RESPONSES TO INITIAL SCOPING

HFI-Fuels Reduction 2003

The following persons, agencies and groups expressed support for the Proposed Fuel Breaks:

James Kretz—Very supportive but wanted to see a buffer directly adjacent to his property.  

FS response:  We can and will work with local landowners on adjacency issues and buffers.  Fire-wise information on reducing fire hazards would also be part of the working out the finished proposal.  Will be handled in design.  Issue not brought forward.

Greg Pilarski—phone message--never able to make contact.

Richard C. Smith—Supportive of Sand Lakes Proposal except for closing of trails. 

FS response:  Closing of roads would be dependent on a roads analysis that would need to be completed internally with input from affected landowners and publics.  The intent would be to complete this project utilizing the existing road system, and temporary roads would be closed after the harvesting had taken place. 

George Krass—Supportive—Red Keg Additional

John Hoyt—Supportive—Sand Lake Fuels

Tim Clothier—No real concerns—Sand Lake Area.  More concerned about when we would start implementing the project.

FS response:  Same as above.  However, implementation of most harvesting activity would be dependent on current harvesting restrictions, which deal mostly with the mitigation due to T&E species management.  Timber harvesting at this time necessary to accomplish the treatments, would likely take place between September 1 and April 31 of a given year.  The sale depending on the volume could have an operating time frame of 1-3 years.  

Bill Blackmore—Grant Township Planning Commission. Real Positive.  Had no real concerns, other than clearcutting. 

FS response:  The proposal calls the removal of the jack pine, smaller red and white pine trees that are the main ladder fuels during a wildland fire.  This would be mostly thinning and Savannah creation.   Larger oaks and pine would remain standing to leave the stands appear less dense and more open and park-like.  Some areas where jack pine is dense, will look like small openings. 

Bryan Bird, Forest Conservation Council (FCC) and National Forest Protection Alliance (NFPA).   Had the following concerns: 

1. The proposed actions will intervene in natural disturbance processes and jeopardize ecosystem sustainability. 

Response: Stand replacing catastrophic wildfire is the dominant natural disturbance in this ecosystem.  The proposed action’s objective is to alter fire intensity around urban areas.  The forest ecosystems in the fuel breaks will be changed to a more open condition. The effects of these changes will be evaluated through a comparison of the No Action alternative and the proposed action.  See the EA, specialist reports and other supporting documentation in the Project File.   

2. The proposed fuel breaks will jeopardize the viability of species that thrive in interior forest habitats and forests with well-developed structures.

Response: The effects on plants and animals will be evaluated in the environmental assessment by comparing the effects of the No Action Alternative and the Proposed Action. See the EA, specialist reports and other supporting documentation in the Project File.   

3. The proposed actions will degrade water quality and watershed condition.

Response: The effects on water quality and watershed condition will be evaluated within the individual specialists reports and also in the Action Analysis.  Watershed degradation is highly unlikely to occur in within these treatment areas.  Design criteria and BMP’s associated with standard practices will result in no effects by either the proposed action or its alternatives.   See the EA (design criteria), Action Analysis (soils and watershed sections), and the Fuels, wildlife and silviculturist reports and within the Project File.   

4. The proposed actions will damage social and economic uses and values associated with natural forests.  

Response The effects on social and economic uses of the Forest will be evaluated in the environmental assessment by comparing the effects of the No Action Alternative and the Proposed Action.  See the EA, economic specialist reports and other supporting documentation in the Project File.   

5. The Forest Service must reveal the values and uses forgone by implementing the proposed action, both market and non-market.

Response: A comparison of the effects of the proposed action on resources compared to the No Action Alternative will be included in the environmental assessment.   The detail and level of analysis will be sufficient for the Responsible Official to make an informed decision between alternatives. See the EA, specialist reports and other supporting documentation in the Project File.   

6. The Forest Service should evaluate a non-commercial alternative that prepares for the re-introduction of fire outside the wildland urban interface, and educates private landowners about fire.

Response:  This issue will be evaluated using Alternative 2.  See the EA, specialist reports and other supporting documentation in the Project File.   

7. The Forest Service should evaluate the cumulative effects on soil, water, fragmentation, old growth, TES, MIS and neotropical migrant birds.

Response:  The cumulative effects on soil, water, fragmentation, old growth, TES, MIS and Neotropical migrant birds will be addressed.   See the EA, Action Analysis (soils, water, watershed sections), silviculturist specialist reports, BE/BA, wildlife specialist report and other supporting documentation in the Project File. 

