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PUBLIC COMMENTS 

Subject Issue Response Recommendation 

LAND USE DESIGNATIONS 

Agriculture Unit K-32 is located in the area where the 

proposed Nenana River Bridge will be built.  The 

state should ensure that the land is available for 

sale to the public prior to or immediately after the 

bridge is built because the “new” ease of access 

to that area will make it very desirable. 

The Division of Agriculture intends to have the land offered for disposal 

concurrently with the development of the bridge.  The Division of 

Agriculture agrees that it will be important for that land to be available 

for the public. 

No change. 

 Too much land is being designated in for 

Agriculture in the YTAP.  Some of the areas 

don‟t have the proper soils for agriculture.  

Several units are located in improper places such 

as very close to the Trans-Alaska pipeline.   

Less land is designated for Agriculture in the 2012 Yukon Tanana Area 

Plan (YTAP) than in the 1991 Tanana Basin Area Plan (TBAP).  Most 

of the YTAP made up the western half of the TBAP.  The YTAP 

designates approximately 195,500 acres for Agriculture, whereby over 

200,000 acres of land in the western half of TBAP were designated for 

Agriculture or co-designated as Agriculture and Settlement.  A table 

depicting the differences in acreages between the TBAP and YTAP is 

attached to this document as Appendix A. 

 

The land that has been recommended for Agriculture classification is 

based on topographical studies and knowledge of location desirability.  

The land is likely to sell in part due to access.  The areas near the 

pipeline are desirable because they have already been cleared.   

No change.  

 Agricultural sales should be prioritized for sale to 

Alaskan Residents and that the products should 

be prioritized for sale within Alaska, rather than 

purchased and exported by a multi-national 

corporation. 

The state is not allowed to prioritize sale to state residents.  They are 

also not allowed to limit the exportation of crops.  The state legislature 

specifically rescinded a law several years ago that had limited sales to 

state residents and US citizens. 

No change. 

Settlement The land located near Teklanika River, including 

unit P-13 should be closed to any additional 

settlement.  Settlement density is already too high 

in that area and it is causing public conflicts and 

overuse of the area which has resulted in the 

degradation of the environment.  The language 

for this management unit should be revised to 

preclude future settlement. 

DNR is unaware of the impacts that are described in the comment.  

Access to this area is good, both winter and summer, the firewood 

supply is more than adequate, and tracts in this parcel are at least 5 acres 

in size.  In any future disposal DNR must consider the restrictions 

imposed in previous offerings (nominal 5 acres with a maximum width 

with 1000‟ of the Teklanika River, woodlots, and retained land.  

However, DNR concurs that adding „settlement density‟ in the list of 

items to be considered in future disposals is appropriate.  

 

Revise the management intent accordingly, …” Any future offering 

must consider the restrictions imposed on previous offerings (nominal 5 

acres maximum within 1000‟ of the Teklanika River, woodlots, 

settlement density, and retained lands.) 

Revise:  See Response. 
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 The size of management unit K-69 should be 

reduced to exclude the lands adjacent to the 

Toklat River to provide protection of the habitat 

corridors in that area. 

The lands adjacent to the Toklat River, including its riparian area, are 

situated within units K-61 and K-68, both of which are designated 

Habitat and Public Recreation – Dispersed. The two units therefore 

provide protection to river and its riverine areas, and it is not necessary 

to reduce the size of unit K-69.  Further, the existing management intent 

language for this unit requires the avoidance of wetland and riverine 

areas.  

No change. 

 The General Use state land adjacent to the Toklat 

and Sushana Rivers in units K-62 and K-67 

should indicate that the land will be retained by 

the state in the management intent for those units. 

Areas adjacent to the Toklat and Sushana Rivers are contained with two 

very large management units – K-54 and K-61.  The more sensitive 

habitat areas are included in these two units, and there is no reason to 

require the retention of state land within unit K-62, which is situated 

between units K-54 and K-68.  State land within K-54 and K-68 are to 

be retained in state ownership. However, to be clear, add the phrase 

„Retain in state ownership‟ to K-54. 

Revise:  See Response. 

 Portions of units P-88 and P-89 should be 

designated for Habitat and Recreation –

Dispersed.  The terrain in the detached western 

section of P-88 is mostly tundra.  The area near 

Panguingue Creek is abundant with wildlife.  The 

western two sections of P-89 are on the north 

slope of a ridge and unsuited for settlement. 

P-89 is affected by a current decision (ADL 229606) which stipulates 

that this land will go to the Mental Health Trust unless the state‟s 

responsibility to compensate the Trust can be secured through the 

conveyance of other state land (than this).  The conditions of 

conveyance have already been identified in this decision and no 

additional requirements can be added.  P-88 is affected by a municipal 

selection and the establishment of specific requirements prior to the 

adjudication of this parcel is inappropriate.  This is more properly dealt 

with in the adjudication decision. However, it is appropriate to include 

in the Description portion of the Resource Allocation Table the factual 

information that is identified in this comment. 

 

P-88: Add:  ‘The westernmost parcel consists mostly of tundra and 

the area near Panguinque Creek is an important habitat area.’ 
 

P-89: Add:  ‘The westernmost area of this unit is situated on the 

north slope of a ridge.’ 

Revise:  See Response. 

 Existing settlement density and proximity to 

traditional native villages should be taken into 

consideration before more land is sold for remote 

recreation and private settlement. 

Land owned by the State of Alaska is public land, regardless of where it 

is located.  If public land is deemed appropriate for disposal to the 

public, and there is anticipated public interest in the area for disposal, 

that land may be designated within this plan and classified by the 

Commissioner for Settlement.  

No change. 

 Land disposals surrounding the Tolkat River in 

Unit K-69 should require consultation with 

ADF&G.  Wildlife corridors on either side of the 

river should be retained.   

Wildlife corridors adjacent to the Toklat River are retained already in 

units K-61 and K-68.   

No change. 

 Land disposals bordering the Parks Highway and 

Nenana River Corridor (Units P-45 and P-78), 

should require consultation with ADF&G prior to 

Concur.  Add „Consult with ADF&G prior to undertaking land disposals 

bordering the Nenana River Corridor‟ to the management intent 

language of P-45 and P-68. 

Revise:  See Response. 
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sale. 

Forestry Strong public support for the expansion of the 

Tanana Valley State Forest. 

The state appreciates the public support for the expansion to the Tanana 

Valley State Forest. 

No change. 

 Areas of public harvest of trees should be 

identified within the Tanana Valley State Forest 

and on lands designated for Forestry.   

A Forestry permit is required for public harvest within the Tanana 

Valley State Forest.  The Division of Forestry will be able to identify 

those areas and any restrictions during the permitting processes. 

No change. 

 Regulations should be changed to allow people to 

use dead and downed trees on public land for 

personal use at home.    

The use of dead and downed trees for personal firewood is allowed on 

site under the Generally Allowed Use regulation 11 AAC 96.020.We 

have recommended a revision to the administrative regulations to allow 

for offsite personal use of dead and downed trees.  However, it is 

beyond the scope of this plan to include this recommended revision 

since the change that needs to occur is relative to the aforementioned 

Administrative regulation. 

No change. 

Unit K-72 Comments received at the aforementioned 

community meeting in Lake Minchumina 

indicated that the northeast part of K-72 within 

T013S0R025W is used extensively for personal 

wood harvest and that this area should be 

managed for this purpose. 

Concur.  Revise the Description section for this unit to indicate that 

personal wood harvest occurs in this area and revise the management 

intent section to indicate that the area within T013S0R025W should be 

managed to permit this form of harvest. 

Revise:  See Response 

General Use Unit P-60 should be retained as a habitat area.  It 

is unclear why the designation was revised to 

General Use. 

Concur.  Comments from the public substantiated the use of this area for 

recreation, particularly for hunting, and review of habitat data indicated 

the presence of sensitive moose habitat.  The designation will be 

changed to Habitat and Public Recreation – Dispersed.  Language will 

also be included to indicate that the parcel will be retained in state 

ownership and is to be managed for its public recreation and habitat 

values and uses. 

Revise:  See Response. 

Heritage Resources The Old Minto Village (Mentee) should be 

recognized as a historic place.  It is an important 

area to the Mentee people.  The land is located in 

unit L-02 which is recommended for designation 

of Habitat and Dispersed Recreation. 

The Old Minto Village is located within the Minto Flats State Game 

Refuge (Unit L-02).  A historical description of the Old Minto Village 

will be identified within the Heritage Resources section of Chapter 2. 

Revise:  See Response. 

Public Recreation The Livengood Creek Area should not be 

managed for Recreation.  It should be General 

Use. 

General use is the appropriate designation for the Livengood Creek area.  

The area is used for multiple purposes, including recreational use.   

No change. 

 The Nenana River should be recommended for 

designation as a State Recreation River.  Units P-

98, P-56, P-63, P-64, and P-65 should be included 

as part of the Recreation River designation. 

The plan recommends that the Nenana River be designated as a State 

Recreation River (SRR).  Management Unit P-98 contains the Nenana 

River and many of its adjacent riverine areas, and subunits P-98.2-.4 are 

specifically recommended for designation as a SRR. Subunit P-98.1 

occupies an area north of the main area of popular recreation use and is 

not, therefore, recommended for designation. 

 

The focus of a SRR is the river itself and its adjacent riverine areas.  

With few exceptions in the one area that has state recreation rives 

No change. 
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(Susitna Valley), large adjacent areas are not included.  Management 

units P-56, P-63, P-64, and P-65 are large upland units that are situated a 

substantial distance away from the riverine areas of the Nenana River 

and therefore are not appropriate for designation as SRRs. 

Transportation Corridor The Tanana River should be identified as a 

Transportation Corridor in addition to Recreation 

and Habitat. 

  

Agree in part.  Although the Tanana River is used for transportation, it 

is not appropriate to identify it as a “transportation corridor”.  For the 

purpose of this plan, a transportation corridor refers to a developed 

facility, such as a railroad or road system, not a waterbody. 

 

The Tanana River is identified in the Lower Tanana Region as 

management unit T-98, which provides for the protection of public 

access to and across the river.”   The management intent will be revised 

to include the following statement:  “This river is used as a 

transportation corridor by the public.  Maintain public access on trails 

and easements that provide access…” 

Revise:  See Response. 

 

Utility Corridor A land designation for utility corridors needs to 

be designated to parallel and encompass the 

Trans-Alaska Pipeline. 

A designation for a utility corridor along the pipeline is not necessary as 

that area is already protected through an easement which provides a 

right of way. 

No change. 

Water Resources Land located within F008N004W and 

F009N004W should not be designated for Water 

Resources.  The few small ponds contain 

permafrost lowlands and are not unique to the 

region and thereby do not warrant special status. 

Upon further review of the management unit, a General Use designation 

is more appropriate.  The unit is remote, generally inaccessible, and is 

not expected to be developed during the planning period. Unit T-71 will 

be redesignated for General Use. 

Revise:  See Response. 

 The classification “water resources land” includes 

“hydro power sites”, which is a use that conflicts 

the other two uses “water supply and watershed 

protection.” 

 The classification „Water Resources‟ includes „hydro power sites‟ in its 

definition. This, we agree, is to a certain degree inconsistent with the 

other uses of this classification.  However, the definition of Water 

Resources is contained in Alaska Administrative Code (11 AAC 55.222) 

and it is beyond the scope of plan to alter the definitions of land 

classifications in administrative regulation. 

No change. 

Wildlife Habitat A lot of land within the planning area used to be 

classified for Wildlife Habitat and is now 

recommended for classification as Water 

Resources.   Why isn‟t the land being recognized 

for wildlife habitat? 

The land that has been designated for water resources consists of 

wetlands, riverine and lake areas.  Although habitat is generally 

associated with those areas, state regulation 11 AAC 55.230 requires 

that land classified wildlife habitat be primarily for fish and wildlife 

resource production, whether existing or through habitat manipulation, 

to supply sufficient numbers or a diversity of species to support 

commercial, recreational, or traditional uses on an optimum sustained 

yield basis; or a unique or rare assemblage of a single or multiple 

species of regional, state, or national significance.   

 

If the presence of behavior or need for habitat in those areas do not meet 

the regulation criteria, the land is not designated for wildlife habitat.  

However, the recognition of the hydraulic values of the land is still 

No change. 
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recognized through a water resources designation.  State land designated 

Water Resources requires the highest level of management control and 

therefore habitat resources will be automatically protected through the 

use of this designation.  Water Resources Land is retained state land. 

 Retention of the Hess Creek in its natural state is 

not reasonable.  The existing Hess Reservoir 

bisected and diverted flow from the drainage for 

historically for mining activity in the Livengood 

valley.  Future mining developments in the 

Livengood area may warrant reconsideration of 

this water supply. 

The plan recommends that the Hess Creek be retained in its natural state 

during the life of this plan.  Although development has occurred on the 

creek in the past, future significant development is not anticipated in the 

area.  Much of the land in the vicinity of Hess Creek has been 

recommended for classifications of Water Resources and Wildlife 

Habitat. 

 

Although development in that area is not anticipated, if  development 

should occur in that area, stipulations to mitigate adverse impacts on the 

Hess Creek will be decided upon during the authorization process  

No change. 

 Anadromous Fish are not discussed adequately in 

the plan. 

Disagree.  There is already extensive treatment of anadromous 

waterbodies in the plan. 

 

The presence of anadromous waterbodies is identified within the 

Description part of a management unit in the Resource Allocation 

Tables.  The term „anadromous‟ is defined in the Glossary. Further,    

management guidance regarding anadromous streams can be found 

within the Fish and Wildlife Habitat and Shorelands and Stream 

Corridors sections of Chapter 2. Guidance is provided regarding the 

siting and width of riparian buffers adjacent to anadromous waterbodies 

in the aforementioned sections and in the Table that identifies specific 

management requirements for riparian areas in Chapter 2.   For a list of 

Anadromous Waterbodies in Alaska, please consult the Department of 

Fish and Game. 

No change. 

 Small raptors and small furbearers should be 

included as one of the possible criteria‟s for a 

habitat designation.   

Disagree.  Small raptors and small furbearers are not generally 

considered as a determining factor when designating land for wildlife 

and habitat.  They are important however.  It is not necessary to 

designate land for habitat in order to protect wildlife.  Impacts to 

wildlife habitat are considered during the authorization process.  

Additionally, regardless of the land designation, DMLW manages the 

land consistent with the state and federal Endangered Species Acts, as 

stated in Management Guideline „I‟ of the Fish and Wildlife Habitat 

section of Chapter 2.   

No change. 

 All land designated for Habitat in the 1991 plan 

should be retained as Habitat land. 

Disagree.  The information provided by the Alaska Department of Fish 

and Game demonstrated that there have been significant changes to the 

distribution of wildlife within the western side of the Tanana Basin Area 

planning area, which is now included within the YTAP. The lands 

identified for wildlife habitat in the YTAP are based on more current 

information provided by ADF&G and are consistent with 11 AAC 

No change. 
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55.230. It would not be prudent to retain the habitat designations from 

the 1991 plan since the data those designations were based on is over 20 

years old.  

 The land that borders the White Mountains 

National Recreation Area should be redesignated 

for Habitat, not General Use, in order to provide a 

buffer for the recreation area. 

Disagree.  DNR is not authorized to designate land as Habitat unless the 

wildlife and habitat of that given area meet the criteria for the 

identification of sensitive habitat areas in Chapter 2. Moreover, as a 

matter of policy and practice, DNR does not provide such buffers 

adjacent to areas of this type.  It is the state‟s position that sufficient 

buffer area is provided within federal conservation units themselves.  

No change. 

 The Tatalina River should be designated for 

Habitat and Recreation Dispersed because of high 

moose density.  It is an important area for fall 

hunting.  

Disagree.  The Tatalina River is located within multiple management 

units, which vary in land use designations.  The river is identified within 

each of those management units.  Given the multiple use nature of the 

lands surrounding the Tatalina River and the size of the river, it would 

not be accurate to designate the entire river for habitat and recreation.  

No change. 

 The Toklat Springs an area that is critical to 

habitat.  The land in Unit K-67 should be should 

be managed for habitat values, not general use. 

Disagree.  The area of the Toklat Springs is not situated within K-67.  It 

is situated in unit K-68; this unit is designated Habitat with the 

requirement that DNR manage this area for its hydrologic, fish and 

wildlife, and habitat values.  K-67 is a large upland unit situated in 

excess of six miles from the area of the Toklat Springs and has no 

relationship or connection to that unit.  

No change. 

 Unit K-68 should be designated as a Critical 

Habitat Area to protect Tanana Chum Salmon 

which is a vital subsistence species. 

Concur.  K-68 is designated Habitat and is to be managed for its 

hydrologic, fish and wildlife, and habitat values.  The management 

intent for this unit indicates that the unit is to be retained in state 

ownership and it is recommended for designation as a state Critical 

Habitat Area.  See above response as well.  

No change. 

 Unit P-60 should be retained in state ownership.  

It should also retain the existing designation of 

Ha, Rd. 

Concur.  Staff has reviewed habitat information and has determined that 

significant portions of this unit provide important habitat for moose 

wintering, rutting, and calving.  Public comments have indicated that 

there is widespread use of this unit for public recreation purposes, 

primarily for hunting.  Based on this reevaluation DMLW concurs that 

this unit should be co-designated Habitat and Public Recreation.  

Management intent should indicate that the unit is to be managed for it 

habitat and public recreation values and that the unit is to be retained in 

state ownership.  The designation will be changed to Habitat and Public 

Recreation. 

Revise:  See Response. 

Protection of Zitziana 

Dunes 

The area of the Zitziana Dunes should be 

protected. 

Concur.  Create a new management unit that occupies the area of 3J4 in 

the 1985 TBAP. (This will require the extraction of this area from a 

portion of YTAP unit K-20).  This unit would be co-designated Public 

Recreation and Habitat.  This area would be retained by the state.  

Development within this area would not be authorized. 

Revise:  See Response. 

LAND CLASSIFICATIONS AND ORGANIZATIONOF THE PLAN 

Changes in the way land 

is classified. 

The YTAP does not include secondary 

designations.  Without primary and secondary 

It is correct that the state is authorized to identify to both primary and 

secondary uses under 11 AAC 55.404(c).  An authorization is not a 

No change. 
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uses, the management of the land cannot be 

prioritized. 

 

In the 1991 plan, there were primary and 

secondary designations which established a 

priority for the uses in each management unit.  

Page 1-5 in the 1991 plan states:  “Surface uses 

are designated primary if they are major surface 

uses.  A secondary use is permitted when its 

occurrence will not adversely affect achieving the 

objectives for primary uses.” 

requirement though.  The state manages land based on plan 

designations, management intent and management guidelines specific to 

a given unit of land.  Land use classifications reflect plan designations 

and are intended to identify the primary use of state land, which is the 

prioritized use of the land.   

 

All state land is available for multiple use and the purpose of secondary 

designations is to indicate the other uses that could occur on a given 

unit.  However, the use of secondary designations has complicated DNR 

land management and the application of classifications.  The use of 

these designations does not add clarity as to how state land is to be 

managed.  DNR has found that it is preferable to identify a primary 

designation (or complementary co-designations) and then to indicate 

that all other uses are to be compatible with the primary designation(s).   

 

It is important to realize that although secondary uses in the 1991 TBAP 

were formatted in a list; those uses did not prohibit other uses from 

occurring or being authorized on that land.  11 AAC 55.040(c) also 

allows the department to authorize other uses if they do not conflict with 

plan.  The conflict determination is based on the land classification, not 

a secondary use, both in the 1991 plan and the YTAP. 

 Why is land Co-Classified for Mineral and 

Wildlife Habitat and Coal and Wildlife Habitat?  

These are not compatible uses of the land. 

Alaska Statute (AS 38.05.185) and State Regulation 11 AAC 86.135, 

both explain that public land is open to mineral location unless it is 

closed to such entry, unless the commissioner makes a finding through 

the authorization process that location would conflict with significant 

surface uses of the land.   

 

The co-designations of Coal or Minerals with Habitat is discussed in 

Chapter 2 within the Subsurface Resources section (pages 2-52 and 53).  

If this co-designation is used, it means there are either high mineral or 

coal value in addition to high habitat values within the management 

unit.  It is further explained in chapter 3, on page 3-8, that except where 

state land is closed to mineral entry or coal leasing, DNR will treat 

mining or coal extraction as a use that may be compatible use with the 

surface use. 

 

In the instances where a management unit has both a significant mineral 

or coal value and habitat, the determination of whether those uses are 

incompatible will be made during the authorization process.  There may 

be instances where the uses are not necessarily compatible but the 

stipulations will be required in order to mitigate adverse impacts against 

the surface use.  There may also be instances where the adverse impacts 

to surface uses are so significant that the use may not be allowed.  

No change. 
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 A table was available at the public meeting which 

identified the differences in acreage distribution.  

That information should also be provided in the 

plan. 

A table depicting the comparison of the acreage distribution of land 

classifications between the 1991 TBAP and the 2012 YTAP will be 

included in the plan.  The table will be attached as an appendix to this 

document.  

Revise:  See Response. 

 The plan should clarify how it will manage the 

subsurface estate (minerals, oil and gas resources, 

and coal) of lands managed for Agriculture and 

Settlement both prior to the and after the land is 

sold. 

The YTAP has recommended a Leasehold Location Order for the 

management of subsurface resources on lands that are designated for 

Settlement.  It is included in the draft plan as Appendix C (LLO 33).  

The leasehold location order does not close the land to mineral entry or 

coal extraction.  Rather, it requires the miner to go through the leasing 

process rather than The processes associated with a mining claim.  The 

Division of Agriculture has, at the time of sale of agricultural or 

proceeding it, the option of closing the affected area to mineral entry or 

applying a leasehold location order, similar to that used for Settlement. 

No change. 

 The revised plan should be organized in the same 

way as the 1991 plan for ease of comparison. 

The YTAP is organized consistent with other area plans that have been 

written since the year 2000.  Although it is not organized in the same 

way, the same basic information is presented.  For ease of comparison, 

the 1991 plan designations and management unit numbers will be 

reflected on the Resource Allocation Tables for the planning regions. 

Revise:  See Response. 

ACCESS 

Navigable Water Livengood Creek should not be listed as 

navigable water.  Previous disturbance, small 

flows, and beaver activity together preclude any 

transportation along the creek. 

Livengood Creek has been determined to be navigable by the State of 

Alaska, Department of Natural Resources, Public Access Assertion and 

Defense Unit.  Beaver activity occurs throughout Alaska and their dams 

are not considered to be a permanent blockage of the waterway and are 

not criteria in the determination of a navigable waterbody. 

No change. 

RS 2477 Trails Many of the RS 2477 Trails included in the plan 

have not been used in decades and can‟t be found 

on the ground.  Why are they still listed as 

historic trails if they aren‟t used?   

The RS 2477 Trails are recorded historical trails.  The Department of 

Natural Resources Public Access Assertion and Defense Unit is in the 

process of ground proofing all RS 2477 routes.  Each route is kept on 

record until it is determined by the department that it is not a valid route. 

No change. 

Road to Nome The Road to Nome is not under construction and 

the exact route is not yet known. 

Agree.  The road to Nome is not yet under construction.  However, it is 

a potential major undertaking that has been proposed by the state and 

will likely occur throughout the life of this plan.  It is important to 

document development projects that will likely occur in the future when 

known.  See also the response to the Alaska Department of 

Transportation below. 

No change. 

Road from Manley Hot 

Springs to Tanana 

The route for the Manley Hot Springs to Tanana 

Road is not finalized.  It should be depicted on 

the maps as “proposed”, not as an existing road. 

Agree.  The route from Manley Hot Springs is not finalized.  It is not 

depicted on the maps as a road.  However, the RS 2477 (RST 152), that 

will likely be followed by the road, is depicted on the maps.  Should the 

data for a finalized route be made available prior to the publication of 

this plan, it will be included on the plan maps. 

No change. 

BIOMASS 

Forestry Practices State forestry practices need to change to use 

trees that are identified for controlled burns and 

The Division of Forestry has been refining its processes and has begun 

to research and conduct biomass projects.  The decision of how to 

No change. 
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forest thinning as biomass fuel so that it can be 

used as an energy resource by the public and 

private entities, rather than wasted on site.  

dispose of downed trees, whether onsite, or in controlled burns, is made 

by the Division of Forestry.  Given the impetus in the state to utilize 

forestry resources as biomass, it is likely that byproducts of forestry 

practices will be used for biomass, rather than disposed of onsite in the 

future. However, until this process has been developed and approved by 

the Division of Forestry, it is premature to state a policy in the area plan. 

Land Disposals and 

Biomass Resources 

Trees that are cleared for settlement and 

agricultural lands should be used for Biomass 

fuel.   

The Division of Forestry, Land Sales and Agriculture work together on 

this issue.  At this time, decisions on how trees are disposed of depend 

on whether the trees were cleared before or after the land was disposed 

of.  If the trees are cleared prior to the sale of the land, the decision is 

made by the state entities.  If the trees are cleared after that land has 

been disposed of, the property owner decides how they want the trees to 

be disposed of.   

 

Language will be added to the Forestry Goals section of Chapter 2 to 

indicate that the byproducts of forestry practices and land clearing to be 

utilized for biomass wherever feasible and practical. See additional 

language recommendations from the Forestry Division below. 

Revise:  See Response. 

Forestry Land 

Classifications for 

Biomass 

Should Settlement and Agriculture lands be Co-

Classified with Forestry to ensure that the wood 

can be used for Biomass? 

Disagree.  Forestry is an incompatible use with Settlement and 

Agriculture. 

No change. 

LOCAL DEVELOPMENT PLANS 

Community 

Development Plans 

The YTAP does not account for potential 

expansion in the Nenana and Minto Flats areas 

from agriculture land, bridge over the Nenana 

River and natural gas exploration.  The 

Totochaket project will likely result in increased 

access and demand for Settlement and 

Agriculture land within that area and particularly 

within unit K-32. 

The plan provides for both settlement and agricultural development 

within the Kantishna region, should a bridge over the Nenana River be 

constructed near Nenana.   

 

Specifically, the plan provides areas for both agricultural development 

(within the very large K-32, at 148,000 acres) and settlement within 

units K-25, K-35, and K-65, all of which are situated near the area of 

possible expansion.  Settlement associated with development is 

provided for in K-32, where most of this demand is likely to occur.  In 

the event that these areas are insufficient for actual demand, the plan can 

be modified in the future when the actual demand levels and locations 

are known with better certainty.  

No change. 

Denali Borough Airport Correspondence from the Denali Borough 

recommends the development of a regional 

airport / industrial area.  The area that is identified 

for this use by the borough is occupied by unit P-

71, which is co-designated Habitat and Public 

Recreation.  

It is beyond the authority of an area plan to make a recommendation for 

the establishment of a regional airport a particular location.  The state 

agency charged with the authority to make such determinations is the 

ADOT/PF.  This agency should be consulted in order to initiate the 

initial feasibility study of such a facility and to undertake the necessary 

siting studies.  This plan can, however, identify that the area of P-71 has 

been recommended by the Denali Borough for the establishment of a 

regional airport/industrial area and indicate that feasibility and siting 

studies, or other pertinent studies, will be required in order to make a 

Revise:  See response. 
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determination that this unit is appropriate for a regional airport.  This 

unit is already recommended to be retained in state ownership, unless 

required for another public use.  The aforementioned concepts will be 

included in the final plan. 

Denali Borough Airport The plan should recommend that the state should 

work with the Alaska Railroad and Denali 

Borough to establish an airport in the region. 

See above response.  We have informed ADOT/PF of the interest of the 

Denali Borough in developing an airport. 

No change. 

MAPPING 

Map Colors The maps were difficult to read because of the 

solid colors. 

The solid colors were used to distinguish the management unit 

designations.  Other than basic hydrology, topographical features were 

intentionally obscured.  The colors of the management designations in 

the final plan will be reflected with a level of transparency.  

Revise:  See response. 

River and Topography Rivers and topography should be depicted on the 

maps to give the public a geographical 

orientation. 

These maps are intended for state adjudicator purposes.  Maps included 

townships for location orientation.  Most area plan maps do not depict 

detailed topographical data because it occludes the boundaries of 

management units.  The YTAP has abundant hydrology and it will not 

be possible to depict all waterbodies on the maps due to the scale of the 

maps.  However, major rivers will be depicted on the final maps.   

Revise:  See response. 

Unit Depiction 

Comparison 

A map of the 1991 classifications should be 

provided for comparison with the revised 

classifications. 

It is inappropriate to include a map of the 1991 land use classifications.  

The plan supersedes these classifications.  However, we agree that such 

a map would be useful during the plan development phase (which is 

what we are in) and will include it on the DNR planning website. 

No change. 

Unit Designation 

Reference 

A “key” should be on the maps to identify the 

conversion of Land Classifications and 

Designations. 

There is a table included in the plan that identifies the conversion of 

Land Classifications and Designations for reference.  It is in Chapter 4 

on page 4-5, entitled “Land Designations – Conversion to 

Classifications”.  It is not necessary to include a key on each map. 

No change. 

Land Status Land status on the maps is outdated. Land status changes on a daily basis.  In order to finalize the 

management unit boundaries a “snap shot” of land status had to be used.  

The maps are dated for March, 2012.  The land status on the final maps 

will be more current. 

Revise:  See response. 

GIS Resources The State should have all GIS data available 

online for the public to review.  

The maps developed for the plan are for graphic representation 

purposes.  Upon finalization of the plan, the state will integrate the 

management unit classifications into their statewide mapping software 

(Alaska Mapper), which allows the public to turn layers on and off.  

No change. 

MINERALS AND SUBSURFACE DEVELOPMENT 

Mineral Entry Closures There are no lands within the YTAP that are 

being recommended for closure to mineral entry.  

More of the land in the planning area should be 

closed to mineral entry to protect habitat values.  

The requirement for a mineral closure is that there be a „finding that 

mining would be incompatible with significant surface uses on state 

land.‟  AS 38.05.185(a).  This has been interpreted to apply to areas 

designated Settlement and to areas with very important anadromous 

streams.  Other than these areas, DNR cannot conclude at this time that 

the potential for incompatibility exists in other areas with other 

designations.  Moreover, DNR can only impose a mineral closing order 

No change. 
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on small areas of state land (areas of up to 640 acres); closures of areas 

greater than this require legislative action and approval, which is beyond 

the scope of this plan.  

Leasehold Location 

Order 

Why does the Leasehold Location Order in 

YTAP only include Settlement Land?  Shouldn‟t 

Agriculture Lands also be included in the 

Leasehold Location Order? 

It is difficult to make the determination required under AS 

328.05.185(a) since agricultural disposals can occupy large areas and it 

is not clear that incompatibility with surface uses would, in fact, occur.  

However, the Division of Agriculture is not precluded from preparing a 

leasehold location order for agricultural areas if it so chooses, but it 

must find that an incompatibility of the type mentioned above exists. 

No change. 

PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD, NOTICE AND STANDING 

Length of Comment 

Period 

The comment period was not long enough and 

was timed badly.  People in Alaska are not 

available for plan review during the summer 

because they are enjoying the outdoors. 

The public noticing provided during the preparation of YTAP exceeded 

60 days; the normal public noticing period under AS 38.05.945 is 30 

days.  A longer period was provided for review to ensure an adequate 

opportunity for public comment.  The timing of this review was during 

the summer but did not conflict with the fall hunting season.   

No change. 

Public Notice Residents throughout the planning area should 

have been individually notified of the public 

comment period.  They should not have to read a 

newspaper or see a flyer at the Post Office to find 

out about a public comment period. 

It is impractical for DNR to contact each property owner in a planning 

area of over 12 million acres.  Such noticing is only done for projects 

affecting a small area, like 50 acres.  Rather, DNR uses area and local 

newspapers, posting at post offices and other sites where people gather 

locally, as well as other outreach methods – including going to each 

community that might be affected by the recommendations of the plan 

within the planning area.  This outreach meets (and greatly exceeds) the 

requirements under AS 38.05.945 for public noticing.   

No change. 

Comment Standing If a comment is submitted after the deadline, will 

it still be considered during the review process? 

Yes.  It is standard practice in the development of area plans to consider 

all comments, even those submitted after a specific comment deadline.   

No change. 

RECREATION 

Stampede Area (Wolf 

Townships) 

The land located within management units P80-

P86 should be recommended for legislative 

designation of a State Recreation Site, consistent 

with the proposal drafted by the Denali Borough 

currently debated in HB 113 and SB 60.  The land 

surrounding 8 Mile Lake should be managed 

intensely. 

Agree in part. This area has been discussed as a potential State 

Recreation Area (SRA) for many years and legislation has been 

introduced to create the SRA.   

 

This issue was discussed within DNR and our position is that the 

promotion of a SRA (or some other administrative entity to manage this 

area) is really a local matter and that the recommendation its creation 

should, more properly, come from the local community and its state 

legislative representatives.  However, it is appropriate for the plan to 

acknowledge that these efforts have occurred and that an entity of the 

type that has been previously introduced in legislation is compatible 

with the land use designations and management intent of the units in the 

Wolf Townships (or some portion of this area) and is considered 

appropriate for establishment in this area.  A new section will be added 

under the regional Management Summary (p. 3-97) that expresses these 

concepts.   

 Revise:  See 

Response. 
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 The land located within units P-80-86 should be 

identified as a Special Use Area through state 

regulations as the Stampede Special Use Area. 

Disagree.  It is inappropriate to identify this area as a Special Use Area 

at this time.  The creation of a State Recreation Area will, if it occurs, 

obviate the need for a special use area.  Only if the community is 

unsuccessful in its efforts to establish a SRA should a management 

technique of this type be considered.  A special use area can be 

established through an administrative act by DNR and its development 

is not dependent on the recommendations of this plan. 

No change. 

 A step-down management plan for the proposed 

Stampeded State Recreation Site should be 

developed to ensure proper management of the 

area. 

Disagree.  It is inappropriate to identify the need for a step-down plan in 

this plan.  The legislation that would establish a SRA would typically 

require the development of a management plan.  This management plan 

will constitute the step-down plan.  However, if an administrative 

approach involving regulations is considered appropriate, then this 

recommendation may be appropriate, but at this time the community 

supports the creation of a SRA. 

No change 

 Motorized recreational access should be 

prohibited and allowed only through permit in the 

Stampede area. 

This is an extremely contentious issue and resolution of an issue of this 

type is the subject of a special use area and it‟s implementing 

regulations.   This plan is of a general nature and covers over 12 million 

acres; it is inappropriate for area plans to attempt to resolve land use 

management issues at the local scale.  

No change 

GENERAL 

Recognition of 

Traditional Uses  

The plan did not adequately discuss the historic 

and traditional uses of the land.  More 

information should be included.  

Concur in part.  The plan focuses on the classification of the surface 

uses of state land.   Although the historical and traditional uses of the 

land are important, they are not the primary focus of this plan.   It is also 

inappropriate to depict culturally sensitive sites on area plan maps for 

the public.  For further information about the history and traditional uses 

of the State of Alaska, please consult the Division of History and 

Archaeology. 

 

However, we do agree that the plan should contain a section on 

traditional uses, including subsistence.  This description would describe 

the widespread distribution of these uses, indicate their importance, and 

that the plan recognizes this importance and will take the maintenance 

of traditional and subsistence uses into consideration in adjudication 

decisions.  It is likely that this section will be included in the Fish and 

Wildlife section of Chapter 2.  By including it in Chapter 2, these 

criteria will apply throughout the planning region.  

Revise.  See Response. 

Recognition of 

Subsistence Uses 

The plan does not adequately discuss Subsistence 

use and does not offer any adequate protection for 

subsistence resources and access to those 

resources. 

Subsistence use is important.  It can occur on all state lands and is 

considered to be a “Generally Allowed Use” under state regulation 11 

AAC 96.020, in compliance with applicable state and federal statues 

regarding the taking of fish and game.  See also above response. 

No change. 

Global Climate Change The plan should discuss the potential effects of 

global climate change on the planning area and 

how it may impact the management of state land 

It is beyond the scope of this plan to identify the effects of climate 

change.  This issue is of statewide scope and is being addressed through 

other processes at the state and federal levels.  Once those processes are 

No change. 
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and resources. completed, it may be possible for the effects of climate change to be 

identified, but until that occur DNR is unable to respond to requests of 

this type. 

Land Classification 

Responsibilities 

Why does the Department of Natural Resources, 

Division of Mining, Land and Water classify state 

land?  Land should be classified by the state 

legislature. 

The Alaska State Legislature has delegated its authority to classify state 

land to the Commissioner of the Department of Natural Resources in the 

Alaska Land Act, section AS 38.05.300.   

 

Decisions about significant use areas, such as state recreation site, state 

forest, or a critical habitat area, are deferred to the state legislature and 

are beyond the scope of this plan. 

No change. 

Land for Conveyance to 

Municipalities 

The city of Nenana is evaluating the feasibility of 

becoming a borough.  If so, what areas within the 

planning area would they be able to select for 

conveyance?  The areas of potential interest are:  

K-32 an Agriculture unit and K-64, a General Use 

unit. 

A borough of the type envisaged would be allocated a certain amount of 

state land that it can select in fulfillment of its entitlement.  AS 

29.65.130 identifies the land classification that are „conveyable‟ 

classifications.  That is, land can be selected from lands that are either 

unclassified or are affected by the classifications identified in this 

section of statute.  Both parcels are within conveyable classifications, 

but the determination of whether it is in the state‟s best interest to 

convey these parcels to a borough would be the subject of a subsequent 

municipal entitlement decision. 

No change. 

Population Growth 

Projections 

Population is expanding throughout the state of 

Alaska.  The plan does not recognize the 

increased population of McKinley Village and its 

impact on the region. 

Disagree.  The plan recognizes that a larger range of services and 

infrastructure will be needed in the future if development continues at 

McKinley Village.  The land at this location is, however, private and is 

therefore beyond the authority of this plan.  It is the responsibility of the 

Denali Borough, or another local entity, under their land use authorities, 

to properly zone (or use other management techniques) for potential 

growth and provide necessary services in this area.   

No change. 

Utility Definition “Utilities” are referred to often in the plan but are 

not defined in the glossary.  Include a definition 

of “Utilities” in the plan. 

Concur.  A definition of Utilities will be added to the plan as follows:  

In the context of this plan, “utilities” refer to public utilities such as 

light, power, water, and communication, as provided by either a public 

utility service or private entity, and any equipment or facilities that are 

necessary to provide or maintain such a service. 

Revise:  See Response. 
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ALASKA DEPARTMENT OF FISH & GAME 

Riparian Buffers ADF&G does not support the reduction of the 

riparian buffers along anadromous streams from 150 

feet to 100 feet.  The 1985/1991 TBAP states that a 

standard buffer of 200 feet should be established and 

a reduction could be decreased on a case by case 

basis. 

 

In contrast, the YTAP language states that the 

standard buffer is 100 feet, but could be increased to 

300 feet after consultation with ADF&G.  It is highly 

unlikely that DNR will ever agree to increase a 

buffer. 

 

ADF&G requests that DNR provide for a minimum 

of 150 feet buffer and building setback adjacent to 

anadromous streams and important resident fish 

bearing streams.  

 

More development is expected to occur throughout 

the life of this plan and it is important to ensure these 

buffers are in place. 

The width that DNR uses to establish the appropriate widths for 

riparian areas is derived from the widths identified in the Forest 

Resource Practices Act. For the interior areas of the state it is 100‟.  

The Agency Review Draft erroneously identified this width as 150‟.  

The actual applicable width is 100‟ for this part of Alaska. 

 

There is the ability in the management guideline I in the Shorelands 

and Stream Corridors section of Chapter 2 to increase the width of the 

riparian buffer if necessary, and based on comments received by 

ADFG on both the ARD and PRD we have increased the riparian 

buffer widths on specific streams based on recommendations. 

No change. 

Lower Tanana Region 

Unit T-04 Language should be reworded to state:  “Although no 

specific fish or wildlife life stage concentrations are 

known to occur…” 

Concur.  Language will be revised as recommended to state:  

“Although no specific fish or wildlife stage concentrations are known 

to occur…” 

Revise:  See Response. 

Unit T-12 Due to the significance of this are for moose and 

other wildlife and fishery resources, no disposal 

should occur within 200 feet of the confluence of the 

Chitanana and Tanana Rivers. 

Concur.  Buffer will be increased to 200 feet. Revise:  See Response. 

Unit T-46 It is incorrect to say Wood Bison are present in the 

area.  They have not yet been reintroduced into the 

area. 

Concur.  Information about Wood Bison in Unit T-46 will be stricken 

from the plan. 

Revise:  See Response. 

Kantishna Region 

Unit K-16 ADF&G should be consulted prior to any decision to 

offer land for disposal around Mooseheart Lake to 

ensure adequate protection of the riparian habitat and 

resources there. 

Concur.  Include under management intent: „ADF&G should be 

consulted prior to any decision to offer land for disposal around 

Mooseheart Lake to ensure adequate protection of riparian habitats and 

resources‟. 

Revise:  See Response.  

Unit K-24 ADF&G should be consulted prior to any decision to 

offer land for disposal around Kindanina and 

Concur.  Include under management intent: „ADF&G should be 

consulted be consulted prior to any decision to offer land for disposal 

Revise:  See Response  
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Geskakmina Lakes to ensure adequate protection of 

the riparian habitat and resources there. 

around Kindanina and Geskakmina Lakes to ensure adequate 

protection of riparian habitats and resources.‟ 

Unit K-37 ADF&G should be consulted prior to any forestry 

projects to ensure protection of fish and wildlife 

resources. 

Concur.  Include under management intent:  „ADF&G should be 

consulted prior to any forestry projects to ensure protection of fish and 

wildlife resources.‟ 

Revise:  See Response. 

Unit K-46 Northern Pike are found in Wein Lake and provide 

sport fishing opportunities for the public.  Public 

access to the lake should be maintained to and 

around the lake.  ADF&G recommends the 

establishment of a Public Use Site at the lake to 

ensure the access.  There is also a landing strip at the 

north end of the lake which should be referenced in 

the description of the unit.  The land on the eastern 

portion of Wein lake is wet and is not appropriate for 

settlement. 

 Concur in part.  Add:  under management intent, „Public access should 

be maintained to and along the lake to the extent feasible. A public use 

site, as described in Chapter 2, should be reserved or established in 

order to ensure access.‟ 

 

Add, under Description, „There is also a landing strip at the north end 

of Wein Lake‟. 

Revise:  See Response. 

Unit K-65 ADF&G stocks Dune Lake.  Public access should be 

maintained and a public use site should be 

established or reserved to ensure the access. 

Add: under management intent, „Access should be maintained to and 

along the lake and a public use site established or reserved to ensure 

public access.‟ 

Revise:  See Response. 

Unit K-76 Based on comments received at the public meeting 

held in Lake Minchumina in August, 2012, the 

community does not use this area for personal wood 

harvest, and believes that this unit has the 

characteristics of and should managed in a manner 

similar to K-72, which is designated General Use. 

Concur.  Delete unit K-76 and merge this area with K-72. 

 

(Note: This unit is also addressed in the public comments analysis) 

Revise:  See Response 

Unit K-72 Comments received at the aforementioned 

community meeting in Lake Minchumina indicated 

that the northeast part of K-72 within T013S0R025W 

is used extensively for personal wood harvest and 

that this area should be managed for this purpose. 

Concur.  Revise the Description section for this unit to indicate that 

personal wood harvest occurs in this area and revise the management 

intent section to indicate that the area within T013S0R025W should be 

managed to permit this form of harvest. 

Revise:  See Response 

Parks Highway and West Alaska Range Region 

Unit P-01 Although there are no Caribou present in the unit at 

this time, this could change throughout the life of the 

plan.  Information regarding Caribou should be 

removed from this unit description. 

Concur.  Delete reference to caribou. Revise:  See Response 

Unit P-38 The riparian buffer adjacent to Wood River should 

be 150 – 200 feet in order to protect this important 

fish and wildlife resource. 

Concur.  Revise recommendation to state that the riparian buffer width 

is 150‟. 

Revise: See Response. 

Unit P-39 ADF&G does not find this unit to be appropriate for 

additional land disposals because the area is fire 

prone and there is limited access to the area.  There is 

no access in the summer and winter access is only 

provided on the Rex Trail, which is restricted by 

DNR due to due to trail damage. 

Agree in part.  While DNR does not believe it appropriate to prohibit 

additional land disposals in this unit, we acknowledge that the unit is in 

a fire prone area and that a substantial fire risk exists. 

Add to management intent: „During project development, the wild land 

fire risk will be evaluated and, if necessary, areas may be restricted, or 

excluded from, development within the proposed development area.‟ 

Revise:  See Response 
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P-41 ADF&G should be consulted prior to any forestry 

projects to ensure protection of fish and wildlife 

resources. 

Concur.  Add to management intent: „ADF&G should be consulted 

prior to any forestry projects to ensure protection of fish and wildlife 

resources. 

Revise:  See Response 

P-42 A 150 feet riparian buffer should be reserved 

adjacent to the Little Delta River prior to land 

disposal to protect habitat and water quality. 

Concur.  Revise recommendation to state that the riparian buffer width 

is 150‟. 

Revise:  See Response 

P-44 DNR should retain some land around the lakes to 

ensure public access.  Access should be determined 

prior to land disposal and included within this plan. 

This issue is dealt with at length under various of the management 

guidelines in the Settlement section of Chapter 2.  No change is 

warranted. 

No change. 

DIVISION OF AGRICULTURE 

Grazing DAG recommends adding a section to the plan to 

outline the management intent for “Grazing”.  

Suggested language will be provided by DAG 

consistent with other recent Area Plans. 

 

 

 

Concur:  Add a new subsection (grazing) under the Agricultural section 

of Chapter 2.  See attachment for specific wording. 

Revise:  See Response. 

Agriculture Section of 

Chapter 2 

DAG identified a number of issues that require 

change to the current wording of this section.  Under 

line 10 add „and its distribution‟ after „production; 

under B. line 1, indicate that units less than 40 acres 

may be sold if, in the opinion of the Division, this is 

in the best interest of the state; and on line 11, p. 2-6, 

indicate that agricultural land cannot be used for 

other purposes that would, if authorized, preclude its 

eventual use for agriculture.,  

Concur.  Revise: Under line 10, p. 2-5, add „and its distribution‟ after 

the word „production; under B. line 1, p. 2-6, indicate that units less 

than 40 acres may be sold if, in the opinion of the Division, this is in 

the best interest of the state; and on line 11, p. 2-6, indicate that 

agricultural land cannot be used for other purposes that would preclude 

its eventual use for agriculture., 

Revise:  See response. 

DIVISION OF FORESTRY 

Biomass  DOF recommends adding a definition for “Woody 

Biomass” into the glossary of the plan, in place of 

those areas within the plan where only “biomass” is 

used in reference to forest derived fiber and other 

woody products, including timber and sawlogs.  This 

definition is designed to meet our use of the term in 

Alaska for forest management, harvest and energy 

utilization. 

 

Insert the following definition:  Woody Biomass 

refers to the aboveground and below ground portions 

of trees and woody plants. 

Concur.  Definition for “Woody Biomass” will be added to the 

glossary of the plan as recommended:  “Woody Biomass refers to the 

aboveground and below ground portions of trees and woody plan.”   

Revise:  See Response. 

Chapter 2 Forestry 

Section, Page 2-21, 

lines 5-11 

Refer to “biomass” as “woody biomass” and add in 

mention of black spruce and aspen as additional 

woody biomass sources in this opening paragraph in 

Concur.  “Woody biomass” will be added to lines 8 and 9. 

 

The recommended sentence will be added after line 11. 

Revise:  See Response. 
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lines 8 and 9.    

 

Insert the following sentence after line 11:  Black 

spruce and aspen are now recognized as an abundant 

source of woody biomass.  Communities are 

beginning to utilize woody biomass for heating 

public schools. 

Forestry Goals DOF recommends a revision to the text in the 

Forestry Section of Chapter 2 for the Forestry 

management goal: „Provision for Biomass for Public 

Purposes‟ as follows:  “DNR shall support actions to 

develop sustainable sources of energy for meeting 

community needs from renewable woody biomass 

obtained from state forest or other state lands.” 

Concur. Text will be revised as recommended by DOF in the Forestry 

section  management goal for „Provision of Biomass for Public 

Purposes‟ as follows:   “DNR shall support actions to develop 

sustainable sources of energy for meeting community needs from 

renewable woody biomass obtained from state forest or other state 

lands.” 

Revise:  See Response. 

Unit T-22 

 

In second description. Revise last sentence to read: 

“The area is a likely source of woody biomass.” 

Concur.  Text will be revised. Revise:  See Response. 

Unit K-66 In first description, revise biomass sentence to read: 

“Pole timber and fire-killed timber exist and are 

suitable for woody biomass utilization through 

winter road access.” 

Concur.  Revise text as recommended. Revise:  See Response 

Unit K-70 In first description, revise biomass sentence to read: 

“Pole timber and fire-killed timber exist and are 

suitable for woody biomass utilization through 

winter road access.” 

Concur.  Revise text as recommended. Revise:  See Response 

Glossary Text 

Revisions 

Page A-1, line 37 - add an “s” to Land in ANILCA 

 

Page A- 4, line 24 – add “and” to “FRPA. See Forest 

Resources and Practices Act. 

 

Page A-12, line 40 – add new definition for „woody 

biomass‟: Woody Biomass refers to the 

aboveground and belowground portions of trees and 

woody plants. 

Concur.  Text will be modified as recommended:   

 

Page A-1, line 37 - add an “s” to Land in ANILCA 

 

Page A- 4, line 24 – add “and” to “FRPA. See Forest Resources and 

Practices Act. 

 

Page A-12, line 40 – add new definition for „woody biomass‟: Woody 

Biomass refers to the aboveground and belowground portions of trees 

and woody plants. 

Revise:  See Response. 

DIVISION OF OIL & GAS 

Increased Interest in 

Oil and Gas 

Exploration in Interior 

Alaska 

The YTAP does not reference the increasing interest 

in Oil & Gas exploration in the northern region.  The 

state legislature has placed a 100 mile circle around 

Fairbanks for Oil & Gas exploration tax credits.  

Although this is a revenue issue, it is worth noting 

the interest. 

Correct.  The plan will be revised to include language regarding the 

increasing interest in Oil and Gas development in the northern region.  

The area within YTAP that is affected by the 100 mile circle around 

Fairbanks is within the Parks Highway & West Alaska Range Region. 

This area includes portions of unit P-37.  The Description section in the 

RAT for unit P-37 will be revised to include information about the 

state legislative interest in oil and gas development. 

 

Revise:  See Response. 
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The reminder of the land within that area of legislative interest is 

included in the Eastern Tanana Basin Area Plan, which is currently 

being drafted.  

Management Intent 

for Oil & Gas and 

Geothermal  

Resources 

The YTAP discussions about subsurface resources 

refer only to locatable minerals, such as mining.  It is 

unclear in the plan as to the State‟s unified 

management and land use provisions for oil and gas 

and geothermal resources, leasing and development 

throughout the planning area.   

 

The plan needs to specifically discuss the 

management intent related to these resources to 

assure access, leasing, exploration and development 

of oil and gas and geothermal subsurface resources.   

Agree in part.  Although the language regarding Oil &Gas 

development could be expanded upon, DMLW does not have the 

statutory authority to be involved in recommendations, planning and 

decision making for Oil & Gas development.   

 

The planning and decision making process for Oil & Gas development 

occurs under AS 38.05.180, whereby DMLW land planning authority 

is derived from AS 38.04.065.  DMLW thereby defers all decisions 

regarding the authorization process for Oil & Gas development.  

Information regarding the differing statutory authorities is provided in 

Chapter 2, Subsurface Resources section, Management Guideline „G‟ 

on page 2-52.   

 

It is reasonable to include language to ensure that access should be 

reserved to areas being explored or developed for Oil & Gas in the 

plan.  Oil & Gas and Geothermal resources will be specified in the 

Public Access section of Chapter 2 in Management Guideline „E‟: 

“Access for Development”.  

Revise:  See Response. 

 The plan appears to neither prohibit or support oil 

and gas exploration, geothermal, leasing and 

development.  DOG supports adding a specific 

discussion about potential transportation access 

corridors and the potential for oil and gas and 

geothermal activities on State land, including forestry 

lands, on a case by case basis. 

The plan is supportive of the development of natural resources 

throughout the planning area.  Oil & Gas Development is not 

prohibited within the planning area and can occur throughout the 

planning area, including land that is closed to mineral entry, regardless 

of the surface classification.  However, development of those resources 

within LDA‟s is subject to the management plans that are specific for 

those areas. 

 

See above responses regarding recommendations for Oil & Gas 

development and the preservation of access to those resources. 

No change. 

 The Forestry section of Chapter 2 is silent about Oil 

& Gas exploration, leasing and development. 

 

There is a significant amount of land recommended 

for inclusion in the Tanana Valley State Forest.  

Language regarding oil and gas access and 

development needs to be included, consistent with 

the Tanana Valley State Forest Management Plan: 

“Generally, oil and gas exploration, development. 

The resource sections in chapter 2 are written specifically within the 

context of each given resource.  Management guidelines are provided 

separately for each resource.  Oil & Gas development is addressed in 

the Sub-Surface Resources section. 

 

See above response regarding the allowance of Oil & Gas exploration 

throughout the planning area.  Development of those resources must 

adhere to the management plan for each LDA that development is 

going to occur. 

No change. 

 The plan should discuss the current and future 

petroleum potential for the Nenana Basin.  There is 

an existing exploration license for the area. 

Concur.  Information regarding the petroleum potential for the Nenana 

Basin will be added to the plan to the Subsurface Resources section of 

Chapter 2, in Management Guideline „G‟.   

Revise:  See Response. 
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“The potential for petroleum reserves within the YTAP are believed to 

be high in the Nenana River Basin and exploration is underway (2012) 

in that area, within the Lower Tanana and Kantishna Regions, 

including land within the Minto Flats State Game Refuge.”   

 

 

 Information regarding Geothermal energy needs to 

be added to the plan in areas of the plan that discuss 

energy development.  Include “Geothermal” on 

pages 1-10, 2-52, 3-64, and 3-65. 

 

Insert this text on page 2-52:  

 

“Geothermal Resources – The presence of 

geothermal resources, to support renewable energy 

development, may be likely within the planning area.  

Access and development of geothermal deposits at 

Chena Hot Springs, in the vicinity of Fairbanks, 

shows that there are known resources, and potential 

for location and use of geothermal resources for 

renewable energy in the area (Chena Hot Springs 

2012).  

The exploration and development of geothermal 

resources follows the planning processes under AS 

41.06, and 38.05.181.  The land use designations of 

the plan are multiple use in character and do not 

preclude geothermal leasing and resources 

development. 

  

The exploration and development of geothermal 

resources follows the planning process under 

AS.41.06 and 38.05.181.  The land designations of 

the plan are multiple use in character and do not 

preclude geothermal leasing and resource 

development.” 

Concur.  “Geothermal Resources” as defined in AS 41.06.060 will be 

added to the glossary of the plan. Geothermal Resources will be 

referenced in each of the recommended sections of the plan as 

requested.  

 

The recommended language for a management goal for Geothermal 

Resources will be added to the Subsurface Resources section of the 

plan.  However, the Chena Hot Springs will not be referenced in that 

language.  Chena Hot Springs are not within YTAP.  The Chena Hot 

Springs are located within the eastern side of the Tanana Basin Area 

Plan, not YTAP and it will be addressed in the Eastern Tanana Basin 

Area Plan which is currently under development.  Manley Hot Springs 

will be inserted into the text in place of Chena Hot Springs.  Manley 

Hot Springs is the corollary location to Chena Hot Springs within 

YTAP. Insert “The vicinity of the community of Manley is an active 

geothermal area and it will be an appropriate area for the development 

of geothermal resources.  This assertion is substantiated by a 2012 

Special Report (66) written by the Alaska Department of Natural 

Resources Division of Geological and Geophysical Surveys.  Page 132 

states: “The community of Manley is essentially located at Manley Hot 

Springs, which includes a high enough flow rate of high-temperature 

water to warrant further consideration of the resource for local 

energy.” 

Revise:  See Response. 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

Road Development 

T-26 

The YTAP mentions a road from Fairbanks to 

Nome.  Though DOT&PF currently isn‟t funding a 

project that will connect Fairbanks and Nome, we 

are funding a project to complete a road between 

Manley Hot Springs and Tanana.  The likely route of 

this new road, which will connect the end of the 

Concur.  Management intent for T-26 will be revised to allow “certain 

types of utilities, communication facilities, roads, and similar types of 

projects that provide a general public benefit.”  Text regarding future 

road development will be modified to focus on the road to Tanana, not 

the road to Nome. 

Revise:  See Response 
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existing Tofty Road with Tanana, will cross T-26 

(designated as Mi, Ha).  The management intent for 

this unit number does not allow for “certain types of 

utilities, communication facilities, roads, and similar 

types of projects that provide a general public 

benefit.”  For this reason, DOT&PF is requesting that 

the management intent for units T-26 and T-28 

(which contains the existing portion of the Tofty 

Road) take into account the upgrade and extension of 

the Tofty Road that may impact areas within these 

units. 

Access, Resources 

and uses of State Land 

section within the 

Lower Tanana Region 

of Chapter 3 – Road 

to Nome 

YTAP mentions the proposed route from Fairbanks 

to Nome by an extension of the Elliott Highway.  

This road is not under development yet.  This should 

be made clear in the plan. 

Disagree.  Plan currently states :( page 3-18, Line 25): “The Elliott 

Highway is proposed for expansion as a land route to Nome.”  No 

other information, including timelines for construction are included 

because the project has not begun. 

No change. 

Access, Resources 

and uses of State Land 

section within the 

Lower Tanana Region 

of Chapter 3 – Manley 

Hot Springs to Tanana 

Road 

YTAP does not mention the route that is currently 

being funded for construction by ADOT&PF from 

Manley Hot Springs to Tanana.  It mentions an 

unimproved road, which is actually the current 

alignment for the road, not an actual public road. 

Concur.  The description of the route from Manley Hot Springs to 

Tanana as an unimproved road on page 3-18, line 24, is inaccurate and 

it will be revised to the following:  “A road from Manley Hot Springs 

to Tanana has received funding from ADOT&PF. Current land access 

to Tanana from that area is provided along RS 2477 routes.” 

Revise:  See Response. 

Transportation 

Section Dropped from 

YTAP 

Why was the Transportation section dropped from 

the YTAP?  It had been included within the TBAP.  

Consider adding that section into the plan. 

Transportation is no longer included as an individual section in the 

revised area plans.  Transportation is an aspect discussed in the Public 

Access section of the plan.  Road development and planning is the 

function of the Department of Transportation.  

No change. 

DMLW Management 

Intent for Other 

Agencies (P. 1-12) 

The plan states that it does not provide management 

intent for prescribing actions and policies for 

agencies and governments other than DNR.  Yet, this 

does not appear to be the case when it pertains to 

ADF&G in Chapter 2, in the Fish and Wildlife 

Habitat section. 

DMLW often works in consultation with other agencies and divisions 

during the permitting and leasing processes in an effort to minimize or 

avoid adverse impacts to state resources.  ADF&G is consulted when 

there is potential for adverse impacts on habitat and fish and wildlife 

resources.  Mitigation stipulations may be established during the 

permitting or leasing process.  Consulting another agency is not the 

same as prescribing actions or policies for that agency.  Rather, it is a 

method to ensure the responsible development of state resources.  

No change. 

Precedence of 

subsurface resources 

over surface 

resources. 

The plan does not clarify that the development of 

subsurface resources may have a higher priority than 

the surface resources.  Subsurface resources, such as 

material sites, have to be developed where they are 

found.  As written, YTAP calls for avoidance or 

minimization of conflicts between users.  It is 

difficult to appreciate how this will be adjudicated 

The management goals within this plan that refer to protection or 

minimization of adverse effects on the environment and the protection 

of public access to recreational areas are valid goals that can coexist 

with development.  This is particularly true if the other agencies who 

manage fish and wildlife or recreational resources are consulted during 

the permitting or leasing process.  (See above response.) 

 

No change. 
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where you have both proposed subsurface 

development and the surface goals of “protection of 

the natural ecosystem”, or “maintain or enhance the 

quality of the natural environment,” “provide 

opportunities to view wildlife and the natural 

environment”, and “protect recreational resources 

including public access and visual resources.”  These 

are all valid goals for the management of state lands, 

there just needs to be some acknowledgement that 

they may not apply everywhere.  This should be 

standard language in every area plan. 

In accordance with AS 38.05.300, the plan  includes language in 

Chapter 2  explaining that subsurface resources are an allowable use on 

all land that is open to mineral entry.  Subsurface uses may take 

precedence over surface resources and stipulations may be required 

during the authorization process to mitigate the impact on the surface 

uses. This information can be found in the Introduction section of 

Chapter 2, in framework D, on page 2-3.  Further information is 

included in the Subsurface Resources section of Chapter 2, in 

Management Guideline B, on page 2-50.  Both the Material Sites (p. 2-

30-31) and Subsurface Resources sections (p. 2-50- 53) in Chapter 2 

state that material s extraction and mineral development on state land 

can occur regardless of the surface classification.  Material site 

development is only precluded if the plan prohibits such uses (it does 

not) and subsurface use is only prohibited if an area is closed to 

mineral entry. 

 

The plan recommends preferred locations for material sites and advises 

for avoidance of conflicts with surface uses, such as fish and wildlife 

and settlement areas, but does not state that they are prohibited from 

any given area.  (See Material Sites Management Guidelines.)  

 

The YTAP does not recommend any new mineral closures.   

Management Guideline B, Open to Mineral Entry, states the following:  

“By statute, all state lands are open to mineral location unless 

specifically closed.  Where an area is open to mineral location, a miner 

has the right to stake a mining location regardless of the surface use 

designation or classification.” 

Material Sites Include “material sites” on page 2-3, line 18 as 

follows:  “Except in areas closed to mineral entry, 

subsurface uses, including material sites, are 

considered an allowable use but must take into 

consideration the effects upon surface uses” 

Disagree.  It is not accurate to include material sites in a statement 

regarding subsurface resources because material sites are considered a 

surface use.  The statement regarding subsurface resources on page 2-

3, line 18, is meant to be an overarching statement regarding 

subsurface uses. 

 

All state land is multiple use land.  Unlike mineral development, 

material sites are not prohibited by Mineral Closing Orders. The siting 

of material sites is determined during the land disposal, road or facility 

development, and associated permitting processes.   

No change. 

Mitigation for adverse 

effects on wildlife and 

habitat. 

Include “to the extent feasible and prudent” on page 

2-13, line 3.  Adverse effects on fish and wildlife and 

habitat should not be considered as a priority over 

resource development. 

Disagree.  Fish and Wildlife Habitat are also a state resource.  One of 

many resources in fact, which need to be taken into consideration 

during the permitting or land disposal process.  Decisions are based on 

the benefit to the public interest as discussed in footnote 4 on page 2-

13, which states: “The types and amounts of mitigation requirements 

are determined through the balancing of potential impacts against the 

No change. 
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potential benefits of a given project, and DNR, though a written 

determination, may determine that the impacts that are associated with 

a project are likely and are adverse, but are acceptable in the 

determination of the state‟s best interest.  This does not preclude DNR 

from imposing those stipulations necessary to protect the public 

interest.”  See also above response. 

Waterfowl 

differentiation of 

Trumpeter Swans 

Why are „Trumpeter Swans‟ identified as a separate 

species from waterfowl?  They should be included 

within that general category. 

Trumpeter Swans are separated because their status as a species is 

tenuous.  Although the Trumpeter Swan population has been 

recovering in the Alaska, they are endangered in many states and 

Canada and are afforded special protection. Because of this, they are 

identified as a species that requires strong consideration in the plan.  

DNR area plans for the past 20 years or more have identified this 

species as requiring special management attention. 

No Change. 

Allowing uses in Fish 

and Wildlife Habitats 

(Ha) Chapter 2, Fish 

and Wildlife Habitat,  

Management 

Guideline  „B‟. 

 

Include reference to 

Management 

Guideline  „R‟ 

Include a reference to guideline „R‟ on page 2-15, in 

the Fish and Wildlife Habitat section of chapter 2, 

guideline B „Allowing Uses in Fish and Wildlife‟, 

states, “Uses not consistent with a plan designation 

or not authorized in management intent statement 

and that, if permitted would result in the degradation 

of the resource(s) within areas designated “Ha”, are 

to be considered incompatible and are not to be 

authorized.” 

 

Guideline “R” on page 2-19, „Protection of 

Resources and Balancing of Impacts with Potential 

Development., states that development “Uses that are 

not compatible with these uses and resources are to 

be made compatible through the use of stipulations. 

Concur.  Although the protection of Fish and Wildlife Habitat is the 

highest priority within areas that are designated for „Ha‟, there may be 

cases when development is in the best interest for the public.  In those 

instances, stipulations to mitigate adverse impacts against fish and 

wildlife habitat may be imposed. 

A reference to guideline „R‟ will be included within guideline „B‟ of 

the Fish and Wildlife Habitat area of chapter 2 as requested. 

Revise:  See Response. 

Management 

Guideline „M‟ of the 

Fish and Wildlife 

Habitat‟ management 

guidelines of Chapter 

2 are too restrictive. 

Management Guideline „M‟ is too restrictive.  

Stating that development and surface entry should 

not occur within one quarter mile of a Trumpeter 

Swan Nesting Area and particularly between  April 

1
st
 and August 31

st,
,  is a strict prohibition that it is 

direct conflict with the construction season and is not 

in the best interest of the public. 

Disagree.  This management guideline is not a prohibition. Prohibitions 

are exemplified by “shall”, not “should” or “will”, See Appendix A for 

definitions of terminology. 

 

It is in the public‟s best interest to advise adjudicators to work with 

both ADF&G and permit applicants to determine the appropriate 

stipulations for development, including the siting of facilities and 

surface entry, to mitigate adverse effects on habitat in Trumpeter Swan 

nesting areas.   

 

Establishing development stipulations to mitigate adverse effects on 

fish and wildlife habitat is advised throughout the plan.  See guideline 

„R‟ of the Fish and Wildlife section of the plan. 

No change. 

Material site 

development 

Mining and subsurface use development are 

referenced in guideline „R‟ of the Fish and Wildlife 

Concur.  The last sentence in paragraph 2 of guideline „R‟ of the Fish 

and Wildlife Habitat area will be revised to state: “It is also recognized 

Revise.  See response. 
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stipulations. Habitat area of the plan, but surface entry and 

material sites are not.  Include „material sites‟ and 

„surface entry‟ development in management 

guideline „R‟. 

that the development of specific subsurface resources may take 

precedence over surface uses.  Material site development and 

construction access may also take precedence in certain instances.  

Establish siting stipulations where appropriate.” 

Material Site 

Management 

Guidelines in Chapter 

2 

Most of the management guidelines for „Material 

Sites‟ should be rewritten to better reflect the 

priorities of the Alaska Department of Transportation 

and Public Facilities. 

 

More information is needed to describe material 

sites.  Re-write Management Guidelines A, B, and C 

for consistency with a DOTPF management 

approach. 

Disagree.  This purpose of this area plan is to provide guidance to 

adjudicators of the Department of Natural Resources.   The 

management guidelines offer direction to adjudicators on the 

appropriate actions and considerations that must be made during the 

authorization process.  Management guidelines are written based on the 

priorities of the Department of Natural Resources, not the Department 

of Transportation.  

No change. 

Material Site 

Description 

Add an introduction section about Material Sites with 

the following wording: “Material resources include 

sand, gravel and rock used in construction and 

maintenance and infrastructure vital to the states‟ 

economic development.  Material sites occupy a 

small portion of the planning area and are generally 

located within/near transportation corridors. 

Agree in part.  Although „materials‟ are defined in the glossary, 

„material sites‟ are not.  The following definition of material sites will 

be added to the plan.  Additionally, this wording will be included in the 

introduction of this section. 

 

“Material Sites” are the sites where materials are developed.  They are 

generally located within or near transportation corridors.”  

 

 

Revise:  See Response. 

Management 

Guideline „A‟ 

Remove the statements: “Using materials from 

wetlands or lakes should be avoided unless no 

feasible public upland alternative exists.” Because 

„wetlands‟ can have various meanings; material sites 

mine often below the water table, creating ponds.  

This statement if interpreted strictly, would exclude 

many existing and future sites from consideration. 

Disagree.  It is within the public‟s best interest to avoid development in 

lakes and wetlands if a reasonable upland alternative exists. 

 

This guideline does not prohibit the use of existing material sites or 

preclude the development of future sites.   

No change. 

Management 

Guideline „A‟ 

Remove the statement: Material sites shall be 

maintained in public ownership unless the 

management intent language for a specific 

management unit indicates that it may be appropriate 

for alternative uses 

Disagree.  Generally, it is within the public‟s best interest to retain 

material sites in state ownership. 

No change. 

Management 

Guideline „B‟ 

Delete Management Guideline „B‟; Maintaining 

Other Uses and Resources When Siting, Operating or 

Closing Material Sites. 

Disagree.  It is imperative to provide guidance to DMLW adjudicators‟ 

regarding the issues that may arise during the authorization process as 

they pertain to material sites and inform them of considerations they 

should make for conflict resolution. 

 

Management guidelines are written based on the priorities of the 

Department of Natural Resources, not the Department of 

Transportation. 

No change. 

Management Add a Management Guideline regarding the Disposal Concur.  A management guideline with the suggested wording will be Revise:  See Response 
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Guideline Addition of materials administered under AS 38.05.110, AS 

05.120 and 11 AAC 71.  Materials sites are 

subsurface resources that occur in specific geologic 

locations.  It is recognized that the use and 

development of material resources will create some 

level and area of impact.  Nonetheless, the state may 

determine that the development of material resources 

is appropriate, with appropriate stipulations.  It is 

also recognized that the development of specific 

material resources may take precedence over surface 

uses. 

added to the management guidelines for Material Sites, although this 

resource must be described as a surface resource. Add: 

 

Materials sites are surface resources that occur in specific geologic 

locations.  It is recognized that the use and development of material 

resources will create some level and area of impact.  Nonetheless, the 

state may determine that the development of material resources is 

appropriate, with appropriate stipulations.  It is also recognized that the 

development of specific material resources may take precedence over 

surface uses. 

Management 

Guideline „H‟. 

How will the State determine if it is in the best 

interest of the state to retain and protect the “scenic 

areas of exceptional value”? 

This determination will be made during the authorization process on a 

case by case basis.   

No change. 

Management 

Guideline „G‟ 

Add language regarding the effect of community 

comprehensive plans on page 2-36, lines 12-16 to 

management guideline „G‟.   

Disagree.  The relationship between local plans and the state area plans 

are adequately described in the Planning and Coordination section. 

No change. 

Material sites near 

Shorelands and 

Stream Corridors 

Language should be added to allow for material sites 

similar to Management Guideline „R‟ in the Fish and 

Wildlife Habitat section of Chapter 2. 

Disagree.  This issue is addressed in the Material Sites section of 

Chapter 2, on page 2-31, in Management Guideline „F‟, which refers 

the adjudicator to refer to DMLW on-line procedures pertinent to 

riparian buffers and Management Guidelines B, D, E an H in the 

“Shorelands and Stream Corridors‟ section of Chapter 2. 

No change. 

Public Access Add “access corridors” to the public access goal. Access corridors are addressed in the Public Access section of the plan.  

See the Public Access Section of Chapter 2, Section D, footnote 20 on 

page 2-57. 

No change. 

Public Access 

Management 

Guideline „E‟ 

It is unacceptable to necessitate consultation with 

ADF&G to determine whether or not an access road 

will cause detriment to fish and wildlife habitat and 

populations. 

Disagree.  It is in the best interest of the public for adjudicators to 

consult with ADF&G to obtain fish and wildlife habitat information 

prior to issuing an authorization for an access road.  It is important for 

adjudicators to be able to make informed decisions and develop the 

appropriate stipulations necessary to minimize adverse impacts on 

surface uses, which includes fish and wildlife habitat. 

No change. 

Public Access 

Management 

Guideline „F‟; 

Alignment with 

Crossings 

The way this guideline is written, it sounds like 

infrastructure must be designed to cross trails at right 

angles.  Visibility and safety should be taken into 

consideration.  This needs to be re-written or 

removed. 

Concur.  The language in this guideline will be revised as follows: 

 

“When it is necessary for power lines, pipelines or roads to cross trails, 

crossing should be at a 90-degree angle where possible, with 

consideration for visibility and public safety.  Vegetative screening 

should be preserved at trail crossings.” 

Revise: See Response. 

Land Use 

Designations and Co-

Designations 

Include a modified version of management guideline 

„R‟ in the Fish and Wildlife Habitat section of 

Chapter 2 after the discussions on Primary 

Designated Use and Co-Designated Use. 

Disagree.  The discussion is in reference to Land Use Designations for 

management units, not management guidelines.  An explanation of 

Mineral and Coal Designations with Wildlife Habitat is in Chapter 3, 

on page 3-8.  Additional information regarding the effects of 

subsurface development on fish and wildlife habitats is contained in the 

Fish and Wildlife Habitats section of Chapter 2, which begins on page 

No change. 



 

October 2012 Yukon Tanana Area Plan – Public Review Draft Issue Response Summary     25 

Subject Issue Response Recommendation 

2-12.  As stated above, material site development is considered a 

surface use, not a subsurface use. 

Materials 

Designations 

Include “silt” in the list of materials that can be 

extracted. 

Concur.  Silt will be added to this section and to the list of materials for 

extraction in the glossary. 

Revise:  See Response. 

Material Sites as an 

allowable and 

appropriate use in the 

Resource Allocation 

Tables. 

The tables do not identify the types of uses, including 

material sites that might be appropriate within each 

management unit.  This statement is inaccurate and 

should be stricken. 

Agree in part. Every use that may be appropriate for a given unit is not 

outlined within the Resource Allocation Table.    Rather the general 

management approach to surface or subsurface use is discussed in 

Chapter 2.   

 

Material sites are generally allowed unless they are identified as a use 

that is not allowed within the management intent for a given unit.  

(This is an infrequent occurrence.) However, it is important to 

understand that even if a use is generally allowed, it may be determined 

during the authorization process that the use is not appropriate within 

that unit or that stipulations for the mitigation of offsite impacts may be 

necessary.  . 

 

No change. 

Material Site inclusion 

as an allowable use in 

the descriptions of 

Land Use 

Designations for 

Habitat and Public 

Recreation Lands. 

Material sites should be identified as an allowable 

facility in land designated for habitat and public 

recreation.  The descriptions of these designations 

would preclude such use. 

Disagree. 

 

See above response regarding the allowance of Material Sites in lands 

open to mineral entry.  Material sites are considered a surface use and 

may be considered as appropriate on land that is closed to mineral 

entry. 

 

It is inappropriate and unnecessary to include a listing of allowed uses 

(which would include material sites) for each designation.  Such a 

listing is appropriate for zoning ordinances, but inappropriate for plans 

of this scale.  Additionally, other uses are allowed on state land if they 

do not conflict with the primary use or if stipulations can be imposed to 

mitigate potential impacts – even if the area is designated Habitat or 

Public Recreation. 

 

No change. 

 

 

Material Site 

Allowance in 

Navigable 

Waterbodies 

Material sites should be identified as an allowable 

use in navigable waterbodies on Table 3-1 because 

many include potential material resources. 

Disagree.  Material sites are an allowable surface use that is approved 

through the authorization process, including in navigable waters.  The 

navigability determination of a waterbody does not preclude the 

development of a material site.  

 

Stipulations for the development a material sites within any waterbody, 

regardless of a navigability determination will likely be necessary, 

especially if the waterbody is anadromous.  

No change. 

 

Explain Materials Co-

Designations  

Material Sites should be included as an additional 

subsurface resources that should be included in the 

“Explanation of Mineral and Coal Designations” 

Disagree.  There are no management units that are co-designated with 

material sites within this plan, although the existence of and continued 

appropriateness of this type of use are often cited.  With few 

No change. 
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exceptions, authorized material sites are identified as specific 

management units.  See also response below. 

Material site 

management units 

Material sites are specified as individual 

management units.  All material sites should be 

separate management units. 

Disagree.  Material sites are those areas that are classified specifically 

for material purposes.  Material sites may be considered as an 

appropriate use within management units, and permitted through the 

authorization process.  However, that land does not necessarily have to 

be designated or classified for material site development for that use to 

occur.  

No change. 

Material Sites Not 

Recognized in the 

Plan 

ADOTPF noted material sites that were not listed on 

the Resource Allocation Tables within the 

management unit description.  The ADL‟s should be 

recognized. 

Concur.  The ADL Numbers as listed by ADOTPF will be added to the 

Resource Allocation Tables where appropriate. 

Revise:  See Response. 

Management Intent 

for Lakes and Rivers 

The land use designations for Habitat and Public 

Recreation seem to preclude the issuance of 

authorizations for material sites on creeks, rivers and 

lakes.  It is important that material sites be included 

as a type of utility that may occur with stipulations 

for mitigation of adverse impacts on habitat and 

recreation.   

Disagree.  Material sites are not precluded from Habitat and Public 

Recreation lands.  Material sites will need to be evaluated through an 

authorization process, similar to other surface use developments.  

Stipulations for the mitigation of adverse impacts to other surface uses 

may be imposed.  

No change. 

 

Transportation 

Corridors 

 

There should be mention of the need for additional 

material sites for future and ongoing road 

construction. 

Concur.  Paragraph one will include the following statement:  

“Material sites may be necessary and are considered appropriate for the 

construction and maintenance of roads.” 

Revise:  See Response. 

Manley Hot Springs 

to Tanana Road 

Development and 

Potential Material 

Sites 

The road from Manley Hot Springs to Tanana is 

currently underway.  The need for material sites 

along that road should be included in the 

Transportation Corridors section of Chapter 4. 

Agree in part.  A general statement regarding additional material sites 

will be added to paragraph one.  It does not need to be identified for 

each road development.  However, a statement regarding the 

development of a road from Manley Hot Springs to Tanana is will be 

included in the Transportation Corridors section of Chapter 4.   

Revise:  See Response.   

Road to Nome 

Development and 

Potential Material 

Sites 

The proposed road to Nome and the eventual need 

for material sites for development along that road 

should be included in the Transportation Corridors 

section of Chapter 4. 

Agree in part.  A general statement regarding additional material sites 

will be added to paragraph one.  It does not need to be identified for 

each road development.  However, a statement regarding the potential 

development of a road expansion of the Elliot Highway to Nome a is 

will be included in the Transportation Corridors section of Chapter 4.   

Revise:  See Response. 

 

 


