS (National Academy of 
Sciences) oil and gas cumulative impacts study of 2003, oil and gas development resulting from 
the land trade will significantly affect the traditional way of life and would restrict subsistence 
access and resources. The EIS does not give an adequate Section 810 subsistence analysis. 

Response to Comment 6037.011: 
The Alaska National Interest Lands Conservation Act Section 810 analysis is based on the 
analysis of direct, indirect, and cumulative effects to resources in Chapter 4 of the EIS, 
Environmental Consequences. As stated in Section 1.2.1.4 of the ANILCA Section 810 Analysis of 
Subsistence Impacts (Appendix C), Findings, if substantial development were to occur solely on 
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Doyon lands, or on Doyon lands in addition to the core exchange lands, the action would not 
result in a significant restriction of subsistence uses on these private lands. If development occurs 
as outlined solely in the action alternatives, the cumulative impacts would not result in a 
significant restriction to subsistence uses on Refuge lands. 

Comment 6042.043: 
We feel that the cumulative effects analysis is deficient because it does not adequately address the 
impacts of climate change together with the impacts of the proposed land exchange. Global 
warming is causing and will continue to cause important habitat changes in the Refuge - ponds 
drying, streams warming, fish and wildlife populations decreasing or shifting their movements, 
fires increasing, and so on - that will impacts subsistence resources and uses. These changes 
together with the impacts of oil and gas development on the exchange lands will affect 
subsistence resources in both predictable and unpredictable ways that require adequate analysis in 
the DEIS. 

Response to Comment 6042.043: 
The Service agrees that global climate change is causing/could cause changes to Refuge habitats 
and resources; evaluation of climate change on Refuge resources is provided in Section 3.3.1, 
Section 4.24.7, Section 4.24.10, Section 4.24.12, Section 4.24.13, Section 4.24.8, and Section 
4.24.9 of the Final EIS. The effect on subsistence uses would be mostly unpredictable, but would 
reflect how the resources themselves are affected. The Alaska National Interest Lands 
Conservation Act (ANILCA) 810 cumulative effects analysis was modified to incorporate the 
amended resource sections by reference, in addition to the cumulative effects discussed in Section 
4.24.21. 

Comment 6042.044: 
We do not agree with the Service’s determination that the proposed land exchange by itself (or 
any of the alternatives) will not significantly restrict subsistence uses, as that determination is not 
well supported by the evidence. The threshold for triggering the notice and hearing requirement 
of section 810 is quite low- whenever the contemplated action may significantly restrict 
subsistence uses, the agency must proceed to hold hearings and make the required findings. The 
analysis in the DEIS itself suggests that the land exchange and activities flowing from it may 
significantly restrict subsistence uses. In addition, in making the “no significant restriction” 
determination, the Service should consider the reality that the subsistence surveys on which it 
relied do not capture 100% of the available information about what areas people rely on for which 
subsistence resources. Indeed, the DEIS acknowledges that there is no current subsistence 
information available at all for Stevens Village and Chalkyitsik, DEIS at 4-178, greatly 
undermining the credibility of the Service’s conclusion that the proposed land exchange will not 
significantly restrict subsistence uses. 

Comment 6042.046: 
The Service’s determination that the proposed land exchange by itself will not significantly 
restrict subsistence uses is not adequately supported. The Service should reconsider this 
determination and hold section 810 hearings on the land exchange itself, not only on the 
cumulative case. 

Comment 8053.001: 
The EIS analysis, including the ANILCA Section 810 analysis (Appendix C) is deficient and fails 
to analyze the direct impacts on existing hunting, fishing, and trapping conducted in the core 
exchange land and surrounding area and in pipeline and route routes. 
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Response to Comments 6042.044, 6042.046, and 8053.001: 
The analysis was based on the best available information; historic traditional use areas for 
Stevens Village and Chalkyitsik show little to no overlap with the proposed core exchange area. 
Because most of the use area data were collected over 20 years ago, a new study was 
commissioned to gather data on current subsistence use areas. The Final EIS has been revised to 
include additional descriptions regarding subsistence activities in those communities. The study 
analysis was limited to the communities closest to the core exchange area —Beaver, Birch Creek 
Village, and Fort Yukon—because of cost and time limitations (see Appendix I). This study 
found that current use areas are smaller than the historic traditional use areas (see Section 3.5.7 of 
the Final EIS); therefore, the probability of village use areas that have not traditionally 
overlapped the core exchange area now doing so is low. While the Service acknowledges that a 
few subsistence users could experience some restriction on their subsistence use, the current 
lifetime use documentation shows that the core areas of the land exchange are not highly used. If 
all development is limited to the core exchange area, access routes would also be mostly limited 
to that area. The general public can access lands inside the Refuge along the river systems; this 
would not change due to the alternatives discussed in the EIS. Current use by non-local residents 
is minimal, so potential user conflicts on lands transferred to the Service from Doyon ownership 
is expected to be minimal. The public had the opportunity to comment on findings for all 
alternatives, not just the cumulative case. 

Comment 6042.045: 
It also appears that the Service’s no significant restriction determination does not take into 
account the impacts on subsistence of road construction across public lands. The 810 analysis 
states that “if Doyon finds and develops oil resources from the core lands and halo lands, it would 
have to apply for a ROW permit to construct the access road and pipeline across federal land. 
Issues surrounding impacts to subsistence users resulting from road construction would be 
addressed in a subsequent Environmental Assessment of EA for the ROW permit.” Section 810 
Analysis, in Appendix C at [page] 7. This is a mistake, as the impacts to subsistence from road 
construction must be addressed now, in this DEIS. Once the core and halo lands are conveyed to 
Doyon, the Service or BLM will be obligated, by Section 1110 of ANILCA, to provide “adequate 
and feasible access” across public lands to the Doyon lands. Thus, the decision to convey the 
lands is the “go/no-go” decision with respect to a ROW as well, and all impacts potentially 
resulting from this decision must be analyzed now. 

Response to Comment 6042.045: 
Because the actual route of the proposed access road/pipeline is unknown, full analysis of the 
impacts at this time is not possible. If Doyon applied for a right-of-way permit to access lands it 
currently owns, the Service would have to grant access, regardless of whether the land exchange 
occurs.  

1.4.38.3 Subsistence – Effects of Development on Subsistence 

Comment 6336.001: 
The subsistence issue addressed in the EIS is not adequate. We are the ones who subsist off the 
land, who live a traditional way, we know about this. But these wetlands that we are talking 
about, the land, the small animals, little birds, all of these that is what she is talking about. They 
are not addressing the issue of subsistence in an adequate way. That subsistence issue must be 
studied more. We are the ones who know about this issue because we live here. That is why they 
need to study more and listen to what we have to say about this. They need to study this 
subsistence issue in more detail because very quickly all the animals that we harvesting…how 
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could we say this?....all of our animals and fish could be spoiled if this is not done properly. We 
want them to study it and write it into the report. We are the ones who live here, we are the ones 
who will live with the consequences. 

Response to Comment 6336.001: 
The potential impacts of the proposed land exchange on local residents’ subsistence uses were 
discussed in Section 4.21 of the Draft EIS. Additional information is available in a supplemental 
report (Stephen R. Braund and Associates 2007), and in the specialists’ reports available online. 
Section 4.21 of the Final EIS has been updated to include residents’ comments regarding the 
potential impact of the land exchange on their subsistence lifestyles. Alaska National Interest 
Lands Conservation Act 810 analysis incorporates Sections 4.21.1 to 4.21.4 and 4.24.20 by 
reference, and draws on the effects analysis for all the resource areas, as presented in Chapter 4. 
For the action alternatives, exploration and development would be conducted only on the core 
exchange lands that Doyon receives from the Service, resulting in minimal restriction to 
subsistence uses, as described in the analysis. If development is limited to the core exchange 
lands, the probability that an oil or toxic spill would reach the Yukon River is low. Development 
on lands Doyon currently owns, with or without development on the core exchange lands, has 
been analyzed in the cumulative case, resulting in a finding of no significant restriction on 
subsistence uses. 

Comment 106.002 From Alaska Coalition of Washington: 
The DEIS does not adequately consider how the proposed land swap would result in a loss of 
subsistence for Alaska natives and would negatively impact their traditional way of life. 

Comment 8049.009 From The Wilderness Society: 
The subsistence section gives a historical overview of subsistence but does not go into what the 
potential impacts to subsistence activities will be. Some of these impacts that need to be analyzed 
in the DEIS include the potential loss of cultural and subsistence resources due to industrial 
activity, such as toxic spills, etc 

Comment 8053.003: 
The EIS needs to evaluate all of the impacts including on the subsistence resources themselves, 
including migrating Dall Sheep, Caribou, moose, bears, foxes, wolverines, marten, weasels, 
ground squirrels, pike, sheefish, suckers, grayling, burbot, salmon, migratory like ducks, geese, 
swans, and others. 

Response to Comments 106.002, 8049.009 and 8053.003: 
The potential impacts of the proposed land exchange on local residents’ subsistence uses were 
discussed in Section 4.21 of the Draft EIS. Additional information is available in a supplemental 
report (Stephen R. Braund and Associates 2007) and in the specialists’ reports available online. 
Section 4.21 of the Final EIS has been updated to include residents’ comments regarding the 
potential impact of the land exchange on their subsistence lifestyles. Impacts to fish and wildlife 
used for subsistence are discussed in EIS Sections 4.12, Effects on Fish and Essential Fish 
Habitat, 4.13, Effects on Birds, and 4.14, Effects on Mammals. In general, we lumped fish and 
wildlife into major groups for analysis, including game mammals, fish, and waterfowl. The 
potential effects of an oil spill on subsistence uses in the area and in areas downstream from oil 
and gas activities are addressed in Section 4.21.1.2 under “Oil Spills.” Impacts on communities 
located downriver from the study area are classified under indirect effects. Section 4.21 of the 
Final EIS has been updated to include references to downriver communities that may be affected, 
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and discusses the effects (direct, indirect, and cumulative) of other oil and gas development-
related activities on downriver communities. 

Comment 8053.005: 
The Service also needs to consider the direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts to subsistence 
resource and access uses throughout the entire area where oil and gas activities such as seismic, 
drilling, roads and pipelines, and other facilities throughout the Yukon Flats. 

Response to Comment 8053.005: 
Oil and gas exploration and development activities could occur on core or consolidation lands 
obtained by Doyon in the land exchange, and on lands Doyon currently owns. The impacts to 
subsistence resources from exploration and development on exchange lands (and access to these 
areas) are covered in EIS Chapter 4 sections pertaining to plants and animals (Sections 4.11 to 
4.14) and subsistence (Section 4.21). The cumulative impacts associated with development on 
Doyon lands are discussed in Section 4.24, Cumulative Effects. 

Comment 915.001 From State of Wisconsin: 
The EIS underestimates Subsistence impacts, e.g. the EIS did not consider harm to Pacific salmon 
and fishing if oil spills reach the Yukon River. 

Response to Comment 915.001: 
The Alaska National Interest Lands Conservation Act (ANILCA) 810 analysis incorporates 
Sections 4.21.1 to 4.21.4 and 4.24.20 of the EIS by reference and draws on the effects analysis for 
all the resource areas, as presented in Chapter 4. For the action alternatives, exploration and 
development would be conducted only on the core exchange lands that Doyon receives from the 
Service, resulting in minimal restriction to subsistence uses, as described in the analysis. If 
development is limited to the core exchange lands, the probability that an oil or toxic spill would 
reach the Yukon River is low. Development on lands Doyon currently owns, with or without 
development on the core exchange lands, is analyzed in the cumulative case, resulting in a finding 
of no significant restriction on subsistence uses. The Service acknowledges that under the very 
worst case scenario of a major spill reaching the Yukon River, the effects on fishery resources 
could be significant. Effects of this scenario would be likely to occur if development occurs on 
lands Doyon currently owns because these lands are physically closer to the Yukon River.  

Comment 857.003 From Center for Water Advocacy: 
The Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) must adequately explain the current conditions of the 
project area, the watershed and the fish and wildlife populations and the effects that the Land 
Exchange will have on these resources. At a minimum, the following disclosures should be made: 
... 
This disclosure should include a discussion whether there would be any genuine long-term 
benefits for the Gwich’in people within this deal, and the overall direct and cumulative impacts to 
lands that Gwich’in rely upon to meet subsistence needs. The Gwich’in people will be 
impoverished over time as their land base dwindles and they lose ownership and control within 
their ancestral territories, the resources they depend upon are irreparably damaged, their health 
and well being is compromised and overall they bear the brunt of all the negative consequences 
and suffer disproportionate harmful impacts from this proposal. 
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Comment 866.003 From Alaska’s ‘Big Village’ Network: 
The Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) must adequately explain the current conditions of the 
project area, the watershed and the fish and wildlife populations and the effects that the Land 
Exchange will have on these resources. At a minimum, the following disclosures should be made: 
... 
This disclosure should include a discussion whether there would be any genuine long-term 
benefits for the Gwich’in people within this deal, and the overall direct and cumulative impacts to 
lands that Gwich’in rely upon to meet subsistence needs. The Gwich’in people will be 
impoverished over time as their land base dwindles and they lose ownership and control within 
their ancestral territories, the resources they depend upon are irreparably damaged, their health 
and well being is compromised and overall they bear the brunt of all the negative consequences 
and suffer disproportionate harmful impacts from this proposal. 

Response to Comments 857.003 and 866.003: 
A supplemental report (Stephen R. Braund and Associates 2007) includes residents’ comments 
and concerns regarding the potential effects of the Yukon Flats Land Exchange. Section 4.21 of 
the Final EIS has been updated to include residents’ comments and concerns regarding how the 
land exchange could affect subsistence uses. The discussion regarding cumulative effects on 
subsistence (Section 4.24.20) has also been updated to include traditional knowledge. 

Comment 6055.008 From Doyon, Limited: 
The potential for an influx of people to the Yukon Flats area is a concern for stakeholders, 
specifically as it might affect subsistence activities. As such, an issue not addressed in the DEIS is 
whether USFWS and/or the State will increase fish and game regulation enforcement in the area. 

Response to Comment 6055.008: 
Section 4.21 of the Final EIS addresses the potential effects of increased competition due to 
increased public access to lands. The discussion has been expanded to include potential effects 
caused by increased competition due to an employment-related influx of people in the area. The 
Final EIS has been updated to include the following text in Section 4.21.1, regarding the 
Service’s future regulatory plans on Refuge lands: “The Service would continue to enforce 
hunting, fishing, and trapping regulations on Refuge lands, and would continue its outreach 
efforts to inform local residents about regulations. However, increasing enforcement efforts 
would depend on staff availability and budget allocations.” 

Comment 6122.007: 
And if you look at the subsistence areas in the document, one of the things that it does state is that 
the communities that are closest to development, their subsistence way of life will be impacted 
because the places where oil development will happen are high subsistence use areas. It 
acknowledges that at least. But I think it should go further and acknowledge what about the 
impacts to the salmon? What are the impacts to the moose? What are the impacts to each species 
that we rely on as far as waterfowl? 

Response to Comment 6122.007: 
The expected impacts to fish and wildlife based on the different exploration and development 
scenarios can be found in the representative sections (Sections 4.8, 4.11, 4.12, 4.13, and 4.14) of 
the EIS. 
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Comment 6041.008 From Yukon River Drainage Fisheries Association: 
The DEIS does not address these impacts to both subsistence and commercial fishermen and 
women. The DEIS does acknowledge that many of the villages in the region are subsistence-
based. For villages that rely on subsistence resources, a spill that impacted these resources would 
have devastating socio-economic impacts if the very source of food for the village was impacted 
by a spill. In the event of a large spill, these impacts would extend far beyond the local area, and 
could impact the subsistence users throughout the Yukon who rely on fish as a primary source of 
food. 

Response to Comment 6041.008: 
The biological impacts to fish from a spill are described in Section 4.12.1.2 of the EIS. The spill 
scenarios do not expect a significant impact to the Yukon River salmon fishery. The subsistence-
related effects of an oil spill on areas downstream from oil and gas activities are addressed in 
Section 4.21.1.2. Impacts on communities located downriver from the study area are classified 
under indirect effects. Section 4.21 of the Final EIS has been updated to include references to 
downriver communities that may be affected, and discusses the effects (direct, indirect, and 
cumulative) of other related activities on downriver communities. 

1.4.38.4 Subsistence – Effects of Land Exchange on Subsistence 

Comment 6042.136: 
The analysis should not be based on the current subsistence use but lifetime subsistence use, and 
it should also access to subsistence resources. If a seismic survey were conducted crisscrossing 
Beaver Creek, for example, and this was a travel route, then travel by hunters could be impeded 

Response to Comment 6042.136: 
The EIS subsistence analysis (see Section 4.21 of the EIS) is based both on current (direct) and 
lifetime (indirect) subsistence uses. The EIS also addresses effects on access to subsistence 
resources caused by seismic surveys (Section 4.21.1.1, Phase I Effects, Exploration, Seismic 
Surveys). Additional analysis of the effects of seismic surveys has been included in Section 4.21 
of the Final EIS. The Final EIS has also been revised to include information from a supplemental 
report (Stephen R. Braund and Associates 2007); including travel routes and traditional 
knowledge regarding travel for subsistence purposes). 

Comment 6055.009 From Doyon, Limited: 
The DEIS is unclear when discussing the ability of individuals to subsistence hunt on the 120,000 
acres with a non-development easement under the Land Exchange Alternative with Non-
Development Easements. See section 4.20.2. As noted in section 2.3.2.1, no general public access 
or use would be allowed on the easements. However, Doyon shareholders and the descendants 
and family members of Doyon shareholders would be allowed to engage in certain activities 
including subsistence hunting and gathering on the land where Doyon has conveyed non-
development easements, but retains title. This is different from the subsistence easement on the 
lands conveyed to the Service. The easement for those lands would mirror Federal subsistence 
provisions under Title VIII of ANILCA by ensuring a subsistence priority to local rural residents. 
Therefore, under the Land Exchange Alternative with Non-Development Easements the land 
conveyed to the Services under Phase I would have a subsistence easement allowing activities by 
all local rural residents; the 120,000 acres owned by Doyon but with a non-development 
easement owned by the Services would only allow subsistence activity by Doyon shareholders. 
However, the vast majority of residents nearest these areas, e.g., Chalkyitsik, Circle, Beaver and 
Birch Creek, are both rural residents and Doyon shareholders. There would be little to no real 



Responses to Comments 

346 February 2010 Yukon Flats Land Exchange Final EIS 

functional difference for these individuals and therefore no negative effect on subsistence 
activities under the Land Exchange Alternative with Non-Development Easements. 

Response to Comment 6055.009: 
Descriptions of the subsistence effects associated with the non-development easements and the 
subsistence easements conveyed to the Service, as discussed in Section 4.21.2 of the Final EIS, 
have been revised for clarity. The discussion of the impacts of the Land Exchange with Non-
Development Easements Alternative has been updated as suggested. 

1.4.38.5 Subsistence – Effects of Seismic Surveys on Subsistence 

Comment 6042.134: 
The impact analysis of seismic exploration on subsistence resources and access is deficient in 
many ways. First, there is not adequate baseline. information from which to assess impacts, e.g. 
“current subsistence use information for Stevens Village and Chalkyitsik is not available.” (p. 4-
178 [of the Draft EIS]). Furthermore, there is little subsistence harvest data for most resources in 
the Refuge. 

Response to Comment 6042.134: 
The effects of seismic exploration on subsistence uses are discussed in Sections 4.21.1.1 and 
4.21.3.1 of the EIS. The analysis is based on the best available information. Subsistence harvest 
data collected by the Alaska Department of Fish and Game, the Council of Athabascan Tribal 
Governments, Busher and Hamazaki (2005), and Busher et al. (2007) are provided in Appendix J. 
No current subsistence use area information is available for Stevens Village and Chalkyitsik. 
Section 3.5.7 of the Final EIS has been revised to include additional descriptions of subsistence 
activities in those communities. 

Comment 6042.137: 
There is no discussion of impacts from rutted and drifted grids of trails which can make it 
difficult for snowmachiners to travel, nor is there any mention of the reduced hunting success 
which was reported for areas with seismic surveys on the North Slope (National Research 
Council 2003). 

Response to Comment 6042.137: 
We reviewed the National Research Council (2003) data regarding the effects of seismic surveys 
and trails on subsistence. While the majority of these findings are related to the effects of seismic 
surveys on bowhead whale hunting (not relevant to the Yukon Flats Land Exchange EIS), some 
information on the effects of oil-field activity on caribou calving habits, vegetation, etc. is 
available. The report also includes information about the effects of oil development on access to 
hunting areas. The Final EIS (Section 4.21) has been revised to include these relevant data in the 
analysis of the potential effects of the land exchange on subsistence. 

Comment 6042.139: 
The impacts on berries and berry picking were not described. 

Response to Comment 6042.139: 
Section 4.21 of the Final EIS has been updated to include data on potential effects specific to 
berry picking. The species type and distribution under different habitat conditions are described in 
Section 3.4.4, and changes to vegetation composition and successional stages of communities 
following seismic disturbance are described in Section 4.11.1.1. 
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Comment 6042.135: 
Since the analysis only addresses the “core exchange lands” and only for seismic surveys 
conducted during Phase I (p. 4-179 [of the Draft EIS]), it fails to consider the impacts of most 
seismic noise, disturbance, forest clearcutting, spills, and air pollution on subsistence hunting, 
fishing, berry picking, trapping, and other activities. 

Comment 8049.010 From The Wilderness Society: 
Oil and gas exploration in particular will result in impacts to subsistence and cultural resources 
due to seismic activity. Scientific literature suggests that seismic activity has caused fish kills and 
a decrease in habitat productivity from changes to chemical structures of water and soil, and these 
changes will be accelerated by climate change. These types of potential impacts to subsistence 
and cultural resources have not been analyzed in the DEIS. 

Response to Comments 6042.135 and 8049.010: 
The analysis of the effects of seismic surveys on subsistence activities covers all areas where 
seismic surveys are likely. As such, the EIS discusses the effects of seismic surveys in core 
exchange lands only. Impacts of seismic surveys are discussed only under Phase I, because 
seismic surveys are proposed only to occur during that Phase. Impacts of seismic exploration in 
non-exchange lands are also discussed under Cumulative Effects on Subsistence (Section 
4.24.20). The Final EIS has been updated to include the effects of seismic activities not 
previously addressed (including noise, disturbance, and spills). 

Comment 6042.138: 
The boreal forest provides house logs which is a subsistence use but impacts from clearcutting for 
seismic surveys and access trails, as well as other exploration and development activities was not 
analyzed for direct, indirect or cumulative effects. 

Response to Comment 6042.138: 
An analysis of the effects of the alternatives on vegetation, including evergreen forest, mixed 
forest, and deciduous forest, is provided in Section 4.11 of the EIS, Effects on Vegetation, 
Wetlands, and Floodplains. Section 4.21, Effects on Subsistence, has been updated to include a 
reference to this section and the effects of clearcutting for seismic surveys and trails on 
subsistence uses, particularly access to house logs. 

1.4.38.6 Subsistence – General 

Comment 8049.007 From The Wilderness Society: 
The following are additional ways that the DEIS has failed to fully analyze the subsistence and 
cultural effects of the proposed land exchange: 
... 
The DEIS suggests that there are two sections of the SRBA study, namely an ‘a’ and ‘b’ section; 
however, only the ‘b’ section is sited. Why is this the case? 

Response to Comment 8049.007:   
We erroneously referred to the Stephen R. Braund and Associates (SRBA) 2007 report entitled 
Yukon Flats Land Exchange EIS Supplemental Baseline Study: Subsistence Use Areas and 
Traditional Knowledge Study for Beaver, Birch Creek, and Fort Yukon, Alaska, as SRBA 2007b 
in several places in Chapter 3 of the DEIS. It should have read SRBA 2007. We have corrected 
Chapter 3. 
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Comment 8052.039 From Northern Alaska Environmental Council: 
The existing environment sections on vegetation should provide maps and information about 
plant species used as subsistence resources and other cultural purposes, including berries, fire 
wood, house logs, and medicinal plants and greens. The environmental consequences section 
should describe impacts to these resources, including all historically used subsistence use areas, 
and describe how these would be affected by oil and gas exploration and development activities. 
The results of some kind of overlay analysis provided in Table 4-45 only pertains to the number 
of townships containing a certain subsistence uses such as berries, wood and plants, and the lands 
actually swapped between FWS and Doyon, and does not provide a full analysis of the impacts of 
oil and gas exploration or development activities and subsistence resources. It only provides data 
for Beaver, Birch Creek and Fort Yukon; the subsistence uses of plants by other local residents 
and other villages in the region need to be addressed. 

Response to Comment 8052.039: 
The potential impacts of the proposed land swap on local residents’ subsistence uses are 
discussed in Section 4.21. Additional information is available in a supplemental report (Stephen 
R. Braund and Associates 2007) and in the specialists’ reports available online. Section 4.21 of 
the Final EIS has been updated to include residents’ comments regarding the potential impact of 
the land exchange on their subsistence lifestyles. Plant resources used for subsistence are widely 
scattered across the Refuge and would be difficult to map at the local level, yet at the scale used 
in the EIS. The objective of the EIS is to identify potential impacts to subsistence resources; more 
specific analysis of resource locations and impacts would be done during permitting of 
exploration and development projects and as part of a right-of-way EIS if oil is developed. 
Appendix J provides information on subsistence harvest by villages, while Section 3.5.7 of the 
Final EIS, Subsistence, provides similar information. The figures in Section 3.5.7 provide 
information on the distribution of plant and animal subsistence resources for Arctic Village, 
Beaver, and Birch Creek, and to a lesser extent for Central and Circle, and their relationship to 
potential oil and gas development areas. The analysis was based on the best available 
information. Because most of the use area data were collected more than 20 years ago, a new 
study was commissioned to gather data on current subsistence use areas. The study analysis was 
limited to the communities closest to the core exchange area: Beaver, Birch Creek Village, and 
Fort Yukon. 

Comment 6035.001 From Gwichyaa Zhee Gwich'in Tribal Government: 
We believe the USFWS has not met its legal requirements to protect subsistence uses by moving 
forward with the “Agreement in Principle” for the land exchange, without consultation of tribes 
and villages who live in the Yukon Flats basin, who subsist on the many subsistence resources 
available within the refuge. 

Comment 6037.009 From Resisting Environmental Destruction of Indigenous Lands: 
We believe the USFWS has not met its legal requirements to protect subsistence uses by moving 
forward with the “Agreement in Principle” for the land exchange, without consultation of tribes 
and villages who live in the Yukon Flats basin, who subsist on the many subsistence resources 
available within the refuge. 

Response to Comments 6035.001 and 6037.009: 
The Service is evaluating the Agreement in Principle and other alternatives in the EIS. The 
Record of Decision would determine the final course of action. The Service met with each Yukon 
Flats village to discuss the Agreement in Principle. Subsequently, the Service conducted scoping 
meetings for the EIS. The Service has made numerous attempts to engage the villages in 
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Government-to-Government consultations, and has met with all villages that have requested one 
to date. Additionally, Doyon has conducted numerous meetings with village corporation leaders.  

Comment 862.004 From Eyak Preservation Council: 
The subsistence livelihood of villages located downriver in Alaska needs to be addressed 

Response to Comment 862.004: 
The potential effects of an oil spill on areas downstream from oil and gas activities are addressed 
in Section 4.21.1.2 under “Oil Spills.” Impacts to communities located downriver from the study 
area are classified under indirect effects. Section 4.21 of the Final EIS has been updated to 
include references to downriver communities that may be affected, and discusses the effects 
(direct, indirect, and cumulative) of other oil and gas-related activities on downriver 
communities. 

Comment 6028.016 From State of Alaska: 
Page 3-99, 3.3.5.1, first paragraph: The paragraph does not accurately portray the respective 
authorities for managing the harvest of fish and wildlife. We request that the paragraph be revised 
as follows, to among other things, remove references to “dual management”: The Refuge is 
comprised of a mix of federal, state and private lands. For fish and wildlife management 
purposes, the harvest of fish and wildlife is regulated by the State of Alaska, except as superseded 
by federal subsistence regulations on federal public lands, as described by the Service as follows: 
In the next full paragraph following the Service quote, we request the following revision to avoid 
the ambiguous term “Alaskan lands”: “The Alaska Board of Fisheries and the Alaska Board of 
Game create regulations that are enforced by the State for subsistence fishing and hunting on all 
lands and waters in Alaska, including those conveyed to ANCSA corporations.” 

Response to Comment 6028.016: 
The Alaska Department of Fish and Game, Division of Subsistence, uses the term “dual 
management system” in various places on its website to describe subsistence management in 
Alaska. The Service Subsistence Management Office prefers to retain the “dual management” 
language. The Service Subsistence Management Office noted that while the language suggested 
is generally correct, it is not always correct. No action has been taken. 

Comment 6036.018 From Northern Alaska Environmental Center: 
Analysis of Traditional Land Use Areas is incomplete. There is no recent subsistence use 
information for Central, Circle and Eagle (the DEIS was based on 1979 maps; p. 3-38). While 
subsistence use maps show areas where hunting and fishing activities take place, e.g. p. 3-130, 3-
42. 3-123, there are not maps depicting the areas that are needed for the resources such as fish, 
wildlife, plants, house logs, etc. that may require much larger habitats and use areas to thrive. 
There is not current subsistence use information for Stevens Village or Chalkytisik (p.4-178). 

Response to Comment 6036.018: 
The distribution of vegetation, fish, birds, and mammals is described in Sections 3.4.4, 3.4.5, 
3.4.6, and 3.4.7 of the EIS. The study team conducted research to determine whether any 
additional data, including mapped data, were available to provide information on subsistence uses 
by Central, Circle, and Eagle residents. The final report for the most recent study to gather 
subsistence use information for Central, Circle, and Eagle, funded by the National Park Service, 
has not been completed. The report is still in draft form, and no mapped data have been made 
available to the public. We also contacted the Council of Athabascan Tribal Governments 
(CATG) regarding recent subsistence research they have conducted in Beaver, Birch Creek, 
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Chalkyitsik, Circle, and Fort Yukon. Fieldwork for this research project is ongoing and findings 
are not yet available. We found no additional available mapped data for these communities. In 
addition, we found no current subsistence use area data for Stevens Village or Chalkyitsik. Based 
on available information, including a report prepared by Stephen R. Braund and Associates 
(2007). Sections 3.5.7 and 4.21 of the Final EIS have been updated to include descriptions of 
subsistence activities in Central, Circle, Eagle, Stevens Village, and Chalkyitsik, as well as 
traditional knowledge where relevant. 

Comment 8049.008 From The Wilderness Society: 
The following are additional ways that the DEIS has failed to fully analyze the subsistence and 
cultural effects of the proposed land exchange: 
... 
the report states that subsistence “requires” motorized transportation, which is an overstatement, 
and the following section illustrates that historically a variety of means of transportation is and 
has been used for subsistence. 

Response to Comment 8049.008: 
The statement, in Section 3.5.7.2 of Final EIS, has been edited to say the following: “Continued 
access to subsistence areas using motorized transportation (boats, snowmobiles, and all-terrain 
vehicles) requires a cash income of a magnitude that allows for the purchase of this equipment as 
well as fuel, oil, and maintenance for this equipment.” 

1.4.38.7 Subsistence – Traditional Knowledge and Cultural Values 

Comment 750.001: 
DEIS is a rush job done not accurate not completed not enough time more time is requested at 
Tanana Chiefs conferences inc by the leaders of 43 villages and many more was express strongly 
by the elders, young leaders and children and by public interest land advocates against land trade 
and no development of any kind, that i gathered from around in Venetie, Fort Yukon and 
Fairbanks and Arctic Village, and no input by the local experts, who lives there for the thousand 
of years 

Comment 5045.001: 
I looked at this EIS report, and one of the first thing I notice after just briefly and quickly going 
through it was that a lot of the references they use to gather this material where people like -- I 
wouldn’t even know if I was standing next to them. There’s the reference itself, it doesn’t say 
nothing about utilizing local knowledge. 

Comment 5045.002: 
It doesn’t talk about how that input was put together and included in the EIS. I didn’t see 
anything in there that even remotely come close to it, because I know a lot of the input that was 
provided in the past. That’s a lot of these comment-gathering periods. 

Comment 5082.006: 
There’s an inadequate study on subsistence impacts. There has not been any traditional ecological 
knowledge put into the EIS. Our people are the experts. We understand this land better than 
anybody and we know what’s going to happen. You heard that already. And none of our 
knowledge, the things that everybody said today, is inside that EIS. That subsistence section is so 
small. And how could it say there’s not going to be subsistence impacts when there’s wetlands, 
there are ducks and geese, moose, salmon? (Translator) So there needs to be a better study on 
subsistence impacts with the knowledge of our people, thousands of years of knowledge, because 
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we know there’s gonna be impacts. (Translator). So that is inaccurate in the EIS when it said 
there’s not going to be any significant impacts. That’s wrong and it needs to be fixed. 

Comment 5089.004: 
And we’ve always been our own wildlife managers. And we know what’s right for them, what’s 
wrong. We know if the population is down. This is all traditional knowledge that’s not included 
in this study. 

Comment 6042.038: 
This concern is triggered by the agency’s lack of effort to date to include in the DEIS any 
methods and input based on Traditional Ecological Knowledge (TEK) beyond the incomplete 
efforts of Stephen R. Braund and Associate’s attempted research on subsistence use areas. 
Traditional Ecological Knowledge is observation-based, accumulated by a community from 
direct experience on the land over generations, and applies to many issued considered in the 
DElS, including climate change. Though based in tradition, it is a living and contemporary body 
of knowledge. 

Comment 6122.006: 
And there is a lot of knowledge -- traditional ecological knowledge that’s lacking in this 
document. And whatever is in this document has come from us. So there needs to be traditional 
ecological knowledge incorporated into the EIS before we move further. 

Response to Comments 750.001, 5045.001, 5045.002, 5082.006, 5089.004, 6046.038, and 
6122.006: 
A supplemental report (Stephen R. Braund and Associates [SRBA] 2007) includes traditional 
knowledge provided by local residents. Sections 3.5.7 and 4.21 of the Final EIS have been 
updated to include residents’ traditional knowledge pertaining to resource use, abundance, 
quality, migration/distribution, and habitat, where relevant. The Final EIS has also been updated 
to include residents’ comments regarding issues and concerns about the proposed land exchange, 
and traditional knowledge of changes to the physical and social environment over time. In 
addition, the discussion about cumulative effects on subsistence (Section 4.24.20) has been 
updated to incorporate traditional knowledge, as relevant. The EIS summarizes findings and 
identifies key issues. For more in-depth descriptions of subsistence activities and other resources, 
see SRBA (2007) and the specialists’ reports available online at http://yukonflatseis.ensr.com. 

Comment 6147.004: 
Finally, the greatest fault with that document  lies in its overall approach. In its pursuit of 
Aristotelian categories -- that’s the fancy word I used for tonight -- from counting number of 
swans, where -- to types of soils to whatever, it misses the overall conflict between the different 
world views, and it doesn’t seem to be aware that there’s any conflict at all. Therefore, the 
document can talk about recreational activities in various places, as if they were separate from life 
as a whole. Therefore, education is tabulated, on pages 3-25 84, -85 [of the Draft EIS], only in 
Western terms of schooling, reducing most people’s parents and grandparents to uneducated 
dolts. Therefore, the entire cultural history, 25,000 years that you talked about, of the peoples of 
the Flats before the 20th century, is reduced to four paragraphs on page 4-157. That’s it. All 
25,000 years in those four paragraphs. And yes, I’m aware of Appendix I, which doesn’t do 
anything for Margie in Stevens Village. Because it doesn’t talk about Koyukon, it’s just 
Gwich’in. And therefore, poverty is described only in Western terms, on page 4-246, and it 
misses the point of view of any number of people in villages. The village consider themselves 
rich, growing up and living in the village, until somebody from the West told them no, you’re 

http://yukonflatseis.ensr.com/


Responses to Comments 

352 February 2010 Yukon Flats Land Exchange Final EIS 

poor. I thought we were rich. It’s a document that doesn’t know or seemingly care where a 
buffalo was once shot in the Flats, and by whom. It’s a document that doesn’t know or care about 
the steamboat that froze in during the gold rush. It’s a document that doesn’t know or care about 
the eight-sided log cabin that was once across the river from Beaver and may have housed a 
perpetual motion machine. It’s a document that doesn’t know or care where Charlie Hay Meadow 
is, or who Charlie was or why there’s an indentation in that meadow right off to the side. It’s a 
document that doesn’t know or care about the Yanerts in Purgatory. It’s a document that doesn’t 
know or care about once upon a time steamboat robberies on the Flats. It’s a document that may 
know that there are .13 percent moose per square mile in the Flats. I’ve been struck with that 
sentence ever since I read it. I have no idea of what .13 percent of a moose looks like. But it 
doesn’t know that Beaver, because of its unique founding history, has become a place in recent 
years of sacred pilgrimage for Japanese visitors. It’s a document that doesn’t know or seemingly 
care that Traditional Chief David Salmon could tell -- could  tell stores from his people’s 
memories that tracked back to when moose were first sighted in the Flats, and where. It’s a 
document that only knows prose, and does not know the poetry and the song and the dance and 
the laughter and the tears of life there in the Flats. It’s a document that’s never heard Stevens 
Village people sing on New Year’s Eve when the Northern Lights were over hall. It’s a document 
that knows the names of plants in the Flats, and apparently knows that prairie dogs in Wyoming 
aren’t bothered by seismic drilling, and knows that gray jays become more efficient predators in 
Canada after seismic lines were cut, but it doesn’t know any of our names. And that’s significant. 
And it doesn’t know that an appearing eagle over a chief’s burial is significant, and best be 
listened to. It’s a document that seems to state, in summary, that those who will be most affected 
by this land exchange and its potential hazards are the nesting owls in the Flats and the 
community of Beaver. And those two facts make me nervous. 

Response to Comment 6147.004: 
The Draft EIS addressed many of these topics in Sections 3.5.1 (Land Use), 3.5.2 (Wilderness 
and Wild and Scenic Rivers), 3.5.5 (Socioeconomics), 3.5.6 (Cultural Resources), and 3.5.7 
(Subsistence). The Final EIS incorporates traditional knowledge from a supplemental report 
(Stephen R. Braund and Associates 2007) describing subsistence activities and traditional 
knowledge in the communities of Beaver, Birch Creek, and Fort Yukon. 

Comment 8049.011 From The Wilderness Society: 
Subsistence and cultural activities are holistic for native communities, and they include 
intangible, but nevertheless, critical aspects for native communities. An example of this would be 
the spiritual aspects of subsistence and cultural practices, and the freedom to continue to 
participate in these. Intangible aspects of subsistence and cultural resources have not been 
recognized or analyzed in the DEIS, which again leaves the review of these resources incomplete. 

Response to Comment 8049.011: 
The intangible (e.g., cultural and spiritual) aspects of subsistence are addressed in EIS Sections 
3.5.7.2, 3.5.7.3, and 3.5.7.6 of the Final EIS. Analysis of the potential effects of the proposed land 
trade on these aspects of subsistence is provided in the Cumulative Effects analysis (Section 
4.24.20). 
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1.4.38.8 Subsistence – Use Areas - By Village 

Comment 5000.001: 
I flipped through it a little bit, actually the first page I opened was lifetime use of Beaver 
residents. For some reason that opened up and I looked at it and I said, wow, who’s lifetime was 
that? Because there’s areas that are marked in there as lifetime use of Beaver residents that are 
not even in that circle that I use always, actually I was in some of it today. So it’s inaccurate, it 
doesn’t have the information. 

Response to Comment 5000.001: 
The maps showing “lifetime” use areas were developed from interviews conducted in the 1980s, 
and represent the “lifetime” use areas of the respondents at that time. No other historic use area 
data are available for the community of Beaver. Research was conducted to gather information 
about current (1997-2006) subsistence use areas for Beaver, Birch Creek, and Fort Yukon 
(Stephen R. Braund and Associates 2007). Data provided by community residents were used for 
analysis. Participation in the study was voluntary; the information gathered is based on the data 
provided by the subsistence users that chose to participate and provide full information on the 
areas they use for subsistence resources. 

Comment 5001.006: 
In several of the maps that indicate our subsistence, our traditional subsistence use area, I’ve 
heard comments that they don’t accurately portray where people hunt especially with regards to 
Beaver Creek. 

Comment 6042.200: 
The DEIS does not accurately document all of the subsistence use areas in the Refuge, 
particularly around Beaver. A subsistence resident of Beaver expressed that he felt the impacts to 
his subsistence area were neglected and void of documentation in the subsistence use section of 
the DEIS (KNBA 90.3 radio 3/21/2008). 

Comment 8049.004 From The Wilderness Society: 
The following are additional ways that the DEIS has failed to fully analyze the subsistence and 
cultural effects of the proposed land exchange: 
... 
We question the limited, ten-year timeframe that was used in the Stephen R. Braund and 
Associates (SRBA, 2007) study to determine subsistence use areas for communities as we do not 
believe this window of time accurately or adequately reflects subsistence use areas important to 
the communities researched and mapped in the DEIS. 

Comment 8049.005 From The Wilderness Society: 
The following are additional ways that the DEIS has failed to fully analyze the subsistence and 
cultural effects of the proposed land exchange: 
... 
we are concerned that even within the ten-year timeframe used, the SRBA, 2007 study did not 
adequately capture currently used subsistence use areas for the communities mapped. We 
understand that the map representing subsistence use areas for Beaver, for example, does not 
include certain areas that are very important for some subsistence users in Beaver. 

Comment 8053.002: 
The mapping that was done for subsistence use areas is incomplete not only for my area as well 
as all areas throughout the Yukon Flats 
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Response to Comments 5001.006, 6042.200, 8049.004, 8049.005, and 8053.002: 
The analysis was based on the best available information. Because most of the use area data were 
collected over 20 years ago, a new study was commissioned to gather data on current subsistence 
use areas. The study analysis was limited to the communities closest to the core exchange area—
Beaver, Birch Creek Village, and Fort Yukon—because of cost and time limitations. Subsistence 
use area maps provided in the Draft EIS were developed based on interviews with residents of the 
study communities. Interviews with active harvesters in Beaver, Birch Creek, and Fort Yukon 
were conducted in 2007 to gather subsistence use area data for the last 10 years (1997-2006). 
Participation in the study was voluntary; the information gathered is based on the data provided 
by the subsistence users that chose to participate and provide full information on the areas they 
use for subsistence resources. Forty harvesters in Beaver were interviewed (the 2000 U.S. Census 
reported a total population of 84). The data, including resource-specific maps and descriptions of 
subsistence activities, are available in the supplemental report (Stephen R. Braund and Associates 
[SRBA] 2007). The Final EIS includes additional data from this report. SRBA sent a copy of this 
report to the Beaver Traditional Council on September 19, 2007 for review. To date, SRBA has 
not received comments from the community. If SRBA receives comments regarding the mapped 
data prior to the Final EIS deadline, the study team can respond. It appears, however, that current 
use areas are smaller than the historic traditional use areas (see Section 3.5.7.). 

Comment 122.001: 
I would like the EIS to address a short coming of the draft EIS. Very little information is in the 
document about subsistence activities out of Central and Circle. As a resident of Central my 
family and I have participated in subsistence activities including hunting, trapping, fishing, and 
berry picking in the YFWR for many years. 

Comment 5020.001: 
With the first area that I’d like to be addressed, the subsistence information about Circle, Central, 
and Eagle. On page 3-113 [of the Draft EIS], there -- it states that there’s no information available 
about subsistence harvest in Central, Circle, and Eagle. I helped collect data in the early -- or mid 
19 -- nineties that included mapping of one year, five year, and lifetime hunting, fishing, and 
trapping from Circle, Central, and Eagle residents. It was a study conducted by the Park Service 
in the Yukon Charley, so I know there’s information out there that could be accessed to make the 
EIS  document more complete. I don’t -- I do not believe you can accurately assess the potential 
effects of the proposed action alternatives and what they’re going to have on the important 
resources. It was stated on page 4-178 that according to known existent -- that subsistence use 
area data, no direct effects on subsistence for residents of Arctic Village, Central, Circle, and 
Eagle will happen through these alternatives. 

Response to Comments 122.001 and 5020.001: 
The study team conducted research to determine if any additional data, including mapped data, 
were available that provide information on subsistence uses by Central, Circle, and Eagle 
residents. The final report for the most recent study on subsistence use in Central, Circle, and 
Eagle, funded by the National Park Service, has not been completed. The report is still in draft 
form, and no mapped data have been made available to the public. The Council of Athabascan 
Tribal Governments was contacted regarding recent subsistence research they have conducted in 
Beaver, Birch Creek, Chalkyitsik, Circle, and Fort Yukon. Fieldwork for this research project is 
ongoing, and findings are not yet available. No additional available mapped data for these 
communities were found, nor were current subsistence use area data for Stevens Village or 
Chalkyitsik. Sections 3.5.7 and 4.21 of the Final EIS have been updated to include descriptions of 
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subsistence activities in Central, Circle, Eagle, Stevens Village, and Chalkyitsik, as well as 
traditional knowledge where relevant. 

Comment 6055.108 From Doyon, Limited: 
[Section] 3.3.1.8. Hunting SRBA is first referenced in the DElS here. Either here or in Section 
3.3.5.1 (Relevant Subsistence Regulations, Definition, and Description), should be a short 
discussion about the public availability of these data and how these new data were used in the 
Section 4.20 (Effects on Subsistence). 

Comment 6055.109 From Doyon, Limited: 
[Section] 3.3.5.1 Relevant Subsistence Regulations, Definitions, and Description Last paragraph - 
See comment on Section 3.3.1.7. 

Response to Comments 6055.108 and 6055.109: 
Mapped data from the 2007 supplemental report (Stephen R. Braund and Associates 2007) were 
used to provide baseline information in Chapter 3.5.7 (Subsistence) and to conduct an analysis of 
impacts in Chapter 4.21 and 4.24.21 of the Final EIS. Current subsistence use information was 
used to assess direct impacts (at the same time and place as the action), while traditional, or 
“lifetime” use area data were used to assess indirect impacts. Section 3.5.7.1 of the Final EIS has 
been updated to include a discussion about the development of the supplemental report and how 
the data from this report were used in Chapters 3 and 4 of the Final EIS. 

Comment 6122.008: 
And it does not address the connection of all of our communities to that core area. All of our 
communities are connected to that core area. And Arctic Village, my people, we have caribou. 
And the people in the Yukon Flats have salmon, Yukon River salmon. Sometimes their Elders 
need caribou meat. They’ll call us up and ask for us to send them caribou meat. And we do. And 
they send us salmon. We have old barter and trade relations that are still practiced. All our 
communities are going to be impacted by this. 

Response to Comment 6122.008: 
Section 3.5.7 of the Final EIS has been revised to include a description of the importance of 
sharing among Yukon Flats communities. Residents’ comments regarding sharing have been 
incorporated into the Final EIS, and the potential indirect effects on sharing networks have been 
discussed.  

Comment 6147.003: 
Page 3-107 [of the Draft EIS], in its tabulation of subsistence usage in Beaver, states that there is 
more caribou hunting in Beaver from mid September through May than there is moose hunting or 
any other activity. That would come as startling news to anybody living in Beaver. 

Response to Comment 6147.003: 
We reviewed Page 3-107 of the Draft EIS and did not find the statement the commenter referred 
to in the text or in the table. Table 3-26 was derived from interviews conducted in the 1980s 
(Sumida 1989), and shows high levels of caribou hunting activity in November and December 
and from March to mid-April, but not from September through May.  
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Comment 8049.006 From The Wilderness Society: 
The following are additional ways that the DEIS has failed to fully analyze the subsistence and 
cultural effects of the proposed land exchange: 
... 
The traditional ecological knowledge climate change study of Yukon Flats villages by Matthew 
Gilbert referenced in our previous comments suggests that wildlife movement patterns are 
changing. Given this reality, we believe historical use areas should be included as well to more 
completely incorporate past, current and possible future important subsistence use areas for 
communities. A 1955 study by D.B. Shimkin, The Economy of a Trapping Center: The Case for 
Fort Yukon, Alaska, includes a map of the Fort Yukon trapping area, for example, that 
encompasses a broader area than the SRBA, 2007 map included for Fort Yukon. We do not 
believe that the USFWS can adequately determine the long-tern impacts to subsistence and 
cultural uses from the proposal, when the area included in the maps does not include the full 
range of where these uses are taking place or could take place in the future. 

Response to Comment 8049.006: 
Historical use area maps are included in Section 3.5.7.5 of the Final EIS. Section 4.21.1.1 
includes analyses of potential indirect impacts to historical use areas, and acknowledges that 
residents may return to those areas in the future, should the distribution of local resources change. 
D.B. Shimkin’s Fort Yukon trapping area is discussed in a supplemental report (Stephen R. 
Braund and Associates 2007). Section 3.5.7.2 of the Final EIS has been updated to include a 
discussion of Shimkin (1955) and a description of the historical traplines documented in that 
report. The analysis treats potential impacts to current subsistence use areas as direct effects and 
potential impacts to historical use areas as indirect effects. Although the effects are different, the 
analysis does not treat one as less important than the other. 

1.4.39 Traditional Knowledge 
1.4.39.1 Traditional Knowledge – General 

Comment 6056.020 From The Wilderness Society: 
The DEIS does not include Traditional Ecological Knowledge regarding climate change, and thus 
the USFWS has not done its job incorporating and assessing information that is already available 
in its analysis of the proposal. Attached please find a report by Matthew Gilbert, a Gwich’in 
Athabascan from Arctic Village who has studied the effects of climate change on Gwich’in 
Athabascans. The USFWS needs to incorporate this type of available information into its analysis 
of this issue. 

Response to Comment 6056.020: 
Information from Stephen R. Braund and Associates’ 2007 supplemental report and Matthew 
Gilbert’s report regarding traditional knowledge of climate change and global warming has been 
incorporated into Section 4.24.20.2 of the Final EIS, Future Effects on Subsistence. 

1.4.40 Vegetation, Wetlands, and Floodplains 
1.4.40.1 Vegetation, Wetlands – Effects of Land Exchange on Vegetation/Land Cover Type 

Comment 6055.121 From Doyon, Limited: 
[Section] 4.8. Effects on Vegetation, Wetlands, and Floodplains Table 4-15 (projected changes in 
the relative amounts of land cover (vegetation) types found on Refuge lands that would occur due 
to the land exchanges...) incorrectly shows the numbered percentages of vegetation, wetlands and 
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floodplains protected from commercial and industrial development under the perpetual Service 
owned nondevelopment easements. For the reasons stated in our comments on Table 4-14 we 
strongly believe: Percentages shown in Table 4-16 for the Proposed Action after Phase II should 
be shown in both Phase I and in Phase II of the two columns listing percentages under the Non-
Development Easements Alternative. 

Response to Comment 6055.121: 
Since the acres protected from commercial and industrial development would be similar under the 
Proposed Action after Phase II, and Land Exchange with Non-Development Easements 
Alternative after Phase I, relative amounts of land cover should be similar under Phase I of the 
Proposed Action and Phases I and II of the Land Exchange with Non-Development Easements.  

Comment 8052.028 From Northern Alaska Environmental Council: 
In the description of the effects on vegetation and wetlands, the DEIS fails to discuss the impacts 
of the loss of 17,400 acres of forest (deciduous, evergreen, mixed), 6,300 acres of wetlands 
(emergent herbaceous, woody), and 3,900 acres of water through the consolidation exchange 

Response to Comment 8052.028: 
We focused on habitat types where the amount of acreage gained or lost by the Service or Doyon 
was ecologically important. The loss of 17,400 acres of forest habitat would comprise less than 
0.1% of the acreage on the Refuge, and only approximately 0.2% of the forest habitat on the 
Refuge. Likewise, we did not focus on the impacts of the Service gain in scrub/shrub and 
sedge/herb habitat from the consolidation. 

Comment 8052.037 From Northern Alaska Environmental Council: 
While the existing environment section lists five rare plants present in the “core lands,” including 
the Mackenzie Valley mannagrass, which is considered imperiled in the state (DEIS p. 3-34), but 
the impacts of the land exchange and oil and gas exploration and development on these plants are 
not addressed in Sec. 4.8.1. 

Response to Comment 8052.037: 
Three rare plants, Gorman’s douglasia, Yukon stitchwort, and carpet phlox, were observed only 
in the White Mountains outside of the Refuge, but could be impacted by a pipeline/road right-of-
way (ROW; see Section 3.4.4.1, Vegetation in the Beaver Creek Watershed). A separate EIS 
would be required for construction of a ROW in this area, and the location of the plants, and 
potential impacts to these plants from the ROW, would be analyzed as part of the ROW EIS. The 
other two plants, MacKenzie Valley mannagrass and rannoch-rush, were observed in wetlands 
adjacent to Beaver Creek; these plants would be protected by the Beaver Creek public use 
easement, which would prohibit development within 0.5 miles of the creek. Up to 1,000 acres 
within the easement could be developed by Doyon, but measures could be taken during 
permitting to ensure that any known populations of these plants would be protected. Surveys 
would be conducted by Doyon for rare plants as part of permitting prior to oil and gas 
development and measures would be taken, where feasible, to protect rare plants. 

Comment 8052.038 From Northern Alaska Environmental Council: 
It is unclear if all lands FWS plans to trade away were surveyed, including the consolidation 
lands. It appears that the FWS may lose lands containing the most floristically diverse plant 
species. 
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Response to Comment 8052.038: 
Not all lands have been surveyed by the Service. Service goals for the land exchange were to 
increase the amount of lands, and lands with quality wildlife habitat, under Service 
administration, and to consolidate ownership. It is possible that the Service may lose some lands 
that are floristically diverse, but given the net gain in acreage by the Service, the gain in 
vegetation under Service management should more than offset a potential loss of acreage with 
diverse flora. Surveys would be conducted for rare plants prior to oil and gas development by 
Doyon and measures would be taken, where feasible, to protect rare plants. 

1.4.40.2 Vegetation, Wetlands, and Floodplains – Effects of Oil Spills on Vegetation, Wetlands 

Comment 6028.027 From State of Alaska: 
The State agrees that the likelihood of a well blowout, particularly one involving oil, is a rare and 
highly improbable occurrence (pages 4-65, 4-75, and 4-106). We suggest noting that a blowout 
resulting in an oil spill has never occurred in Alaska; however, natural gas blowouts have 
occurred. (If requested, we can provide information on the few natural gas blowouts that occurred 
in Alaska between 1962 and 1992.) 

Response to Comment 6028.027: 
Text was added to Final EIS Section 4.11.1.2, Phase II Effects, Oil Spills, in Chapter 4 indicating 
that no blowouts resulting in a spill have occurred in Alaska, although natural gas blowouts have 
occurred. 

Comment 6042.173: 
Some of the lands the Service will acquire are downstream along Beaver Creek and could be 
degraded by spills from upstream development yet those specific impacts are not analyzed. 

Comment 6042.178: 
Some of the lands FWS will acquire are downstream along Beaver Creek and could be degraded 
by spills from upstream development. 

Response to Comments 6042.173 and 6042.178: 
Our discussion tried to acknowledge a broad view of the impact to vegetation from an oil spill. As 
noted in Final EIS Section 4.11.1.2, Phase II Effects, Oil Spills, the terrain of a given area would 
influence the location and severity of effects; however, it is our feeling that the specific impacts 
from a spill would remain consistent downstream/down-slope, as with those experienced 
upstream. 

1.4.40.3 Vegetation, Wetlands, and Floodplains – Effects of Seismic Surveys and Snow-Packed 
Trails on Vegetation, Wetlands, and Floodplains 

Comment 6042.124: 
The DEIS failed to describe key scientific findings that long-term, significant impacts to 
permafrost and tundra vegetation took place in the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge, the only 
place in Alaska where long-term studies of seismic impacts on land have taken place (National 
Research Council 2003). Past studies of 2-D seismic exploration in the Arctic Refuge showed 
long-term significant effects on tundra vegetation and permafrost. The damage has persisted more 
than a decade after the disturbance: High levels of surface disturbance resulted from a one-time, 
limited winter seismic study in 1984 and 1985, despite regulations and permit stipulations 
developed to minimize impacts to vegetation. Service monitoring studies found that most trails 
from tracked seismic vehicles and the bulldozer-pulled camps were still visible five years later. 
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Even after ten years, rutted trails continued to deepen and decreases in plant cover and 
degradation of the soil thermal regime (permafrost layer) persisted. The Service reported in 2000 
that “habitat recovery was not complete 13-14 years after the initial disturbance, and impacts are 
expected to remain for another decade or more. While the vegetation section describes a more 
recent study in the Colville River delta (p. 4-58, Jorgenson 2006), it ignored the long-term study 
conducted at another National Wildlife Refuge. It also fails to describe any studies conducted 
after seismic surveys conducted elsewhere in Interior Alaska. 

Response to Comment 6042.124: 
The EIS team attempted to focus on seismic impact studies that have been conducted in 
environments similar to those found in the Yukon Flats area. The Draft EIS describes the findings 
from studies conducted by MacFarland (1999) and Seccombe-Hett and Walker-Larsen (2004) 
that occurred in parts of Canada and are more likely to be similar to disturbances in Interior 
Alaska than those conducted on the Arctic Coast (e.g. Felix and Raynolds 1989). For disturbances 
that could occur in tundra environments, the findings from Jorgenson et al. (2003) was thought to 
be more applicable and reflect current best management practices, methods, and technology 
associated with winter seismic activities. 

Comment 6042.125: 
Forest impacts from seismic surveys and overland trails are underestimated due to the 
underestimation in geographic coverage, number of surveys and duration that seismic operations 
would be occurring. Underestimates of the nature and number of seismic surveys and trails means 
that significant consequences to the boreal forest ecosystem, floodplains, and wetlands were 
ignored or downplayed. For example, estimates of acreage of vegetation affected (Table 4-16), 
clearcut acreage of forests or woody vegetation from seismic (Table 4-17) need to be redone to 
include 3-D and all foreseeable surveys for all of the potential oil field exploration and 
development.. 

Response to Comment 6042.125: 
Our estimation of geographic coverage of seismic lines was based on discussions with industry, 
Doyon, and the Bureau of Land Management. Estimates ranged between 100 and 200 miles of 
seismic lines. The numbers in Table 4-18 reflect 200 miles of lines and assume a completely 
forested area. It is possible that additional seismic work would be required; however, as stated in 
Section 4.4.2.1 of the EIS, any additional work would be dependent on the results of the initial 
survey, and the extent and location of future studies is too speculative to quantify at this time. 

1.4.40.4 Vegetation, Wetlands, and Floodplains – General 

Comment 8052.029 From Northern Alaska Environmental Council: 
While the acreage changes shown in Table 4-18 were derived from USGS 2007, the land cover 
map shown in the existing environment section lists USGS 2006 as its source (DEIS Fig. 3-11, 3-
32); are there differences in the classification schemes of these two? The relationships of the loss 
of these vegetation types and their fish and wildlife habitat values are not provided, so the impact 
analysis is deficient. 

Response to Comment 8052.029: 
The source for Figure 3-11, Land Cover Types in the Yukon Flats Refuge, in the Draft EIS 
should have been U.S. Geological Survey (2007), as was used for Table 4-19. We have corrected 
the source for this map in the Final EIS. The classification schemes are the same for the figure 
and table. Quantitative information regarding the classification and distribution of land cover 
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types is provided on several maps and tables within the document (see Sections 3.4.4 and 4.11 of 
the EIS). The “value” of the lands is more subjective. Monetarily, there are several tables in the 
document that speak to the amount of money that could be generated under the different 
alternatives. The value of the land from a cultural, subsistence, or recreational perspective is less 
tangible, but is discussed in the respective sections of the EIS. The market value or a quality 
rating for fish and wildlife habitats would be difficult to determine for 10.9 millions acres of 
Refuge lands (i.e., a functional assessment model). 

Comment 5003.001: 
I was reading this summary and it has effects on water, vegetation. 
... 
It says the water could take 20 to 230 years depending on vegetation type, think they can close 
that gap a little bit that’s quite a range there. 

Response to Comment 5003.001: 
The root comment appears to be concerned with groundwater and surface water use, more so than 
vegetation. However, the 20 to 230 years is a reference to vegetation recovery that is fairly well 
documented. This range encompasses all successional stages towards a climax community. Shrub 
communities may revegetate within 20 years, whereas mature black spruce could take 230 years. 
Climax communities are a rarity in taiga forests, given the frequency of natural disturbance (fire). 

Comment 6057.009 From U.S. EPA: 
Assessment of Wetlands and Uplands The DEIS classifies the lands considered in this exchange 
as low land or upland, and provides basic information on the number of lakes and miles of rivers. 
There is no specific qualitative or quantitative information about the habitats. and values of the 
lands and waters being considered under this exchange. As stated previously, if this information 
is included in the appraisal, this information should be distributed to stakeholders and the public 
beforehand to ensure ample time for public review. It is difficult to determine the “equal value”, 
analyze the impacts, or evaluate gains vs. losses without this information. If not being considered 
in the appraisal, additional effort is needed to develop this information is necessary. 
Recommendation: EPA recommends that additional analysis, based on specific qualitative or 
quantitative information about the habitats and values of the lands and waters being considered 
for exchange should be completed, and that information provided to stakeholders and the public 
prior to release of the final EIS. 

Response to Comment 6057.009: 
Quantitative information regarding the classification and distribution of land cover types is 
provided on several maps and tables within the document ( see Sections 3.4.4 and 4.11 of the 
EIS). The “value” of the lands is more subjective. Monetarily, there are several tables in the 
document that speak to the amount of money that could be generated from oil development under 
the different alternatives. The value of the land from a cultural, subsistence, or recreational 
perspective is less tangible, but is discussed in the respective sections of the EIS. Additional 
information regarding market value or a habitat quality rating (i.e. a functional assessment model) 
would be difficult to assess for the 10.9-million-acre Refuge. 
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1.4.40.5 Vegetation, Wetlands, and Floodplains – Invasive Species in the Yukon Flats 

Comment 8052.040 From Northern Alaska Environmental Council: 
The section on the impacts of invasive species (DEIS p.4-64) needs to be expanded to include 
current studies conducted by University of Alaska Fairbanks on comparing remote sites with fire 
compared to sites along roads and the rate of introductions of invasive plants. The combination of 
many disturbed site from construction of linear road and pipeline routes, seismic lines, and 
“temporary” access trails along with high incidence of forest fires in the Yukon Flats, could result 
in more severe occurrence of invasive plants. 

Response to Comment 8052.040: 
We discussed the effects of proposed oil and gas exploration and development activities and the 
spread of invasive species in Section 4.11.1.2, Phase II Effects in Section 4.11, Effects on 
Vegetation, Wetlands, and Floodplains. Discussion of wildland fires and wildland fire control, 
and potential for spread of invasive species, is given in Section 4.24.10.2, Future Effects on 
Vegetation, Wetlands, and Floodplains, under Cumulative Effects (Section 4.24). We agree that 
wildland fires could promote the spread of invasive species. However, based on the discussion in 
Section 4.24.10.2, wildland fires may be suppressed in areas near oil and gas development, 
reducing the potential for spread of invasive species in these areas. 

Comment 8052.041 From Northern Alaska Environmental Council: 
The impacts to natural plant species diversity along the Beaver Creek Wild River, as well as the 
floodplain downstream from invasive plants needs to be assessed. 

Response to Comment 8052.041: 
We discuss the effects of the Proposed Action on vegetation types found in the Refuge, including 
the Beaver Creek floodplain, in EIS Section 4.11, Effects on Vegetation, Wetlands, and 
Floodplains. References in the subsections of this section should have referred to floodplains, not 
just the Beaver Creek floodplain. Plants along Beaver Creek would be protected by the Beaver 
Creek public use easement, which would prohibit development within 0.5 miles of the creek. Up 
to 1,000 acres within the easement could be developed by Doyon at any one time, but measures 
could be taken during permitting to ensure that plant species diversity would be maintained. 

Comment 8052.042 From Northern Alaska Environmental Council: 
Mitigation measures to reduce invasive plant species need to be analyzed. 

Response to Comment 8052.042: 
The proposed land exchange should not promote the spread of invasive species. The spread of 
these species could occur during oil and gas exploration and development. Mitigation measures to 
reduce or avoid invasive species development or spread on the Refuge would be developed 
during permitting for oil and gas exploration or development activities, or in a separate EIS for a 
right-of-way. 

Comment 8053.010: 
I am concerned that with global warming we are increasingly getting invasive species. We’ve got 
invasive plant life, and animal life coming into this country that will be affecting this ecosystem, 
yet the EIS does not address these factors. I have seen arctic foxes this far into the country. As 
these changes come rapidly, it will be part of the major ecosystem changes throughout the food 
change. Oil development would add to these changes but the EIS has not considered these 
changes in a site specific or regional way. 
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Response to Comment 8053.010: 
Effects to resources on or near the Refuge from climate change and oil development are discussed 
in EIS Section 4.24, Cumulative Effects, for each resource area. It is difficult to do a site-specific 
analysis until the location of proposed oil and gas development facilities that could occur on 
exchange or Doyon lands have been identified. 

1.4.40.6 Vegetation, Wetlands, and Floodplains – Land Cover Types and Wetlands - Distribution 
in Yukon Flats 

Comment 8053.011: 
I’m seeing changes in the color of the lichen and this concerns me because the caribou and the 
Dall Sheep feed on lichen. The EIS has not evaluated the current health of the lichen and other 
vegetation, and how this will change with oil and gas development in the area. 

Response to Comment 8053.011: 
Many factors can influence the color of lichens, including the amount of water and light they 
receive (see http://www.fs.fed.us/wildflowers/interesting/lichens/habitat.shtml). There is no 
indication that lichens and vegetation are not healthy on the Refuge. A discussion of potential 
impacts to vegetation is given in EIS Section 4.11, Effects on Vegetation, Wetlands, and 
Floodplains. Lichens are sensitive to pollutants, so it is likely that the distribution and abundance 
of lichens near oil and gas development could be affected by oil and gas development activities, 
especially downwind from development areas. Also see http://gis.nacse.org/lichenair/ for more 
information on Forest Service and other agency programs to use lichens to monitor air quality. 
We have also included text in Section 4.11.1.2, Effects of the Proposed Action on Vegetation, 
Wetlands, and Floodplains, Phase II Effects, to note how oil and gas development could impact 
lichens near development facilities. 

Comment 6055.103 From Doyon, Limited: 
[Section] 3.2.4.3. Distribution of Wetlands, Riparian Areas, and Floodplains in the Refuge The 
first paragraph indicates 38% of the Refuge has not been mapped for wetlands. The text should 
note that Figure 3-12 (Location of NWI Wetlands in the Yukon Flats Refuge) indicates that NWI 
mapping for all the lands in the Refuge associated with the action alternatives and the no-action 
alternative (including the lower Victoria Creek area in the White Mountains National Recreation 
Area) have been completed. 

Response to Comment 6055.103: 
The text was revised in Section 3.4.4.3 to note that wetlands have been mapped on about 64% of 
the Refuge using the National Wetland Inventory, and that Figure 3-12 shows wetlands within the 
mapped area. 

1.4.41 Visual Resources 
1.4.41.1 Visual Resources – Effects of Development on Visual Resources 

Comment 6042.192: 
Sec. 4.17 Visual Resources We are concerned that there is no evidence that a visual resources 
study was actually done despite the high value of the lands for scenic beauty, naturalness, and 
remarkable qualities, as no methodology is described or studies cited. We request to know when 
and where those who wrote this section visited the refuge -including if they visited by air, by 
boat, and/or on the ground -- including Beaver Creek Wild River, the Wilderness Study Area, and 
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adjacent White Mountain NRA lands that will be affected by the exchange and the subsequent oil 
and gas development. 

Response to Comment 6042.192: 
The methodology used to determine the amount of area disturbed by exploration and 
development is discussed in Section 4.4. of the EIS, Assumptions about Future Oil and Gas 
Exploration and Development, under Exploration Activities that Might Occur (Section 4.4.2) and 
Oil Development that Might Occur (4.4.3). The methodology used to determine the maximum 
area of potential visual impact is discussed in the introductory part of Section 4.18, Visual 
Resources. We also included photographs showing the types of visual impacts associated with 
exploration activities in the photos that accompany Section 4.4.2 (see Section 4.4.2.1, Exploration 
Seismic Surveys). Refuge staff and their consultants that prepared the Draft EIS have made 
numerous visits to the Refuge and have visited or flown over areas adjacent to the Refuge 
(including the White Mountain National Recreation Area). 

Comment 6142.012: 
Visual resources. This is an aspect for a wild-and-scenic river, an area that’s a potential 
wilderness area. The White Mountains National Recreation Area. A scenic resources analysis is 
important. 

Response to Comment 6142.012: 
A wilderness review was done for the Refuge in 1987, and the status of that review and 
wilderness status designation are given in Section 3.5.2, Wilderness and Wild and Scenic Rivers. 
At this time, there are no formally designated wilderness areas within the Refuge, and only 16 
miles of wild and scenic river (a 16-mile segment of Beaver Creek). The analysis of visual and 
other effects to Service-recommended wilderness areas and the Beaver Creek Wild River 
Corridor is provided in EIS Section 4.17, Effects on Wild and Scenic Rivers, and Other Special 
Areas, and Section 4.18, Effects on Visual Resources. 

Comment 752.001: 
There is also no place in the DEIS where the aesthetics of undeveloped land, large tracts of 
undeveloped land, is given any weight. 

Response to Comment 752.001: 
Effects on visual resources, including the scenery and beauty of the area, are discussed in detail in 
EIS Section 4.18, Effects on Visual Resources. The discussion includes an estimate of the number 
of acres on which visual impacts may occur from exploration and development. It has been noted 
in Section 4.18.4, Effects of the No Land Exchange Alternative on Visual Resources, that 
exploration and development could still occur on private lands within the Refuge. 

Comment 8052.081 From Northern Alaska Environmental Council: 
The proposed land exchange and oil and gas activities which would take place adjacent to Beaver 
Creek Wild River (including oil production facilities which may be built immediately downsteam 
of its boundary within the Refuge, the planned road and pipeline access route along its western 
border in the Refuge down to Victoria Creek as well as within White Mountains NRA, and other 
oil and gas activities on Doyon lands adjacent to the Wild River corridor) would have negative 
impacts on the scenic qualities of this unit of the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System. A full 
analysis as required by the River Management Plan for Beaver Creek Wild River (BLM and 
FWS, 1983; ROD May 1, 1984) and the White Mountains NRA RMP and ROD (1987) needs to 
be done. “The scenic values within the river corridor are to be protected for the benefit and 
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enjoyment of present and future generations” (BLM and FWS, 1983) yet this would not be 
achieved under the proposed land exchange and oil and gas development. The DEIS only 
considers the changes directly within the corridor, but ignores the scenic views that may be seen 
from within the Beaver Creek Wild River corridor. 

Response to Comment 8052.081: 
Section 4.17.1, Phase I Effects, found in Section 4.17, Effects on Wild and Scenic Rivers, 
Wilderness Values, and Other Species Areas, discusses potential impacts to the Beaver Creek 
Wild River corridor, and notes that no lands would be exchanged within the corridor. The section 
also notes that the Beaver Creek River Management Plan policy states that changes in the scenic 
quality caused by a land use activity should be minimized within the boundaries of the corridor 
without mention of management constraints outside the corridor. Section 4.17.1 does note that the 
viewshed is 4 to 10 miles wide along the corridor, and thus impacts near the corridor could affect 
the visual qualities of the corridor. Actions associated with a pipeline or right-of-way (ROW) 
would be analyzed in a separate EIS, as discussed in Section 4.4.3.3, Sales Pipeline and Access 
Roads. Potential effects to the Beaver Creek Wild River corridor from the ROW would be 
assessed in this EIS. 

Comment 8052.082 From Northern Alaska Environmental Council: 
Although the DEIS (p. 4-127) does conclude that the visual impacts of the pipeline/gravel road 
would be contrary to the management objectives of the Class II area in the Beaver Creek Wild 
River and Primitive Management Unit of the White Mountains NRA, there is not evidence that 
the DEIS relies on an adequate visual impacts analysis following the management prescriptions 
found in the White Mountains NRA (BLM RMP and ROD, 1986). It requires: “the method for 
determining this viewshed will involve analysis and on-the-ground refinement by a team of at 
least two people trained in visual assessment. The viewshed consists of areas identified as critical 
to scenic viewing opportunities associated with the wild river floating experience. Factors to be 
considered when determining critical viewshed include seen-area, viewing angle, viewing time, 
and topographic screening. “ (p.22) 

Response to Comment 8052.082: 
Actions associated with a pipeline or road right-of-way (ROW) would be analyzed in a separate 
EIS, as discussed in Section 4.4.3.3, Sales Pipeline and Access Roads. Potential effects to the 
Beaver Creek Wild River corridor from the ROW would be assessed in this EIS. 

Comment 6022.004 From BLM: 
Tables on page 4-143 specify the acreage of potential visual impact in the Refuge and the 
WMNRA, but the acreage on State land can only be calculated by the reader by totaling the 
Refuge and WMNRA acreage and subtracting that from the total acreage figures. A general 
review of Chapters 3 and 4 to look for other such gaps in analysis or presentation is warranted. 

Response to Comment 6022.004: 
The right-of-way would be approximately 32 miles in length on State lands, and 33 miles in 
length on Bureau of Land Management (BLM) lands. Thus, the number of acres of visual impacts 
on State lands would be very similar to those shown for BLM lands (estimate of number of acres 
of visual impacts based on length of pipeline as discussed in Section 4.18 of the EIS, Effects on 
Visual Resources). We reviewed Chapters 3 and 4 and made similar assessments where 
warranted. Due to space limitations for Tables 4-16 through 4-18, it was not possible to break out 
private and State lands. 



Responses to Comments 

Yukon Flats Land Exchange Final EIS February 2010 365  

1.4.41.2 Visual Resources – Effects of Land Exchange on Visual Resources 

Comment 41.002: 
One area that was not addressed in the DEIS was the issue of light pollution. A revised draft 
ought to include this information. 

Response to Comment 41.002: 
There was mention of light effects from exploratory drilling in Section 4.18.1, Exploration, 
Exploratory Drilling in the Draft EIS. We have included the issue of light pollution associated 
with an oil field development in the Final EIS in the same section under Phase II Effects, Large 
Oil Field Development. 

1.4.41.3 Visual Resources – Effects of Seismic Surveys on Visual Resources 

Comment 6021.014 From Alaska Chapter Wilderness Watch: 
Many statements made in the DEIS do not honestly convey the full impact of the proposed action 
to wilderness. Other inconsistencies in the DEIS also tend to reduce the full disclosure of impacts 
to wilderness. On page 4-145 (Exploratory Drilling) the DEIS claims that land clearing associated 
with drill pads “could be visible from the air or from higher elevations for decades.” However, on 
page 4-144 (Seismic Surveys) the DEIS admits that regeneration of cleared areas “may take 70 to 
230 years.” The DEIS fails to reconcile the differences in these two statements. Seismic survey 
lines cut across similar areas in the Eagle Plains region of Yukon Territory about 50 years ago are 
still clearly visible today. It is obvious that many more decades of time will be necessary before 
they are no longer noticeable. The same will be true of seismic survey lines in the Yukon Flats. 
The DEIS should honestly address the lengthy time frame that will be required to restore such 
disturbed areas and the impacts they will have on wilderness. 

Response to Comment 6021.014: 
Regeneration of cleared areas could take several hundred years. The text in Section 4.18.1.1 of 
the Final EIS, Phase I Effects, Exploratory Drilling, has been revised to state that regeneration of 
areas cleared for seismic exploration could also take several decades to several hundred years. 

Comment 6042.117: 
The visual resources impact analysis underestimates the extent of seismic grids, their visibility 
during both summer and winter, and fails to provide documentation of the methodology used to 
conduct the analysis of acres affected. DEIS, pp. 4-144 and 4-145. 

Response to Comment 6042.117: 
The methodology used to determine the amount of area disturbed by seismic survey lines and 
camps is discussed in Section 4.4 of the EIS, Assumptions about Future Oil and Gas Exploration 
and Development, under Exploration Seismic Surveys (Section 4.4.2.1). We also included 
photographs showing the types of visual impacts associated with seismic survey lines (see Photo 
8 in Section 4.4.2.1 of the Final EIS) during summer and winter. Surveys lines would only be 
visible in the foreground by visitors on foot or in a vehicle/snowmachine, but would be visible for 
many miles from the air, as discussed in Section 4.18, Effects on Visual Resources. 

1.4.41.4 Visual Resources – General 

Comment 8052.080 From Northern Alaska Environmental Council: 
The DEIS fails to adequately describe the high visual qualities of the area, especially for the 
“special designation areas.” (DEIS p. 3-73). The Yukon Flats Refuge is spectacular as the mighty 
Yukon River is in the middle of a vast floodplain which then gently slopes up to the Brooks 
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Range mountains to the north and the White Mountains to the south. Beaver Creek is a beautiful, 
clear sinuous river which flows out of the limestone White Mountains down into the Yukon 
River. The Sec. 3.3.2.3 description of existing environment’s scenic qualities needs to be based 
on real experience in the area - no visual quality analysis is cited or was apparently done for this 
DEIS as the description was very vague. 

Response to Comment 8052.080: 
Section 3.5.3. of the Final EIS was revised to describe the high visual qualities of the area. 

1.4.42 Water Resources 
1.4.42.1 Water Resources – Beaver Creek 

Comment 6036.033 From Northern Alaska Environmental Center: 
The draft EIS fails to address the Service loss of navigational servitudes in the stretches of Beaver 
Creek and the lakes that will surrounded by, or owned by Doyon Ltd. 

Response to Comment 6036.033: 
Land transfers would not diminish the supremacy of Federal navigational servitude authority on 
waters of Beaver Creek and lakes within the exchange area. 

1.4.42.2 Water Resources – Effects of Development on Surface Water and Groundwater 

Comment 857.015 From Center for Water Advocacy: 
The USFWS should also consider how and when TMDLs {total maximum daily loads] or water 
quality management plans should be integrated into the allotment plans to address any water 
quality bodies not in compliance with state standards. 

Response to Comment 857.015: 
The Service believes that this comment is referring to livestock grazing allotments. There are no 
livestock on the Refuge and no grazing allotment plans. If oil is developed in the Refuge area, 
State permits would require compliance with Federal Clean Water Act guidelines. The State of 
Alaska is responsible for ensuring that State and Federal water quality standards are met, and 
would require water quality monitoring and restoration, if needed, for water bodies to be used 
during drilling or production. 

Comment 5035.004: 
And I think that the -- the issue also on the effects to the hydrology under cumulative is 
absolutely and completely blank. There is no information here on what is going to happen to the 
hydrology of our wetland. If there’s no wetlands, there’s no birds, there’s no fish, there’s -- 
there’s nothing for the Fish and Wildlife Service to conserve if there’s no water. 

Response to Comment 5035.004: 
Section 4.24.10.2 of the Final EIS, Future Effects on Vegetation, Wetlands, and Floodplains, 
discusses the warming of Arctic regions and the drying trends in the Yukon Flats area. Guldager 
(2008) has documented the drying of lowland wetlands near Beaver Creek and Birch Creeks. This 
is a long-term trend that involves loss of permafrost, loss of surface water to evaporation and to 
groundwater, and a general decrease in wetland areas. 
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Comment 6021.010 From Alaska Chapter Wilderness Watch: 
The effects of extraction of large quantities of water for development purposes from the midland 
lakes is not addressed in the DEIS. Furthermore, given the rapid drying process in the lowland 
areas of the Yukon Flats, the midland lakes may be the only lakes in the Refuge that persist in the 
future. What is the effect of transferring a significant amount of the midland lake zone out of 
Refuge status? The DEIS does not address this question. 

Response to Comment 6021.010: 
Section 4.8 of the EIS discusses the transfer of water resources that would result under the 
Proposed Action and alternatives. Approximately 1,200 to 3,700 lakes could be involved in the 
transfer. The midland lake zone would be part of the total transfer. Section 4.24.7.2 of the Final 
EIS, Future Effects on Water Resources, Water Quality, and Hydrology, and 4.24.10.2, Future 
Effects on Vegetation, Wetlands, and Floodplains, discuss potential impacts to wetlands and other 
water bodies from global climate change. The Alaska Department of Natural Resources would 
require a water use permit if surface or well water is needed to support drilling and production 
activities. 

Comment 6042.060: 
The DEIS does not integrate various sections of the document. Rather there are scattered pieces 
of impact information throughout which makes it difficult for the reader to grasp the full 
consequences of the proposal. For example, in section 4.1 0 (page 4-85 and 4-86), possible 
impacts to birds and bird habitat in the lowland habitats might result from disturbances in the 
“core” area (midland lake zone) as these lakes may be reservoirs to lowland areas. Such concerns 
are not mentioned in section 4.7 Effects on Water Resources, Water Quality and Hydrology. 

Response to Comment 6042.060: 
The format of the Draft and Final EIS followed the guidelines of the National Environmental 
Policy Act for presentation of Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences. Although 
these are separate sections in the EIS, they are all combined in Table 2-5. 

Comment 6042.065: 
Sec. 3.1.5 Hydrology and Water Resources,p.3-17 [of the Draft EIS]. 
... 
While the DEIS acknowledges limited data, it fails to explain that this baseline data is necessary 
prior to assessing the potential effects of oil and gas exploration and development activities. 

Response to Comment 6042.065: 
The baseline data available for the Refuge area are considered adequate for evaluation of the 
potential impacts due to the proposed land transfer and general impacts from oil and gas 
exploration and development. More detailed analysis of exploration and development activities 
would be analyzed as part of State permitting or during preparation of an Environmental 
Assessment or EIS once the project area and associated right-of-way have been identified. 

Comment 6042.154: 
Water use is based on 3 wells per year for exploration, yet it does not evaluate total water use 
needed for both exploratory, development, and production wells which could take place 
simultaneously, especially once discovery. DEIS, p. 4-17. The DEIS fails to combine the effects 
of exploration, development and production wells which could take place concurrently after 
initial oil discoveries, if any, are made. 
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Response to Comment 6042.154: 
Section 4.8 covers both exploration drilling and production water use. The actual amount of water 
used in any given year would be a combination of exploration and production water needs, and 
would depend on the level of both in that year. The water use would be additive and could be 
estimated by combining both types of water use. Based on the scenarios outlined in Figure 4-7, 
development would occur about 2 to 4 years after completion of exploratory drilling, while 
production would not occur until development is nearly complete.  

Comment 6042.158: 
How would spills of drilling wastes containing toxic compounds that moved off pads or roads 
(e.g. during transport off site, during drilling operations, etc.) affect water quality? 

Response to Comment 6042.158: 
An oil spill could affect water quality, as discussed in Section 4.8.1.2, Phase II Effects, in Section 
4.8, Effects on Water Resources, Water Quality, and Hydrology. Section 4.5.2.2 of the Final EIS 
states that Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation (ADEC) regulations require that an 
Oil Discharge Prevention and Contingency Plan be developed, approved by ADEC, and 
implemented for oil exploration and production facilities. Section 4.5.2.2 of the Final EIS 
includes a summary of the oil spill prevention measures that must be included in the plan and 
implemented. In addition, the regulations require the plans to include response action plans, 
including information about the equipment that is available for spill response, any equipment that 
is pre-staged or pre-deployed in critical areas, the number of trained emergency response 
personnel, the specifics of the training provided, the frequency of drills to be performed, and the 
spill response tactics that could be used, depending on the specifics of the incident. The response 
tactics and equipment stored and pre-staged would vary with site features, potential routes of 
travel, and resources potentially impacted. These spill prevention and contingency plans are 
project-specific, based on the actual facility design, facility location, and planned operations. 
ADEC takes steps to ensure that the plans are implemented as written and provide adequate 
protection of the environment, including performing periodic inspections and calling 
unannounced drills. The text in Section 4.5.2.2 of the Final EIS has been expanded to include a 
summary of the response action plan requirements and ADEC oversight. 

Comment 6042.191: 
The DEIS does not identify all lakes which could be used for water withdrawals, map the fish or 
other wildlife resource use of lakes or rivers, and their is no information on ground water 
resources, nor adequate hydrological data to assess impacts to lowland habitats from upland 
development (“core exchange lands”), or how the cumulative impacts would affect hydrology in 
the basin, including public drinking water supplies. The EIS acknowledges some deficiencies of 
information but not their significance for impeding an adequate analysis of impacts. 

Response to Comment 6042.191: 
Section 4.8, Effects on Water Resources, Water Quality, and Hydrology, discusses the estimated 
impacts to water resources from the proposed land exchange and estimated possible exploration 
and production scenarios. Data on water resources for the Refuge area that are currently available 
in the literature or from Refuge files are summarized in Section 3.3.6. It is anticipated additional 
data would be collected on water resources prior to development of the project area lands. 
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Comment 804.002 From Northwoods Wilderness Recovery: 
Water Quality - The potential effects of both acute (oil spills) and chronic pollution of the 
watershed with special attention to the downstream environments where toxic substances may be 
transported to, and accumulate over time. This watershed analysis should address the potential 
degradation of habitat values over the long term for lands proposed to be transferred to the 
Refuge as well as current Refuge lands and other lands downstream that will remain as native 
lands. 

Comment 804.003 From Northwoods Wilderness Recovery: 
The potential for pollution extending down the Yukon River beyond the Refuge boundary as a 
result of the proposed action should also be addressed. 

Comment 808.001 From Long Branch Environmental Education Center: 
Water Quality - The potential effects of both acute (oil spills) and chronic pollution of the 
watershed with special attention to the downstream environments where toxic substances may be 
transported to, and accumulate over time. This watershed analysis should address the potential 
degradation of habitat values over the long term for lands proposed to be transferred to the 
Refuge as well as current Refuge lands and other lands downstream that will remain as native 
lands. The potential for pollution extending down the Yukon River beyond the Refuge boundary 
as a result of the proposed action should also be addressed. 

Comment 808.003 From Long Branch Environmental Education Center: 
Impacts to and mitigation measures regarding water quality and quantity, including water uses 
and potential water pollution need to be evaluated and analyzed within each alternative. 

Comment 819.002: 
Water Quality - The potential effects of both acute (oil spills) and chronic pollution of the 
watershed with special attention to the downstream environments where toxic substances may be 
transported to, and accumulate over time. This watershed analysis should address the potential 
degradation of habitat values over the long term for lands proposed to be transferred to the 
Refuge as well as current Refuge lands and other lands downstream that will remain as native 
lands. The potential for pollution extending down the Yukon River beyond the Refuge boundary 
as a result of the proposed action should also be addressed. 

Comment 821.002: 
Water Quality - The potential effects of both acute (oil spills) and chronic pollution of the 
watershed with special attention to the downstream environments where toxic substances may be 
transported to, and accumulate over time. This watershed analysis should address the potential 
degradation of habitat values over the long term for lands proposed to be transferred to the 
Refuge as well as current Refuge lands and other lands downstream that will remain as native 
lands. 

Comment 821.003: 
The potential for pollution extending down the Yukon River beyond the Refuge boundary as a 
result of the proposed action should also be addressed. 

Comment 857.016 From Center for Water Advocacy: 
This watershed analysis should address the potential degradation of habitat values over the long 
term for lands proposed to be transferred to the Refuge as well as current Refuge lands and other 
lands downstream that will remain as native lands. The potential for pollution extending down the 
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Yukon River beyond the Refuge boundary as a result of the proposed action should also be 
addressed. 

Comment 862.002 From Eyak Preservation Council: 
The potential effects of both acute (oil spills) and chronic pollution of the watershed with special 
attention to the downstream environments where toxic substances may be transported to, and 
accumulate over time. This watershed analysis should address the potential degradation of habitat 
values over the long term for lands proposed to be transferred to the Refuge as well as current 
Refuge lands and other lands downstream that will remain as native lands. 

Comment 866.011 From Alaska’s ‘Big Village’ Network: 
Water Quality The potential for pollution extending down the Yukon River beyond the Refuge 
boundary as a result of the proposed action should also be addressed. 

Comment 880.002: 
The potential effects of both acute (oil spills) and chronic pollution of the watershed with special 
attention to the downstream environments where toxic substances may be transported to, and 
accumulate over time. This watershed analysis should address the potential degradation of habitat 
values over the long term for lands proposed to be transferred to the refuge as well as current 
Refuge lands and other lands downstream that will remain as native lands. 

Comment 880.003: 
The potential for pollution extending down the Yukon River beyond the Refuge boundary as a 
result of the proposed action should also be addressed. 

Comment 903.001: 
Water Quality - The potential effects of both acute (oil spills) and chronic pollution of the 
watershed with special attention to the downstream environments where toxic substances may be 
transported to, and accumulate over time. This watershed analysis should address the potential 
degradation of habitat values over the long term for lands proposed to be transferred to the 
Refuge as well as current Refuge lands and other lands downstream that will remain as native 
lands. The potential for pollution extending down the Yukon River beyond the Refuge boundary 
as a result of the proposed action should also be addressed. 

Comment 6033.005 From Arctic Village Council: 
We are very concerned about the potential effects of oil and gas development regarding both 
acute (oil spills) and chronic pollution to the Yukon river watershed, particularly regarding 
downstream environments where toxic substances may be transported and may accumulate over 
time. We do not believe the DElS has sufficiently analyzed the potential degradation of watershed 
values over the long term for the lands involved in the proposed exchange, the refuge lands 
overall, and areas upstream and downstream of the Refuge. 

Comment 6035.005 From Gwichyaa Zhee Gwich’in Tribal Government: 
We are very concerned about the potential effects of oil and gas development regarding both 
acute (oil spills) and chronic pollution to the Yukon river watershed, particularly regarding 
downstream environments where toxic substances may be transported and may accumulate over 
time. We do not believe the DEIS has sufficiently analyzed the potential degradation of 
watershed values over the long term for the lands involved in the proposed exchange, the refuge 
lands overall, and areas upstream and downstream of the Refuge. 
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Comment 6037.018 From Resisting Environmental Destruction of Indigenous Lands: 
Impacts to and mitigation measures regarding water quality and quantity, including water uses 
and potential water pollution, have not been sufficiently evaluated or analyzed within the DEIS. 

Comment 6037.014 From Resisting Environmental Destruction of Indigenous Lands: 
We are very concerned about the potential effects of oil and gas development regarding both 
acute (oil spills) and chronic pollution to the Yukon river watershed, particularly regarding 
downstream environments where toxic substances may be transported and may accumulate over 
time. We do not believe the DEIS has sufficiently analyzed the potential degradation of 
watershed values over the long term for the lands involved in the proposed exchange, the refuge 
lands overall, and areas upstream and downstream of the Refuge. 

Comment 6037.043 From Resisting Environmental Destruction of Indigenous Lands: 
Some of the lands FWS will acquire are downstream along Beaver Creek and could be degraded 
by spills from upstream development yet those specific impacts are not analyzed. 

Comment 6040.005 From Venetie Village Council: 
We are very concerned about the potential effects of oil and gas development regarding both 
acute (oil spills) and chronic pollution to the Yukon river watershed, particularly regarding 
downstream environments where toxic substances may be transported and may accumulate over 
time. We do not believe the DElS has sufficiently analyzed the potential degradation of watershed 
values over the long term for the lands involved in the proposed exchange, the refuge lands 
overall, and areas upstream and downstream of the Refuge. 

Response to Comments 804.002, 804.003, 808.001, 808.003, 819.002, 821.002, 821.003, 
857.016, 862.002, 866.011, 880.002, 880.003, 903.001, 6033.005, 6035.005, 6037.014, 6037.018, 
6037.043, and 6040.005: 
As discussed in Section 4.5, Assumptions about Future Oil Spills, the risk of a well blowout or 
other major spill in the vicinity of the exploration well or development is small, and would be 
mostly contained in the vicinity of the blowout or spill.  

The behavior of an oil spill to water is discussed in Section 4.5.2.3 of the EIS. Figure 4-6 of the 
Final EIS shows two potential ROW routes for the sales oil pipeline, both of which cross and/or 
run adjacent to creeks in places. The text in Section 4.4.3.3 includes a discussion of the possible 
pipeline and access road routes, as well as the various methods for designing a pipeline river or 
creek crossing. Neither of the potential right-of-way (ROW) routes in Figure 4-6 crosses Beaver 
Creek; however, since the specific locations of potential future exploration and production 
projects are not known, the stream crossings of any future sales line and the in-field pipelines are 
also not known. Since some pipelines could be built across Beaver Creek, the worst-case oil spill 
scenario described in EIS Sections 4.5.2.2 and 4.5.2.3 was based on a spill from a pipeline 
directly into Beaver Creek. Neither the proposed exchange lands nor identified potential ROW 
routes are adjacent to or cross the Yukon River. The nearest point to the Yukon River is 
approximately 15 miles south of the river. Therefore, there are no known mechanisms for spills 
directly to the Yukon River from the Proposed Action. The text in Sections 4.5.2.2 and 4.5.2.3 of 
the Final EIS has been changed to clarify this. The only identified route for spilled oil from the 
exploration and development activities associated with the Proposed Action to reach the Yukon 
River would be via Beaver Creek or one of its tributaries. The text in the worst-case oil spill to 
water scenario in Section 4.5.2.3 of the Final EIS has been changed in response to this comment. 
A description of some of the tools and tactics specifically designed to enable responders to work 
in moving water has been added. Additionally, the text in this section has been changed to clarify 
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that, although the bulk of the spilled oil would be diverted to and contained in areas of calmer 
water along the bank, some oil entrained in soils and vegetation along the bank could become 
dislodged and be carried farther downstream, and that some amounts of oil could reach the Yukon 
River. This oil could be dissolved in the water, be dislodged from the creek bank in subsequent 
years, or bypass the diversion/containment system. However, given the average monthly 
discharge rate of the Yukon River (800,000 to 1,600,000 gallons per second), the amount of oil 
reaching the Yukon River would be thoroughly mixed and diluted. Several sections of the EIS 
address the potential effects of oil spilled on lands associated with the exchange that reaches the 
Yukon River. For instance, Sections 4.12.1.2 and 4.24.11.2 recognize the potential impacts to fish 
and fish habitat in the Yukon River. The Oil Spills subsection of Section 4.21.1.2 recognizes 
concerns about oil spills by subsistence users of the Yukon River. Section 4.24.7.2 recognizes 
potential effects to water quality in the Yukon River from oil and gas operations on exchange 
lands. 

Section 4.5.2.2 of the Final EIS states that Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation 
(ADEC) regulations require that an Oil Discharge Prevention and Contingency Plan be 
developed, approved by ADEC, and implemented for oil exploration and production facilities. 
Section 4.5.2.2 of the Final EIS includes a summary of the oil spill prevention measures that must 
be included in the plan and implemented. In addition, the regulations require the plans to include 
response action plans, including information about the equipment that is available for spill 
response, any equipment that is pre-staged or pre-deployed in critical areas, the number of trained 
emergency response personnel, the specifics of the training provided, the frequency of drills to be 
performed, and the spill response tactics that could be used, depending upon the specifics of the 
incident. The response tactics and equipment stored and pre-staged would vary with site features, 
potential routes of travel, and resources potentially impacted. These spill prevention and 
contingency plans are project-specific, based on the actual facility design, facility location, and 
planned operations. ADEC takes steps to ensure that the plans are implemented as written and 
provide adequate protection of the environment, including performing periodic inspections and 
calling unannounced drills. The text in Section 4.5.2.2 of the Final EIS has been expanded to 
include a summary of the response action plan requirements and ADEC oversight. 

Comment 749.004: 
The effects to hydrology caused by massive water withdrawals, especially when coupled with 
poorly understood hydrological changes initiated by a changing climate, have not been 
adequately addressed. 

Response to Comment 749.004: 
Potential impacts to water resources by the proposed activities and their alternatives are discussed 
in Section 4.8. Removal of water from lakes from drilling activities, road or pad construction, or 
other uses related to exploration and development in the project area would be governed by the 
State of Alaska and require permits for each proposed withdrawal. Section 4.8, Effects on Water 
Resources, Water Quality, and Hydrology, and Section 4.11 Effects on Vegetation, Wetlands and 
Floodplains, discuss the general impacts to drainage patterns and wetlands under the potential 
alternatives and development scenarios. Given the broad scope of the EIS and the limited 
available information on drainage patterns, site-specific impact assessment is not possible. 
However, it is likely that some alteration of wetland/lowland habitat would occur. Section 4.24.7 
addresses the cumulative effects of climate change on water resources, water quality, and 
hydrology. 
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Comment 662.002: 
The DEIS underestimates how development would impact water resources in the Refuges and 
Beaver Creek. The DEIS estimates that 270.5 million gallons of surface water would be needed 
for exploratory drilling and camps, but oil production itself requires copious amounts of water to 
maintain oil well productivity. There is no way that the Midland Lake zone of the Refuge and 
Beaver Creek could sustain this level of water use without significant, negative impacts to water 
quality and quantity and the wildlife that depends on it. 

Response to Comment 662.002: 
Removal of water from lakes and rivers for drilling activities, road and pad construction, or other 
uses related to exploration and development of the project area would be governed by the State of 
Alaska and would require permits for each proposed withdrawal of water. Water would not be 
withdrawn from any lake or river to the level that wildlife or fish would be significantly affected. 
Alaska Department of Natural Resources permits could include diversion of water during periods 
of high flow to storage facilities for use during times of low flows. Water withdrawals from lakes 
would be managed by the State in accordance with 11 Alaska Administrative Code 93 (Water 
Management). Section 3.3.6.4, Water Rights, has been added to the Final EIS. If development 
occurs and gas is present in the basin, Doyon has stated that the gas (rather than water) would be 
reinjected into the wells to maintain pressure. This would significantly decrease the need for 
water. 

Comment 6200.015: 
All right. I’d like to address Table 2.5, continued, hydrology. The no land exchange alternative 
under accumulative effects. Effects on hydrology would be the same as under the proposed 
action. It is beyond my comprehension to understand how having oil derricks out across the 
Yukon Flats is going to consume the same amount of water as leaving it as it is. 

Response to Comment 6200.015: 
The cumulative effects analysis assumes that there could be an additional Alpine-sized field on 
Doyon-owned land (with or without the land exchange). If there is no exchange, but Doyon 
develops oil and gas resources on other Doyon-owned property, water requirements would be 
similar to the Proposed Action. The magnitude of the effect would be similar; however, 
development would occur in a different location. 

Removal of water from lakes and rivers for drilling activities, road and pad construction, or other 
uses related to exploration and development of the project area would be governed by the State of 
Alaska and would require permits for each proposed withdrawal of water. Water would not be 
withdrawn in any lake or river to the level that wildlife or fish would be significantly affected. 
Alaska Department of Natural Resources permits could include diversion of water during periods 
of high flow to storage facilities for use during times of low flows. Water withdrawals from lakes 
would be managed by the State in accordance with 11 Alaska Administrative Code 93 (Water 
Management). Section 3.3.6.4, Water Rights, has been added to the Final EIS. Doyon has stated 
that if development occurs and gas is present in the basin, gas (rather than water) would be 
reinjected into the wells to maintain pressure. This would significantly decrease the need for 
water. 

Comment 6042.058: 
We believe that the development scenarios presented in the DEIS significantly underestimate the 
ultimate amount of water that will be required and there is no information provided on possible 
sources of water that may be tapped. While exploratory drilling is commonly done during winter, 
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and the Service acknowledges that winter flows in Beaver Creek can be “well below 100 cubic 
feet per second, and can approach zero in the uplands near the southern Refuge boundary.” Id. at 
4-50. So, where will water be obtained during winter, and what possible conflicts with fish and 
aquatic life might there be in such locations? The DEIS does not provide any information from 
which to identify or quantify potential impacts. 

Response to Comment 6042.058: 
Estimates of water needed for exploration and development scenarios were obtained from 
documents that detail past use of water by similar activities in Alaska. The water source for 
drilling and constructing ice pads would be lakes and streams that are capable of providing the 
needed water without impacting wildlife or human requirements for the water. The State of 
Alaska is responsible for permitting water use (Section 1.10.3) and can stipulate conditions to 
minimize impacts to fish and wildlife resources. Potable water for human use could be obtained 
by drilling water wells. If both gas and oil are present, the oil would be extracted and the gas 
would be reinjected into the well to maintain pressure. Using gas instead of water to maintain 
well-head pressure would substantially decrease water requirements. 

Comment 6042.059: 
The DEIS repeatedly provides data on the number of water bodies that might be added to the 
Refuge as a result of the proposed exchange, but does not provide similar detail regarding the 
quantity, location and volume in winter, of water sources that might be used by development 
activities within the “core” area. Such information should be provided in the appropriate sections 
on environmental consequences. This lack of disclosure functions to downplay the impacts that 
might occur from development activities, while highlighting gains in water bodies that are not 
threatened by development. Such treatment of information lacks objectivity and does not fulfill 
the requirements of the NEPA process. 

Response to Comment 6042.059: 
An estimate of the amount of water required for oil and gas development within the core area is 
presented in Section 4.8, Effects on Water Resources, Water Quality, and Hydrology. Information 
on the amount of additional water required if Doyon develops other Doyon-owned lands is 
included in Section 4.24.7, Cumulative Effects on Water Resources, Water Quality, and 
Hydrology. The quantity, location, and volume of water resources that would be available in 
winter are not known, and would be difficult to determine until the location of the development 
footprint(s) have been identified and water resources that would be used during exploration and 
development have been identified. 

Comment 6055.020 From Doyon, Limited: 
ES-1.1.2 Phase II The last paragraph’s statement that impacts to the “hydrological cycle, could 
have ecological effects to land resources throughout the Yukon Flats ... Proposed development 
could negatively impact water, fish and wildlife populations, and other resources beyond the 
footprint of development” appears to be overstating the impact of potential development. As 
noted in Table 2-5, the impact of the proposed Land Exchange is minor and often offset by lands 
being protected from further development. For example, the impact on water resources is minor 
(minor effects on water quality), impact on water quality from spills is unlikely (large and very 
large spills have low probability) and habitat for fish, birds and mammals will increase 
substantially. 
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Response to Comment 6055.020: 
As discussed in Section 4.8.1.2, the hydrology of the Yukon Flats is complex and not well 
understood. The hydrological system is likely a continuum, with groundwater systems being 
recharged in the uplands and discharged in the lowlands. If large volumes of water are extracted 
for oil development in the uplands, it could potentially alter lowland habitats far from the source.  

Comment 622.002: 
Drainage patterns will be altered by commercial oil development, yet this proposal has taken no 
steps to understand its impacts on sensitive wetland habitat. 

Response to Comment 622.002: 
Section 4.8, Effects on Water Resources, Water Quality, and Hydrology, and Section 4.11, 
Effects on Vegetation, Wetlands and Floodplains, discuss the general impacts to drainage patterns 
and wetlands under the potential alternatives and development scenarios. Given the broad scope 
of the EIS and limited available information related to drainage patterns, a site-specific impact 
assessment is not possible. However, it is likely that some alteration of wetland/lowland habitat 
would occur.  

Comment 6037.020 From Resisting Environmental Destruction of Indigenous Lands: 
There is not adequate data to assess impacts to lowland habitats from upland development (“core 
exchange lands”). “The hydrology of the Yukon Flats, including the core lands, is complex and 
not well studied... ground water flow systems are recharged in uplands and discharged in 
lowlands ... The degree of alterations to lowland habitats are unknown.” (P 4-50 and 51 [Draft 
EIS]) 

Comment 6037.033 From Resisting Environmental Destruction of Indigenous Lands: 
There is not adequate hydrological data to assess impacts to lowland habitats from upland 
development. 

Comment 6056.011 From The Wilderness Society: 
The DEIS outlines the following regarding possible impacts to the Yukon river watershed: 
... 
There is not adequate data to assess impacts to lowland habitats from upland development (“core 
exchange lands). 

Response to Comments 6037.020, 6037.033, and 6056.011: 
Sections 3.3.6 and 4.8 of the EIS discuss existing conditions, available information, and potential 
impacts under different oil and gas development scenarios based on the available information. 
There is limited groundwater or well log information for the Yukon Flats Basin. 

1.4.42.3 Water Resources – Effects of Oil Spills on Surface Water and Groundwater 

Comment 6142.018: 
Extensive sampling following the Exxon Valdez oil spill, about 26 -- 260,000 barrels. Well, 
everybody knows it’s 11 million gallons in size. Also revealed that hydrocarbon levels were well 
below those known to be toxic or cause sublethal effects in plankton, NEF 1991. Oil spills in 
much -- in smaller water bodies could result in much greater concentrations. NEF 1991 was an 
Exxon-funded study to support their litigation fighting the state and federal government on the oil 
spill. The EIS contains no more recent information that is widely available from a number of 
sources, Peterson 2001, Rice, et al., 1996. There’s a whole range of studies. 
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Response to Comment 6142.018: 
The potential impact of oil spills on water resources in the project area is discussed in Section 
4.8.1.2 of the EIS. In addition, Section 4.5.1 discusses the types of oil spills and their probability 
based on past experience elsewhere in Alaska. Section 4.5.2 covers oil spill scenarios and their 
possible impacts on resources. The impact of a major spill to water would depend on the time of 
year. During the high flow season for Beaver Creek, the spill might reach the Yukon River. 
However, it is more likely that the spill would be contained and removed within a few miles of 
the spill site. Every effort would be made to contain and remove any spill. 

1.4.42.4 Water Resources – Effects of Seismic Surveys on Surface Water 

Comment 6028.030 From State of Alaska: 
The following additional effects on fish and/or wildlife should be also addressed at some point in 
the analysis of this project. They could either be addressed in the FEIS or perhaps more 
appropriately in the permitting phase: 
... 
Page 4-48: An additional impact from seismic surveys on water quality is snow removal and 
compaction. These can increase the depth of ice on surface waters and may, in turn, result in a 
potential increase in the salinity of unfrozen water in lakes and streams. 

Response to Comment 6028.030: 
Section 4.8.1.1 of the Final EIS has been revised to state that there could be an increase in salinity 
in unfrozen water. 

1.4.42.5 Water Resources – General 

Comment 903.003: 
Impacts to and mitigation measures regarding water quality and quantity, including water uses 
and potential water pollution need to be evaluated and analyzed within each alternative. 

Response to Comment 903.003: 
Potential impacts to water resources by the proposed activities and their alternatives are discussed 
in Section 4.8, Effects on Water Resources, Water Quality, and Hydrology. Removal of water 
from lakes from drilling activities, road or pad construction, or other uses related to exploration 
and development in the project area would be governed by the State of Alaska, and would require 
permits for each proposed withdrawal. Potential oil pollution from possible spills associated with 
oil production is discussed in Section 4.5, Assumptions about Future Oil Spills. All oil spills 
would be contained, and the natural resources affected would be restored by removal of the oil 
and replacement of the natural resources affected. Potential impacts from spills and the potential 
for water pollution are discussed under Phase II effects in Section 4.8, Effects on Water 
Resources, Water Quality, and Hydrology. 

Comment 857.004 From Center for Water Advocacy: 
The Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) must adequately explain the current conditions of the 
project area, the watershed and the fish and wildlife populations and the effects that the Land 
Exchange will have on these resources. At a minimum, the following disclosures should be made: 
... 
Current water quality: Disclose trend and status, sediment, water temperature, pollutants, existing 
threats, risks, and cumulative effects and water quality listed streams and whether the Land 
Exchange contributes to the degraded quality. This should include analysis of the Land Exchange 
on subsistence-Gwich’in communities that rely on the Yukon Flats Wildlife Refuge to provide for 
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their primary subsistence needs are very concerned for their way of life. The subsistence species 
that provide for Gwich’in communities such as moose, sheep, waterfowl, and Yukon River 
salmon will be put in detriment from this land exchange. 

Comment 866.004 From Alaska’s ‘Big Village’ Network: 
The Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) must adequately explain the current conditions of the 
project area, the watershed and the fish and wildlife populations and the effects that the Land 
Exchange will have on these resources. At a minimum, the following disclosures should be made: 
... 
Current water quality: Disclose trend and status, sediment, water temperature, pollutants, existing 
threats, risks, and cumulative effects and water quality listed streams and whether the Land 
Exchange contributes to the degraded quality. This should include analysis of the Land Exchange 
on subsistence-Gwich’in communities that rely on the Yukon Flats Wildlife Refuge to provide for 
their primary subsistence needs are very concerned for their way of life. The subsistence species 
that provide for Gwich’in communities such as moose, sheep, waterfowl, and Yukon River 
salmon will be put in detriment from this land exchange. 

Response to Comments 857.004 and 866.004: 
Water quality is covered in Section 3.3.6 of the EIS. Potential impacts to wildlife (Sections 4.13 
to 4.15), and local communities (Sections 4.19 to 4.23) are discussed in Chapter 4, Environmental 
Consequences, of the EIS. 

Comment 5082.004: 
And with that climate change study there needs to be a study of the water and the impacts to the 
Yukon River. 

Response to Comment 5082.004: 
Section 4.24.7, and 4.24.10 of the Final EIS discuss the warming of Arctic regions and the drying 
trends in the Yukon Flats area. Guldager (2008) has documented the drying of lowland wetlands 
near Beaver Creek and Birch Creek. This is a long-term trend that involves loss of permafrost, 
loss of surface water to evaporation and to groundwater, and a general decrease in wetland areas. 

Comment 804.005 From Northwoods Wilderness Recovery: 
Impacts to and mitigation measures regarding water quality and quantity, including water uses 
and potential water pollution need to be evaluated and analyzed within each alternative. 

Comment 819.004: 
Impacts to and mitigation measures regarding water quality and quantity, including water uses 
and potential water pollution need to be evaluated and analyzed within each alternative. 

Comment 821.005: 
Impacts to and mitigation measures regarding water quality and quantity, including water uses 
and potential water pollution need to be evaluated and analyzed within each alternative. 

Comment 862.006 From Eyak Preservation Council: 
Impacts to and mitigation measures regarding water quality and quantity, including water uses 
and potential water pollution need to be evaluated and analyzed within each alternative 
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Comment 866.013 From Alaska’s ‘Big Village’ Network: 
Impacts to and mitigation measures regarding water quality and quantity, including water uses 
and potential water pollution need to be evaluated and analyzed within each alternative. 

Comment 880.005: 
Impacts to and mitigation measures regarding water quality and quantity, including water uses 
and potential water pollution need to be evaluated and analyzed within each alternative. 

Comment 6033.009 From Arctic Village Council: 
Water quality and prime waterfowl and salmon habitat will likely be negatively impacted by the 
proposed action as toxic spills from oil and gas development affect the water table. Impacts to 
and mitigation measures regarding water quality and quantity, including water uses and potential 
water pollution, have not been sufficiently evaluated or analyzed within the DEIS. 

Comment 6035.009 From Gwichyaa Zhee Gwich’in Tribal Government: 
Water quality and prime waterfowl and salmon habitat will likely be negatively impacted by the 
proposed action as toxic spills from oil and gas development affect the water table. Impacts to 
and mitigation measures regarding water quality and quantity, including water uses and potential 
water pollution, have not been sufficiently evaluated or analyzed within the DEIS. 

Comment 6040.009 From Venetie Village Council: 
Water quality and prime waterfowl and salmon habitat will likely be negatively impacted by the 
proposed action as toxic spills from oil and gas development affect the water table. Impacts to 
and mitigation measures regarding water quality and quantity, including water uses and potential 
water pollution, have not been sufficiently evaluated or analyzed within the DEIS. 

Comment 6056.014 From The Wilderness Society: 
Impacts to and mitigation measures regarding water quality and quantity, including water uses 
and potential water pollution, have not been sufficiently evaluated or analyzed within the DEIS. 

Response to Comments 804.005, 819.004, 821.005, 862.006, 866.013, 880.005, 6033.009, 
6035.009, 6040.009, and 6056.014: 
In the EIS, effects on water resources and water quality under the proposed alternatives are 
discussed in Section 4.8. Effects on vegetation, wetlands, and floodplains under the Proposed 
Action are discussed in Section 4.11. Effects of the Proposed Action on fish and essential fish 
habitat are discussed in Section 4.12. Effects on birds are discussed in Section 4.13. The behavior 
of an oil spill to water is discussed in Section 4.5.2.3 of the EIS.  

Section 4.5.2.2 of the Final EIS states that Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation 
(ADEC) regulations require that an Oil Discharge Prevention and Contingency Plan be 
developed, approved by ADEC, and implemented for oil exploration and production facilities. 
Section 4.5.2.2 of the Final EIS includes a summary of the oil spill prevention measures that must 
be included in the plan and implemented. In addition, the regulations require the plans to include 
response action plans, including information about the equipment that is available for spill 
response, any equipment that is pre-staged or pre-deployed in critical areas, the number of trained 
emergency response personnel, the specifics of the training provided, the frequency of drills to be 
performed, and the spill response tactics that could be used, depending upon the specifics of the 
incident. The response tactics and equipment stored and pre-staged would vary with site features, 
potential routes of travel, and resources potentially impacted. These spill prevention and 
contingency plans are project-specific, based on the actual facility design, facility location, and 
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planned operations. ADEC takes steps to ensure that the plans are implemented as written and 
provide adequate protection of the environment, including performing periodic inspections and 
calling unannounced drills. The text in Section 4.5.2.2 of the Final EIS has been expanded to 
include a summary of the response action plan requirements and ADEC oversight. 

Mitigation and permit stipulations would be conditions of subsequent environmental permits and 
National Environmental Policy Act documents if Doyon should discover oil and propose specific 
development activities. 

Comment 6036.031 From Northern Alaska Environmental Center: 
The Draft EIS does not adequately describe the negative impacts to federal reserved water rights 
that will be eliminated when the lands go out of federal ownership, especially around Beaver 
Creek and the deeper lakes. 

Comment 8052.061 From Northern Alaska Environmental Council: 
Water Resources (Sec. 3.1.5 - Affected Environment, Sec. 4.7- Environmental Consequences) 
This section fails to adequately describe the existing resources with Federal Reserved Water 
Rights. The DEIS does not analyze at all the impacts to Federal Reserved Water Rights in the 
Refuge for rivers, streams, and lakes, and Beaver Creek Wild River that may result from 
swapping out lands - including from the consolidation exchange-and subsequent oil and gas 
exploration and development. 

Response to Comments 6036.031 and 8052.061: 
In response to the concern about Federal Reserved Water Rights (FRWRs), Section 3.3.6.4, 
Water Rights, has been added to the Final EIS. While some FRWRs may be lost in the proposed 
land transfer, additional FRWRs would be established and acquired by the United States for 
certain waters, upon acquisition of uplands with adjacent waters. The existing, unquantified 
FRWR for Beaver Creek would be undiminished by the land exchange. 

Comment 857.013 From Center for Water Advocacy: 
The areas of concern in the planning are should include PFC rating of not properly functioning, 
and Alaska State Water Quality Standard 303(d) listed streams as well as those with channel 
stability concerns. 

Comment 6042.062: 
DEIS does not adequately describe the negative impacts to federal reserved water rights that will 
be eliminated when the lands go out of federal ownership, especially around Beaver Creek and 
the deeper lakes. 

Response to Comments 857.013 and 6042.062: 
Under Section 303(d) of the 1972 Clean Water Act, states, territories, and authorized tribes are 
required to develop lists of impaired waters. These impaired waters do not meet water quality 
standards that have been set for them. The regulation requires that jurisdictions establish priority 
rankings for waters on the lists, and develop Total Maximum Daily Loads (TDMLs) for these 
waters. In the Yukon Flats area, only the Crooked Creek watershed (on Bureau of Land 
Management lands south of the Refuge) is on the EPA list of impaired water bodies. Birch Creek 
has been Section 303(d)-listed since 1992 for turbidity due to placer mining. A TMDL was 
established in 1996, and Birch Creek was removed from the Section 303(d) list and is now a 
Category 4A water body (Impaired water with a final/approved TMDL) due to high turbidity. 
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Comment 6200.012: 
I’d like to object to Table 2.5, water resources. Phase 1, phase 2, phase -- accumulative effects of 
the proposed action are directly contrary to the stated purpose of the refuge. It also does not 
address dissolved oxygen. 

Response to Comment 6200.012: 
Dissolved oxygen is shown in Table 3-4. The purpose of the EIS is to analyze and disclose the 
potential effects of the proposed land exchange. The decision-makers must use this information to 
chose the alternative that best meets the Refuge’s purposes. 

Comment 857.001 From Center for Water Advocacy: 
The Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) must adequately explain the current conditions of the 
project area, the watershed and the fish and wildlife populations and the effects that the Land 
Exchange will have on these resources. At a minimum, the following disclosures should be made: 
... 
Existing watershed conditions: Discuss conditions in general. This should also include a 
disclosure of existing water rights and stream flows. Existing disturbance levels and their 
relationship to existing conditions and trends. This disclosure should include all disturbance 
activities, but specifically focus on the disturbances caused by the fact that the primary 
beneficiaries of this proposed land trade are Doyon, Limited, an Alaska Native Regional 
Corporation who will acquire what are now refuge lands to contract with multi-national oil 
companies for oil and gas development, and the Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) who will 
acquire Native lands around Gwich’in villages through the trade from wellhead taxes once multi-
national oil companies are invited to lease and contract and production of oil and gas 
development begins on what today are refuge lands within Gwich’in traditional ancestral 
territory. 

Comment 866.001 From Alaska’s ‘Big Village’ Network: 
Existing watershed conditions: Discuss conditions in general. This should also include a 
disclosure of existing water rights and stream flows. Existing disturbance levels and their 
relationship to existing conditions and trends. This disclosure should include all disturbance 
activities, but specifically focus on the disturbances caused by the fact that the primary 
beneficiaries of this proposed land trade are Doyon, Limited, an Alaska Native Regional 
Corporation who will acquire what are now refuge lands to contract with multi-national oil 
companies for oil and gas development, and the Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) who will 
acquire Native lands around Gwich’in villages through the trade from wellhead taxes once multi-
national oil companies are invited to lease and contract and production of oil and gas 
development begins on what today are refuge lands within Gwich’in traditional ancestral 
territory. 

Response to Comments 857.001 and 866.001:  
In the EIS, effects of the Proposed Action on water resources and water quality are discussed in 
Section 4.8. Effects on vegetation, wetlands, and floodplains are discussed in Section 4.11. 
Effects on fish and essential fish habitat are discussed in Section 4.12. Effects to waterfowl and 
other birds are discussed in Section 4.13. Effects to water resources from an oil spill to water are 
discussed in Section 4.5. of the EIS.  

Section 4.5.2.2 of the Final EIS states that the Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation 
(ADEC) regulations require an Oil Discharge Prevention and Contingency Plan to be developed, 
approved by ADEC, and implemented for oil exploration and production facilities. Section 
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4.5.2.2 of the Final EIS includes a summary of the oil spill prevention measures that must be 
included in the plan and implemented. In addition, the regulations require the plans to include 
response action plans, including information about the equipment that is available for spill 
response, any equipment that is pre-staged or pre-deployed in critical areas, the number of trained 
emergency response personnel, the specifics of the training provided, the frequency of drills to be 
performed, and the spill response tactics that could be used, depending upon the specifics of the 
incident. The response tactics and equipment stored and pre-staged would vary with site features, 
potential routes of travel, and resources potentially impacted. These spill prevention and 
contingency plans are project-specific, based on the actual facility design, facility location, and 
planned operations. ADEC takes steps to ensure that the plans are implemented as written and 
provide adequate protection of the environment, including performing periodic inspections and 
calling unannounced drills. The text in Section 4.5.2.2 of the Final EIS has been expanded to 
include a summary of the response action plan requirements and ADEC oversight. 

Mitigation and permit stipulations would be conditions of subsequent environmental permits and 
National Environmental Policy Act documents, should Doyon discover oil and propose specific 
development activities. 

Section 3.3.6.4, Water Rights, has been added to the Final EIS. While some Federal Reserved 
Water Rights (FRWRs) may be lost in the proposed land transfer, additional FRWRs would be 
established and acquired by the United States for certain waters upon acquisition of uplands with 
adjacent waters. The existing, unquantified FRWR for Beaver Creek would be undiminished by 
the land exchange. Withdrawal of water from any lake or stream would be done under the 
guidance of the State, through its permit process for removal of water from surface water bodies. 
Wildlife and fish would not be impacted. Should Lake No. 153 be used for water, the permit 
issued by the State would specify the amount of water that could be withdrawn and the conditions 
under which water withdrawal could occur. Water withdrawals from lakes would be managed by 
the State in accordance with 11 Alaska Administrative Code 93 (Water Management). 

1.4.42.6 Water Resources – Hydrologic Cycles 

Comment 6042.057: 
[Draft EIS] Sec. 3.1.5 Hydrology and Water Resources,p.3-17 
... 
Given the lack of sufficient information to understand refuge hydrology and assess potential 
impacts to water systems, it appears that the Service is not fulfilling a key purpose for the Yukon 
Flats Refuge if the proposed agreement is finalized. At the least, more data should be gathered 
and assessed before any final decision is made. 

Response to Comment 6042.057: 
The data that currently exist for the Refuge are considered adequate for impact assessment of the 
proposed land transfer. Should exploration and development activities be approved, additional 
data would be collected to assess their impacts after proposed exploration or development areas 
have been identified. 

1.4.42.7 Water Resources – Instream Flow Reservations 

Comment 6036.032 From Northern Alaska Environmental Center: 
The Draft EIS fails to explain how the Service will adequately protect the water quality and 
quantity needed for fish, waterfowl, or the other wildlife for which it sought to obtain instream 
flow reservations from the State of Alaska for the Lake No. 153 located within the core exchange 
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lands. The resources of this important lake should be better described in the existing resources 
section, and the specific impacts from oil and gas exploration and development - including water 
withdrawals - to fish and wildlife should be described. 

Comment 6041.002 From Yukon River Drainage Fisheries Association: 
The DEIS also inaccurately characterizes the potential impacts to fish from water withdrawals. 
While the danger to overwintering fish from winter water withdrawals is identified broadly, the 
dangers from summer water withdrawals are not discussed. The EIS relies on the Instream Flow 
Reservation that the Service has applied for. However, the Instream Flow Reservation has not 
been granted by the Alaska Department of Natural Resources (ADNR). While it is probable that 
in an adjudication the prior Instream Flow Reservation would be granted priority, as stated 
previously in the DEIS, the Service does not currently hold an Instream Flow Reservation and the 
reservation can therefore not be relied upon to protect summer water flow within the watershed. 

Comment 6042.063: 
The DEIS fails to explain how the Service will adequately protect the water quality and quantity 
needed for fish, waterfowl, or the other wildlife for which it sought to obtain instream flow 
reservations from the State of Alaska for the Lake No. I53 located within the core exchange 
lands. The resources of this important lake should be better described in the existing resources 
section, and the specific impacts from oil and gas exploration and development - including water 
withdrawals - to fish and wildlife should be described. 

Response to Comments 6036.032, 6041.002 and 6042.063: 
Withdrawal of water from any lake or stream would be done under the guidance of the State 
through its permit process for removal of water from surface water bodies. Wildlife and fish 
would not be impacted. Should Lake No. 153 be used for water, the permit issued by the State 
would specify the amount of water that could be withdrawn and the conditions under which a 
water withdrawal could occur. Water withdrawals from lakes would be managed by the State in 
accordance with 11 Alaska Administrative Code 93 (Water Management). Section 3.3.6.4, Water 
Rights, has been added to the Final EIS. 

1.4.42.8 Water Resources – Net Gain of Lakes and River Miles from Land Exchange 

Comment 8052.030 From Northern Alaska Environmental Council: 
The Evaluation and Review document makes it clear that the consolidation exchange would result 
in the Service giving up more lakes than it gains as Doyon will receive lands with 234 lakes, 
whereas FWS will receive 203 lakes, (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, 2005, p. 43), yet the DEIS 
does not clearly provide this information or analyze its implications for fish and wildlife habitats. 

Response to Comment 8052.030: 
Although the Service could lose 31 lakes due to consolidation, it would gain 1,430 lakes as part 
of Phase I under the Proposed Action, and an additional 2,290 lakes under Phase II, as shown in 
Table 4-23. We focused on the overall net gain of 3,720 lakes from Phases I and II (including 
consolidation) rather than the potential loss of 31 lakes due to consolidation. Much of the 
discussion in Section 4.13, Effects on Birds, is focused on the gain and loss of lakes under the 
alternatives and the effects on waterfowl. 

Comment 6055.119 From Doyon, Limited: 
[Section] 4.7 Effect on Water Resources, Water Quality, and Hydrology Table 4-14 (net gain of 
surface water bodies on Refuge lands resulting from the proposed land exchange) incorrectly 
shows the number of lakes/acreage protected from commercial and industrial development under 
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the perpetual Service owned nondevelopment easements. The Service notes in Section 4.7.2 
(effects of the nondevelopment easements alternative on water resource, water quality, and 
hydrology) “Under Phase 1. .. Doyon would also donate non-development easements on [up to] 
120,000 acres of Doyon lands that would provide some protections for water resources on these 
lands by prohibiting most types of development and other commercial activities, including oil and 
gas development.” Accordingly, we strongly believe: The 3,720 lakes/66,700 acres shown for 
Phase II of the Proposed Action should be shown for both Phase 1 and for Phase II in the non-
development easement row. If the intent of the Table 4-] 4 is to only show net gain in fee 
ownerships vs. the number of lakes/acres protected, then the title should be revised and a footnote 
added that identifies the 2,290 lakes/42,600 acres associated with the land where perpetual 
commercial and industrial development rights would be exclusively owned by the federal 
government as part of Phase I of the Non-Development Easements Alternative. 

Response to Comment 6055.119: 
We have modified Table 4-14 in the Final EIS to note that the values given in the Table represent 
fee title ownership, since allowable surface activities on the up to 120,000 acres donated by 
Doyon under the Non-Development Easements Alternative would be controlled by Doyon, 
including some uses of rivers and other water bodies. The footnote states that 2,290 lakes with 
42,600 acres and 232 river miles would be found on the non-development easements. These 
easements would provide habitat protection by preventing oil and gas exploration and 
development and other commercial activities, including gravel mining, commercial timber 
harvest, road construction, and water withdrawals. 

1.4.42.9 Water Resources – Water Resources in Yukon Flats - Surface Water and Groundwater 

Comment 8053.013: 
In Birch Creek, there was major changes to the water quality in the stream, including arsenic and 
heavy metals. I can see this impact when I travel there. The EIS does not look at the existing 
contamination of Birch Creek and of Beaver Creek nor how oil and gas exploration and 
development would cumulatively increase contamination that would harm water quality, 
invertebrate life and the health of fish. 

Response to Comment 8053.013: 
The potential impact of oil spills on water resources in the project area is discussed in Section 
4.8.1.2 of the EIS. In addition, Section 4.5.1 discusses the types of oil spills and their probability 
based on past experience elsewhere in Alaska. Section 4.5.2 covers oil spill scenarios and their 
possible impacts on resources. The impact of a major spill into water would depend on the time of 
year. During the high flow season for Beaver Creek, the spill might reach the Yukon River. 
However, it is more likely that the spill would be contained and removed within a few miles of 
the spill site. Every effort would be made to contain and remove spills. The types of impacts that 
could occur from an oil spill into Birch Creek would be similar to those associated with a spill 
into Beaver Creek. However, since Birch Creek is not located within the area with highest oil and 
gas potential, it is unlikely a pipeline would cross the creek. Thus, risks to Birch creek from an oil 
spill should be less than the risks to Beaver Creek. 

Comment 803.001: 
I am concerned about the water table used in the report that was given to shareholders. Does the 
report represent the actual water available; or does it use what is shown on a map that is about 
five years old? I have noticed a remarkable decrease in lakes and even the river over the past four 
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years. The report states a use of waters that are not really there any more. I’m sure a more current 
map will show a decrease in water available. 

Response to Comment 803.001: 
The water table used in the report was based on existing reports. There are few wells in the 
project area; therefore, water table information is based on limited data. As discussed by 
Guldager (2008) in Section 4.24.12.2, Future Effects on Birds, under Climate Change, a long-
term drying trend in the Yukon Flats area has resulted in a decrease in permafrost, a loss of lakes, 
and a loss of some surface water features to groundwater as permafrost disappears. This trend 
may continue for the foreseeable future. Withdrawal of water would require permits from the 
State of Alaska, and would be regulated by State agencies. No water body would have water 
withdrawn to the level that impacts to wildlife would be significant. 

Comment 5003.002: 
I was reading this summary and it has effects on water, vegetation. 
... 
And the water -- did this study take into account that all these are shrinking? It’s says that they’re 
going to use phase one, 20 ac a foot, whatever that means. Phase two 830 ac per foot, cumulative 
910 ac per foot. I don’t know what any of that means but if you go out there and look at that, a lot 
of those lakes are probably gone now. So if they’re going to use some of our water, we’re just 
going to end up with nothing. 

Response to Comment 5003.002: 
Section 4.24.12.2 under Climate Change, discusses the warming of Arctic regions and drying 
trends in the Yukon Flats area. Guldager (2008) has documented the drying of lowland wetlands 
near Beaver and Birch creeks. This is a long-term trend that involves loss of permafrost, loss of 
surface water to evaporation and to groundwater, and a general decrease in wetland areas. This 
trend is a natural climatic change that would not be affected by the Proposed Action or the 
alternatives. 

Withdrawal of water from any lake or stream would be done under the guidance of the State 
through its permit process for removal of water from surface water bodies. Wildlife and fish 
would not be impacted. The permit issued by the State would specify the amount of water that 
could be withdrawn and the conditions under which water the water withdrawal could occur. 
Water withdrawals from lakes would be managed by the State in accordance with 11 Alaska 
Administrative Code 93 (Water Management).  

Comment 6044.001: 
I fail to find any baseline water studies in the headwaters of our Black River, our Grayling River, 
the Sucker River, the Little Black River, and whatever other tributaries there are between here 
and Fort Yukon. 

Response to Comment 6044.001: 
Data on water resources for the project area and the Refuge that are available in the literature and 
Refuge file reports are summarized in Section 3.3.6. 

Comment 6055.100 From Doyon, Limited: 
[Section] 3.1.6. Surface Water Quality 
... 
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The next to last paragraph identifies Table 3-4 (Water quality in refuge lakes within the proposed 
core lands) as having data on six large lakes “within the proposed exchange area ....” Similar 
surface water quality data for lakes on Doyon land that the Service would acquire should be 
discussed in a similar manner. 

Response to Comment 6055.100: 
As noted in Section 3.3.6.2, Surface Water Quality, the Service has not collected water chemistry 
data on the parcels that Doyon would trade to the Service. Corcoran (2005) studied the water 
chemistry of several wetlands near priority Parcels 1 and 15, as well as another area, but the data 
were summarized for the entire Refuge so it is not possible to evaluate water quality near the 
priority parcels. 

Comment 6055.101 From Doyon, Limited: 
3.1.6. Surface Water Quality 
... 
The last paragraph shows selected water quality data from three locations along Beaver Creek. A 
short discussion about what the data in Figures 3-6, 3-7, 3-8, and 3-9 means, and the likely cause 
of the data spikes to rain events, would improve public understanding of the data in terms of 
supporting biological life. If similar data were collected at the three river gauging stations 
between 1993 and 2006 or collected by BLM in the vicinity of the Victoria Creek just to the south 
of the Refuge then that data should be included as well. 

Response to Comment 6055.101: 
These graphs are meant to be an example of the type of data that has been collected and would be 
collected in additional areas. The data are not meant to be analyzed in detail or compared to data 
for other streams. 

Comment 6142.004: 
There’s not hydrological data to assess the impacts to the lowland habitats from the upland 
habitats. The document does admit that the hydrology is complex and not well studied. The 
ground water resources have not been studied. 

Comment 6200.013: 
There is no baseline data and water temperatures, volume of the rivers, et cetera. 

Response to Comments 6142.004 and 6200.013: 
Available data for the Refuge area are summarized in Final EIS Section 3.3.6, Water Resources. 
It is expected that additional data would be gathered prior to exploration drilling and development 
of the area. 

Comment 6036.034 From Northern Alaska Environmental Center: 
While the draft ElS acknowledges limited data, it fails to explain that this baseline data is 
necessary prior to assessing the potential effects of oil and gas exploration and development 
activities: “Given that water quality baseline data in the Yukon River drainage and within the 
Refuge is limited, and the potential for future industrial development, the Service has begun to 
record dissolved oxygen, turbidity, conductivity, and pH at three locations along Beaver Creek 
(Mueller and Bertam 2007)” (p. 3-23. Sec. 3.1.6 Surface Water Quality). 
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Response to Comment 6036.034: 
Available baseline data for the Refuge area are considered adequate for evaluating potential 
impacts due to the proposed land transfer. Should oil and gas development occur, additional water 
quality monitoring would allow evaluation of impacts associated with these activities. Section 
4.8, Effects on Water Resources, Water Quality, and Hydrology, of the EIS indicates that 
sedimentation and increased suspended material can result from ground disturbing activities. 
Timing, location, and Best Management Practices can reduce the impacts of these activities. It is 
expected that additional data would be gathered prior to exploration drilling and development of 
the area. 

1.4.43 Wild and Scenic Rivers 
1.4.43.1 Wild and Scenic Rivers – Effects of Development on Wild and Scenic Rivers 

Comment 6042.026: 
The DEIS underestimates the significant and long term impacts that will occur from industrial 
development to the recommended wilderness area and the Beaver Creek Wild River corridor. 
DEIS 4-136 to 4-142. It is unclear how the Service can suggest in one place in the DEIS, for 
example, that there will be no direct effects to the Beaver Creek Wild River corridor (Table 4-27, 
DEIS, p. 4-136) and in another place that a significant oil spill could occur and that soils and 
vegetation could be contaminated from such an event in Beaver Creek all the way to the Yukon 
River. DEIS, p. 4-33. 

Comment 6056.005 From The Wilderness Society: 
The DEIS underestimates the significant and long term impacts that will occur from industrial 
development to the recommended wilderness area and the Beaver Creek Wild River corridor. 
(DEIS 4-136 to 4-142) It is unclear how the USFWS can suggest in one place in the DEIS, for 
example, that there will be no direct effects to the Beaver Creek Wild River corridor (Table 4-27, 
DEIS, p. 4-136) and in another place that a significant oil spill could occur and that soils and 
vegetation could be contaminated from such an event in Beaver Creek all the way to the Yukon 
River (DEIS, p. 4-33). 

Response to Comments 6042.026 and 6056.005: 
The Beaver Creek Public Use Easement is downstream of the Beaver Creek Wild River Corridor. 
All development activities on proposed core exchange lands are precluded from the 
approximately 1-mile-wide Wild River Corridor. Thus, there would be no direct effects to the 
Beaver Creek Wild River Corridor. 

Neither of the potential right-of-way routes in Figure 4-6 crosses Beaver Creek; however, since 
the specific locations of future exploration and production projects are not known, the stream 
crossings of any future sales line and in-field pipelines are also not known. Since some pipelines 
could be built across Beaver Creek, the worst-case oil spill scenario described in EIS Sections 
4.5.2.2 and 4.5.2.3 was based on a spill from a pipeline directly into Beaver Creek. 

The only identified route for spilled oil from the exploration and development activities 
associated with the Proposed Action to reach the Yukon River would via a spill into Beaver 
Creek or one of its tributaries. The text in the worst-case oil spill to water scenario in Section 
4.5.2.3 of the Final EIS has been changed in response to this comment. A description of the some 
of the tools and tactics specifically designed to enable responders to work in moving water was 
added. Additionally, the text in this section was changed to clarify that, although the bulk of the 
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spilled oil would be diverted to and contained in areas of calmer water along the bank, some oil 
entrained in soils and vegetation along the bank could become dislodged and carried farther 
downstream, and some oil could reach the Yukon River. This oil could be dissolved in the water, 
dislodged from the creek bank in subsequent years, or bypass the diversion/containment system. 
However, given the average monthly discharge rate of the Yukon River (800,000 to 1,600,000 
gallons per second), any oil reaching the Yukon River would be thoroughly mixed and diluted. 
Several sections of the EIS address the potential effects of oil spilled on exchange lands that 
reaches the Yukon River. For instance, Sections 4.12.1.2 and 4.24.11.2 recognize the potential 
impacts to fish and fish habitat in the Yukon River. Section 4.21.1.2 recognizes concerns about 
oil spills by subsistence users of the Yukon River. Section 4.24.7.2 recognizes potential effects to 
water quality in the Yukon River from oil and gas operations on exchange lands. 

1.4.43.2 Wild and Scenic Rivers – Effects of Land Exchange on Wild and Scenic Rivers 

Comment 106.012 From Alaska Coalition of Washington: 
The DEIS did not address the violation of the Beaver Creek Wild River management plan goals, 
e.g. to protect water quality, improve fish and wildlife habitats, and preserve the river in its 
natural condition. 

Comment 6042.030: 
The potential development facilitated by the land exchange directly conflicts with the 
management of a Wild and Scenic River corridor and with the WSRA [Wild and Scenic Rivers 
Act]. Pursuant to section 7(a)(I) of the WSRA, “[n]o department or agency of the United States 
shall recommend authorization of any water resources project that would have a direct and 
adverse effect on the values for which such river was established.” 16 U.S.C. § 1278(a). 
Furthermore, “[a]ll public lands within the authorized boundaries of any component of the 
national wild and scenic rivers system... are hereby withdrawn from entry, sale, or other 
disposition under the public laws of the United States.” 16 U.S.C. § l279(a). We believe that the 
Service does not have the authority to compromise the Wild River designation of Beaver Creek 
on BLM lands or within wildlife refuges. Section 10(a) of the WSRA states that “primary 
emphasis shall be given to protecting its aesthetic, scenic, historic, archeological, and scientific 
features.” 16 U.S.C. § l283(a). The WRSA also mandates that the most “restrictive” statutory 
authority applicable to the wild river area shall apply where there is a conflict between the WSRA 
and general statutory authorities. 16 U.S.C. § l283(c). Therefore, the Service is statutorily 
precluded from authorizing development which may impact the Beaver Creek Wild River 
corridor. 

Comment 6086.004: 
The proposed exchange and development plans are not in compliance with the Wild and Scenic 
Rivers Act or the joint BLM, Fish and Wildlife Service Beaver Creek Wild River Management 
Plan which among other management objectives includes maintaining and improving fish and 
wildlife habitat 

Response to Comments 106.012, 6042.030, and 6086.004: 
The Public Use Easement and United States Fish and Wildlife Service Reservation of Authority 
(11/2/05 draft) allows the Service to close up to 1,000 acres of land along Beaver Creek for 
Doyon’s use within the Public Use Easement. This easement would not be within the Beaver 
Creek Wild River Corridor, which is upstream of the Public Use Easement. All development 
activities are precluded from the approximately 1-mile-wide Wild River Corridor. Therefore, the 
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Wild and Scenic Rivers Act and the Beaver Creek Wild River Management Plans would not be 
violated by the proposed alternatives. 

1.4.44 Wilderness and Wilderness Values 
1.4.44.1 Wilderness and Wilderness Values – Effects of Development on Wilderness and 

Wilderness Values 

Comment 106.006 From Alaska Coalition of Washington: 
The proposed action would lead to oil development with roads and pipelines within the only area 
of the Refuge recommended for proposed wilderness. The DEIS did not adequately review the 
threat to the proposed Refuge Wilderness Area 

Comment 6021.013 From Alaska Chapter Wilderness Watch: 
Wilderness Watch is especially concerned that the land trade negotiations and subsequent DEIS 
failed to adequately consider wilderness resources. The Service, in developing its position on the 
proposed action, has apparently determined that obtaining more waterfowl habit (currently not 
threatened) is worth sacrificing wilderness values associated with the core area and loosing the 
option for designating Wilderness for 26,500 acres of the recommended wilderness area. The 
proposed action would also result in dividing the recommended wilderness area into two pieces, 
each of which is diminished by such fragmentation. Furthermore, under Phase II, the northern 
transportation route would have severe impacts on the western portion of the recommended 
wilderness area. The Service’s decision to go forward with the proposed action shows complete 
disregard for the wilderness review provisions of ANILCA. The current recommended wilderness 
area is one of the most remote and least impacted areas in the entire Yukon Flats National 
Wildlife Refuge, and was apparently deemed to have the very best qualities for preservation as 
wilderness under the Wilderness Act. Because the recommended wilderness area lies at the 
southern most part of the Refuge next to the White Mountains, it includes a unique transitional 
zone of habitats and landscapes between alpine tundra of the higher mountains to the south and 
the boreal forest low lands to the north. Due to its upland nature and more sparse forest and 
tundra vegetation, exceptional views can be enjoyed here that are not found in most other parts of 
the Refuge. Because of its remoteness and lack of established access, this area of the Refuge 
offers some of the very best opportunities for isolation and solitude. The proposed action would 
eliminate much of this area’s wilderness character and its potential for designation as Wilderness. 
The DEIS fails to adequately describe the nature and extent of impacts to wilderness values that 
will be caused by the proposed action. Because the recommended wilderness area extends to the 
highest elevations found in the entire Refuge, much of the proposed developments (seismic lines, 
drill pads, roads, pipelines and oilfield production facilities) will be visible well beyond the 
boundaries of the recommended area. Such developments will detract from the experience one 
might otherwise have from within much the remaining recommended wilderness area. For 
example, on page 4-137, the DEIS claims that the transfer of some 12,000 acres of so-called halo 
lands would have “no impact to wilderness values of these lands.” This statement fails to 
recognize that the possibility exists for directional drilling and development of halo lands from 
the near by core lands which would result in facilities and altered landscapes to exist so close to 
halo lands, that wilderness qualities on the halo lands would be impacted by the close proximity 
of development features. The DEIS fails to adequately address the indirect effects that the 
proposed action will have on a very large portion of the remaining recommended wilderness area. 
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Comment 6042.028: 
The impacts from infrastructure and the losses to refuge values outlined directly described above 
will all result in overall negative effects to the recommended wilderness area and losses to 
wilderness values and the potential for future designated wilderness. The Service has not 
sufficiently analyzed in the DEIS these effects and losses to designated wilderness potential in the 
Yukon Flats Refuge in the DEIS, and is therefore out of compliance with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and the Refuge Improvement Act. 

Response to Comments 106.006, 6021.013, and 6042.028: 
Section 4.17 describes the effects of the alternatives on lands proposed for Wilderness. The area 
proposed for Wilderness designation in the 1987 Record of Decision, Yukon Flats National 
Wildlife Refuge Comprehensive Conservation Plan, Environmental Impact Statement and 
Wilderness Review, would no longer be available for Wilderness designation under the Proposed 
Action and the Land Exchange with Non-Development Easements Alternative. The two areas that 
would remain as Refuge lands if either of these alternatives were adopted would still retain 
wilderness characteristics and could be designated wilderness. Effects on wilderness values of the 
possible northern right-of-way are discussed in EIS Section 4.17, and would be further disclosed 
in subsequent National Environmental Policy Act documents (e.g., right-of-way EIS) if 
development were to occur on Doyon lands. 

Comment 827.005: 
The proposed action would essentially eliminate the possibly of designation of Wilderness for the 
recommended wilderness area. The DEIS does not adequately explain the uniqueness of the 
recommended wilderness area. It assumes that wilderness values of scattered parcels to be 
acquired by the Refuge are of comparable value as wilderness when in fact they are not. 

Comment 6021.015 From Alaska Chapter Wilderness Watch: 
The DEIS claims that the proposed action (phase I and II) will result in an increase of some 
216,500 acres of lands with wilderness values (Table 4-27). What is not said is that these 216,500 
acres will be in many scattered parcels, and located adjacent to other private lands near villages. 
The suitability for wilderness designation of much of these proposed acquisition lands is vastly 
lower than that of the contiguous block of core lands that will be taken out of the recommended 
wilderness area. This point is not recognized by the DEIS, and thus has the over-all effect of 
under-stating the real impact that the proposed action will have on wilderness potential in the 
Refuge. Furthermore, these scattered parcels of lands that would be acquired by the Service are 
located close to villages where there is more intensive human use taking place. This reality 
renders these areas less practical for administration as designated Wilderness. 

Response to Comments 827.005 and 6021.015: 
Additional information on the areas considered for Wilderness designation is provided in Section 
3.5.2.1. Section 4.17 and Table 4-28 of the Final EIS contains further analysis of all the 
wilderness study units evaluated in the 1987 Yukon Flats National Wildlife Refuge Final 
Comprehensive Conservation Plan, Environmental Impact Statement and Wilderness Review. 
This text helps to describe the uniqueness of the recommended-wilderness area. We apologize for 
implying that the wilderness values of the scattered parcels to be acquired by the Refuge are 
comparable to those of the recommended-wilderness area. We only stated that the scattered 
parcels have some wilderness characteristics and that it is often difficult to tell the difference in 
values between some of the scattered parcels and the recommended-wilderness area. 
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Comment 6022.003 From BLM: 
The impact analysis in Chapter 4 also may give the impression of not looking as carefully for 
impacts outside of the Refuge as inside. For example, on page 4-132 the Draft EIS makes no 
mention of the potential loss of wilderness attributes in the WMNRA or State land, though loss of 
such values both within and outside the recommended wilderness area inside the Refuge is 
discussed. 

Response to Comment 6022.003: 
We have added language recognizing the wilderness values of the White Mountains National 
Recreation Area in Sections 4.17 and 4.24.16 of the Final EIS. There could be some loss of 
wilderness values on White Mountains National Recreation Area and State lands from 
construction of a right-of-way (ROW), which would be evaluated in an EIS, or other National 
Environmental Policy Act analysis or State permitting prior to construction of the ROW. The 
Service has no management authority over State lands. By law, Wilderness designation only 
applies to Federal lands.  

Comment 6028.004 From State of Alaska: 
Page ES-5, 1.1.2: One of the impacts listed is a “modification of wilderness values on some 
lands.” This type of impact would have a very different meaning were it to occur on refuge lands 
rather than on private lands in the region. 

Response to Comment 6028.004: 
Lands subject to acquisition by the Service as a result of the action alternatives would retain most 
wilderness values even though they are less likely to be eligible for Congressional-designation 
than a Wilderness area, due to their proximity to village sites with in the Yukon Flats Region. 
Lands subject to acquisition by Doyon would no longer be eligible for Wilderness designation 
since these lands would be outside of Federal ownership. Other wilderness values may be 
retained on Doyon lands where no oil and gas development activities have taken place. 

1.4.44.2 Wilderness and Wilderness Values – Effects of Land Exchange on Wilderness and 
Wilderness Values 

Comment 6042.027: 
The Service does not directly analyze the effects and loss of potential designated wilderness lands 
from splitting the recommended wilderness area in two in the DEIS, or other lands that may 
provide comparable wilderness attributes in the refuge. Rather, the agency ignores the fact that 
this recommended wilderness will, in all likelihood, never be designated if the proposed action 
moves forward, and that a significant portion of the other lands that may quality for wilderness in 
the refuge are near to village sites and native corporation in-holdings, which do not provide for 
similar outstanding opportunities for solitude, or apparent naturalness, among other criteria. The 
Service ignores these aspects and effects of the proposed action on the recommended wilderness 
area in the DEIS, and provides no comparable offering of potential wilderness lands that would 
benefit the refuge or the American public. The agency will experience an overall loss of possible 
future designated wilderness lands, which is contrary to what the DEIS suggests. We question 
how it is that the agency can move ahead with the proposed action prior to revising or amending 
the CCP. 

Comment 6056.006 From The Wilderness Society: 
The USFWS does not directly analyze the effects and loss of potential designated wilderness 
lands from splitting the recommended wilderness area in two in the DEIS, or other lands that may 
provide comparable wilderness attributes in the refuge. Rather, the agency ignores the fact that 
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this recommended wilderness will, in all likelihood, never be designated if the proposed action 
moves forward, and that a significant portion of the other lands that may qualify for wilderness in 
the refuge are near to village sites and native corporation in-holdings, which do not provide for 
similar outstanding opportunities for solitude, or apparent naturalness, among other criteria. The 
USFWS ignores these aspects and effects of the proposed action on the recommended wilderness 
area in the DEIS, and provides no comparable offering of potential wilderness lands that would 
benefit the refuge or the American public. The agency will experience an overall loss of possible 
future designated wilderness lands, which is contrary to what the DEIS suggests. We question 
how it is that the agency can move ahead with the proposed action prior to revising or amending 
the CCP. 

Response to Comments 6042.027 and 6056.006: 
Section 4.17 of the Final EIS contains additional information comparing the wilderness values of 
all wilderness study units evaluated the 1987 Yukon Flats National Wildlife Refuge Final 
Comprehensive Conservation Plan, Environmental Impact Statement and Wilderness Review. 
The Final EIS clearly indicates that two action alternatives would remove lands from the area 
recommended for Wilderness designation in the 1987 Record of Decision. The lands remaining in 
Federal ownership would continue to meet the original criteria. However, should development on 
private lands occur in the future, wilderness values of adjacent Refuge lands could be 
compromised. The Alaska National Interest Lands Conservation Act Section 111(b) provides for 
access to in-holdings; this access right-of-way (ROW) could cross the recommended-Wilderness 
area even if the land exchange is not implemented. Effects of a ROW through the western part of 
the area recommended for Wilderness designation are also addressed in this EIS, and would be 
further evaluated in a subsequent EIS if a ROW application is received. If an action alternative is 
selected in the Record of Decision for this EIS that would remove from Federal ownership lands 
recommended by the Service for Wilderness designation, the Record of Decision would also 
amend the Yukon Flats National Wildlife Refuge Comprehensive Conservation Plan. An 
amended Wilderness recommendation would be submitted to the Assistant Secretary for Fish, 
Wildlife and Parks, Department of the Interior. The comment is correct in that under the two 
alternatives that remove lands currently recommended by the Service for Wilderness designation 
from Federal ownership, there would be less lands recommended for Wilderness designation. As 
described in the Final EIS, more lands that contain wilderness values would be in Federal 
ownership under all the action alternatives. However, lands going to the Service are closer to 
villages and would be subject to higher usage than lands going to Doyon. 

Comment 6042.031: 
Furthermore, we find that proposing development in a potential wilderness designation area even 
more divergent for the Service. According to Section 10(b) of the WSRA, “[a]ny portion of a 
component of the national Wild and Scenic Rivers system that is within the national wilderness 
preservation system... shall be subject to the provisions of both the Wilderness Act and this Act 
with respect to preservation of such river and its immediate environment, and in case of conflict 
between the provisions of these Acts the more restrictive provision shall apply.” 16 U.S.C. § 
l283(b). The Wilderness Act explicitly prohibits commercial enterprise and permanent roads 
within wilderness areas. 16 U.S.C. § 1133(c). 
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Response to Comment 6042.031: 
There are no Congressionally designated Wilderness Areas within the Refuge. As discussed in 
Section 1.4.3.1, the Service recommended Wilderness designation for about 658,000 acres in 
1987. However, the Department of Interior has taken no steps to complete the designation 
process. 

Comment 6055.128 From Doyon, Limited: 
4.16.1.1 Phase I Effects (Proposed Action on Wild and Scenic Rivers, Wilderness Values, and 
Other Special Areas) The first paragraph describes the land that Doyon would receive as having 
wilderness scenic value because of proximity to the White Mountains. It should be clarified to 
what extent wilderness scenic values extend from the White Mountains. For example, the 
Services should clarify if the approximately 348,500 acres extending 50 miles to the east and the 
283,300 acres extending 50 miles to the west of the White-Crazy Mountains are covered. 

Response to Comment 6055.128: 
Even if oil and gas activities take place outside of the area recommended for Wilderness in the 
1987 Refuge Comprehensive Conservation Plan, the activities could be visible from the core 
upland areas within the proposed Wilderness area. The value of wilderness for this unit, as 
identified in the 1987 Wilderness Review, would be reduced or eliminated. The northeastern 
portion of the White Mountains National Recreation Area is in the “Primitive Management Unit,” 
and is managed as a Visual Resources Management (VRM) Class II area. If Doyon develops oil, 
the road/pipeline corridor could traverse this area and the northwestern portion, which is in the 
“Semi-Primitive Management Unit” and is classified as VRM Class III. The descriptions of the 
VRM classes in the Draft EIS (Section 4.18.1.2) do include both the White Mountains National 
Recreation Area (described as “Primitive Management Unit” and “Semi-Primitive Management 
Unit”) and the Beaver Creek Wild River Corridor. The Draft EIS rightly concludes that there 
could be major visual impacts to Class II and III lands. The boundary of the Beaver Creek Wild 
River corridor includes all the land that can be seen from the river and adjacent river bank. 

Comment 6055.129 From Doyon, Limited: 
The DElS should also note what are the special wilderness values of the approximately 282,100 
acres the Service would receive from Doyon in Phase 1. 

Comment 6055.130 From Doyon, Limited: 
[4.16.1.2] Phase II Effects (Proposed Action on Wild and Scenic Rivers, Wilderness Values, and 
Other Special Areas) The DElS should note the special wilderness values for the up to 120,000 
acres that would be acquired by the Service in Phases I and II. 

Response to Comments 6055.129 and 6055.130: 
Wilderness values are listed in EIS Section 3.5.2.1. Specific wilderness values depend on the 
location and usage status of each parcel the Service would receive from Doyon. 

1.4.44.3 Wilderness and Wilderness Values – Effects of Seismic Surveys on Wilderness and 
Wilderness Values 

Comment 6042.116: 
While the Scenic Resources Section 4.17 mentions that the proposed White-Crazy Mountains 
Wilderness Area recommended by the Service in 1987 had scenic value as one of its justifications 
(P4-142), that was not mentioned in the section on wilderness impacts. 
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Response to Comment 6042.116: 
The text of Final EIS Section 4.17 has been changed to reflect the scenic value of the White-
Crazy Mountains in response to this comment. 

Comment 6042.112: 
The wilderness section 4.16.1 discusses long-term impact from seismic exploration activities, 
stating “the clearing could be evident for extended periods of time (50 to 200 years) and would 
affect the wilderness values (e.g. natural integrity or primeval character and apparent naturalness) 
for the duration.” DEIS, pp-137. This section downplays the potential long-term effects of noise 
and disturbance along the trails in part because it has underestimated the total number, kind, and 
geographic extent of seismic exploration that would go on into the future. But it also only 
discusses potential snowmobile use of the cleared trails and ignores impacts from heavy 
equipment and oil industry operations which could continue to concentrate in these routes. DEIS, 
p. 4-138. 

Response to Comment 6042.112: 
EIS Section 4.4.2.1 addresses seismic exploration scenarios in the future. The text of Section 4.17 
has been changed in reference to visual and auditory impacts identified in this comment. While 
the Refuge cannot deny access to in-holdings, it can place restrictions and specify routes, 
effectively limiting traffic on Federal portions of the access right-of-way. Seismic activities 
would only occur on Doyon lands, not federally managed lands, and these lands would be closed 
to the public. 

Comment 6042.115: 
The wilderness values cherished by many who visit the area via airplane in summer or winter will 
be lost as the grid of seismic trails cutting through the forest will scar that sense a vast intact 
landscape and scenic resources. Furthermore, since much of the core area is hilly, the lines would 
likely be visible to the summer visitors traveling by boat in summer especially down Beaver 
Creek, or while on a hike in White Mountains overlooking the Refuge. These remarkable values 
of the refuge are totally ignored in the DEIS. 

Response to Comment 6042.115: 
Photographs showing the types of visual impacts associated with seismic survey lines during 
summer and winter have been included in EIS Section 4.4.2.1, Exploration Seismic Surveys. 
Survey lines would only be visible in the foreground by visitors on foot or in a 
vehicle/snowmachine/boat, but would be visible for many miles from higher elevations or from 
the air, as discussed in Section 4.18, Effects on Visual Resources. Flight sightseeing itineraries 
would probably change to avoid viewing areas visually impacted by the proposed exploration. It 
should be noted that exploration (creation of seismic lines) and development could still occur on 
private lands within the Refuge, even if the No Land Exchange Alternative was selected. 

1.4.45 Yukon Flats National Wildlife Refuge Comprehensive Conservation Plan 
1.4.45.1 Yukon Flats National Wildlife Refuge Comprehensive Conservation Plan – General 

Comment 6010.008 From Friends of Alaska National Wildlife Refuges: 
Under the CCP, there is a common management direction for the refuge to “maintain a spirit of 
cooperation and good will with its neighbors and the public.” In each of the public meetings in 
the villages it became clear that those who live within or proximate to the refuge boundaries are 
opposed to the trade with Doyon, their Regional Corporation. Accordingly, it appears that the 
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trade would put the FWS in direct confrontation with its neighbors and contradict the Refuge 
CCP. 

Comment 6078.004: 
Under that plan there is a common management direction for the refuge, to maintain a spirit of 
cooperation and good will with it’s neighbors and public. In each of the public meetings in the 
villages it became clear that those who lived within and proximate to the refuge boundaries are 
opposed to the trade with Doyon, their Regional Corporation. Accordingly, it appears that the 
trade would put the Service in direct confrontation with it’s neighbors and with it’s own 
conservation plan 

Response to Comments 6010.008 and 6078.004: 
Both supporters and opponents of the exchange reside within or adjacent to the Refuge. Whatever 
decision the Service makes, it is likely to disappoint or anger some of our neighbors. 

Comment 6042.024: 
We are concerned that the Service will be foregoing its required mandates by removing this area 
from recommended wilderness prior to revising the CCP and/or without amending the CCP. We 
question how it is that the Service can consider removing lands from wilderness recommendation 
to allow for industrial development without acquiring comparable wilderness quality lands in the 
exchange process 

Comment 6042.025: 
Removing lands from the recommended wilderness area is inconsistent with the CCP, as the CCP 
declares that all recommended wilderness will be managed within the minimal management 
category to protect wilderness qualities. Specifically the CCP states: Regardless of whether or not 
the Service’s recommended wilderness areas are legally designated as wilderness, all refuge lands 
in the minimal management category will be managed to preserve their existing fish and wildlife 
populations and habitat diversity thus preserving their wilderness qualities. CCP, p. 141. 

Comment 6056.004 From The Wilderness Society: 
We are concerned that the USFWS will be foregoing its required mandates by removing this area 
from recommended wilderness prior to revising the CCP and/or without amending the CCP. 

Comment 6056.026 From The Wilderness Society: 
FWS proposes including an amendment to the Refuge CCP within the ROD unrecommending 
wilderness designation for 26,500 acres to be conveyed to Doyon. The USFWS needs to clarify 
how this is legally sufficient as a CCP amendment process. 

Comment 6078.003: 
We also question the legality of taking 26,500 acres of wilderness out of the proposed -- out of 
the proposal that was approved -- out of the proposed wilderness that was approved in 
Comprehensive Conservation Plan without redoing that plan. 

Response to Comments 6042.024, 6042.025, 6056.004, 6056.026 and 6078.003: 
The primary legal authority for amending the Yukon Flats National Wildlife Refuge 
Comprehensive Conservation Plan is the Alaska National Interest Lands Conservation Act (94 
Statute 2371; ANILCA). The National Wildlife Refuge System Administration Act (16 U.S.C. 
668dd-668ee) also provides authority for amending Refuge comprehensive conservation plans. 
The Draft EIS for the proposed Land Exchange Yukon Flats National Wildlife Refuge provided 
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public review of the proposed amendment to the Yukon Flats National Wildlife Refuge 
Comprehensive Conservation Plan. This EIS process meets the specific requirements of ANILCA 
Section 304 with regard to public notice and review including: consulting with appropriate State 
agencies and Native corporations; holding public hearings in locations appropriate to ensure that 
residents who will be primarily affected have the opportunity to present their views; and 
publishing notices in the Federal Register. If a change to the Service Wilderness recommendation 
for the Refuge is necessitated by the alternative selected, the Record of Decision for this EIS 
would amend the Comprehensive Conservation Plan wilderness recommendation before 
exchanging any land with Doyon. After releasing the Record of Decision, the Service Director 
would notify the Secretary of the Interior of our revised Wilderness recommendation. Service 
recommendations for Wilderness designation of lands on National Wildlife Refuges in Alaska 
have been modified previously by the Director; most recently in 1991. Section 1.4.3.1 of the Final 
EIS has been revised to include the authorities for amending the Comprehensive Conservation 
Plan. Section 4.17 has been revised to include additional information on the effects each 
alternative would have on Refuge wilderness values. 

Comment 6010.007 From Friends of Alaska National Wildlife Refuges: 
There is a question of the legality of removing 26,500 acres of wilderness from the proposal 
approved in the Comprehensive Conservation Plan (CCP) without redoing the CCP. There are 
certainly no lands with equivalent wilderness values being offered in trade. 

Response to Comment 6010.007: 
The Record of Decision for this EIS would amend the Comprehensive Conservation Plan prior to 
exchanging any land with Doyon. The primary legal authority for amending the Comprehensive 
Conservation Plan is the Alaska National Interest Lands Conservation Act (94 Stat. 2371; 
ANILCA). The National Wildlife Refuge System Administration Act (16 U.S.C. 668dd-668ee) 
also provides authority for amending refuge comprehensive conservation plans. The draft EIS for 
the proposed Land Exchange Yukon Flats National Wildlife Refuge provided public review of 
the proposed amendment to the Comprehensive Conservation Plan. If a change to the Service 
Wilderness recommendation for the Refuge is necessitated by the alternative selected, the Record 
of Decision for this EIS would amend the Comprehensive Conservation Plan Wilderness 
recommendation before exchanging any land with Doyon. After releasing the Record of Decision, 
the Service Director would notify the Secretary of the Interior of our revised Wilderness 
recommendation. Service recommendations for Wilderness designation of lands on National 
Wildlife Refuges in Alaska have been modified previously by the Director; most recently in 
1991. Additional information on the proposed Wilderness area and other areas considered for 
Wilderness designation is provided in Section 3.5.2.1. Section 4.17 and Table 4-28 of the Final 
EIS contain further analysis of all the wilderness study units evaluated in the 1987 
Comprehensive Conservation Plan and Wilderness Review. 
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