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Dear Reader:

Enclosed is the Final Comprehensive Conservation Plan, Environmental Impact
Statement, Wilderness Review, and Wild River Plans (Plan) for the Arctic
National Wildlife Refuge, Alaska. The Plan has been prepared pursuant to
Sections 304(g), 605, 1008, and 1317 of the Alaska National Interest Lands
Conservation Act of 1980 (the Alaska Lands Act), Section 3(d) of the
Wilderness Act of 196%, and Section 102(2)(C) of the National Environmental
Policy Act of 1969. When producing long-term management plans for the
nation's national wildlife refuges, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (the
Service) actively seeks comments from the general public on the developmeat of
management alternatives and on the choice of a preferred management strategy.
The Plan includes seven alternative strategies for long-term management of the
Arctic National Wildlife Refuge.

Management of national wildlife refuges in Alaska must conform to the legal
and administrative requirements that are listed in the first section of this
document. Those that have a direct impact on the development of a long~range
plan and on the choice of the preferred management alternative are discussed

below.

According to the National Wildlife Refuge System Administration Act and
Section 304(b) of the Alaska Lands Act, no discretionary use of a national
wildlife refuge will be permitted by the Service unless it i1s first determined
to be compatible with the purposes for which the refuge was established. Uses
specifically mandated by Congress, or .for which separate legal standards are
legislatively established, are exempt from the compatibility requirement.
Section 304(g) of the Alaska Lands Act requires the preparation of a
comprehensive conservation plan for each unit of the National Wildlife Refuge
System established or enlarged by the Act. Such a plan designates areas
within a refuge according to their resources and values, outlines programs for
conserving fish and wildlife resource values, and specifies uses within each
area that may be compatible with the major purposes of the refuge.
Furthermore, such a plan discusses opportunities that will be made available
for fish and wildlife oriented recreation, ecological research, environmental

education and interpretation, and economic use of refuge lands.



In addition to presenting the Service's long range management strategies for
the Arctic Refuge, the Plan evaluates the effect of the proposed management
alternatives on subsistence uses and needs, as required by Section 810 of the
Alaska Lands Act. The law requires the Service to evaluate the effects on
subsistence use and needs before implementing any part of a plan that would
withdraw, reserve, lease, or otherwise permit the use, occupancy or
disposition of public lands. The Service is required to give notice and hold
public hearings on any action that would “"significantly restrict” subsistence
uses. Public hearings to be held in conjunction with the development of the
Plan, the Section 810 evaluation found as part of the text, and the
consideration of comments received on the Plan are designed to meet these
requirements.

The question of oil and gas development on the Arctic Refuge, particularly
development of the coastal plain, 1s of speclal interest to many groups.
Section 1003 of the Alaska Lands Act specifically prohibits oil and gas
leasing, development, and production anywhere on the Arctic Refuge. Until
Congress takes action to change this provision, the Service will not permit
oil and gas leasing in the refuge under any of the alternatives in the Plan.
When Congress makes a management decision, that action will be incorporated
into the Plan and implemented.

The Plan covers all of the Arctic Refuge, including the "1002" coastal plain
area. However, actions that Congress might take in the "1002" area, including
permitting oil and gas development or designating the area as wilderness, are
not addressed in this document. Section 1002(h) of the Alaska Lands Act
directed the Department of the Interior to provide the Congress with a
separate report on the future management of the "1002" area. The 1002(h)
report and legislative environmental impact statement, submitted to Congress
on June 1, 1987, analyzes five alternatives and contains the Secretary of the
Interior's recommendation that the entire area be made available for leasing.
The Congress will determine the future management of the "1002" area. In the
interim, in all of the alternatives in the Plan the 1.5 million acres of
federally managed lands in the "1002" area are treated as a minimal management

area.

During the process of developing plans for Alaska refuges, the public has an
opportunity to suggest what additional lands, if any, should be placed in the
National Wilderness Preservation System. Section 1317 of the Alaska Lands Act
requires the Service to review all non-designated lands in the National
Wildlife Refuge System in Alaska to determine their suitability or
non-suitability as wilderness.

Although large tracts of land on Alaska refuges may be found to be suitable as
wilderness, not all land that is suitable will be proposed for wilderness
designation because of the management strategies that will be used to meet
refuge purposes. As a result, the range of wilderness alternatives is
evaluated subsequent to the Service's selection of its preferred management
alternative. A wilderness proposal is examined for each of the management
alternatives in the Plan.



Congress established more than 19 million acres of wilderness on Alaska
refuges with the passage of the Alaska Lands Act. Therefore, the criteria
used to determine what land the Service additionally proposed for wilderness
designation include (1) the need for wilderness unit boundary adjustment and
(2) the addition of selected areas with outstanding resource values that may
have been inadvertently overlooked during the original wilderness review and
subsequent designations undertaken by Congress. A summary of public comments
on the Service's recommended wilderness proposal is included in the final
Arctic Refuge Comprehensive Conservation Plan, which is part of the wilderness
package sent to Congress.

Comments provided on the draft Plan have been taken into account in
preparation of this Plan. A record of decision will be published no sooner
than 45 days following the publication of the document, and the Service will
begin implementing the management directions in the preferred alternative.

Requests for further information should be directed to the Regional Director,

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, 1011 E. Tudor Road, Anchorage, Alaska 99503,
Attention: Bill Knauer, or contact Mr. Knauer at (907) 786-3399.

ely,

/i) )l

<rﬁﬂ'Regional Director

Enclosure



NOTICE TO READER

Section 304(g) of the Alaska National Interest Lands Conservation Act (the
Alaska Lands Act) of 1980 directed the Secretary of the Interior to prepare a
comprehensive conservation plan for the 19-million-acre Arctic National
Wildlife Refuge in northeastern Alaska. This plan is being prepared to
fulfill that requirement.

Section 1002 of the Alaska Lands Act further directed the Secretary of the
Interior to:

0 conduct biological and geological studies of the l.5-million-acre
coastal plain of the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge (the "1002"
area);

o] report the results of those studies to the Congress; and

0 recommend to the Congress whether the "1002" area should be made

available for oil and gas exploration and development.
The 1002(h) report and legislative environmental impact statement--which
analyzes five alternatives and contains the Secretary of the Interior's
recommendation--was submitted to the Congress on June 1, 1987. The five
alternatives in the report include:

o Alternative A--which would make the entire "1002" area available for
0oil and gas exploration and development;
0 Alternative B--which would limit the amount of the "1002" area

available for exploration and development by excluding the upper Jago
River area;

o Alternative C--which would provide for further exploration before the
Congress enacts leasing authority;
o Alternative D--which would allow the management of the '"1002" area to

continue under existing legal authority guided by the Arctic Refuge
comprehensive conservation plan, requiring no additional
congressional actionj and

o Alternative E--which calls for designation of the "1002" area as
wilderness pursuant to the 1964 Wilderness Act and the Alaska Lands
Act.

In the report the Secretary of the Interior recommended that the Congress
enact legislation directing him to conduct an orderly oil and gas leasing
program for the entire "1002" area (Alternative A) at such a pace and in such
circumstances as he determines will avoid unnecessary adverse effect on the
environment. Thus, future management of the '"1002" area is currently in the
hands of the Congress. This includes the potential for wilderness management
of these lands as directed by the Alaska Lands Act, Title 13, Section 1317.

The Fish and Wildlife Service (the Service) is presently managing the "1002"
area as it has done in the past, essentially as a minimal management area.
Until the Congress takes action on the future of the "1002" area the Service
will continue this practice. In all alternatives included in this
comprehensive conservation plan for the Arctic Refuge, the "1002" area is
treated as a minimal management area. Actions that the Congress may take in
the "1002" area--including making it available for oil and gas exploration and
development or designating it as wilderness--will not be addressed in this
plan. Any decision made by the Congress regarding the future management of
the "1002" area will be incorporated into this plan and implemented. Should
any additional studies or a wilderness review of the "1002" area be required,
they will be undertaken and completed at that time (see also the "Wilderness
Review of the 1002 Area" in the Introduction).



ARCTIC NATIONAL WILDLIFE REFUGE
FINAL COMPREHENSIVE CONSERVATION PLAN,
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT,
WILDERNESS REVIEW, AND
WILD RIVER PLANS

September, 1988

U.S. FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
REGION 7, 1011 E. TUDOR RD.
ANCHORAGE, AK 99503

The 19-million acre Arctic National Wildlife Refuge is located on the extreme
northeastern corner of Alaska. This draft comprehensive conservation plan and
environmental impact statement describes seven alternatives for managing the
Arctic National Wildlife Refuge, and evaluates the effects of implementing
each alternative. An alternative reflecting current management (no action),
is included. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service's preferred alternative is
identified and the criteria used in its selection are described. The document
also includes a wilderness review, which evaluates the suitability of lands
for wilderness designation, and management directions for the Ivishak, upper
Sheenjek and Wind rivers, three units of the National Wild River System.

For further information contact William W. Knauer (907) 786-3399.



THE ALASKA LANDS ACT REQUIREMENTS

Section 304(g) of the Alaska Lands Act requires the preparation of a
comprehensive conservation plan (CCP) for each unit of the National Wildlife
Refuge System established or enlarged by the Alaska Lands Act. These plans
are to designate areas within the refuge according to their respective
resources and values, specify the programs for conserving fish and wildlife
resource values, and specify the uses within each area that may be compatible
with the major purposes of the refuge. The plan also will set forth those
opportunities that will be provided within the refuge for fish and
wildlife-oriented recreation, ecological research, environmental education and
interpretation of refuge resources and values, and economic uses.

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE PLANNING DOCUMENTS

The Fish and Wildlife Service planning process for each refuge involves a
number of stages progressing from the development of a broad comprehensive
conservation plan/environmental impact statement/wilderness review, to the
formulation of detailed management plans for implementing specific components
of the comprehensive conservation plan.

,fhe comprehensive conservation plan addresses topics of resource
management, visitor use, refuge operations, and development in
general terms. The wilderness review determines which lands are
suitable for inclusion in the National Wilderness Preservation
System. The goal of this plan is to establish a consensus
between the Service and interested agencies, groups, and
individuals about the types and levels of visitor use,
development and resource management that will occur. These
decisions are based on the purposes of the refuge, its
significant values, the activities occurring there now, and the
resolution of any major issues surrounding possible land use
conflicts within and adjacent to the refuge. Detailed
jmanagement plans are prepared after completion of the CCP.

|[Refuge management plans identify the actions that
will be taken to preserve and protect natural and
cultural resources. Examples include a fishery
management plan, a wildlife habitat management
plan, a fire management plan, a land protection
plan, and a public use management plan.

Annual work plans identify specific tasks or projects to be
completed in the current year to implement the detailed
management plans.,

Public involvement and cooperative planning efforts are continued through the
completion of the detailed management plans.

-1i-
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SUMMARY
INTRODUCTION

The Final Arctic Refuge Comprehensive Conservation Plan/Environmental Impact
Statement /Wilderness Review/Wild River Plan (the plan) describes seven
alternatives for managing the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge, and identifies
the possible consequences of implementing the alternatives. Each alternative
provides broad policy guidance for managing the refuge. The plan also
includes an evaluation of the wilderness suitability of all the lands south of
the existing Arctic Refuge Wilderness and the "1002" area. Each management
alternative includes a wilderness proposal based in part on this review.
Finally, the plan includes management directions for the three designated wild
rivers within the refuge (the Ivishak, upper Sheenjek, and Wind rivers).

The Arctic Refuge encompasses about 19.5 million acres (7.9 million ha) in
northeastern Alaska, of which 19.2 million acres (7.7 million ha) are in
federal ownership--an area almost as large as all of New England. Fairbanks,
the largest city near the refuge, is about 180 air miles (290 km) south of the
refuge boundary. The Arctic Refuge is the most northerly unit, and the second
largest, in the National Wildlife Refuge System. The refuge is the only area
in the United States where people may practicably travel on foot or by boat
and traverse a full range of boreal forest, mountain, and north slope
landscapes and habitats because of the close proximity of the arctic coast and
mountains. The four tallest peaks in the Brooks Range, and the largest number
of glaciers, occur here. The northern slope descends to the Beaufort Sea and
a series of barrier islands and lagoons on the coast. Valleys are dotted with
lakes, sloughs and wetlands. Groves of stunted black spruce grade into tall
dense spruce forests in the Porcupine River area in the southeastern portion
of the refuge. The refuge includes fish and wildlife species common to arctic
and subarctic Alaska. Major portions of the calving ground for the Porcupine
caribou herd, one of the largest in Alaska, and critical habitat for the
endangered peregrine falcon are found here. Polar bear den on refuge land.
Other wildlife species found in the refuge include snow goose, tundra swan,
golden eagle, snowy owl, gyrfalcon, muskox (reintroduced into the refuge),
Dall sheep, brown and black bear, wolf, wolverine, arctic fox, lynx, marten,
snowshoe hare, and moose. Arctic grayling, lake trout, arctic char, chum,
chinook, coho and pink salmon, whitefish, northern pike, burbot and arctic cod
are found in the area's waters. The waters offshore of the refuge harbor
summering bowhead whales, and the coastal lagoons provide year-round habitat
for polar bear and ringed and bearded seals.

The Arctic National Wildlife Range was established on December 9, 1960, when
Secretary of Interior Fred A. Seaton signed Public Land Order 2214. The order
set aside 8.9 million acres (3.6 million ha) in the range. In 1971, Congress
enacted the Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act (ANCSA). Under the provisions
of this statute, the Secretary of Interior proposed 3.7 million acres

(1.5 million ha) be added to the existing Arctic National Wildlife Range.
(This proposal was ultimately incorporated into the Alaska National Interest
Lands Conservation Act.) Also under the Native Claims Act (and the Alaska
Lands Act), the Kaktovik Inupiat Corporation (KIC) has statutory entitlement
to ownership of about 92,000 surface acres (37,000 ha) along the coast; the
subsurface estate for this area was conveyed to the Arctic Slope Regional
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Corporation (ASRC) in 1983, 1984, and 1986 pursuant to a land exchange
agreement .

In December, 1980, Congress enacted the Alaska National Interest Lands
Conservation Act (the Alaska Lands Act). This act, among other things,
redesignated the original 8.9 million-acre (3.6-million hectare (ha)) Arctic
National Wildlife Range as the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge. All the
lands, waters, interests and whatever submerged lands, if any, that were
retained in federal ownership at the time of statehood were included in the
refuge. The Alaska Lands Act added to the original refuge about 9.1 million
acres (3.7 million ha) of adjoining public lands west to the Trans-Alaska
Pipeline and south to the Yukon Flats National Wildlife Refuge. The upper
Sheen jek, Wind and Ivishak rivers were designated as wild rivers. An area of
about 8 million acres (3 million ha), comprising most of the original refuge,
was designated as wilderness, while 1.5 million acres (607,000 ha) on the
arctic coastal plain was opened under Section 1002 to a limited exploration
program for oil and gas sufficient for a preparation of a report to Congress.
Leasing, development and production of oil and gas in the refuge were
prohibited by Section 1003 of the Alaska Lands Act, unless authorized by
further congressional action.

The Alaska Lands Act declared the purposes for which Arctic Refuge was
established and shall be managed include:

(i) to conserve fish and wildlife populations and habitats in their
natural diversity including, but not limited to, the Porcupine caribou
herd (including the participation in coordinated ecological studies and
management of this herd and the Western Arctic caribou herd), polar bears,
grizzly bears, muskox, Dall sheep, wolves, wolverines, snow geese,
peregrine falcons and other migratory birds and Arctic char and grayling;

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

(iii) to 1 -ovide, in a manner consistent with purposes set forth in
subparagre«phs (i) and (ii), the opportunity for continued subsistence uses
by local residents; and

(iv) to ensure, to the maximum extent practicable and in a manner
consistent with the purposes set forth in subparagraph (i), water quality
and necessary water quantity within the refuge.

PLANNING PROCESS

The first step in developing a comprehensive conservation plan for the Arctic
Refuge was to collect information. Field inventories, remote sensing, and
literature searches produced information about refuge resources and uses.
Public meetings, workshops, and other means were used to learn what people
were concerned about, and what they felt should be done on the refuge. All
available information was then analyzed with the help of resource specialists
from several agencies and the private sector to identify special values,
problems and issues as required by the Alaska Lands Act.
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The Service identified a number of special values in Arctic Refuge, including:
wilderness qualities; ecological values; geological/paleontological resources;
and scenic/recreational values. Examples of areas with these special values
include: upper Sheenjek, Ivishak and Wind wild rivers; ramparts of the
Porcupine River; Atigun Canyonj Firth River-Mancha Creek Research Natural
Area; Okpilak River valley; Old John Lake}; Peters and Schrader lakes;
Porcupine Lake; Sadlerochit Mountains and Warm Springs area; Shublik Spring
and Canning Forest; upper Coleen River; Beaufort Lagoon-Icy Reef-Kongakut
River area; Ignek Mesa; Echooka River; Fire Creekj and Ignek Creek.

The Service identified ten concerns that may affect management of the Arctic
Refuge in the future: oil and gas development within the refuge; mining within
the refuge; development and use of adjacent lands; use and development of
private inholdings within the refuge boundaryj; illegal harvesting of wildlife;
impacts to fish and wildlife due to increasing public use; conflicts between
users; loss of wilderness values; subsistence, commercial and sport harvests
of fish; and the need for additional resource and user data.

The Service conducted an extensive public involvement program in developing
this plan. Issues and concerns raised by the public included: protection of
fish and wildlife resources; maintaining subsistence opportunities; protecting
wilderness qualities; providing for oil and gas activities; providing for
access and transportation; impacts of recreational use; impacts of
researchers; use and development of Native allotments and inholdings; the
effect of proposed land exchanges}; providing for cabins; the Service's
management of the refuge; and the refuge planning process.

After reviewing the issues raised by the public, including refuge users, local
residents, and the State, and agency management concerns, the Service
identified eight significant issues for the comprehensive conservation plan:

o What effect will the plan have on the refuge's fish and wildlife
populations and habitats, particularly the Porcupine caribou herd?

) What effect will the plan have on the designation of additional
wilderness in the refuge?

o What effect will the plan have on the refuge's wilderness values?

0 What effect will the plan have on aircraft and other motorized access

into the refuge?
o What effect will the plan have on public use (guided and unguided
recreational use) levels in the refuge?

o What effect will the plan have on oil and gas activities south of the
"1002" area?

o What effect will the plan have on mining of active claims on refuge
lands?

o What effect will the plan have on other economic uses, such as

commercial timber harvesting?

The Service identified 14 potential issues relating to designating additional
portions of the Arctic Refuge as wilderness, of which four were determined to
be significant:
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0 What effect would wilderness designation have on the refuge's
wilderness values?

o What effect would wilderness designation have on oil and gas
activities south of the "1002" area?

o What effect would wilderness designation have on mining of active
claims on refuge lands?

o What effect would wilderness designation have on commercial timber
harvesting?

Public Comments on the Draft Plan

In response to comments on the draft plan by government agencies, Native
corporations, special interest groups, and the general public, the Service has
revised the document. The following major changes were made in the draft
document:

o The Alternative D, E and F wilderness proposals were modified to address
concerns expressed by the International Porcupine Caribou Commission and
Arctic Village. Refuge lands around Old John Lake, on the Junjik River
from Timber Lake to its confluence with the East Fork of the Chandalar
River, along the East Fork of the Chandalar River north to Red Sheep
Creek, and on the lower Wind River have been deleted from the wilderness
proposals. In addition, the proposed wilderness boundary in the southeast
corner in Alternative E was drawn back to the Porcupine River.

MANAGEMENT OF THE "1002" COASTAL PLAIN AREA

All discussions of the resources, uses, and consequences of those uses in the
"1002" coastal plain area are addressed in the 1002(h) report (Clough, Patton
and Christiansen, 1987). The Service is presently managing the "1002" area as
it has done in the past, essentially as a minimal management area. Until the
Congress takes action on the future of the "1002" area the Service will
continue this practice. In all alternatives included in this comprehensive
conservation plan for the Arctic Refuge, the "1002" area is treated as a
minimal management area. Actions that the Congress may take in the '1002"
area~—including making it available for oil and gas exploration and
development or designating it as wilderness--will not be addressed in this
plan. Any decision made by the Congress regarding the future management of
the "1002" area will be incorporated into this plan and implemented. Should
any additional studies or a wilderness review of the "1002" area be required,
they will be undertaken and completed at that time (see also the "Wilderness
Review of the 1002 Area" in the Introduction).

MANAGEMENT OF NATIVE CONVEYED LANDS SUBJECT TO SECTION 22(g)

The 92,000 acres (37,000 ha) of lands owned by Kaktovik Inupiat Corporation
(KIC) and Arctic Slope Regional Corporation (ASRC) are subject to the
provisions of Section 22(g) of the Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act
(ANCSA). The Service is concerned with protecting the important resource
values of these private lands, while also enabling the Native landowners to
derive economic benefits from their land. Oil and gas activities on the
Native corporation lands which are subject to the terms of the Chandler Lake
land exchange agreement will be subject to environmental standards established
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by Congress for the "1002" coastal plain area. For all other uses and
developments the Service will work cooperatively with the Native corporations
to ensure that Native and federal interests on 22(g) lands are protected.

COMMON MANAGEMENT DIRECTIONS

Management of the refuge under any alternative is governed by federal laws,
Service policies, and principles of sound resource management--all of which
restrict the range of potential activities. Accordingly, certain management
directions must be implemented in all of the management alternatives for
Arctic Refuge. These common management directions include:

0

maintaining the Firth River-Mancha Creek and Shublik research natural
areas in a natural condition, with no improvement or disturbance of
the habitats;

maintaining the Neruokpuk Lakes Public Use Natural Area essentially
unmodified for public use.

managing the Ivishak, upper Sheenjek, and Wind wild rivers to protect
their biological, physical, esthetic, historic, archeologic, and
scenic features, and to provide opportunities for research and
recreation;

coordinating management with other resource management agencies, and
cooperating with owners of refuge inholdings and adjacent lands;

working with the State to ensure that all Service actions taken under
this plan are consistent, to the maximum extent practicable, with the
State approved coastal zone management plan;

collecting data on fish and wildlife species, public use, and other
topics that are of high management concernj

ensuring that fish and wildlife populations and ecological
relationships necessary to conserve natural diversity are maintained}

working with the Alaska Department of Fish and Game (ADF&G) to
maintain or increase the refuge's arctic peregrine falcon, caribou,
Dall sheep, muskox, moose, black and brown bear, wolf, and furbearer
populations;

ensuring that water quality and quantity and air quality are
protected in compliance with federal and state laws and regulations;

ensuring that all significant historic, archeological,
paleontological, and cultural resources on the refuge are protected
and managed in accordance with federal and state laws;

ensuring that subsistence opportunities are maintained by assessing
potential impacts of proposed uses or activities, conducting
research, enforcing regulations, and monitoring fish and wildlife
populations and uses;
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