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Comment 
Number 

Commenter 
Name 

Comment FS Response 

1-1 Gayle 
Armstrong 

The presentations says that you will work with landowners considering buffers around property abutting the 
treatment areas We request a buffer zone (at least 500 feet) around our property. This is not shown on the 
maps.  When will proposed buffer zones be communicated to the public? 

The Sunny Oaks maps identify buffer zones as “Area Reduction”.  In reviewing the map 
related to your property, we noticed a buffer zone was not marked along our shared 
property line.  This has been fixed in the updated Alternative 1, Alternative 2 
comparison map shown on the project webpage. District Ranger Tim Slone agreed to 
implement an area reduction along the shared property line with the commenter.  
 

1-2 Gayle 
Armstrong 

The initial marking tape used to designate Sunny Oaks Project areas is the same color as the marking tape use 
by our surveyor to mark our property boundaries. This is very confusing. From FSH2409.12, Chapter 70, 
Section71.4 “4. Clearly mark the cutting unit boundaries (sec. 71.22) with tree marking paint containing 
registered tracers.” Will this method be used to mark our joint boundaries? 

Harvest area boundaries would be painted in the color orange on trees on the Wayne 
once they are firmly planned and the sales are being marked for sale. The excerpt from 
the Forest Service Handbook that the commenter cited is related to marking the 
boundary of timber harvest areas, not for initial flagging of prescribed fire units or for 
property boundaries. 

1-3 Gayle 
Armstrong 

We are concerned about the increased noise level on our property. We did not see anything in the 
presentation concerning noise levels. Please provide the projected noise levels from timber 
harvesting operations. 

Please see the response to comments document that was posted along with the EA for 
the 30-day comment period.  Your previous comment regarding noise was addressed in 
response 39-3. Noise levels associated with timber harvesting are intermittent and 
should not be of long duration (week) within close proximity to the commenters’ 
location. This harvesting operation is no different than what harvesting occurs on 
private land on a regular basis within the County and State.  

1-4 Gayle 
Armstrong 

We are concerned about impact to the existing trail system. Trail closures reduces the opportunity for recreational use of the 
WNF. We are concerned with the impact of this project on the visual beauty of the trails system. This section of the WNF is 
one of the most scenic areas in Ohio and it is heavily used by hikers, horsemen and hunters. We 
request that at least a 100 foot buffer be left around all trails. 

The Purpose and Need, Proposed Action, and Alternatives presentation (Purpose and 
Need presentation, slide 34) discusses that a design of the project includes the 
permanent or temporary reroute of horse trails out of harvest units over closing the 
trails.  The information the IDT has available at this time shows that this is possible for 
each situation where the horse trail is in a harvest units.  For the segments of horse trail 
where the trail would remain permanently in the harvest unit once the harvest operations 
are complete, the FS goal is to leave a 50 foot buffer from the centerline of the trail on 
both sides where this is feasible to meet oak-hickory restoration objectives. 
 
As disclosed in the Environmental Assessment presentation on Recreation and Scenery, 
direct effects of the project on horse trails would be minimal and in some cases 
beneficial, such as when the trail is rerouted off of a road. The Sunny Oaks project is 
expected to affect less than 1 mile of the approximately 46 miles of horse trail on the 
Ironton Ranger District. Most effects would be temporary and occur only during timber 
harvest operations. Other effects, such as the harvest that would occur around 0.12 miles 
of the Kimble Loop trail located within cutting unit Compartment 466, Stand 1 would 
have a longer duration impact on scenery that would be mitigated by the 50 foot buffer 
that is proposed along the trails.  
 
The information provided in the presentation on recreation and scenery makes it clear 
that, considering the context and intensity of the project activities, effects on recreation 
and scenery would not be significant.   

1-5 Gayle 
Armstrong 

During timber harvesting operations, when trail are supposed to be open, the timber harvesting companies 
leave equipment, piles of unwanted cut trees and trash blocking the trails, essentially closing the trails and 
displaying a total disregard for public access to public lands. After timber harvesting is completed, the forest is 
not restored but left a barren wasteland with enormous heaps of unwanted trees, branches, trash, etc. What 
will be done to control these practices by the company chosen to harvest the timber from the 
Wayne National Forest? 

Any trail segment that is within a harvest unit would be under a closure order during 
harvest operations in order to protect the public.  See also response to comment 1-4. 
As for post-harvest restoration, the FS and the purchaser (logger) enter into a contract 
for timber harvesting activities. In these contracts stipulations are placed to ensure that 
trails are cleared before the purchaser is released from contract responsibilities. Only 
trails that are official Forest System Trails are protected through these contracts.  
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 Consideration of slash disposal is typically incorporated into FS contracts and follows 
guidance within the WNF Forest Plan.   

1-6 Gayle 
Armstrong 

Due to health hazards from airborne smoke and allergy irritants, commenter requests notification prior to burning. 
 

We follow notification regulations provided by the Ohio Environmental Protection 
Agency (OEPA). Attempts to notify nearby residents are made through press releases, 
posting burn units with signs and household notifications within ¼ mile of the burn 
area. This starts about a month before our projected prescribed burn date.  
The OEPA, ODNR, 911 Dispatch Centers and fire departments with jurisdiction are 
contacted either prior to implementation or the same day of implementation to ensure 
notifications are completed. For public residents which notify us they are highly allergic 
to smoke and/or poison ivy, please contact us to be added to a call list.   

1-7 Gayle 
Armstrong 

Impact to the local economy. This area of Ohio is one of the poorest in the state. The businesses, roads, 
bridges and other infrastructure cannot survive or subsidize the impact or expense of heavy equipment on the 
roads and loss of revenue due to loss of use of recreational public lands, trail closure and excessive noise 
levels. What will be done to minimize this impact? 
 

Public roads and bridges would be used following Township, County and State 
guidance such as posted seasonal and other weight and axel restrictions in order to 
protect existing infrastructure. A portion of receipts from the sale of timber comes back 
to the local area for schools and road maintenance/repair. Trail use would only be 
impacted for a short duration and minimized as best as possible. 
 
Project designs as described in response to comment 1-4 related to avoiding full trail 
closures would minimize recreational impacts and impacts to businesses that rely on 
recreation and tourism.  Noise was discussed in the response to comments documents 
that was posted to the webpage along with the EA in response 39-3 and in the FS 
response to your current comment letter, above numbered 1-3.  Noise levels are not 
anticipated to be excessive.   

1-8 Gayle 
Armstrong 

This area is also prone to seasonal flooding; We are concerned deforestation will increase the flooding problems. I see in the 
presentations that you believe this will have no impact. We already see the creeks threatening to overflow their banks and 
timber harvesting will increase the water runoff. I disagree with this assessment. 

This is a statement of the letter writer’s opinion. In response to concerns we received 
early on in the process for this project, the Forest Hydrologist took a hard look at the 
potential for effects related to increased water yield.  This is documented in the 
Watershed presentation that has been available on the project webpage.  The Forest 
Hydrologist identified specific small drainages of concern related to the potential for 
increased water yields.  In response to those concerns, the team reduced the harvest 
acres in those areas in Alternative 2 so that the potential of effect and the degree of 
effect are minimized.   

1-9 Gayle 
Armstrong 

Can an attempt be made to consolidate all activities with existing trail impacts to one map for the project area? A project-wide map has been created and posted to the project webpage, showing the 
harvests and the trail locations; however, it is very difficult at this scale to show where 
the trails overlap with harvests. Overlap where trails occur within harvests, or would be 
used for access was described and shown in the Recreation & Scenery Management 
Presentation (Slides 11 and 15-17).  Because the prescribed fire activity could 
potentially occur anywhere within the project boundaries, it was not explicitly shown on 
any map. 

2 Mike Besonen Please note that I am very much in favor of the USDA Forest Service proceeding with this project entirely, due to the multiple 
benefits it will produce including: enhancing wildlife habitat, promoting Oak- Hickory forest, generating income for the 
federal government, and helping supply local industries with forest products. 

Thank you. 

3 Ben Burke I am supportive of the Sunny Oaks Project as it will add forest diversity, which is badly needed, to the Wayne National 
Forest.  Diversity will be achieve by creating early successional forest landscapes to the surrounding Wayne National Forest.   
The effects of the project will cause openings in the forest, allowing new plant and tree life to generate. This will benefit 
wildlife that needs early successional forest to live. 
 

Thank you. 

4-1 Tyler 
Cherrington 

Has the private property new/young growth been assessed in the areas proposed for SOP? My assessment of the 
areas that I am familiar with, Wayne National is some of the only old growth left in the area. I can point out the 
areas of Gallia, Pumpkintown, and Kokeen roads have thousands of acres of private bordering property that have 
been completely clear cut.  

Yes, young growth was considered in the development of Sunny Oaks. This was 
explained in the Purpose & Need presentation (Slides 39-40).  The harvest aspect of the 
project is located in the Forest Shrubland Mosaic (FSM) management area, which is 
intended to provide young, brushy forest spread out through forests of other ages across 
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a broad landscape.  Currently there are only 2.5 acres in the FSM within the Ironton 
Ranger District that are in the young, brushy forest category (Purpose & Need 
Presentation, Slide 15). 
 
The Team used recent aerial imagery as well as personal observations to determine 
nearby young growth on private property; however the quality of that habitat could not 
be assessed. Location and general knowledge of the age of recent harvests on private 
lands were used to determine where timing Sunny Oaks harvests toward the later part of 
project implementation could be used so that any nearby clearcuts on private land have 
had the opportunity to grow into the next age class.  This is explained as being 
beneficial to wildlife species reliant on young, brushy forest because once the harvests 
on adjacent private lands are growing to the next age class and becoming unsuitable, the 
WNF would be providing new young, brushy forest habitat in the immediate vicinity.   
 

4-2 Tyler 
Cherrington 

What is the benefit of doing more clear cutting in these areas, other than generating money?   The purposes of the project are to create young, brushy forest, regenerate oak and 
hickory forests, respond to insect and disease threats, and contribute to the local 
economy.  Economics do play a role, but are not the primary driver for the project.  
These purposes are explained in depth in the Purpose & Need presentation (Slides 3-
13). 
 
In short, wildlife depend on a variety of ages of forest scattered across the landscape for 
various parts of their lifecycles and food sources. Currently the WNF has less than 0.1% 
of the project area in the younger ages (0-10 year old forest) to provide this habitat.  In 
addition, oak and hickory forests are ecologically diverse in the other species for which 
they provide food and shelter.  The harvest, prescribed fire, manual tree cutting, and 
herbicide treatments that are part of the Sunny Oaks project are needed to work towards 
keeping these forest types.  
  

4-3 Tyler 
Cherrington 

In full transparency, a few of my favorite turkey roost areas are in the proposal to be clear cut. 
These are areas surround by clear cut thickets that you can no longer walk through. Old growth timber is hard to come by in 
Southern Ohio. Personally, I hate to see some of my favorite ridges get cut out, especially with the claim of "zero young 
growth forest". Much of this area has changed in the last 20-30 years do to the logging industry. While I am in no way against 
timber harvest, I have always enjoyed hunting the big woods of Wayne National. I understand that only a small fraction of 
thousands of acres of WNF are to be cut, but when I look at the maps I am saddened to see some of the proposal areas. 

The clear cut thickets that the commenter refers to are the types of habitat this project 
would create.  The current thickets are soon to grow into pole sized trees that make up a 
young forest and will no longer provide the same sort of dense stems and abundance of 
food and cover that the turkey flocks to.  This type of brushy habitat does not last long 
in any one particular location, which is why it must be created periodically over time 
(Purpose & Need Presentation, Slide 6). 
 
The information provided related to the lack of young, brushy forest in the project area 
was specifically made in reference to the conditions present on the Ironton District of 
the WNF, not the private lands that are intermixed.  The private lands were considered 
as discussed in the response to comment 4-1, above. 
 

5-1 Ann Cramer Please ensure that detailed information on all prehistoric sites within the Sunny Oaks project area (with emphasis on burial 
mound locations) be provided to all Native American Tribes that normally consult with the WNF. Please also ensure that the 
suggestions they provide during consultation pertaining to these resources are properly implemented. During past 
consultation, they have recommended between 50-100 foot buffers around the mounds and certain other prehistoric resources. 
 

The WNF has entered into a Project-Specific Programmatic Agreement (PA) with the 
Ohio State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) that allows us to phase in the Section 
106 reviews. As Areas of Potential Effect (APE) are defined, the WNF would ensure 
that these sub-areas of the overall project have heritage surveys completed in advance of 
any ground disturbing activities. The results of the surveys would be shared with the 
Ohio SHPO and Tribes that we routinely consult with for concurrence. The Sunny Oaks 
PA mandates that we avoid any sites that are eligible or unevaluated for the National 
Register of Historic Places. If the site cannot be avoided and would be adversely 
affected then we must follow procedures outline in 36 CFR Part 800.5, which mandates 
that we consult with SHPO, Tribes and ACHP on measures to mitigate the effects, 
which typically requires the development of a memorandum of agreement. During the 
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consultation period the Tribes would have an opportunity to make their 
recommendations on adequate measures for avoiding mounds or other prehistoric 
resources. In general, the size of avoidance buffers are ultimately up to the Heritage 
Program Manager to decide on, with careful consideration of the Tribes 
recommendations for buffer sizes to attempt to accommodate their requests.   
 
The Tribes would have an opportunity to review and comment on our heritage survey 
reports that identify any known or newly discovered prehistoric sites, including mounds, 
which are found within the defined APEs for each phase of the project and how we 
would avoid causing effects to each resource. Consultation on adequate size of buffers 
around any mounds that might be within the APE would be part of this discussion with 
Tribes. 
 

5-2 Ann Cramer The Tribes have also expressed that no prescribed burning occur on burial mound sites and certain other categories of 
prehistoric resources (e.g. prehistoric quarry/workshop sites with surface artifacts). The above comments reflect the 
requirements of various statutes regarding cultural resources and Tribal consultation, but are worth a reminding comment 
especially on the Ironton Ranger District. 
 

As noted above the Tribes would be given the opportunity to comment on avoidance 
measures for each phase of the project in advance of implementation. If the Tribes do 
not want prescribed burning over certain resource types (i.e., burial mounds, prehistoric 
quarry/workshops) then they can express that during the consultation prior to each phase 
of the project. As prescribed fire poses a risk to creating adverse impacts to these types 
of resources, the WNF would need to avoid these heritage sites or else additional 
consultation and a Memorandum of Agreement on how to resolve the adverse effects 
would need to be entered into with the Ohio SHPO and consulting Tribes. Since the 
heritage program already agrees with the Tribes position on burning over mounds and 
lithic quarry sites that are eligible for the National Register then we would already be 
planning avoidance measures. 
 
In short, the Sunny Oaks PA simply allows the Forest to move forward on signing a 
NEPA decision prior to completion of the Section 106 review for the entire project area. 
The Section 106 process would be phased in as the project develops, therefore, the 
points that the commenter makes will all be addressed as the heritage surveys and 
consultations with the SHPO and Tribes are completed. 
 

6-1 Judy Dumke 
Letter 1 

In pursuing the maps I noted ta new term “reinventory”, to me this is a sign of growth in the process of determining 
conditions and selecting recommended treatment.  It is also a very positive reflection on the staff who have taken this step in 
professionalism. 

Thank you. 

6-2 Judy Dumke 
Letter 2 

There is a significant overlap between Sunny Oaks projected action areas and the blocks that are tentatively identified as 
having potential for wilderness designation in the preliminary plan revision. I should like to suggest that there be consultation 
and resolution of this conflict prior to either Sunny Oaks or the plan revision being finalized. 

The Sunny Oaks project is being planned under the WNF’s 2006 Forest Plan, which 
does not contain Congressionally-designated Wilderness areas. While the team revising 
the Forest Plan is working on the inventory step of identifying potential Wilderness, as 
is required by Forest Service Handbook 1909.12 Chapter 70, that preliminary inventory 
does not convey a protected status on the lands under consideration.  Also, at this 
extremely early stage in the revision process, over 60,000 acres (or about 25% of the 
total Forest land base) have been included in the wilderness inventory but have not yet 
been evaluated for wilderness characteristics. Inclusion in the inventory is not a 
designation that conveys or requires a particular kind of action or management. 
Designation as a wilderness area can only be completed by an Act of Congress, and no 
recommendations on future Wilderness areas have been made at this point. 
 

6-3 Judy Dumke 
Letter 3 

Request for clarification.  Is Morgan Sisters a Special Area (SA)? 
 

Morgan Sisters is a SA, as designated in the 2006 Forest Plan. However, the Morgan 
Sisters SA would not be impacted by Sunny Oaks implementation.  No harvest is 
anticipated within the SA, or immediately adjacent to it.  Portions of the Morgan Sisters 
Trail, which run outside the SA on NFS lands, would be impacted. 
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6-4 Judy Dumke 

Letter 3 
After the 2006 plan was finalized a significant area for moss and lichen was identified in Gallia County as a potential SIA.  
Was this are every officially designated?  Does it fall within the Sunny Oaks boundary or into a proposed designated action 
block?  If it does then it should be discussed in the botany section.  

The moss and lichen area has been discussed with the Forest Plan Revision Team, and is 
under consideration for future RNA/SA designation.  The moss and lichen area falls 
within the project area.  However, no harvest is planned within or immediately adjacent 
to the area, nor are any prescribed fire activities.   
 

6-5 Judy Dumke 
Letter 4 

Unsuccessful in attempt to access the species viability link in the botany section.  Requests a copy  A copy of the source was provided to the commenter on 8/2/2019.  

6-6 Judy Dumke 
Letter 4 

Requests an extension of time to comment due to shutdown and staff reduction and ability to communicate with them.    After the government shutdown, an extension of time for commenting was granted.  

6-7 Judy Dumke 
Letter 4 

The commenter provided information on Coville’s phacelia. The comenter expresses support for burning, but notes that the 
timing of the burn is crtical, and poorly timed burns could negatively impact the plants. 

Botany staff communicated with the commenter regarding the timing of prescribed fire 
and the affect to Coville’s phacelia. When feasible, prescribed fire in areas with phacelia 
would be conducted in the fall. If spring burns are necessary, then the next iteration of 
prescribed fire would be delayed to allow for the population to recover.  
 

6-8 Judy Dumke 
Letter 4 

In view of the generally variable and apparently warming and wetter climate I would suggest that species on the northern 
edge of their range be given greater priority than those on the southern range extent.      

A ‘climate change workbook’ was completed for the Sunny Oaks project and is 
contained in the project record.  Based on the scientific literature, it appears that a 
shifting climate may favor oaks.  Species shifting has been discussed for tree species 
such as southern red oak. Our regional seed zone selection tool has been under review 
for climate shift as well and would take into account the location any tree seed is from 
in determining suitability. 
 

6-9 Judy Dumke  
Letter 5 

Support for project.  Alt. 2 provides the most ability to make correctons after implementation if the results are not as 
expected.   

Thank you for your support of the Sunny Oaks Project. Alternative 2 has been updated 
to allow for additional adaptability by allowing for 3 different types of shelterwood 
harvest to occur in the stands identified for shelterwoods. 
 

6-10 Judy Dumke 
Letter 6 

Have effects to Morgan Sister SA from adjacent management activities been considered? Light, heat and wind are potential 
sources of changes to the community. Other effects that could pose challenges to management include additional ORV 
damage and trash deposition from easier access. 

The nearest harvest areas which might provide any impact from increasing light, heat 
and wind are about ¼ mile northwest from the boundary of the special area on a 
separate ridge complex. The harvest would not impact those conditions within the SA 
significantly. Other vegetation management treatments such as prescribed fire and NNIS 
may occur much closer but would likely be beneficial to the SA. 
  
Access to the proposed units would not occur through Morgan Sisters SA. Unauthorized 
ORV access or trash deposition may be reduced by the timber harvesting over time by 
introducing thicker undergrowth and logging slash in some areas and also from the 
increased FS presence as the project is implemented. 
 

7 Colin Fowler Letter of support for project. 
 

Thank you for your support of the Sunny Oaks Project.  

8-1 Lora Freeman  Noted large area of project.  Is there any information about the results of this type of project being carried out in other areas?   Projects of this size and larger are carried out regularly on National Forests across the 
country. This project, while appearing large, would be carried out over about 20 years, 
thus spreading the effects over time. The Pine Creek project on the Ironton Ranger 
District is just being completed.  It was started in 2009 and the last harvest would be 
occurring in 2021, making it at least an 11 year project.  
 

8-2 Lora Freeman  How much herbicide will be used?   It is not known how much herbicide would be used.  However, it would be applied in 
strict adherence to the label instructions/requirements, which provides for worker and 
public safety.  In harvest areas, the amount of herbicide used would depend on the needs 
either before or after harvest. Outside of harvest areas herbicide might be used if 
prescribed fire was not feasible. If oak regeneration is satisfactorily outcompeting other 
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vegetation then perhaps no herbicide would be used.  Herbicides are one tool in the tool 
box.  In many cases herbicides would be applied to individual stems, which means that 
off-target effects should be very limited.  
 

8-3 Lora Freeman  How close will herbicides be used to peoples homes and waterways? The WNF follows all label, state, and federal guidelines with respect to herbicide 
application.  Generally, the WNF avoids spraying herbicides within 50-100 feet of 
private structures that are sited next to the property line.  If spraying near waterways, the 
WNF uses only aquatic-approved herbicides.  Herbicides are not applied to waterways.  
Very little herbicide work on the WNF occurs in the vicinity of waterways.  
Furthermore, the majority of WNF herbicide applications target invasive shrubs and 
trees, and use the cut stump or hack-and-squirt technique.  Both techniques result in 
very little herbicide spray, and limit the potential for off-target drift. 
 

8-4 Lora Freeman  Will homeowners be notified if herbicides are used near their homes? All herbicide applications conducted near homes would be posted.  Posted material 
would include:  The date of application, the formulation used, and the time period where 
re-entry into the sprayed area should be avoided by the public.  
  

8-5 Lora Freeman I also have concerns about the possibility of increased flooding and landslides.  With respect to flooding, please see response to Comment 10-1.  
 
Erosion and landslides were addressed in the Soils presentation in the Environmental 
Assessment (EA), which has been available on the project webpage. In the Soils 
presentation, the Forest Hydrologist concluded, based on soil survey mapping data, that 
slips and landslides are not very likely to occur except where the land is already very 
steep to begin with. The combination of deep soils and low infiltration rates in many of 
the Wayne’s soils means that they are less prone to landslides.  
 

8-6 Lora Freeman I have also heard that this could encourage the habitation of bears and rattlesnakes, which is troubling.  The Sunny Oaks project is intended to provide a diversity of forested habitats for a 
diversity of wildlife and plant species.  It is unclear from the comment if the commenter 
is troubled by the prospect of bear or rattlesnake encounters on private land as a result 
of the project or if the concern is related to potentially encountering them on the WNF 
following project implementation within areas that have had project activities.  Because 
we cannot be certain what specifically is troubling to the commenter we cannot provide 
a more specific or meaningful response.  Black bears and rattlesnakes are part of the 
natural biodiversity of this region.  
 

9 Tristopher 
Hanning 

Letter of support for the project. Thank you for your support of the Sunny Oaks Project. 

10 Rodger 
Humphrey 
Letters 

Rodger Humphrey submitted 10 written letters during the comment period.  Many of the same concerns/claims were re-
iterated in several of his letters. To reduce repetition and provide for efficient display of concerns, the WNF has consolidated 
his comments by theme for the FS response.   

 

10-1 Rodger 
Humphrey 
Letters 

The project will increase the risk of flooding along Symmes Creek for decades, which will lead to property damage, road 
closures, and other safety and economic harms to the local community.  

 A Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) hydrologist said the Sunny Oaks project would not be a good idea.  
 Has the hydrologist considered timber harvest and prescribed fire on adjacent private lands in his analysis? 
 The commenter gives the following hypothetical scenario: presume the Ohio River is high and already backing into Symmes 

Creek.  Two thousand timber acres have been cut in October and November, four thousand acres have been burned in 
December.  In February, the ground is frozen solid, and the project area gets a six inch rainfall in six hours. If we had the 
same conditions that we had during the 1997 flood, how many feet higher would the water be in Aid [as a result of the Sunny 
Oaks project]? 

The WNF has taken a hard look to consider if the project may increase flooding or 
water yield, with the Forest Hydrologist documenting the analysis within the Watershed 
presentation, transcripts, and powerpoint slides (the annotated powerpoint slides are 
newly available on the project webpage). The proposed Sunny Oaks project timber 
harvests would only affect forested cover in approximately 1% of the total area of the 
Symmes Creek subbasin. In contrast, it would take removing 25% or more of the basal 
area in the subbasin before increased water yield could be measured. Even then, the 
increased water yield would not necessarily lead to increased flooding. Please see 
watershed presentation slide 15 for additional information on the analysis of water yield 
as it relates to basal area removal. 
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 One reason the Wayne National Forest was established was to prevent flooding…There is no reason to use public land to 
make a problem area more dangerous.  
 

 The commenter did not provide a report or the contact information of the Federal 
Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) hydrologist to allow the Forest Service to 
consider differences in the hydrology analyses.  The WNF did attempt to track down the 
FEMA hydrologist to discuss the commenter’s statement, but was not able to locate the 
person to which the commenter refers.  

 The Watershed presentation contains the analysis conducted by the Forest Hydrologist 
and was shared with the public for the 30 day comment period on the EA. The Forest 
Hydrologist considered potential impacts from prescribed fire and timber harvest on 
private lands to the extent practical based on what is currently present or foreseeable. 
Prescribed burning, in and of itself, would have minimal to no effect on water yields. 
Prescribed burns only consume the understory of the forest, typically in a mosaic 
fashion (meaning that the total understory layer would not be consumed across the 
entire burn unit), and effects on water yield are minimal. Timber harvest on private land 
was also considered with respect to cumulative effects. As the Watershed presentation 
notes (Slides 33 and 38), timber harvests on both public and private lands, as well as 
existing roads, trails, and other infrastructure, are already contributing to increased 
erosion and sedimentation within localized catchments. These existing impacts were 
considered, in combination with foreseeable future activities, in the analysis of 
cumulative effects. As we have no way of knowing what management actions such as 
timber harvests may be planned on the private lands, the calculations assumes there will 
be no change to whatever land uses are currently known on those private lands when the 
analysis was completed. 

 The weather conditions described by the commenter would be comparable to 
catastrophic events and would be speculative for the WNF to analyze, with potential 
flooding outcomes not influenced by the levels of timber harvest and prescribed fire the 
commenter includes.  Six inches of water falling over six hours would overwhelm the 
system even in the best of conditions (e.g. when antecedent soil moisture levels are low 
and evapotranspiration of the vegetation is functioning at its peak, a situation only likely 
to happen in the summer here in SE Ohio). On frozen ground, in the middle of February, 
it would be more severe because it would nearly all run off the surface, as there would 
be very little leaf cover to intercept the rain and the ground would be frozen so very 
little water could be stored in the soils or plants to slow the runoff. The scenario 
described is in the category of a catastrophic event, and the WNF cannot predict, affect, 
or mitigate for such events with or without the Sunny Oaks project.  While the activities 
and acreages mentioned by the commenter are similar to those the WNF has mentioned 
for the Sunny Oaks project (i.e. approximately 2,612 acres of timber harvest over the 
lifetime of the project and approximately 2,000-4,000 acres of prescribed burning per 
year), there is no intention of harvesting that many acres of the project in a two month 
period (commenter states 2,000 acres of timber harvest in October and November). The 
Sunny Oaks harvests have been described as taking place over an estimated 8 year 
period (Purpose & Need presentation, slide 27), and that elapsed time is estimated, not 
definitive. As noted above, even if all timber harvests occurred in the same year, only 
about 1% of the area of the Symmes Creek sub-watershed would be experience impacts 
to forested cover.     

 As described above, the Sunny Oaks project timber harvests would affect only about 1% 
of the Symmes Creek sub-basin and less than 25% of any of the delineated localized 
catchments. Implementing this project is unlikely to lead to measurable increases to 
water output. As explained in the response to comment 22-16 below, even in extreme 
precipitation events, the harvest proposed for the Sunny Oaks project would make very 
little, if any difference on the amount of flooding observed. The WNF helps attenuate, 
or reduce, flooding by retaining land in a forested condition. The stands that would be 
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harvested in the Sunny Oaks project would remain forested. They would not be 
converted to another land use, but would simply be younger forest that would still 
provide flood risk reduction.  

10-2 Rodger 
Humphrey 
Letters 

The project will kill thousands of animals by eliminating habitat and food supplies for decades 
 According to an article in Ohio Wildlife Magazine timber rattlesnakes need large tracts of undisturbed forest, and timbering is 

their greatest threat. 
 Very few people who live in the vicinity of Wayne National Forest want bear in their backyard. 
 I wonder how box turtles do with forest burning.  
 In one of the presentations [the Environmental Assessment], it showed a decline in ground nesting birds. I believe that if 

studies were done you would find this is more of a turkey problem than a habitat problem [due to turkey predation on 
eggs]…The last two years I hear plenty of turkeys, but no whippoorwills.   

Effects of the Sunny Oaks project on wildlife were assessed and disclosed in the 
Wildlife presentation, transcripts, and Wildlife Biological Assessment and Evaluation.  

 The commenter did not provide the article or a reference to the article mentioned. Direct 
and indirect effects to timber rattlesnakes are addressed in the Wildlife Biological 
Evaluation (project record). To date, no rattlesnakes have ever been found within the 
project area and most of the proposed project activities would be beneficial to the snake, 
thus reducing any adverse cumulative effects.  

 See response to comment 8-6.  
 Box turtles are a species that is at a higher risk of adverse effects from fire due to their 

limited mobility and habitat preferences. Injury and/or death can occur. Frequency of 
burns, time of year, and a mosaic pattern of burning can help mitigate the adverse 
effects. Research has shown that box turtles had a lower body mass in burns sites than 
those in unburned areas, suggesting that fire may degrade habitat for this species 
(Howey and Roosenburg 2013; 
https://www.fs.fed.us/database/feis/animals/reptile/teca/all.html; Roloff and Swem 
2015). Almost all research on this matter suggest that more study is needed.  

 No documentation was provided to verify the information presented in the letter, 
including the statements made claiming turkeys are causing the decline in ground 
nesting birds. The current lack of suitable habitat and related decline in populations for 
species such as the whippoorwills and ruffed grouse was addressed, however, in the 
Purpose & Need presentation (slide 4), and potential project effects to whippoorwills 
and ruffed grouse are addressed in the Wildlife presentation (Slide 25) and the 
Biological Evaluation (project record). The project is expected to have no adverse effect 
on either species, and both are expected to benefit to some degree with the introduction 
of more edge and shrubby habitat over the course of 20 years as some areas rotate in 
growth conditions. Utilization of prescribed fire would also improve foraging 
opportunities.  

  
10-3 Rodger 

Humphrey 
Letters 

The project has not been open and honest to the citizens who own this forest…Promised reports have not been received. 
Promised answers to questions are still not answered. The actions of the foresters have all the appearances of corruption.  

 The Forest Service was not willing to contact FEMA or to come to a monthly meeting of Lawrence County Soil and Water. 
 Foresters promise private meetings that haven’t happened.  
 Promised public meetings have not happened.  

The Wayne National Forest has conducted planning and public engagement related to 
the Sunny Oaks project in accordance with the letter and spirit of the National 
Environmental Policy Act.  
 
Initial communication to the general public regarding the purpose and need of the Sunny 
Oaks Project included a newsletter emailed and direct mailed to interests citizens, 
organizations, and adjacent landowners; a news release sent to multiple media outlets in 
the tristate area, a Facebook post, and a video that was completed in cooperation with 
Ohio University Southern and broadcast on their local TV station in April 2018.  
 
In addition, Forest Service staff met and communicated regularly with interested 
individuals and organizations regarding the project, including field visits with adjacent 
concerned landowners to discuss their concerns. The entirety of the public involvement 
for this project is described in full in the Decision Notice, Public Involvement section. 
 
Reports, which included the transcripts of the analysis presentations, the financial 
efficiency analysis economic estimate calculations, and the climate change workbook 
were provided to the commenter (overnighted February 5 and 7, 2019), and inquiries 
from the public were answered promptly. This response to comments documents the 
WNF answers to the commenter’s questions and concerns in combination with previous 

https://www.fs.fed.us/database/feis/animals/reptile/teca/all.html
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responses made available to the public during the 30 day comment period on the project 
webpage and documentation contained in the project record of phone conversations and 
meetings with the commenter.  

 The Forest Service is concerned with the effects of our operations including flooding as 
it pertains to safety of downstream residents. We answered the concerns about safety by 
providing a hydrologic output analysis and determined that our activities would not 
increase the threat of flooding.  Our Forest Hydrologist did attempt to locate the FEMA 
contact that the commenter stated had concerns about the project, but was unsuccessful.  
The commenter did not provide the name or contact information of the FEMA person 
that he had been in contact with.  Ranger Slone did discuss the project with a contact 
from the Lawrence County Soil and Water District in late July 2018.  Ranger Slone 
explained the purpose of the project and the activities involved.  He offered to meet with 
the District’s board, rather than a public meeting, but the District contact did not feel 
that was necessary. 

 Two private meetings occurred with the commenter, Ranger Slone, and Acting Forest 
Supervisor Carleen Yocum on May 29, 2019 at the Ironton office and via a conference 
call on June 6, 2019. 

 Three public meetings were held regarding the Sunny Oaks Project. The first two 
meetings were organized by the Southern Wayne Advocacy Council (SWAC) which is 
made up of a diverse group of community leaders that have formed a non-profit 
collaborative with a primary mission of being a bridge between the community and the 
WNF. Members of the group include Lawrence County Chamber of Commerce, 
Lawrence County Economic Development Corporation, field representative for 
Congressman Johnson’s office, Lawrence County Commissioner, and individuals 
representing science, business, education, equestrian, and ATV communities. These two 
SWAC-organized and hosted meetings focused on reaching out to community leaders 
and organizations, County Commissioners, and Township Trustees. A third meeting was 
held at the high school in Oak Hill and directed at adjacent landowners. Following this 
meeting, Ranger Slone personally met with individual landowners at their request. A 
similar offer was made by Ranger Slone to the commenter – a personal meeting to tour 
the project area and also look at other areas that were previously harvested. The 
commenter declined the offer.  
 

10-4 Rodger 
Humphrey 
Letters 

The project economics have not been adequately studied. The Forestry Dept. has financial benefits for completing the project.  
 Commenter states that Lawrence County and Lawrence County schools will only receive a small proportion of the money that 

will be spent on the project and the money that is earned from the project. The money received by the local governments is 
not sufficient to make up for the economic costs imposed by the project (such as flooding).  

Project economics have The financial efficiency of the project has been adequately 
studied and has continued to be considered as potential alternatives were being 
discussed. While there would be money generated from the sale of timber, the FS and its 
employees would not benefit monetarily. Money generated from the sale of timber is 
retained for work that would go into tending and development of the new stands of 
timber, wildlife habitat improvement and watershed improvement activities all generally 
within the project area. The remainder of the money generated from the sale of timber 
would go to the U.S. Treasury who then reallocates this money and other money 
generated from allowable activities on the Wayne National Forest (e.g. oil and gas lease 
sales) to counties based on calculations they determine implement the laws, rules, and 
regulations. The remainder of the money generated from these sales that is not 
reallocated to counties is retained by the U.S. Treasury.   

 There are laws, rules, and regulations including a system of checks and balances that 
prescribe how the money would be handled and where it should go. While there would 
be receipts retained locally to do reforestation efforts, it would be contractors who 
would be given the chance to earn these funds by performing tasks such as site 
preparation and tree planting. Other activities that may be funded with the money 
include wildlife habitat improvement such as the prescribed burning and non-native 
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invasive species control which is needed in this project area and could be completed by 
internal staff or through contractors. Local schools would get a share of the proceeds 
through either the 25% fund or Payments in Lieu of Taxes, both programs are guided by 
Congressional formula for distribution of funds, which come directly from the U.S. 
Treasury, not the Forest Service. 
 

10-5 Rodger 
Humphrey 
Letters 

In the past few months, I have heard foresters repeat “we need young brushy forests” many times. Just because Foresters 
repeat this over and over, it doesn’t make young brushy forests Ohio’s greatest need. I contend that Ohio’s greatest habitat 
need is old and very old forests. 

 In the past, Ohio had 200 year-old forests. How many acres of 200 year-old forests does Ohio have now? Brushy acres are 
produced quickly; 200-year old forests take lifetimes to produce. 

 I believe if investigated, thousands of brushy acres would be found in the counties containing the Wayne National Forest. Has 
the Forestry Dept. used satellite pictures or helicopter rides to find brushy habitat? 

 If brushy habitat is needed, the Forestry Dept could buy clear cut land…at a reasonable price. This land could be maintained 
as the habitat needed.  

It has not been stated that providing young, brushy forest is the greatest need, rather that 
this is an urgent need that the Sunny Oaks project was designed to address. The bulk of 
the forests of the WNF are growing naturally into older age classes.  As stated in the 
Framework for Project Development presentation (Slides 2-7), various federal laws 
direct the management of National Forests for benefits to the American public.  
Assessments that led to the development of the 2006 Forest Plan determined that a 
diversity of habitat types were important and necessary to provide for a diversity of 
wildlife and plant species.  The Sunny Oaks project harvests are located in the FSM 
management area, which is defined in the 2006 Forest Plan as an area creating and 
maintaining a supply of young, brushy forest habitat interspersed throughout older 
forests.  Other management areas of the WNF focus on providing for interior, 
contiguous mature forests, including the Diverse Continuous Forest, Diverse 
Continuous Forest with Off Highway Vehicles, the Future Old Forest, and the Future 
Old Forest with Minerals management areas.  Collectively, these management areas 
make up about 43% of the entire WNF, meaning almost half of the WNF would be now 
or in the future providing the habitats the commenter feels are most important. 
 

 It is true that very old forests are uncommon in Ohio and that they take many years to 
develop. The WNF’s Forest Plan includes the Future Old Forest management area that 
is intended to provide that type of habitat at a meaningful scale in the future through the 
advance of time. The Sunny Oaks Project is not occurring within the Future Old Forest 
management area. In addition, the Sunny Oaks project would only result in the harvest 
of a small percentage of the total acres of the WNF. There are many acres across the 
WNF that are unlikely to be harvested due to lack of access and other constraints. The 
size of the WNF (over 240,000 acres) provides the opportunity to address critical 
shortages in young, brushy forest habitat, while still retaining mature and aging forests.  

 See response to Comment 4-1.  
 The purchase of land is outside the scope of this project. Purchasing land to incorporate 

into the WNF is a long process that first relies on a private landowner being willing to 
sell their land to the federal government.  This is not a reliable method for providing a 
diversity of habitat across the landscape. 
 

10-6 Rodger 
Humphrey 
Letters 

There seems to have been studies into what is gained by a young brushy forest, but no studies into what is lost by cutting and 
burning the forest. The large trees of the project area are one wall of protection from flooding, they take in tons of carbon 
dioxide, produce tons of oxygen, produce tons of food, and help prevent global warming and climate change.  

 Every year power plants and companies spend millions of dollars removing carbon dioxide that would go into our air. The 
trees on the land involved in the Sunny Oaks Project are now doing that job for free.  

 The trees in the project area are worth more standing than cut. Large older trees take in much more carbon dioxide and 
produce more oxygen than younger trees. Environmental benefits will never be regained when an old large tree is cut and a 
new tree is planted. The Forest Dept probably has experts in what trees provide for the environment. Why were they not 
used? 

The presentations of the EA and associated reports contain analysis of the effects of the 
Sunny Oaks Project on hydrology, wildlife, air quality, carbon stocks, and other natural 
resources. Natural resource management often involves tradeoffs between different 
ecosystem services. Costs and benefits associated with the Sunny Oaks Project have 
been disclosed. 

 The impacts of the Sunny Oaks Project on carbon sequestration are addressed in the 
climate change workbook exercise and the Sunny Oaks Climate Change and Carbon 
Sequestration Consideration document. Analysis of the Sunny Oaks Project led to the 
conclusion that it would affect a relatively small amount of forest land and carbon on 
the WNF and, in the near-term, might contribute an extremely small quantity of 
greenhouse gas emissions relative to national and global emissions.  

 FS resource specialists considered the potential effects of the Sunny Oaks Project on 
multiple forest resources. Ecosystem services provided by trees were considered in the 
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analysis of climate and carbon sequestration, watersheds, wildlife, and recreation and 
scenery. Though the Sunny Oaks Project would result in the harvest of mature trees, the 
stands that are harvested would not be converted from forest to a different land use. 
They would remain forested, but they would be young forest stands. Finally, the Forest 
and Shrubland Mosaic management area, in which the Sunny Oaks project would occur 
is intended to include young, brushy forest habitat. Other management areas on the 
WNF, such as the Future Old Forest management area, place a greater emphasis on the 
retention of large, old trees. 
 

10-7 Rodger 
Humphrey 
Letters 

The Sunny Oaks project should be rejected due to…dangers from herbicides.  
 Some herbicides have been proven to cause cancer, and this project’s management with herbicides could put many people and 

animals at risk. 
 The people at greatest risk would be those applying the herbicide; second would be animals eating, touching, or inhaling 

herbicide; third would be the water supply and animals living in the water; fourth would be animals and livestock drinking the 
water; fifth would be animals and humans eating fish and animals that drink the water.  

 The FS uses herbicides and pesticides at labeled rates and directions established by the 
US Environmental Protection Agency, which deems the herbicides safe. Effects of 
herbicide use were previously analyzed in the Non-Native Invasive Plant Control 
Project EA, which this current analysis adopts, which concluded that the use of 
herbicides on the WNF under specified conditions would not cause any significant 
impact.  

 Herbicide applicators are trained in the use of herbicides and safety precautions to limit 
their exposure and the exposure of the public and environment.  Herbicides are applied 
using the method that best targets the area of the plant/shrub for effectiveness.  Meaning 
that often times the herbicide is applied to a cut stump or the stem, rather than the leaves 
and branches.  This method limits the potential for harm to applicators, wildlife, and the 
public. 
 

10-8 Rodger 
Humphrey 
Letters 

The Sunny Oaks Project should be rejected due to high costs of management…The project takes forest that requires no 
management costs, and makes it an intense management area.  

 We could let the forest grow back naturally; no herbicide, no prescribed burns, faster growing trees. This would be better for 
the environment, and would cost nothing. All the management costs could be divided by the 12 counties. If these management 
costs were eliminated, would Forester Slone be as eager to cut our trees? 

Lack of young, brushy forest and challenges with oak regeneration are widely 
recognized as important issues for land managers in Southeast Ohio. The FS has a 
mission to practice sound land management and to invest resources into conservation 
work where it makes sense to do so. The Sunny Oaks project would help to address 
these two issues, and the results that can be achieved by the project warrant the 
investment. While a forest that is not actively managed requires no input costs, there are 
opportunity costs and other tradeoffs associated with a decision to not act to address 
these issues with early successional habitat and oak regeneration.   

 This comment is outside the scope of the project because it would not address the 
purpose and need of the project. Payments to counties, townships and schools are 
prescribed by Congressional formulas and the FS must follow those laws and 
regulations. The FS also must follow laws and regulations governing and guiding the 
management activities of the Forest Service lands. 
 

10-9 Rodger 
Humphrey 
Letters 

Those people making decisions about our forests feel the Sunny Oaks Project will create no significant impact. In this case, I 
believe significant impact means there will be impact, but there will be no impact to the families of those making the 
decisions…How many families would need to be flooded before the Forest Dept. would consider it a significant impact? 

The concept of ‘significance’ is defined in the NEPA regulations and requires the 
consideration of both context and intensity. In the EA, resource specialists considered 
the likely effects of the project in the context of these two factors.  Please see pages 9-
12 in the Draft Decision Notice for a discussion of the significance of project effects as 
defined by CEQ regulations at 40 CFR 1508.27 (regulations current as of January 2020 
and still applicable to the Sunny Oaks project).   
 

11 Paula Humphrey Concerned that the Sunny Oaks project will cause erosion, landslides, extensive flooding of Symmes Creek, and run-off and 
pollution of the water with cancer-causing chemicals [herbicides].  

Please see response to comments 8-5 (erosion and landslides), 10-1 (flooding), and 10-7 
(herbicides). 
 

12 Jonathan Ingram Letter of support for project. 
 

Thank you for your support of the Sunny Oaks Project. 



Response to Comments from the Comment Period (Corrected as per Objection Instructions) 

13-1 Nathan Johnson, 
Ohio 
Environmental 
Council, Letter 1 

White oak is in serious decline in Ohio; unsustainable harvest is the most significant driver of white oak’s decline. White oak 
continues to be removed at rates exceeding net growth. White oak’s significant downward trend should be considered in the 
context of its historical dominance in southeast Ohio.  

The WNF recognizes that white oak is declining in southeast Ohio and in many parts of 
its range, and that it has historically been a dominant species in southeast Ohio. 
Alternative 2 was developed based on public input and, in part, to address concerns 
related to clearcuts and impacts to white oak. Alternative 2 emphasizes greater retention 
of mature oak (including white oak) in stands with an oak objective. It is important to 
note that, on the WNF, negative net growth of white oak is attributable not to harvest, 
but to the fact that mortality exceeded growth by -5% in 2017. (Forest Inventory and 
Analysis, 2017). This means that mature white oaks are dying and are not being 
replaced by regenerating oaks, and it points to the need for silvicultural methods, such 
as those proposed in the Sunny Oaks project, to address the problems with oak 
regeneration.  
 

13-2 Nathan Johnson, 
Ohio 
Environmental 
Council, Letter 1 

Oaks, including Quercus alba, have species-specific management requirements. White oak responds poorly to aggressive 
harvest regimes; silvicultural (and commercial) clearcutting is a major driver of oak ecosystem decline. White oak recruits 
best in small gaps.  

The 2006 Forest Plan recognizes white oak group’s moderate shade tolerance and 
ability to persist in the understory (Forest Plan pg. E-2).  It is also important to note, 
however, that although white oak may have greater shade tolerance than other oak 
species, it is not at the level of beech and maple, and so some management/intervention 
is necessary to perpetuate the species. White oaks, when present in the understory and 
as competitive regeneration, would be released when sunlight is increased through 
harvest. Shade tolerance does not equate to sun intolerance.   
 
While the science referenced by the commenter is showing that each oak species has its 
own niche of growing conditions, researchers and silviculturists have not identified 
prescriptions that can consistently regenerate stands that are dominated by white oak, 
while also creating young, brushy forest.  The best approach to keeping the diversity of 
oaks present and regenerating across the landscape is to manage broadly for all oaks 
native to SE Ohio (and those at that are poised to move into the region through climate 
changes) during the harvest treatments.  Once a young stand has been placed on the 
right trajectory to oak dominance, intermediate TSI treatments can be used to influence 
the species composition of the stand by favoring white oaks. A major component of the 
Sunny Oaks project is the ability to use stand improvement treatments (e.g. prescribed 
fire and midstory control) even in areas not proposed for harvest at this time.  When 
applied on suitable sites, these treatments would help put oak (including white oak) into 
a competitive position in the forest understory so that more of the forest is on a 
trajectory to remain in oak.  
 
However, the exclusive management for white oak (or any other single species) was not 
the intention of the Sunny Oaks Project, nor is it desired. The WNF is managing a forest 
of trees.  It is the intent to manage these stands for a diversity of species, including oaks, 
because that diversity would provide for diversity in wildlife and plants and long-term 
forest health. 
 
The development of Alternative 2, which added clearcut with reserves harvest to create 
two-aged stands, increased the amount of shelterwood harvest, and decreased the 
amount of clearcut harvest, was developed in part to address these concerns.  
Alternative 2 focuses on oak objectives and was updated to allow for an adaptive 
approach in stands identified for shelterwood (two and three staged shelterwoods, and 
clearcut with reserves to result in a two-aged stand). The WNF made these 
modifications after considering comments from the public and the modifications would 
result in outcomes that better meet public desires for management of the WNF.  
 
See response to comment 13-1. 
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13-3 Nathan Johnson, 
Ohio 
Environmental 
Council, Letter 1 

The 2006 Forest Plan does not adequately reflect current scientific understanding of silvicultural prescriptions for oak 
management.   

The adequacy of the 2006 Forest Plan in regards to oak regeneration prescriptions is not 
within the scope of this analysis; however, it is still adequate because the Forest Plan 
itself does not prescribe or require specific actions to regenerate oaks, rather it notes that 
promoting the maintenance and restoration of oak dominated ecosystems is important 
(Objectives 4.1b and 6.1a), and lays out desired future conditions for management areas 
that include varying degrees of focus on providing oak-dominated forests (Chapter 3).    
 
It is within the appendices to the 2006 Forest Plan that the information on oak 
regeneration is found.  The appendices, still, do not contain prescriptions or mandatory 
actions, but do discuss general methodologies used to regenerate oak-dominated forests.  
WNF staff have the opportunity to apply best available science, including emerging 
science, at the project development, analysis, and implementation phases, and have done 
so for the Sunny Oaks project to date.  Prescriptions would be written for each sale 
when it is being prepared and would be tailored to the specific needs of the stand in 
order to accomplish the objective of the harvest.  At this stage, silviculturists apply best 
available science in writing specific prescriptions.  
 
In addition, the even-aged management techniques described in the 2006 Forest Plan are 
widely used to regenerate oak forests throughout the region.  
 

14-1 Nathan Johnson 
Ohio Env. 
Council Letter 2 

Commenter states that appropriate oak ecosystem management is vitally important for wildlife and other values such as the 
bourbon industry, and white oak is particularly important in these respects. Commenter expresses concern about negative 
effects of clearcuts on more mesic north- and east-facing slopes, arguing that it will likely greatly reduce and/or permanently 
eliminate the oak and white oak components on these slopes. 

The Wayne National Forest is aware of the negative trends associated with white oak. 
However, white oak is not a species of concern, regional forest sensitive species, or 
federally threatened or endangered across any of its natural range. The forest is 
managing for oak on appropriate sites as determined through modeling efforts (Iverson, 
et al 2018) and verified through field data. The Sunny Oaks Project is not intended 
solely for the purposes of oak management. In addition to maintaining oak forests in 
appropriate areas across the landscape, the purpose and need of the Sunny Oaks project 
is to create young, brushy forest habitat, respond to insect and disease threats, and 
contribute to the local economy through commercial timber harvest. WNF staff have 
been responsive to the public’s concerns to help design a project that strikes the 
appropriate balance between these four objectives.  
 

14-2 Nathan Johnson 
Ohio Env. 
Council Letter 2 

Proposed harvests also fall within or very near parcels inventoried for roadless and wilderness characteristics in the Wayne’s 
plan revision process. These harvests should be removed from the project. 

Please see response to comment 6-2.   

14-3 Nathan Johnson 
Ohio Env. 
Council Letter 2 

Ecosystem resilience in the face of climate change is an important factor that should receive consideration in this project.  The WNF did consider climate change during this project development. The Purpose 
and Need presentation notes that recent science indicates that oak hickory forests are 
expected to be well-suited to projected future climates (Slide 8).  This statement was in 
reference to the Central Appalachians Forest Ecosystem Vulnerability Assessment and 
Synthesis (Butler et. al. 2015), a Forest Service Northern Research Station technical 
report produced through a partnership of the U.S. Forest Service, Michigan Tech, and 
the Northern Institute of Applied Climate Science.  This assessment evaluates the 
vulnerability of forest ecosystems present on the Wayne National Forest, and when used 
in combination with the Forest Adaptations Resources workbook (Swanston et. al. 
2016), assists land managers in assessing the vulnerability of ecosystems and 
determining strategies/responses to make climate-informed management decisions.   
 
The planning team completed the ‘climate change workbook’ in 2015 for the Sunny 
Oaks project-area, and reviewed it in 2018.  This is available in the project record along 
with a write-up of consideration of the greenhouse gas emissions from implementing the 
project (Sunny Oaks Climate Change and Carbon Sequestration Consideration 
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document).  Both documents together show the consideration given to climate change 
and carbon storage on the Wayne due to this project. The climate change workbook 
exercise completed for The Sunny Oaks Project determined that the activities proposed 
are well-suited to perpetuate oak forests across the landscape and that oak forests show 
low/moderate vulnerability to future climate change projections (due to vulnerabilities 
between various oak and hickory species).  Consideration of greenhouse gas emissions 
from implementing the project finds that this project in the near-term, might contribute 
an extremely small quantity of GHG emissions relative to national and global emissions.  
This proposed action would not convert forest land to other non-forest uses, thus 
allowing any carbon initially emitted from the proposed action to have a temporary 
influence on atmospheric GHG concentrations, because carbon would be removed from 
the atmosphere over time as the forest regrows.  Furthermore, the proposed project 
would transfer carbon in the harvested wood to the product sector, where it may be 
stored for up to several decades and may substitute for more emission intensive 
materials or fuels. 
 

14-4 Nathan Johnson 
Ohio Env. 
Council Letter 2 

Absent appropriate management, the region’s oak ecosystems are likely to decline in the future. Successful oak regeneration 
requires patience (often on the order of decades) and the investment of significant resources. The inadequate SILVAH data 
associated with this project reveals that the vast majority of the Sunny Oaks stands are not ready for clearcut or shelterwood 
oak regeneration harvests. This project, if implemented according to either alternative, will significantly diminish the future 
oak components of the stands in question.   

The Sunny Oaks project is not just about regenerating oak forests.  However, the WNF 
is committed to perpetuating oaks in suitable locations.  Harvests with oak objectives 
are planned to have multiple silvicultural treatments prescribed for securing the 
competitiveness of oak regeneration. 
 
In consideration of your comment, the Sunny Oaks team has updated Alternative 2  to 
allow for an adaptive approach in stands identified for shelterwood (two and three 
staged shelterwoods, and clearcut with reserves to result in a two-aged stand), rather 
than only the type that was described in the Purpose & Need presentation. Providing this 
flexibility to select the specific type of harvest based on the current forest conditions 
would help these stands to accumulate oak regeneration prior to final removal harvest. 
The Draft Decision Notice contains more details on this and other updates.  The 
SILVAH data and program is a tool that was used in making updates to Alternative 2 
and determining other silvicultural prescriptions. However, SILVAH is not a recipe, and 
we also used our professional expertise in determining silvicultural prescriptions and 
updating Alternative 2.      
 
It is also important to note that the project includes TSI treatments within non-harvest 
areas to reduce undesirable species and improve conditions for oak regeneration. These 
TSI treatments, which would be authorized on about 25,000 acres of National Forest 
System lands across the project area, are precisely the type of investment that the 
commenter is advocating. TSI treatments would also be used in stands that are proposed 
for harvest under the Sunny Oaks project, either before or after the harvest, to further 
increase the likelihood of successful oak regeneration. It is the professional opinion of 
the Sunny Oaks interdisciplinary team that the project activities proposed would lead to 
successful oak regeneration on suitable sites throughout the project area and successful 
oak recruitment on suitable sites that are treated through TSI but not intended for 
harvest. If stands with an oak objective do not respond to treatments as anticipated, oaks 
would still likely be a component of the regenerating forests and the purpose and need 
of the project to create young, brushy habitat would still be met.  
 
The WNF is proposing the appropriate management actions in this project to address the 
stated project purposes and needs.  We are using sound science and would monitor 
results of oak regeneration treatments and use adaptive management to ensure that the 
purpose and need of the project are met.     
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14-5 Nathan Johnson 

Ohio Env. 
Council Letter 2 

Commenter makes the statement; All project alternatives, including the rejected OEC recommended “optimum oak 
alternative” require an EIS. 

An EIS is required when there is a major Federal action proposed that would 
significantly affect the quality of the human environment (42 USC 4332(2)(C)).  The 
Sunny Oaks project is not a major Federal action, and no significant effects were 
identified.  Please see response to comment 10-9.  
 

14-6 Nathan Johnson 
Ohio Env. 
Council Letter 2 

USFS failed to meaningfully consider the optimum oak alternative on a stand-by-stand basis because it broadly (and 
incorrectly) assumed that all stands involved in this project are so heavily composed of oak that full or substantial oak 
retention would preclude the creation of early successional habitat. 

The reason for eliminating this suggested alternative from detailed study was addressed 
in the Response to Scoping Comment 55-3 and in the Purpose & Need (Slide 58).  
 
Stands proposed for oak treatments within Alternative 2 average 64% oak and 112 sq. 
ft. of basal area.  Retaining all oaks would not result in early successional habitat, but 
would rather resemble a thinning.    

14-7 Nathan Johnson 
Ohio Env. 
Council Letter 2 

Commenter provided references regarding cerulean warblers and the recommended management techniques to benefit the 
species.  

Thank you for providing the information.  The Wildlife presentation (Slide 21) and 
Biological Evaluation (project record) addressed impacts of the project to cerulean 
warblers and concluded that the Sunny Oaks project may impact individuals but is not 
likely to cause a trend towards federal listing or loss of viability for the cerulean 
warbler. It also noted that some project activities would lead to improved cerulean 
warbler habitat into the future.  For example, Rodewald (2013) also found that post-
fledgling birds, including those associated with mature forests, used regenerating 
clearcuts (4-7 years post-harvest) for protection from predators.  This information was 
included in the Purpose & Need presentation (Slide 5). 
 
See response to comments 10-5 and 14-10. 
 

14-8 Nathan Johnson 
Ohio Env. 
Council Letter 2 

Commenter provided references regarding black bears, their status in Ohio, and their habitat needs.  Thank you for providing the information in support of the importance of keeping oak 
forests on the landscape. Maintaining a mature oak/hickory forest along with assuring 
recruitment of future high quality stands of oak forests would support black bears on the 
WNF.  
 

14-9 Nathan Johnson 
Ohio Env. 
Council Letter 2 

Commenter provided information on the carbon sequestration and storage potential of old forests.  Thank you for the information. See response to comments 10-5, 10-6, and 14-3. 

14-10 Nathan Johnson 
Ohio Env. 
Council Letter 2 

The FS should consider the value of old forests in relation to their intact soils with highly developed and well-established 
mycorrhizal structure. 

Thank you for your comment. The WNF recognizes the value of old forests and 
mycorrhizal fungi. There are multiple resources and benefits that exist within the WNF, 
and it is necessary to find the appropriate balance of resources and uses. The purpose 
and need of the Sunny Oaks project is to create early successional habitat, sustain oak 
forests, improve forest health, and contribute to the local economy. In order to meet this 
purpose and need it is necessary to harvest timber. However, the Sunny Oaks harvests 
would affect about 1% of the WNF, and other resource objectives, such as retaining or 
developing old forests, can be achieved in other parts of the National Forest. 
 
See response to comments 10-5, 10-6, and 14-3. 

15 Gabriel Karns 
Ohio Chapter of 
Backcountry 
Hunters & 
Anglers 

Letter of support for the project  Thank you for your support of the Sunny Oaks Project.   

16 Scott Lodge Letter of support for the project  Thank you for your support of the Sunny Oaks Project. 
17 Barbara Lund Proposed activities of fire, timber, and road building will contribute to climate change and species extinctions. See response to comments 10-5, 10-6, 14-3.  
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The botany and wildlife biological evaluations concluded that project activities may 
impact individual plants and animals designated as Regional Forester Sensitive Species 
but are unlikely to cause a trend toward federal listing and loss of viability. Likewise, 
project activities are not expected to adversely affect federally listed plant species. With 
respect to federally listed wildlife, the Biological Evaluation found that two listed bat 
species may be adversely affected but noted that any adverse effect would likely only 
affect a few individuals and would not result in negative population-level fitness 
consequences. 
 

18-1 Greg Marsano If the Sunny Oaks Project were to continue as is proposed, the USFS would need an increase in temporary staff, strike teams, 
and other resources to ensure the volume of fire treatments are carried out over the next 5-10 years. The increase in wildfires 
in the American West and the potential for staffing needs, fire-borrowing, or reduction in appropriations may stifle the ability 
to maintain these prescribed fires in the near term.  

As a component of a nationwide agency, the WNF is able to draw on a wide variety of 
resources to accomplish work on the ground, including implementation of prescribed 
fire. Availability of staff or funding is not anticipated to pose an obstacle to project 
implementation.  

18-2 Greg Marsano Prescribed fire may damage the economic value of timber.   Recent research has indicated that prescribed fire in southern Indiana has a minor 
impact on the economic value of standing timber (Stanis, S. et al. 2019. Effect of 
Prescribed Fire on Timber Volume and Grade in the Hoosier National Forest. Forest 
Science. Volume 65(6), Pages 714-724.).  Similar data collection is underway on the 
WNF.  
 
Concerns related to prescribed fire damaging standing trees intended for harvest can be 
addressed by implementing mitigations to control fire intensity. Fire intensity can be 
manipulated by adjusting the weather conditions under which a prescribed fire can be 
implemented and by changing ignition patterns.   
   

18-3 Greg Marsano Some clarification on how the selection of prescribed burn treatments may affect other competing management goals such as 
oak restoration, timber value, and wildlife habitat would be greatly appreciated.  

As discussed above, prescribed fire is expected to have a minimal impact on timber 
value. As explained in the Purpose and Need presentation, prescribed fire, when applied 
under the appropriate conditions, is a valuable tool in managing for oak, and in non-oak 
stands is used for opening up forest understories to promote native plant diversity, not a 
competing management goal. Effects of prescribed fire on wildlife habitat are discussed 
in the Wildlife Biological Evaluation as well as the Wildlife presentation. As the 
wildlife biologist notes, prescribed fire affects different species in different ways. These 
treatments are expected to benefit some species and may cause localized negative 
impacts to others.  
 
Prior to implementation of a prescribed burn, a silviculture prescription and burn plan 
are written to incorporate NEPA guidance and provide parameters to meet silvicultural 
objectives of the burn.  The burn plan is used as a coordination tool and is reviewed by 
all resource areas to ensure mitigations have been incorporated into the document.   
   

18-4 Greg Marsano Is there sufficient competition to ensure fair market value of timber sales, or are these harvests expected to be non-
competitive bidding?...It is my hope that the WNF accepts bids at a fair market value…Accepting fairly priced bids will 
ultimately benefit the WNF, its projects, and the local communities via payments-in-lieu-of-taxes.  

The WNF always follows national and regional policies and protocols to ensure open 
and fair competition in bidding of timber sales.   

19-1 Rick McCleese 
Elkins Creek 
Horse Camp 

The proposed harvest behind the Elkins Creek Horse Camp and Tack Shop should be prescribed burned only. This is a 
northeast facing hill and according to peer review studies the proposed actions do not work for oak and hickory regrowth on 
north east facing hills.  

While it is true that aspect is an important factor in the suitability of a site for oak 
management, it is not the only factor to consider. Other characteristics include 
landscape features that affect moisture availability such as slope angle and slope 
position. A recent publication from the US Forest Service Northern Research Station 
uses a model to identify areas on the landscape that are suitable for oak-dominated 
forests (Iverson et al. 2017. Forest Ecology and Management 424: 355-366), The Sunny 
Oaks planning team has used this model to help inform the development of the project. 
Land use history on a particular site is also an important factor in existing vegetation 
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and oak regeneration potential. Of course, one of the most important factors that the 
Sunny Oaks planning team considered during project development was the existing 
vegetation in the overstory and the understory. While it is not clear from the comment 
which stand in particular is referenced, all three stands dominated by northeastern slopes 
near the Elkins Creek Horse Camp that have been proposed for oak regeneration 
harvests are currently slated to receive a shelterwood harvest under modified Alternative 
2. All of these stands were surveyed for overstory composition and for size and density 
of oak regeneration. They were selected for oak regeneration harvests because of the 
presence of oaks in both the overstory and the understory. The Sunny Oaks planning 
team has used a broad spectrum of resources to make an informed decision on the 
harvest types proposed for particular stands. The proposed harvests in these stands are 
supported by on the ground oak occurrences, scientific references regarding oak ecology 
and management, and geographic information system modeling analysis to discern 
appropriate sites for oak management in southeastern Ohio. 
   

19-2 Rick McCleese 
Elkins Creek 
Horse Camp 

The possibilities of flooding, along with noise would have a huge impact on lives and recreational tourism to the [horse] camp 
and an economic impact to the community as well…I do not feel this area is of great need to log and cost the investment I 
have made here and the economic impact to the community is worth it. 

Please see response to comments 1-3 (noise) and 10-1 (flooding).  

20-1 Loraine 
McCosker 
Dave Ackerman 
Ohio Sierra Club 
Forests and 
Public Lands 

I am emailing about the wording in Ranger Slone's newsletter. This indicates that you have already decided on a FONSI 
before the comments to the EA have been received. Would you please explain this and how this in compliance with NEPA. 

The environmental analysis process is an iterative process; that is, evaluations of 
significance and changes can be made throughout.  When the analysis was completed 
and made available, the Responsible Official was letting the public know that as of that 
time no significant effects had been identified.  This was not a formal Finding of No 
Significant Impact (FONSI), but rather information provided to be transparent to the 
public as they considered the analysis and formulated comments.  The formal FONSI is 
available now, along with the Draft Decision Notice (DDN), for the 45 day objection 
period.  This document (DDN/FONSI) explains the Responsible Official’s reasoning for 
making the intended decision and how the conclusion of no significant effects was 
made.   
 
Note that it is acceptable for the formal FONSI to be released with the EA, after the EA 
but before the DDN as a stand-alone document, or as a component of the DDN.  For this 
project, the Responsible Official chose to release the formal FONSI as a component of 
the DDN, but wanted to let the public know at the time of the EA comment period that 
he had considered the analysis and had not identified any significant effects.  At the 
close of the comment period on the EA, the Responsible Official tasked the 
interdisciplinary team with considering public input and whether anything brought up 
would result in effects not already analyzed that would be significant.   

20-2 Loraine 
McCosker 
Dave Ackerman 
Ohio Sierra Club 
Forests and 
Public Lands 

In addition we would like: 
Comments to our scoping comments. (I may have missed these) 
The Sierra Club sent an alert regarding this project during the scoping. We would like to know how many emails the USFS 
received on this action from Ohio Sierra Club. 

In an email response dated 2/21/2019, the commenter was directed to the response to 
scoping comments document, which was posted on online as part of the EA review 
package and contained responses to the Sierra Club’s scoping comments. The email also 
stated that there may have been one comment made on the project as a result of a Sierra 
Club Action alert, but that it was hard to say for certain.  

21 Richard Miller Commenter supports alternative 2 with a buffer near his property.  Thank you for your support of the Sunny Oaks Project. The Designs, Mitigations, and 
Forest Plan Guideline Departures document in the project record includes a design 
criteria to work with adjacent landowners to determine where reasonable no-harvest 
buffers can be applied to reduce visual impacts to private landowners at their homes.  

22-1 Loraine 
McCosker and 

I. Failure to demonstrate compliance with the Wayne National Forest Plan and the National Forest Management Act.  
The EA fails to demonstrate the Sunny Oaks project will maintain viable populations of management indicator species (MIS) 
omitted the Louisiana Waterthrush located in the River Corridor MA, or the Pine Warbler and the Yellowbreasted Chat in the FSM 

Management Indicator Species (MIS) are no longer evaluated as per the 2012 Planning 
Rule. The change went from MIS to Focal Species.  The Forest Plan conducted an 
administrative change in 2016 to include the change to focal species.  Three of the 
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Dave Ackerman, 
Ohio Sierra Club 

MA. The EA was unclear how project activities may affect other MIS or including those reliant on late successional habitat and old 
forest conditions such as such as the Pileated Woodpecker. 

previous MIS species that were converted to focal species are also RFS Species and 
were addressed within the Biological Evaluation. 

22-2 Ohio Sierra Club I. Failure to demonstrate compliance with the Wayne National Forest Plan and the National Forest Management Act.  
Next, the EA failed to provide sufficient evidence and analysis for how even-aged management such as clear cutting and 
shelterwood harvest in areas greater than Forest Plan guidelines (i.e. above 30 acres) is the optimal method to regenerate oak 
and hickory forest stands and establish early successional habitat conditions, 

The purpose and need presentation and transcripts explains why even-aged management 
(clearcuts and shelterwood) are the optimal methods to reach the project goals of 
creating young brushy forest and regenerating oak hickory forest across the landscape. 
The EA describes how clearcuts and shelterwoods are used to regenerate oak hickory 
forest, and it explains how these two even-age harvest techniques are the best way to 
create early successional habitat because they immediately stimulate a pulse of new 
growth of flowering plants, shrubs, and new trees.   
 
The purpose and need section of the EA also provided the rationale for exceeding the 
size thresholds for temporary openings in found in the Forest Plan and the NFMA. The 
rationale consists of four points – urgency, existing land ownership patterns, forest age, 
and meeting the intent with forested travel corridors. First, serious lack of early 
successional habitat and declines in associated species means there is an urgent need to 
create this habitat at a landscape scale. Second, the complicated pattern of federal and 
private land ownership throughout the Wayne makes it challenging to implement 
vegetation management across the landscape. In areas where the Forest Service has 
greater access for management, it makes practical sense to concentrate efforts at habitat 
creation. Third, early successional habitat creation is not currently feasible throughout 
the project area because of existing stand ages. Forested stands under 60 years of age 
are not mature enough for commercially viable harvest. Therefore, it make sense to 
focus habitat creation efforts in those stands where it is practical to accomplish project 
objectives. Finally, retaining riparian filter strips and connecting them to forested travel 
corridors would meet the intent of limiting the size of temporary openings. It should be 
noted that the primary purpose of the forested travel corridors is to maintain a forested 
travel corridor through the new brushy habitat for a variety of wildlife species. The 
wildlife Biological Evaluation, for example, notes that at risk species such as Indiana 
bats would benefit from the retention of forested travel corridors in harvested stands. In 
addition, as the watershed section of the EA explains, forested filterstrips are effective at 
reducing sedimentation from harvested areas. In other words, by providing for the 
conservation of soil, water, and wildlife resources, the retention of riparian filter strips 
and forested travel corridors would effectively meet the intent of limiting the size of 
even age openings. 

22-3 Ohio Sierra Club The EA arbitrarily and capriciously dismisses a viable, reasonable alternative. The Sunny Oaks planning team also dismissed 
analyzing an alternative that only utilized thinning or selection harvest methods.  The EA lacks sufficient discussion, evidence 
or analysis demonstrating why alternate harvest methods were not optimal. This is especially problematic since even-aged 
management (i.e shelterwood harvest) is unsupported and inappropriate where oak seedlings are scarce and underdeveloped. 

As the commenter notes, the EA purpose and need presentation addressed the proposal 
for an alternative that only used thinning or selection harvests by noting that this type of 
harvest would not lead to young brushy forest or help to regenerate oak forests, and 
would therefore not meet the purpose and need of the Sunny Oaks project. Wayne 
National Forest staff recognize that even-aged management will typically not result in 
an oak-dominated stand when oak seedlings are scarce or absent. First, however, it is 
important to note that oak regeneration is not the sole purpose of the Sunny Oaks 
project, and that even-aged management is necessary to meet the purpose and need of 
creating early successional forest habitat. Second, the Sunny Oaks project would 
authorize other timber stand improvement activities so that where there are stands with 
an oak objective and an insufficient amount of oak regeneration, there are options to 
increase the amount of regeneration prior to final removal harvests. Ongoing monitoring 
would help to ensure that the use of even-age management and other timber stand 
improvement methods contribute to oak-dominated stands where that is the objective. 

22-4 Ohio Sierra Club The EA fails to adequately discuss proposed activities in the River Corridor Management Area and Handley Branch Special 
Interest Area. The EA also fails to demonstrate how proposed activities in these management areas will be consistent with the 
Forest Plan.  

As described in the Purpose and Need section of the EA, the only proposed project 
activity that may occur within the River Corridor Management Area and the Handley 
Branch Special Area is the use of prescribed fire. The Forest Plan allows for the use of 
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prescribed fire in each of these management areas (see Table 2-4). Prescribed fire in 
each of these management areas helps to meet the purpose and need of the project 
because it can be used to regenerate oak forests in areas where it is favored and help 
maintain the forest type across the landscape. The River Corridor MA contains riparian 
and bottomland forests as well as suitable oak sites. Prescribed fire can be used in the 
Management Area to encourage oak regeneration on drier more oak-suitable sites, or 
simply to allow more light to reach the forest floor and promote the growth of a whole 
host of plants that need sunnier and drier conditions, as described in the purpose and 
need section of the EA. The use of prescribed fire is especially important in the Handley 
Branch SIA.  Prescribed burns are necessary to maintain the oak barrens habitat at 
Handley Branch SIA and are utilized to reduce woody encroachment and shift fuel 
model characteristics to an understory of grasses and forbs mixed with litter from the 
surrounding woodland matrix (Hutchinson at el. 2005.  Prescribed fire effects on the 
herbaceous layer of mixed-oak forests.  Can. J. For. Res. 35: 877-890). Effects from 
prescribed fire in the Handley Branch SIA are discussed in the botany Biological 
Evaluation.  

22-5 Ohio Sierra Club II. The Sunny Oaks Purpose and Need should include ecosystem services 
The Sunny Oaks Purpose and Need and analysis should include ecosystem services for such things as; carbon regulation, climate 
change, watersheds, and biodiversity. 
 

Ecosystem services provided by the National Forest have been considered throughout 
the development and analysis of this project.  This consideration is documented in the 1) 
purpose and need presentation, 2) the climate change workbook, 3) the Sunny Oaks 
Climate Change and Carbon Sequestration Consideration document, 4) the watershed 
presentation, 5) the wildlife presentation, and 6) the plant presentation.  The term 
ecosystem services may not have been used, but the overarching theme of ecosystem 
services is the suite of non-monetary benefits provided from the forest."  Please also see 
Response to Scoping Comment 18-5, in regards to the subject of Climate Change.   
 

22-6 Ohio Sierra Club III. Failure to prepare an Environmental Assessment (EA) useful to facilitate planning, decision making, and public 
disclosure The EA’s use of videos to replace a written EA is problematic. We contend the video-transcript format does not 
provide useful public disclosure, especially for members of the public that lack technological resources to clearly view the EA 
videos. The associated transcripts reference information that is not reasonably available to members of the public because 
they are not on the WNF Sunny Oaks Project webpage. Due to these limitations, the video-transcript format restricts the WNF 
officials from involving the public in preparing and implementing their NEPA procedures as required by regulations 
 

In presenting the analysis in the recorded presentation format, the Responsible Official 
wanted the team to explore if using a different approach to communication would result 
in more engagement and understanding from the public.   The analysis contained in the 
various presentations (collectively making up the EA content) was also made available 
as a written transcript to allow for the public to more closely follow along with the 
recorded presentation, or to take the place of the recording.   When viewing the 
presentations, one has the option to pause so that more time can be spent reviewing 
what is displayed on the screen. 
 
The WNF offered to send copies of the slides and transcript to members of the public 
when requested. One such request was made. Otherwise, we did not receive feedback 
from other individuals that would indicate technology was a barrier to getting the 
analysis information.  

22-7 Ohio Sierra Club IV. Failure to prepare an environmental assessment that provides sufficient evidence and analysis of environmental 
impacts.  In these duties the WNF failed to conduct sufficient analysis for several resources, failed to adequately consider the 
effects of climate change, and fails to provide evidence supporting its heavy reliance on mitigation and design criteria to 
address potential adverse environmental effects. 

The commenter asserts that environmental analysis of seven different topics was 
insufficient. These seven topics are addressed as comments 22-9 through 22-16, below. 
As a general response to the assertion of insufficient analysis, it is important to consider 
guidance from the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) in the form of regulations 
(40 CFR Parts 1500-1508) and supporting documents such as the ‘40 Most Asked 
Questions Concerning CEQ’s NEPA Regulations’. The CEQ consistently advises 
federal agencies that an EA should be a “concise public document” (40 CFR 1508.9(a), 
emphasis added) that “should not contain long descriptions or detailed data” (40 Most 
Asked Questions). Rather, the purpose of an EA is to “briefly provide sufficient 
evidence and analysis for determining whether to prepare an environmental impact 
statement or a finding of no significant impact” (40 CFR 1508.9(a)(1)). 
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The Sunny Oaks interdisciplinary team adhered to the CEQ’s NEPA guidance and 
structured the EA to focus the scope of analysis on issues that were relevant to the 
question of significance. Each specialist, in their section of the EA, explained the 
regulatory framework surrounding their particular resource, and the assumptions and 
parameters of their analysis. Issues that were raised through public scoping received 
particular focus in the analyses. In summary, the Sunny Oaks interdisciplinary team 
appropriately applied a focused scope of analysis to emphasize concerns raised by the 
public and topics that were identified as relevant to the question of significance under 
NEPA.   

22-8 Ohio Sierra Club IV. a. Failure to consider effects of climate change.   
First, the Wayne fails to provide evidence or demonstrate the analysis used to evaluate environmental impacts. Next, it 
appears the WNF focuses on just oak and hickory response, and greenhouse gas emissions. Certainly these are important 
issues, but by no means a sufficient exploration of actual effects directly related to this project. In fact, direct effects come 
from increased storm events and elevated rainfall above historic conditions.   

The Sunny Oaks planning team considered the effects of climate change in many ways 
during the project development. As the commenter notes, the resilience of oak-
dominated forests in the face of projected future climates was identified as one reason to 
sustain this forest type across the landscape. In addition, Carbon sequestration and 
greenhouse gas emissions were considered in the ‘Climate Change & Carbon 
Sequestration document’ contained in the project record. In addition, the ‘Climate 
Change workbook’ in the project record also included discussion of increased storm 
events and elevated rainfall. For example, on page 3 of the Climate Change worksheet, 
altered precipitation regimes are noted as a vulnerability for all habitats on the WNF. 
Increased precipitation is also flagged as a changed condition that could make it more 
difficult to conduct forest management while protecting soil and water resources. 
Finally, the Sunny Oaks scoping response to comments pointed to these two Climate 
and Carbon documents in response to similar concerns related to climate change.  
 
See response to comment 22-7. 
 

22-9 Ohio Sierra Club IV b. Failure to analyze prescribed burning, inappropriate use of prescribed fire, exacerbates climate change. Other 
documented negative effects include (but are not limited to) increased air pollution and greenhouse gas emission and 
consequent threats to human health and well being, reduced carbon storage, increased soil pH, increased soil temperature and 
decreased soil moisture, loss of nutrients, increased sediment loads in streams, increased water temperature and pH, and 
reduced populations of non-target species. Again, the EA fails to properly consider these effects and the WNF should prepare 
an EIS to provide sufficient analysis. 

Effects of prescribed fire are analyzed throughout the EA. The Watershed and Soils 
presentations discuss prescribed fire in the context of sedimentation and erosion. The 
Wildlife and Plants presentations consider prescribed fire and its impact on sensitive 
species, as well as the benefits that it can provide for other species. The Heritage 
Resources presentation considers adverse and beneficial effects of prescribed fire on 
cultural and historic resources. The Recreation and Scenery presentation addresses the 
effects of prescribed fire operations on forest visitors, and the Air presentation analyzes 
the impacts on air quality. Greenhouse gas emissions associated with prescribed fire are 
also discussed in the Climate Change & Carbon Sequestration document.  For additional 
information on the subject of climate change, please see response to comment 17. 
 
The specific methodology of prescribed burning, including site-specific design features 
and mitigations to avoid undesirable effects, would be documented in individual burn 
plans closer to the time of implementation of each prescribed burn.  These burn plans 
are reviewed by those conducting the burn to make sure that sensitive resources are 
protected and that burn objectives are met.  Prescribed burning is widely recognized as 
ecosystem driver and a vegetation management tool. (Lafon et al. 2017. Fire history of 
the Appalachian region: a review and synthesis. Gen. Tech. Rep. SRS-219. Asheville, 
NC: US Department of Agriculture, Forest Service, Southern Research Station., 219, 
pp.1-97;  Stambaugh et al. 2015. Clarifying the role of fire in the deciduous forests of 
eastern North America: reply to Matlack. Conservation Biology).  
 
See response to comment 22-7. 
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22-10 Ohio Sierra Club IV c. Failure to provide evidence supporting reliance on guidelines, best practices, mitigation and design criteria.   
The WNF fails to analyze many potential adverse environmental effects associated with this project based on its assertion 
they will be mitigated through best management or standard timber practices, mitigations, design criteria or adherence to 
Forest Plan guidelines. In most instances the EA does not even describe what these are, and even if such assertions were 
valid, the EA must provide some evidence or analysis demonstrating their effectiveness.   

The Sunny Oaks project record includes supporting information to demonstrate that 
guidelines, best practices, and mitigation and design criteria would effectively minimize 
or prevent adverse effects of the project.  
 
Best management practices (BMPs) and standard timber practices are found within the 
Forest Plan, as well as the document ‘BMPs for Erosion Control for Logging Practices 
in Ohio’, which can be found in the project record. As noted in the response to comment 
22-13 below, in the 2016 “Decision Not To Regulate Forest Road Discharges Under the 
Clean Water Act (CWA),” the US EPA found that BMPs, when implemented properly, 
are effective in reducing and minimizing sediment delivery to waterbodies. The WNF is 
committed to implementing and monitoring the standards and guidelines for watershed 
protection as put forth by the 2006 Forest Plan, as well as the BMPs for Erosion Control 
for Logging Practices in Ohio, as required by law. 
 
Mitigations and design criteria are discussed in the specialist reports where they are 
recommended and are also listed in the ‘Sunny Oaks Design Criteria, Mitigations and 
Forest Plan Guideline Departures’ document, which was available on the project 
webpage with the EA presentations.  The Botany biological evaluation (BE) and 
biological assessment (BA) contain additional information on specific mitigation and 
design criteria that would be used to minimize impacts to botany resources. These have 
been added to the ‘Sunny Oaks Design Criteria, Mitigations and Forest Plan Guideline 
Departures’ document. Likewise, design criteria described in the Wildlife BA/BE 
provides further detail on how effects to wildlife can be mitigated. These design criteria 
have also been added to the Design Criteria and Mitigations document. 
 
The effectiveness of Forest Plan guidelines was analyzed in the 2006 Final 
Environmental Impact Statement for the WNF’s Forest Plan.  
 
See response to comment 22-7. 

22-11 Ohio Sierra Club IV d. Failure to sufficiently analyze watersheds.   
The WNF should use the Watershed Condition Framework (WCF) to evaluate the direct, indirect, and cumulative effects of 
the Sunny Oaks project. The Sunny Oaks EA should have used the WCF and rankings to provide a description of each 
waterhsed’s current condition and how each alternative would affect the rankings. Rather than utilizing the WCF, the EA 
relies, in part, on the Ohio EPA’s 2018 Integrated Report which does not account for all the WCC indicators and only 
provides a narrow look at watershed conditions…The EA relies wholly on the Integrated Report to address the issue of fish 
and other aquatic species…The EA does not list specific fish species present in the project area, their habitat conditions, 
population trends, or how each alternative may affect aquatic habitats. The same is true for riparian areas. 

Watersheds were sufficiently analyzed at the appropriate scale. The Watershed 
Condition Classification (WCC) is Step 1 of the Watershed Condition Framework 
(WCF).  The WCC is a national forest-based, reconnaissance- level evaluation of 
watershed condition (Watershed Condition Classification Technical Guide (2011), p. 1). 
It is a means of classifying watershed condition at a coarse scale and using that 
information to prioritize watersheds for management and improvement and not a tool to 
analyze the effects of individual projects.  The parameters developed are informed by 
available data collected and reported by both the Forest Service, as well as other 
agencies such as the Integrated Water Quality Reports released by the Ohio EPA. The 
scale, however, is too coarse for use at the scale of the Sunny Oaks project. It is not 
appropriate to use the indicators and attributes for project-level analysis because data 
were averaged across entire 6th level HUCs subwatershed (generally 10,000 to 40,000 
acres in size) and cannot be scaled down to project scale such as those used in the Sunny 
Oaks project.  
 
With respect to water yield analysis and the potential for flooding, the localized 
catchments developed and used in the Sunny Oaks project were each individually 
analyzed and painstakingly drawn due to public concern with flood risks. Aerial 
photographs, overlaid with topographic maps and LiDAR generated hill shade data were 
used to locate the nearest private residences located in or near floodplains downstream 
from the proposed harvests. From there, the localized catchment were delineated, then 
analyzed, to more accurately account for what those private residences could expect to 
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experience in terms of water yields. It is incorrect to refer to these localized catchments 
as 12th level HUCs, as such a rating system does not exist. The HUC system only exists 
officially down to the 6th level (12 digit code subwatersheds). 
 
Effects of the Sunny Oaks project on sensitive species of mussels, fish, and amphibians 
that have the potential to be affected are addressed within in the Wildlife presentation, 
transcript and the Biological Assessment and Evaluations.  All Forest Plan standards 
and guidelines would be followed when in riparian or streamside corridors. 
 
See response to comment 22-7. 
 

22-12 Ohio Sierra Club IV d. Failure to sufficiently analyze watersheds – Erosion and Water Quality 
The EA provides no analysis of the potential erosion and sediment yields in the alternatives. The WNF seems to assert it 
cannot predict the potential for erosion…yet, the Forest Service has tools and resources to provide sufficient analysis, if not at 
100 percent accuracy, then at least at levels that can inform management actions. It is clear the WNF has the tools to analyze 
the extent sedimentation may result from management activities, and statements that it cannot do so with reasonable accuracy 
are arbitrary and capricious and a violation of NEPA 

The EA does analyze the potential for erosion and sedimentation, however, there seems 
to be a couple of misunderstandings of the presentation. Two points of clarification: 
 

 The 2018 Ohio EPA integrated report was only used to establish current conditions. It 
was not an analysis for effects.  
 

 The statement regarding how sedimentation can only be physically detectable 
downstream to another confluence with a stream or tributary of the same size or larger 
was used to establish the spatial boundary for the sedimentation and cumulative 
analyses, and not as a means to not analyze for effects. This just so happened to almost 
always coincide with the drawn localized catchments, and where it did not coincide, the 
localized catchment was always larger and for the purposes of analyzing for 
sedimentation, it went above and beyond. A separate spatial boundary was therefore 
unnecessary and not drawn.  
 
For effects analysis with regards to erosion and sedimentation, which is the source of 
impairment to water quality likely to result from timber harvest activities, the Proposed 
Action and Alternative 2 was overlaid with the soil erosion hazard ratings (EHR), as 
well as where they are located near waterbodies. These are where potential eroding soil 
from the Proposed Action or Alternative 2 have the highest likelihood of contributing to 
sedimentation to the nearby waterbodies. Elsewhere, the likelihood of erosion from 
further away or on flatter ground (low EHR ratings) have almost no chance of reaching 
waterbodies and was excluded from the reported numbers as part of the analysis.  
 
The potential for sedimentation from management activities would be reduced by the 
implementation and monitoring of Forest Plan Standards and Guidelines and Best 
Management Practices (BMPs).  The Forest Service has developed and implemented a 
BMP program that includes both implementation and monitoring (The National Core 
BMP Technical Guide (Volume 1, FS-990a, April 2012). In 2016, the EPA released a 
“Decision Not To Regulate Forest Road Discharges Under the Clean Water Act 
(CWA),” provided that BMPs are implemented and monitored. In the decision 
document, the EPA sites numerous studies pointing to the effectiveness of both general 
forestry BMPs and forest road BMPs, when implemented properly, at reducing and 
minimizing sediment delivery to waterbodies. The WNF is committed to implementing 
and monitoring the standards and guidelines for watershed protection as put forth by the 
2006 Forest Plan, as well as the BMPs for Erosion Control for Logging Practices in 
Ohio, as required by law.  
 
The estimation models (WEPP, SWRCI, GRAIP etc…) referred to in this comment 
were indeed developed by the Forest Service for the purposes of estimating rates of 
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erosion and sediment delivery into waterbodies, among others estimates. However, they 
are but tools in the toolbox and are by no means required tools to be used for every 
NEPA project. As noted by the EPA, numerous studies have already shown that BMPs 
are effective at minimizing sedimentation to waterbodies, and so an analysis of the 
general surface area with potential to impact waterbodies (mentioned above) made more 
sense for the Sunny Oaks project. 
 
See response to comment 22-7. 
 

22-13 Ohio Sierra Club IV d. Failure to sufficiently analyze watersheds – Prescribed Burns  
The EA also appears to limit most of its analysis to just the harvest areas, and arbitrarily limits the temporal extent for erosion 
and sedimentation related to prescribed burns to just one year even though the EA project timeframe is 20 years. The EA 
states that the risk of erosion and sedimentation from prescribed fire is low throughout the entire forest. Certainly, such a 
statement requires some supporting evidence and analysis.  

In an effort to keep the presentation to a manageable length, National BMP monitoring 
data was not included in the presentation. However, the National BMP monitoring data 
is available as part of the project record.  BMP monitoring conducted a year after 
prescribed burns (low intensity fires) recorded minimal evidence of erosion and 
sedimentation, as well as vigorous regrowth of the understory where evidence of the 
prescribed burn itself from a year prior is barely noticeable.  
 
The commenter rejects the assumption made in the presentation “that once vegetation 
begins growing back (after the prescribed burns) that erosion and sedimentation will no 
longer pose a significant risk.” However, no supporting documents were included to 
support that statement.  BMP monitoring conducted after prescribed fires on the WNF 
indicate that evidence of sedimentation and erosion is minimal within one year.   
 
Additionally, proposed new dozer fireline construction would not be located within the 
riparian filterstrips as a matter of WNF standards and guidelines, so the erosion from 
these firelines would have minimal effect to waterbodies (they would need to travel 
through the riparian filterstrip first, which, per their namesake, would filter the majority 
of it out before reaching the waterbodies). Fireline construction within the riparian 
filterstrips would be completed by hand, with hand tools such as shovels, axes, rakes 
and pulaskis, and in accordance with established erosion control measures, resulting in 
minimal effects in terms of erosion and sedimentation.  
 
The project timeframe is about 20 years, and prescribed burns would likely happen 
every year during project implementation. However, the effects from each individual 
burn should only be noticeable for up to a year post-burn, after which the forest 
understory would have recovered to the point where one would be hard pressed to find 
evidence of erosion or sedimentation from the burn itself. 
 
See response to comment 22-7. 
 

22-14 Ohio Sierra Club IV d. Failure to sufficiently analyze watersheds – Road Impacts  
The EA fails to consider potential significant effects of sedimentation and erosion related to the construction of 180 acres of 
skid roads, 10 miles of new road construction, and 17 miles of road reconstruction; we question why skid roads were 
measured in acres rather than miles.  

The 10 miles of new roads (converted into acres equals roughly approximately 36 
acres), as well as all existing roads (reconstructions make up about 62 acres, the total of 
all roads and trails converts to roughly 588 acres) in the spatial boundary of the project, 
were taken into account during analysis, including where they are located in relation to 
waterbodies. Tables were provided during the presentation, and the reconstruction acres 
were included in the Current Conditions table under the “infrastructure” column. The 
new road acres, where they’re located near streams and deemed to contribute to 
sedimentation, were included as part of the “Acres Contributing” columns in their 
respective Proposed Action and Alternative 2 tables. 
 
From a watershed perspective, all infrastructure such as roads and skid trails are 
measured in acres instead of miles, as miles do not account for the full physical 
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occupancy the road or skid road takes up on the ground. To calculate for acres, we take 
the total miles of roads (existing and new) and proposed skid roads, and multiply it by 
the average width of the roads and skid roads, respectively, to arrive at an area 
calculation for each.  
 
See response to comment 22-12 regarding the US EPA and stormwater discharge from 
forest roads.  
 
See response to comment 22-7. 
 

22-15 Ohio Sierra Club IV d. Failure to sufficiently analyze watersheds – Timber Harvest  
Looking at erosion and sedimentation from harvest treatments, the EA fails to provide sufficient evidence or analysis of the 
alternatives.   

One of the analysis parameters that was discussed in detail in the Watershed 
presentation of the EA was erosion and sedimentation, especially as it relates to timber 
harvest. The EA notes that current conditions in the project area do not indicate that 
erosion and sedimentation are of great concern to water quality. It goes on to explain 
that the scale and duration of the activities proposed in the Sunny Oaks project make 
them unlikely to worsen the current condition, especially given the effectiveness of 
standard timber harvest practices such as filter strips.   
 
As mentioned previously under comment 22-11, in 2016 the EPA decided to not 
regulate stormwater discharge from forest roads under Section 402(p)(6) of the CWA. 
They noted that BMPs, if implemented properly, have been shown to be effective at 
reducing and minimizing sediment delivery to waterbodies. The studies showed 
effectiveness ranges from 73% up to 99%, depending on the states or regions where the 
studies were conducted. 
 
The 1994 Castelle et al study mentioned in the EA and referenced by the commenter 
provided a more general summary of how effective filterstrips were across the board, 
and so was used for the analysis on erosion and sedimentation from harvest treatments 
for the Sunny Oaks project. As mentioned above, the Soil EHR layer was overlaid with 
the proposed harvest units, then only those soils rated for Severe or Very Severe near 
waterbodies were selected and analyzed for their potential to contribute to 
sedimentation. The acres were then reduced by 75% (Very Severe ratings) or 80% 
(Severe ratings) per the findings from the study. This yielded the final reported numbers 
in acres potentially contributing to sedimentation.  
 
Riparian filterstrips are effective, regardless of soil type. The studies were done all over 
the country, in all types of soils, yet they were consistently found to be effective. As the 
years go on, and vegetation grows back on the proposed harvest units, less soil erosion 
would happen, which would result in less sediment for the riparian filterstrips to filter. 
 
See response to comment 22-7. 
 

22-16 Ohio Sierra Club IV d. Failure to sufficiently analyze watersheds – Water Yield  
The EA fails to provide the necessary evidence and analysis to determine if the alternatives will have a significant 
environmental effect. Finally, the EA lacks any evidence or analysis of how prescribed fire will affect water yields, which is 
especially concerning in regards for the potential of increased bank erosion in areas adjacent to waterways.  

The environmental effects of increased water yields from the Sunny Oaks project would 
be minimal to non-existent. Edwards & Troendle (2012) provided an extensive 
nationwide literature review of forest management impacts on water yields that was 
used as guidance for the project.  The research consistently showed that measurable 
increases in water yield only begin to occur at harvest levels of 20-25% basal area of a 
particular watershed or catchment.  Harvest levels in the Sunny Oaks project, through 
Alternative 2, ensured that all localized catchments were below that percentage. Any 
potential water yield increases would be greatest during the first year after harvest, and 
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progressively decreasing in subsequent years as vegetation begins growing back. More 
important for this analysis is that water yield is an average measurement over a period 
of time, usually a year. Research has consistently shown that most of the actual flow 
increases from harvest occur during low flow periods, with changes in high and peak 
flows being much smaller and statistically nonsignificant or completely nonexistent 
(Edwards and Troendle 2012). Consequently, even if there are small water yield 
increases associated with our proposed activities, they would occur during seasonal low 
flows rather than the periodic peak flows. The environmental effect would be negligible. 
 
The potential effects of climate change on water yield are not particularly relevant to the 
Sunny Oaks project and were considered but not specifically analyzed. Climate change 
is expected to result in wetter winters and springs, but dryer summers and falls and more 
extreme events in general (Butler et al. 2015 – Central Appalachians Forest Ecosystem 
Vulnerability Assessment and Synthesis: A Report from the Central Appalachians 
Climate Change Response Framework Project). Water yield changes from timber 
harvest are primarily caused by evapotranspiration loss from harvested trees. The 
evapotranspiration rates for dormant trees in the winter and early spring (before leaf out) 
are not much different than that of harvested trees. As a result, the effect of wetter 
winters and springs on water yield would be similar in harvested areas as compared to 
unharvested areas. Similarly, drier summers and falls due to climate change would tend 
to mitigate any increases in seasonal low flows due to timber harvest. With regard to 
extreme events, they overwhelm the entire system (water holding capacity of the soils 
and evapotranspiration of the trees) very quickly, leading to large scale flooding. In such 
cases, the harvests proposed by the Sunny Oaks project would make very little, if any 
difference on the outcome (based on years of scientific literature such as Bathurst et al. 
2011a – Forest impact on floods due to extreme rainfall and snowmelt in four Latin 
American environments 1: Field data analysis, and Bathurst et al. 2011b – …2: Model 
analysis; and are taught in hydrology textbooks such as Brooks et al 2003 – Hydrology 
and the Management of Watersheds, among others). In addition, vegetative recovery 
would occur within a few years of harvest while climate change will be occurring much 
more slowly over the next few decades. Therefore, the effects of climate change on any 
potential water yield increases from the Sunny Oaks project would likely be minimal to 
non-existent. A climate change worksheet was completed for this project, and is 
available in the project record. While the worksheet wasn’t specifically geared towards 
a water yield discussion, changes to precipitation regimes were noted. 
 
As for Alternative 2 not containing any restoration or enhancement activities, such 
activities are outside of the document purposes and needs for the project. Alternative 2 
specifically reduced harvest acres in those localized catchments where they exceeded 
25% of the entire area (as opposed to basal area) as a mitigation measure just to be extra 
cautious. 
 
Finally, with respect to water yield and prescribed fire,  prescribed burning, in and of 
itself, would have minimal to no effect on water yields because prescribed burns only 
consume the understory of the forest and often in a mosaic fashion that does not result 
in 100% consumption of understory flora, which have minimal effect on water yields. 
 
See response to comment 22-7. 
 

22-17 Ohio Sierra Club IV e. Failure to sufficiently analyze soils.    
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1. The soils section lacks any discussion regarding soil productivity, and potential effects each alternative will have on it. This 
section must demonstrate how each alternative will adhere to the Forest plan guidelines GFW-WSH-10.  
2. We also note that the EA explains that the temporal scale utilized for soils in this section is 20 years, while the scale used in 
watersheds was nine years. The different wat not explained.  
3. There will likely be significant erosion and soil loss in harvest areas, especially since the EA explains there are no BMPs to 
address disturbance on skid roads.  
4. In addition, we noted previously the EA fails to address how increased rainfall and storm events will affect soil 
disturbances in the context of climate change. The WNF should also explore the role of carbon sequestration in soil horizons.  
5. Finally, recent research demonstrates the increased role and importance of mycorrhizal networks in forest soils. The WNF 
should consider this important issue by preparing an EIS that fully explores how each alternative would affect these 
mycorrhizal networks.  

 Regarding soil productivity, the topsoil (generally the top 5 to 10 inches, with some 
variations in depth) is most responsible for it. Barring large scale loss of topsoil through 
unmitigated erosion, or widespread heavy compaction and displacement, soil 
productivity generally isn’t significantly affected by responsibly implemented harvests. 
The Forest Service has over 100 long-term soil productivity study sites throughout 
North America, and results for the first decade have shown little impact to forest growth 
and productivity (Powers et al 2005 -  The North American long-term soil productivity 
experiment: Findings from the first decade of research). As stated previously, properly 
implemented forestry BMPs are effective, and they are required by law. So while the 
term soil productivity was not used in the analysis, the analysis for erosion, rutting, 
displacement and compaction are parameters in analyzing for soil productivity itself. 
Additionally, the Forest Soils Disturbance Monitoring Protocol (FSDMP) is employed 
for this project. The FSDMP developed by the Forest Service is a statistically accurate 
and rapid tool for measuring soil disturbance in the field. Pre-harvest data was collected 
and post-harvest data would be collected, in conjunction with BMP monitoring, for long 
term monitoring of local, WNF specific soil disturbance and recovery rates, along with 
proper implementation of BMPs and if they can be improved upon.  
 

 20 years is generally what it takes for non-detrimental compaction, rutting, and 
displacement to recover, while erosion generally recovers once vegetation has regrown 
(usually within a year). The reason the temporal boundary is different from the 
Watershed analysis temporal boundary of 9 years is because soil compaction, rutting 
and displacement are not factors that affect water yield or bank erosion. It is also 
important to note that while it can take up to 20 years for non-detrimental soil impacts 
to recover, it often does not take that long due to implementation of BMPs. As disclosed 
in the analysis, studies done in 1976 and 1980 shows that if the forest is rehabilitated 
(which would be done on the skid roads and landings) and revegetated (which they will 
grow back naturally), they generally recover within a year or two.  
 
The analysis did not discount harmful effects to soils within the 20 years, but referred 
instead to the fact that BMPs are effective at minimizing impacts, while also monitoring 
to ensure proper implementation and if improvements to effectiveness can be made. It is 
also important to note, that the soil ratings refer to its likelihood to erode, compact, 
displace or rut if BMPs are not properly applied. 
 

 While it was specifically mentioned that there are BMPs to prevent detrimental 
disturbance from occurring anywhere else outside of the roads and heavily trafficked 
skid roads, it was not an inference to mean that BMPs do not address roads and skid 
roads, per your comment. There are BMPs that specifically apply to roads and skid 
roads and they minimize the amount, as well as the erosion impacts coming from them. 
 
All proposed skid roads and landings would be rehabilitated post project per BMP 
requirements, so whatever soil disturbance is incurred, even if it was detrimentally 
disturbed, would be rehabilitated and recovered within a year or two, per the 1976 and 
1980 studies. 
 
Forest Service Manual 2500 Watershed And Air Management, Chapter 2550 – Soil 
Management established that systems roads, trails and other administrative facilities 
within or adjacent to the activity area, are dedicated land uses and not part of the 
detrimental soil condition evaluation. 
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 Please see response to comment 22-8 regarding soils and changing precipitation 
patterns. In terms of soil carbon sequestration, a climate change workbook was 
completed for this project, and is available in the project record. While the worksheet 
wasn’t specifically geared towards a carbon sequestration discussion, the role soils play 
in a changing climate were noted. The Climate Change & Carbon Sequestration 
document also included discussion of the importance of carbon sequestration in soils.  

 Finally, mycorrhizal networks are normally assumed to be a function of soil condition 
which, as discussed above, is being addressed when discussing compacting, rutting, and 
erosion.  The commenter does not note any potential effects to mycorrhizal fungi that 
they believe would occur or would rise to the level of significance 
 
See response to comment 22-7. 
 

22-18 Ohio Sierra Club IV f. Failure to sufficiently analyze wildlife.   
 Wildlife on the WNF has the potential to be significantly affected by the proposed action and Alternative 2.  The EA falls far 

short in its analysis of wildlife effects, it fails to provide sufficient comparison of alternatives, and does not provide biological 
assessments or opinions thereby precluding the opportunity to provide meaningful comments; all in violation of NEPA. It is 
not clear if the WNF completed the required consultation with USFWS regarding project effects on Indiana and Northern 
Long Eared Bats. Clearly, the Indiana Bat is in critical peril in Ohio. Yet the analysis of the Sunny Oaks project fails to 
address this pending calamity and in fact, does not address current cumulative effects on the Wayne. 
 

 The video displays a table of [regional forester sensitive] species with several determinations that the project’s alternatives 
may impact individuals but is not likely to cause a trend to federal listing or loss of viability. The video does not make it clear 
how the planning team made these determinations, and any supporting documentation was not available on the project 
website. The EA goes on to explain that other species will not be part of the analysis because they are not present in the 
project area, not known to be present, or because best management practices will be put in place so that “they should not be 
affected from the project.” The WNF cannot rely on vague and unsupported claims that mitigation is going to address any 
potential effects from the project’s alternatives.  
 

 As we noted in our watershed section, the EA failed to provide any analysis of fish species or other aquatic wildlife that may 
be affected by the project’s alternatives, and we question what other species the planning team failed to carry through its 
analysis.  
 

 It appears the criteria for analysis is that species must have been documented in the past. Certainly, other sources of 
information should also inform the decision to analyze species such as previous studies, wildlife modeling, and state data.  
 

 The WNF attempts to characterize this project as beneficial to species that depend on early successional habitat, such as the 
ruffed grouse. Unfortunately, the EA fails to adequately consider how each alternative will affect ruffed grouse (or other 
species that will supposedly benefit) over the 20 years during which this project is to occur.  
 

 The EA also fails to provide any analysis of game species such as turkey and deer, other than to claim prescribed fire will 
increase hunting opportunities.  
 
 

 Effects to wildlife were described in the Wildlife presentation and the Biological 
Assessment (federally-listed species) and Evaluation (Regional Forester sensitive 
species).  The Wildlife presentation notes early on (Slide 2, 3, and 4) that a Biological 
Assessment and a Biological Evaluation are prepared for the project.  The WNF 
engaged in Section 7 consultation with U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) on all 
federally-listed species. In the Finding of No Significant Impact, attached to the Draft 
Decision Notice, Intensity Factor number 9 discusses the consultation that was 
conducted USFWS regarding federally listed wildlife species (See Draft Decision 
Notice page 11-12). The Programmatic Biological Opinion, referenced in the Wildlife 
presentation (Slide 3), was issued in 2005, and attached to the Final Environmental 
Impact Statement for the WNF 2006 Forest Plan as Appendix F2. The document is 
available to the public on the Wayne’s website and in hard copy upon request, along 
with other documents associated with the 2006 Forest Plan. White-nose syndrome is 
discussed in the Wildlife Biological Assessment on pages 19 and 20, and is mentioned 
as a threat in the Wildlife presentation.  Cumulative effects to Indiana bats and (northern 
long-eared bats) are addressed on pages 32-36 of the Wildlife Biological Assessment. 
Based on the consideration of a number of factors, the Wildlife Biologist concluded that 
long-term potential benefits of the proposed project would outweigh the short-term 
potential adverse effects; however, those positive effects are not used to offset any 
significant adverse effects.  No significant adverse effects were identified and the 
project as a whole would not contribute to the jeopardy of the continued existence of 
any federally-listed wildlife species.  
 

 The wildlife and botany Biological Evaluations, each available in the project record, 
considered all Regional Forester Sensitive Species of plants and wildlife. All of the 
species listed as federally threated or endangered or as Regional Forester sensitive 
species were considered for both potential occurrence and potential effects as part of the 
Sunny Oaks analysis.  Species that were listed in the Wildlife presentation tables with 
conclusions of no effect or no impact were categorized based on the analysis provided 
in the wildlife biological evaluation. Please see response to comment 22-10 regarding 
mitigation and project effects.  
 

 See response to comment 22-11.  
 

 The decision to carry a particular species through analysis in the biological evaluation is 
not only informed by past documentation of the species. In addition to documented 
occurrence, species with suitable habitat present within the project area are carried 
through the analysis to consider potential project effects. Please see the wildlife 
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presentation (Slides 2-4, 6) and the botany presentation (Slides 2-5, 11, 21) for more 
information on analysis of at risk species.  
 

 The wildlife presentation addresses ruffed grouse and other Regional Forester Sensitive 
species that rely on early successional habitat (such as Eastern whippoorwill and 
monarch butterfly) on slide 21 by noting that the project is expected to have beneficial 
effects on these species. The analysis that led to the effects determinations for these 
species is contained in the wildlife biological evaluation. Slide 25 of the wildlife 
presentation addresses grouse in more detail, noting that the two-aged harvests proposed 
in alternative 2 are expected to be especially beneficial to ruffed grouse because they 
would provide dense cover while retaining a hard mast food source. Other early 
successional species are addressed on slide 26 of the wildlife presentation. The wildlife 
biologist explains how the project is expected to create habitat for shrubland birds, but 
the riparian filter strips and other residual trees would provide less of this habitat than a 
clearcut without the retention of forested corridors.  
 

 As described in the response to comment 22-7, above, the Sunny Oaks planning team 
used a focused scope of analysis to consider issues relevant to the question of 
significance. Game species such as turkey and deer were not identified as an issue 
warranting detailed consideration in the Environmental Assessment because there is no 
indication that the project could cause significant impacts with respect to game animals. 
In fact, as discussed in the Purpose and Need presentation, the Sunny Oaks project is 
expected to benefit deer and turkey by providing early successional habitat that both 
species use for food and cover. 
 
See response to comments 22-7, 22-1, 10-5  
 

22-19 Ohio Sierra Club IV g. Failure to sufficiently analyze plants 
 In reviewing the plant section, we expected further discussion of the project area, particularly current habitat conditions, in 

order to support the project’s need. However, this section lacks sufficient evidence or analysis about the current distribution 
of forest types represented on the Ironton District or in the project area. The EA failed to analyze how the alternatives would 
affect different age classes, especially if they result in a decrease of the older habitat type. This lack of discussion is 
significant because the table showed even-aged hardwood forest older than 100 years also does not meet the desired future 
condition. 

 The EA should have provided some discussion of the current habitat conditions in the River Corridor MA and Handley 
Branch SMA to support the need for prescribed burning to reach desired conditions.    

 The methods for analyzing plants make it unclear when the WNF may consult with the USFWS. To be clear, the time for the 
WNF to consult with the USFWS is before the decision notice, not some time in the undefined future over the course of a 20-
year project.  
 

 The EA should provide better details about how each connected action could potentially affect RFSS, in particular new road 
construction, road reconstruction, and building firelines.  

 Finally, the EA fails to provide sufficient analysis or discussion regarding non-native invasive species (NNIS).  
 

 It appears that the first paragraph of this part of the comment letter is in reference to the 
Purpose and Need presentation, even though it states that it was developed after review 
of the plant section.  In the Purpose and Need presentation, the focus on describing the 
current condition was, as the commenter stated, on showing how under-represented 
young, brushy forest currently is, as compared to the desired future condition.  It is 
within the purview of the Responsible Official to set the sideboards for the purpose and 
need of individual projects, and the Sunny Oaks project sideboards were set on creating 
young, brushy forest that is largely composed of oaks and hickories within a 
management area that emphasizes providing that sort of habitat.  However, it is also not 
the intent of this project to cause meaningful declines in other forest age class groups 
that may also be under-represented.  As the commenter notes, the Forest and Shrubland 
Mosaic Management Area on the Ironton Ranger District currently contains 2,944 acres 
of even aged hardwoods 100+ years of age (13.9 % of the Ironton RD Forest and 
Shrubland Mosaic MA). Assuming Alternative 2 were fully implemented, that acreage 
would increase to 6,227 acres or about 29% of the Management Area. 
 
Beyond setting up the purpose and need for the project, there is no requirement to 
describe the current condition of every resource or the environment as a whole. In the 
various presentations, discussion of the existing environment as related to the resource 
at hand was included when it was found to contribute something valuable to the 
analysis, such as pointing to a difference in effects between taking no action and 
selecting one of the project alternatives. 
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Both the potential beneficial and adverse effects/impacts to botanical resources, 
including RFSS, Federally Listed,/and Non-Native Invasive plants (NNIS), were 
discussed in the Botany BA/BE and the Plants presentation and transcript.  The amount 
of information in the presentation was truncated for expediency’s sake, but the full 
analysis is present in the BA/BE.  There is no requirement to quantify the difference in 
effects between alternatives. In reviewing the different alternatives, the Forest Botanist 
found that there would not likely be much difference in potential effects to federally-
listed or RFSS plan species between the alternatives.  In the spirit of being concise and 
focusing analysis effort on showing meaningful differences, the Forest Botanists 
succinctly disclosed differences and moved on. 
 

 The purpose and need section presentation, slide 24, explains the benefits that 
prescribed fire can provide to plant and wildlife communities in the Wayne National 
Forest. The Wayne’s Forest Plan permits prescribed fire in both the River Corridor 
Management Area and the Handley Branch Special Area. Prescribed fire is used to 
maintain the oak barrens community for which the Handley Branch Special Area was 
designated (See response to comment 22-4). Because the use of prescribed fire in the 
River Corridor and Handley Branch Management Areas is consistent with the Forest 
Plan, and because prescribed fire and other timber stand improvements help to meet the 
project purpose and need, additional detailed analysis supporting project 
implementation in these areas is not needed.   
 

 It is fairly typical that the BA/BE would not be available on a project webpage for 
public review at the time of the EA comment period – there is no requirement for it to 
be posted. The WNF has consulted with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service as required 
by the Endangered Species Act and discussed for Intensity Factor 9 in the DDN (page 
11-12).  It is not consultation then, which would occur in the future, but additional 
surveys for rare plants. These ‘phased surveys’ will occur prior to the initiation of any 
management activity in a particular area.  
 

 Connected actions were considered in the botany section of the EA, as well as the 
Botany Biological Evaluation. For example, the EA notes how surveys for rare plants 
can identify populations so that they can be avoided by disturbance such as road 
construction or firelines. The Botany BE also addresses the impacts to sensitive plants 
that may occur due to connected actions such as road building.  
 

 Non-native invasive species were considered throughout the planning and analysis of 
the project on botanical resources. On slide 10 of the plants presentation, the Forest 
Botanist notes that the temporal extent of analysis was selected based on the age to 
maturity of common NNIS plants. The Analysis Framework document in the project 
record identifies Forest Plan guidance as well as law, regulation, and policy related to 
NNIS, and identifies design criteria to minimize effects from NNIS. The plants 
presentation, slides 28-32, explains how NNIS treatments would be used to prevent 
impacts to the plant community and the local environment. Slide 28 of the plants 
presentation explains how issues like fragmented ownership can make certain areas 
more susceptible to NNIS establishment, especially when neighboring landowners do 
not treat NNIS on their properties. The botany biological evaluation also discusses 
NNIS and notes that the timber harvest acreage reduction in Alternative 2 should create 
fewer opportunities for NNIS establishment. Field notes, located in the project record, 
document existing populations of NNIS in the project area. The Environmental 
Assessment, and other documents located in the project record, thoroughly address the 
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issue of NNIS and support the conclusion that the Sunny Oaks Project would not cause 
significant impacts related to NNIS.  
 
See response to comment 22-7. 
 

22-20 Ohio Sierra Club V. The Sunny Oaks Project fails to identify and move the forest closer to a minimum road system 
1. Identify the minimum road system. 
The Sunny Oaks EA fails to even mention the minimum road system and is not consistent with 
its own regulations. Forest units must analyze each project’s proposed action and alternatives in terms of whether, per 36 CFR 
212.5(b)(1), the resulting road system is needed.  
2. Prioritize unneeded roads for decommissioning. In addition to identifying a minimum road system, the WNF should take 
the next logical action, and actually implement it by decommissioning unneeded roads in the project area.  
3. Do Not Add New Miles to the Road System. The EA fails to provide any discussion about the risks and benefits of 
roads.  

1. In 2015, the WNF completed a Forest-Wide Travel Analysis Report that was intended 
to inform future analysis related to the road system, in conformance with 36 CFR 
212.5(b)(1). That document noted the “significantly low mileage of NFS roads on the 
Wayne” and notes in the table at the end of the document that all of the roads are likely 
needed.  The Forest-Wide Travel Analysis Report also identified the desired condition 
for the future transportation system and stated that the Wayne’s NFS road system should 
include “all Forest Service roads that are needed to protect and manage the Forest, 
provide recreation access to the Forest, or accommodate transportation of forest 
products.” Project –level analyses are not required to identify a minimum road system.   
As noted in the EA, purpose and need, the Sunny Oaks project is intended to address 
important resource management issues, which require adequate and sustainable access 
to accomplish (Slides 3-13). 
 
Roads are needed in order to access some of the stands (ones not immediately adjacent 
to open, public roads).  Prior to presenting the project to the public for the comment 
period, a team of trained staff field verified that each of the proposed harvest units could 
be accessed in an ecologically protective and economically efficient way.  The precise 
location of roads is not identified in the project maps, which results in an imprecise 
calculation of how many road segments and their lengths may be needed in order to 
remove the harvested trees.  Documentation of field visits and discussion with the 
Responsible Official is contained in the project record. 
 
New roads developed for this project would be low-standard and not open to the public.  
Once their use is complete for the project they would be stabilized and put into custodial 
status until they are needed for future project or access needs. 
 
2. Through the team’s roads reconnaissance process, no roads have been identified for 
decommissioning because they are needed for project implementation.  Road 
reconstruction is an activity associated with this project because it was found that some 
existing roads need brought up to standard and potentially all roads would need 
improved or re-located over the life-span of the project.  The commenter brings up 
consideration of decommissioning roads in the Handley Branch Special Area – there are 
no roads in Handley Branch currently and there are no roads proposed in the Handley 
Branch Special Area. The commenter also notes the need to protect grizzly bear security 
core; however, there are no grizzly bear found on the WNF. 
 
3. This project could not take place without the construction or reconstruction of roads 
to access forested stands for the management activities.  This is described in the Purpose 
& Need presentation (Slide 25).  Risks and benefits to various resources related to 
ground-disturbing activities, including roads are discussed in the Watershed 
presentation, Heritage presentation, Wildlife Biological Assessment/Evaluation (project 
record), Botanical Biological Assessment/Evaluation (project record).   

22-21 Ohio Sierra Club VI. The Sunny Oaks project violates Environmental Justice.     
The 20 year Sunny Oaks project will create an economic, environmental and health burden with forest removal and 
prescribed burns impacting air and water quality, thereby challenging the economic vitality and environmental quality of a 
region disproportionately impacted by past extraction and current economic challenges. 

As described in the EA and the Finding of No Significant Impact, economic, 
environmental, and health effects of the Sunny oaks project are generally minimal 
and/or subject to mitigation through plan components, mitigation, and project design 
criteria. The 20 year time frame of the project means that project effects would not all 
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occur simultaneously, which minimizes the impacts that would be experienced at any 
given time. Furthermore, the Sunny Oaks project also creates beneficial effects for the 
local community such as revenue and employment from timber sales, and improved 
hunting opportunities. Members of the community had an opportunity for meaningful 
involvement in project planning. The Ironton District Ranger and WNF staff held three 
public meetings about the project and communicated regularly with interested citizens. 
For additional information about public involvement related to the Sunny Oaks project, 
see response to comment 10-3.  
 
As explained in the Air Quality presentation, according to the EPA, the Ohio Valley 
Central Region’s PM 2.5 trends show a 49% decrease in PM 2.5 from 2000-2017. The 
2014 EPA National Emission Inventory indicates that prescribed burning emissions for 
all federal, state, and private sources resulted in approximately 2.93% of the total PM 
2.5 emissions within a 50 mile radius of the project area. From 2008 to 2018, the WNF 
utilized prescribed burning as a land management tool on 22,216 acres. The same land 
areas were burned on multiple rotations, so the actual acreage impacted by burning was 
approximately 12,412 acres, or 5.1% of National Forest System land.  
 This data suggests that current sources of pollution, including intermittent emissions 
from prescribed fire, are not causing air quality to exceed the current thresholds 
established by the EPA to protect human health and welfare. The analysis area is 
currently in compliance with particulate matter standards under the Clean Air Act. The 
addition of prescribed fire under the Sunny Oaks project would not be expected to cause 
an exceedance of these standards.   
 
Impacts to water quality are described in the Watershed presentation and addressed in 
response to comments 22-11 through 22-16 above. No significant impacts to water 
resources were identified through the analysis.   

22-22 Ohio Sierra Club VII. The Sunny Oaks project includes significant actions and requires an environmental impact statement.    
The Council for Environmental Quality’s (CEQ) regulations require agencies to prepare an EIS if a project may significantly 
affect the human environment.  The commenter provides eight topic areas which may significantly affect the human 
environment 

Please see response to comment 10-9.  
 

22-23 Ohio Sierra Club The commenter provided three attachments: 1) A literature review on the impact of Forest roads; 2) A map of ‘Forests to 
Faucets’ watershed importance for surface drinking water; and 3) A NOAA State Summary of climate change in Ohio 

Thank you for the additional information.  

23 Tom Patrick Letter of support for the project.  Thank you for your support of the Sunny Oaks Project.  
24-1 Jill Romanello 

McCleese 
I do feel the 198 area will cause an interruption of business due to noise and timbering and possible flooding and request that 
section be removed from the project.  

The Ironton District Ranger and other Wayne NF staff have worked to analyze potential 
impacts to recreation and local business, and to mitigate or reduce those potential 
impacts wherever possible. The Sunny Oaks Design Criteria, Mitigations and Forest 
Plan Guideline Departures document, which was made available to the public on the 
project webpage, describes six design criteria and mitigations that would be built into 
the project to minimize impacts to recreation, horse trails, and the Elkins Creek Horse 
Camp, in particular. Impacts to recreation and scenery resources were analyzed in the 
EA, presentation number 10. In addition, the presentation regarding watersheds 
explained that the proposed action would keep harvests below the 25% threshold of 
basal area removal within the localized catchment around the Elkins Creek Horse Camp.     

24-2 Jill Romanello 
McCleese 

I requested soil studies for County Road 5 and I did not see that in the report. The clay soils here have a slip hazard already 
and if the project is approved, removing all the trees would create a major potential for a bigger slip of the road. Have studies 
been done on other larger tract areas of the increase of flooding and landslides on the Symmes valley watershed? If not, I do 
hereby request them.  

With respect to landslides, clayey soils have low infiltration rates so the majority of 
rainfall would mostly runoff instead of infiltrate and undermine the integrity of the 
slopes. There are BMPs in place that prevent us from operating equipment on steeper 
slopes (where the risk of slips are higher) and thus would not compact those slopes 
(compacted slopes could increase risk of slope failure). The tree stumps post-harvest 
would also be left behind, in the ground, where the root systems would still help hold 
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the soils together to prevent slope failure. Barring an extreme weather event that 
overwhelms everything, where the weight of live trees actually contribute to higher 
slope failure rates, the risk of slips are not expected to increase post-harvest under 
normal circumstances. 
 
With regards to flood risks, the larger the area taken into account, the less one can 
observe or experience the impacts, if any, from the proposed projects. The localized 
catchments developed and used in the Sunny Oaks project were each individually 
analyzed and painstakingly drawn due to public concern with flood risks. Aerial 
photographs, overlaid with topographic maps and LiDAR generated hill shade data were 
used to locate the nearest private residences located in or near floodplains downstream 
from the proposed harvests. From there, the localized catchments were delineated, then 
analyzed, to more accurately account for what those private residences could expect to 
experience in terms of water yields. Our analysis revealed that even at the localized 
catchment scale, our proposed harvests were below even the threshold to detect a 
statistically valid increase in water yield, so it is our assessment that flood risks and 
frequencies would be unchanged from what it is currently. A quick analysis was 
completed at the much larger scale of the Symmes Creek subbasin, but at that scale, the 
effects from the Sunny Oaks project would be completely negligible.  
 
Please note that extreme weather events could and would still happen, and those events 
would overwhelm everything, even in the best of times. However, those events are not 
something that we can predict, affect nor mitigate for.  

24-3 Jill Romanello 
McCleese 

Requests meeting with team to discuss project.  District Ranger Tim Slone met with the commenter in March of 2019.  

25-1 Joe Stevens and 
Elaine Graham; 
Isaac Walton 
League of 
America, 
Lawrence 
County, OH 
Chapter and 
Ohio division; 
also submitted 
by Rick Graham 
and OEC 
(referred to as 
IWLA) 

Ultimately, this project will diminish the oak ecosystem because the necessary front-end investments in preparing the 
project’s stands for overstory removals have not been made. Oak seedlings in the region are generally scarce, absent, or too 
small to complete after overstory removal. The vast majority of these stands are simply not ready for clearcut or shelterwood 
treatments.  

We appreciate the time your organization has invested in reviewing the SILVAH:OAK 
data for the Sunny Oaks Project.  We have considered your comment and are confident 
the proposed treatments would meet the purpose and need of the project, which is to 
create young brushy forest, regenerate oak forest where it is favored, respond to insect 
and disease threats, and contribute to the local economy through commercial timber 
harvest. As mentioned in the response to comment 14-4 above, the Forest Service is also 
proposing improvement treatments (TSI) within non-harvest areas to reduce undesirable 
species and improve conditions for oak regeneration. These TSI treatments, which 
would be authorized in stands selected for harvest and on about 25,000 acres of National 
Forest across the project area, can be used to further increase the likelihood of 
successful oak regeneration. It is the professional opinion of the Sunny Oaks 
interdisciplinary team that the project activities proposed would lead to successful oak 
regeneration on suitable sites throughout the project area. Finally, if stands with an oak 
objective do not respond to treatments as anticipated, oaks would still likely be a 
component of the regenerating forests and the purpose and need of the project to create 
young, brushy habitat would still be met.  

25-2 IWLA  We are concerned that understory plot data (SILVAH:OAK) is not available for many of the stands in this project. In 
addition, most of the understory inventories that were conducted for this project do not meet basic (SILVAH:OAK) sampling 
standards regarding minimum number of plots sampled.    
 
 

Due to an oversight by the FS, stand data from summer of 2018 inventories were not 
provided in the first or second data transfer to Mr. Nathan Johnson with the Ohio 
Environmental Council.  Upon review of this comment and responding to an email from 
Mr. Johnson from 12/13/18, the error was realized and the data was sent to Mr. Johnson 
in a 12/21/18 letter from Acting Forest Supervisor Jonathon Kazmierski.  Please see 
response to comment 13-3. 
With respect to the number of understory plots in the stands proposed for harvest, our 
intent is to survey all stands with a sufficient number of understory plots prior to any 
final removal harvest. In these cases, the Forest Service Northern Research Station’s 
General Technical Report on prescribing regeneration for mixed oak forests has been 
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utilized as guidance for the technical aspects of data collection (Brose et al. 2008; GTR 
NRS-33). To that end, stands that are proposed for a two-aged cut under Alternative 2 
have been re-surveyed to increase the number of plots and ensure that we have the 
adequate information about the stand’s regeneration potential.  

25-3 IWLA  Many of the proposed harvests are in excess of 40 acres, which is not optimal for game species like ruffed grouse, and which 
exceeds limits found in the WNF’s forest plan and NFMA. 

The proposed action includes 9 units proposed for clearcuts that may exceed 40 acres. 
The Wildlife Biological Evaluation addresses the issue of opening size and grouse 
habitat. The Biological Evaluation acknowledges that grouse would benefit more if 
these units were small in size, but due to standards and guidelines for even-age 
regeneration in the Forest Plan and mitigation for federally listed bat species, these units 
would have corridors of uncut forests left along riparian areas and in connection with 
neighboring forest stands, which should increase their value for ruffed grouse and other 
wildlife species. These larger harvests would create habitat for grouse and help to 
achieve the purpose and need of the project.  
 
With respect to the guidance on the size of even-age openings in the Forest Plan and the 
NFMA, these thresholds can be exceeded when the Forest provides a rationale. Pages 8-
9 of the Purpose and Need section of the EA describes four reasons why it is appropriate 
to exceed these limits. These reasons include the urgency of creating early successional 
habitat, operational challenges associated with land ownership patterns, feasibility 
constraints associated with existing forest age class in the project area, and finally, the 
ability to meet the intent of the thresholds through the use of riparian filter strip and 
forested travel corridors.    

25-4 IWLA  We are opposed to the timber harvests proposed in the Cannons Creek-Slab Fork Road area (Compartment 452). 1) This area 
is directly adjacent to the IWLA, Lawrence County Chapter’s property. 2) The current oak potential for these stands should 
be presumed to be very low. 3) Nor is the creation of early successional habitat a desirable outcome for these parcels. There 
are currently numerous large early successional habitat parcels in the general vicinity due to recent clearcut harvesting on 
private and/or state-owned land.   
 

There is an urgent need to supply a diversity of habitat across the landscape. During the 
analysis of this project, considerable time and effort has gone into the distribution of the 
locations and the adjacency considerations of the proposed harvests to, (but not limited 
to) the flora and fauna of the area, downstream flooding, recreation interests, noise, 
visual integrity, and safety just to name a few. In consideration of private landowner 
concerns, we’ve incorporated “area reduction” harvest buffers in certain locations to 
minimize visual impacts. 
   
The Sunny Oaks project includes multiple features that would help to ensure that oak 
regeneration is successful in those stands with an oak objective. In addition to timber 
harvest, this project would authorize thinning, prescribed fire, and other TSI necessary 
to help make young oaks more competitive. In addition, continued monitoring would 
allow the Wayne to respond to conditions on the ground and adjust tactics when 
necessary. 
 
In regards to your comment regarding large patches of ESH already occurring on 
adjacent private lands; the Forest is using appropriate guidance from the 2006 WNF 
Forest Plan.  Specifically, GFW-VEG-10: Base wildlife habitat objectives for age-class 
distributions on NFS land ownership only, because future habitat provided on privately 
owned land is not predictable. However, consider vegetative conditions on adjacent 
private land when planning vegetation management projects (e.g., to avoid locating a 
clearcut on NFS land next to a recent clearcut on private land).  We also have reviewed 
the proposed Sunny Oaks harvest units in relation comments on this subject and confirm 
none are planned directly adjacent to private property clearcut harvests. 
   
In regards to harvests adjacent to state lands; although the above referenced guideline 
applies directly to consideration of harvest adjacent to private lands, there are a few 
harvests relatively adjacent to state lands in the Cannons Creek-Slab Fork Road area.   
Although they are as close as 1/8 of a mile, these harvests now appear to be over ten 
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years of age (ca. 2004-05 harvest) and are likely to be losing productive capacity to 
serve early successional dependent wildlife.   With these considerations, a harvest on 
adjacent national forest lands would be very timely to create critical nearby early 
successional forested habitat.  A harvest of this type could effectively serve wildlife as 
they attempt to transition from their currently aging habitat as it loses productive 
capacity to serve them. 

25-5 IWLA  We are opposed to the timber harvests proposed in the Slab Fork Road area (Compartments 446 and 447). Stand 446-31 is a 
proposed 280-acres shelterwood harvest unit for oak regeneration purposes. Even if riparian buffers are accounted for, the 
size of this proposed harvest far exceeds the basic threshold limits found in the forest plan and NFMA. Per the available 
SILVAH report, less than half of the minimum SILVAH understory plots were taken for this stand. And very few oak 
seedlings are present in the understory, let alone large seedlings or saplings in the established or competitive classes. A 
shelterwood treatment is therefore inappropriate in this stand.  
 

Up to 180 acres of shelterwood harvest are proposed within this stand (446/31).  The 
specific locations of these treatments within the stand would be based upon 
recommendations of field crews upon further assessment of areas which have 
developing oak regeneration.  Although the acreage of the harvest may give the 
impression that it would be one contiguous harvest, this was never a consideration.  This 
stand is large for what’s generally found on the WNF at 260 acres.  In comparison, the 
average acreage for all other stands proposed for treatments in this project is 30 acres. 
Because of the greater size of this stand, 180 acres of shelterwood harvest can be spread 
within the stand while retaining forested patches and/or corridors in the other 80 acres 
of the stand. 
 
Regarding the number of understory plots, please see response to comment 25-2.     

25-6 IWLA  The Cannons Creek-Slab Fork Road and Slab Fork Road area stands are fully contained within roadless parcels USFS has 
inventoried as part of its pending forest plan revision process. These roadless parcels are being considered for eligibility for 
designation as federal wilderness areas, as well as potentially other protective designations. As a result of being evaluated for 
wilderness protection, even-age timber harvesting is not appropriate for these areas. 
 

Please see response to comment 6-2.   

26-1 Dan Stickler I would like a little more explanation of the “reserves harvest” proposal. While generally, I like the idea, I would be interested 
to know the proposed scope and specifics of that proposed alternative.  

The Purpose and Need presentation (Slides 44-47) provides detail about the reason for 
the proposed two-age harvests under Alternative 2, and it explains how those harvests 
would be implemented. Under Alternative 2, stands with an oak objective would not 
receive a true clearcut. Those oak stands with the greatest potential for oak regeneration 
would instead receive the clearcut with reserves harvest, which would lead to a two-
aged stand with the retention of 15 square feet of basal area of trees of desirable species 
(shagbark and shellbark hickories, followed by oaks, especially white oak).  
 
Please see response to comment 26-2, below, for additional information about the 
purpose of these proposed harvests.   

26-2 Dan Stickler Are reserve harvests meant to assuage the concerns of myself and others who requested some type of buffer between the 
clearcut and road areas and property lines? 

Clearcut with reserves harvests resulting in a two-aged stand are intended for stands 
with an oak objective, not as a visual buffer.  This harvest technique helps to retain 
mature, seed-bearing trees of desirable species while still reducing the basal area of the 
stand to the point that it does not interfere with the new regeneration. Retaining these 
trees, which would be shagbark and shellbark hickories or white oaks, when possible, 
would help to retain a seed source in the stand during the time in which the regenerating 
forest is not yet producing seed. These mature trees would also provide food and habitat 
for wildlife.  The remaining mature trees would have the added benefit of making the 
area more visually appealing to some members of the public. 

27 Bryan Walker Letter of support for project Thank you for your support of the Sunny Oaks Project. 
28 Eugene Walters 

Pioneer Forest 
Products 

Letter of support for project Thank you for your support of the Sunny Oaks Project. 

 

 

 


