
Glacier Project 

Attachment 1  
Treatment Codes, Design Criteria and Site Specific Information 

 
Treatment Codes 
Table 1-1 contains the treatment codes and definitions for the various vegetation treatments.  The 
codes are used in Table 1-3.   
 
Table 1-1.  Treatment Codes and Definitions 
Regeneration treatments - Creating young forest through even-aged harvest treatments 

CCR 

Clearcut with Reserves:  The harvesting of essentially all trees in a stand, producing a 
fully exposed microclimate for the development of a new age class and an even-aged stand.  
Regeneration can be from natural seeding, direct seeding, planted seedlings, or existing 
regeneration.  Reserve trees are retained to attain goals other than regeneration, but are not 
enough to become the featured stand or to create a two-aged stand. 

ST 

Seed Tree:  A method of even-aged management in which the mature trees are removed 
from an area in one harvest except that certain trees, called seed trees, are left standing 
singly or in groups, for the purpose of furnishing seed to help regenerate the stand.  
Generally, seed trees are not removed following establishment of regeneration.  More trees 
are usually retained than under a clearcut with reserve harvest method. 

PC 30 

Partial Cut 30:  A harvesting system that retains at least 30 square feet basal area.  This 
harvest method facilitates reaching a desired stand condition in terms of structure and age 
while producing volume.  This is similar to a shelterwood harvest.  An even-aged 
regeneration method where the cutting of most trees leaves those needed to produce 
sufficient shade to produce a new age class in a moderated environment.  Trees retained at 
the time of harvest may be removed after regeneration is established. 

2A 
2 age cut: The harvesting of approximately half of the trees within a stand.  This method 
may involve harvesting one tree species in order to encourage regeneration of a more 
desired species; the end result is basically a two age structure. 

Intermediate treatments - Improving stand conditions through intermediate harvest treatments 

PC 60 

Partial Cut 60:  A method of management that retains approximately 60 square feet of 
basal area.  This harvest creates a multi-aged stand and gradually reestablishes old forest 
and old-growth forest age classes and vegetative growth stages, while providing a variety 
of tree ages and different vegetation layers within the same community. 

TH 

Thinning:  An intermediate harvest where trees are removed to provide growing 
conditions for remaining trees.  This method is generally used in immature and mature red 
and white pine stands to reduce stand density of trees primarily to improve growth and/or 
form, enhance forest health, or recover potential mortality.  Some thinned areas would also 
include small group openings to improve structure within treated area. 

VT 

Variable Thinning:  An intermediate harvest where some trees are removed to provide 
improved growing conditions for remaining trees,  This method is generally used in 
immature and mature red and white pine patches greater than 100 acres in size.  This 
treatment removes trees with minimal impact to the existing main canopy closure in order 
to continue to provide interior forest habitat.  Harvest would maintain a 60% crown 
closure. 

CG 

Campground vegetation treatment: Intermediate vegetation treatments in a campground 
setting. May involve minimal harvest (using light equipment) or non harvest activities to 
improve scenic quality of views and trails with partial removal of trees, planting long-lived 
species, hazard tree removal, and reduction of fuels. 
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Restoring stand conditions through a variety of treatments 

BB 

Prescribed Fire/Broadcast Burn:  The intentional use of fire to accomplish specific 
resource objectives under prescribed conditions and circumstances.  A broadcast burn is a 
fire that is allowed to burn over the entire stand to reduce hazardous fuels or to created 
desirable habitat conditions.  Burn intensity varies depending on vegetation, fuels, and 
topography. 

HP 
Hand Pile:  Crews would pile understory fuels by hand and burn the piles under 
appropriate conditions.  The overstory of the stand would be undisturbed.  The objective is 
to reduce an accumulation of hazardous fuels in the understory. 

NHR 

Non-harvest Restoration:  Actions that would create conditions for either existing or 
desired species to grow and may include removing less desirable species, creating ground 
disturbance to enhance natural regeneration, creating conditions for existing desired trees 
to grow, and planting and/or seeding desired tree species to offset the natural breaking up 
of older stands.  Actions may also include biomass removal. 

NHRB Non-harvest restoration – brushing 
NHRF Non-harvest restoration - prescribed fire 
NHRC Non-harvest restoration – crushing 
NHRR Non-harvest restoration – release 
NHRU Non-harvest restoration – under planting 

PB 
Pile Burn:  Fuels created by logging, such as tree tops and slash would be mechanically 
piled and burned under appropriate weather conditions.  Reserved trees would be left 
undisturbed.  The objective is to reduce the fuels left after harvesting. 

REL Release desired vegetation from undesired competing vegetation 

UB 

Under Burn:  A low intensity controlled fire that burns beneath the canopy of live trees.  
The primary objective of under burns is to reduce hazardous fuels in the understory.  Small 
down, dead and woody material along with shrubs and young trees would generally be 
burned. 

Reforestation Activities 

NR Natural Regeneration:  A plant community established through a naturally-occurring 
process such as seeding, sprouting, or suckering. 

SP Site preparation where a variety of techniques could be used 
SP-Mec Site preparation using mechanical equipment 
SP-UB Site preparation using prescribed fire 

P Plant: Supplemental planting followed by species to be planted.  For example – PJP - plant 
jack pine 

DP 

Diversity Plant:  Planting 100-300 trees per acre in clumps or scattered throughout the 
stand that is generally being regenerated.  Involves tree species such as white pine, 
tamarack, northern white cedar, white spruce, and black spruce.  The purpose is to increase 
tree species diversity to create conditions more representative of native vegetation 
communities.  DP is followed by the species code for species to be planted. 

SD Seed:  Seeding of specific tree species.  The type of seed is identified by the species code. 

CV 

Conversion:  Activities taken to change a stand from one forest type to another more 
desirable forest type.  Usually applied in even-aged management stands, the conversion 
may be preceded by actions to prepare the site for planting.  Site preparation activities may 
include mechanical, hand, or burning actions to remove logging debris, followed by 
planting or seeding desired tree species.  After trees are plated, additional actions may be 
taken to release the planted trees from competing undesirable vegetation.  CV is followed 
by the species code. 
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Planting Codes 
Code Species Code Species 
JP Jack Pine WC or CD Northern White Cedar 
RP Red Pine WP White Pine 
WS White Spruce BS Black Spruce 
 
 
Design Criteria 
Table 1-2 contains the codes that are used in Table 1-3 to identify site-specific design criteria that will 
be implemented as part of the Glacier Project.  The design criteria are based on information in 
Attachment 4 Operational Standards and Guidelines.   

 
Table 1-2.  Codes for site-specific design criteria. 

Season of Harvest 

ws Conduct mechanized management activities during frozen ground or normal dry 
conditions. 

w Conduct mechanized management activities during frozen ground conditions 

as No restrictions on season of operation. 
Soils Design Criteria 

CMS 
Moist soils which are susceptible to compaction, rutting and displacement: 
ELTs 1 & 3. Avoid areas of moist soils or conduct mechanized management 
activities during frozen ground conditions or during normal dry period. 

CWS 
Wet soils which are susceptible to compaction rutting and displacement: ELTs 
2, 4 & 6. Avoid wetlands or conduct management activities during frozen 
ground conditions.   

CVW 

Very wet soils which are susceptible to compaction rutting and displacement 
due to continuous saturated conditions: ELT 5. Avoid wetlands or conduct 
management activity during frozen ground conditions. Poorly decomposed 
organic soils have the potential for nutrient removal. No activity permitted for 
the purpose of timber production. When conducting prescribed burns minimize 
the loss of the forest floor by igniting only when the Build Up Index (BUI) is 50 
or less, adjust ignition timing and firing patterns and take site conditions into 
consideration (i.e. vegetation type, number of days since precipitation, wind, air 
temperature, humidity and fuel loadings). 

CNR 

Potential loss of forest floor and removal of nutrients from the sited due to thin 
surface organic layer over boulders or very shallow soils: ELTs 12 & 18 No 
activity permitted for the purpose of timber production. When conducting 
prescribed burns minimize loss of forest floor by igniting only when the Build 
Up Index (BUI) is 50 or less, adjust ignition timing and firing patterns and take 
site conditions into consideration (i.e. vegetation type, number of days since 
precipitation, wind, air temperature, humidity and fuel loadings). 
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Soils Design Criteria continued 

CFN 

Potential loss of forest floor and/or removal of nutrients from site due to thin 
surface organic layer and coarse textured soils: ELTs 8, 9 & 11. Retain and/or 
return distributed slash or woody debris and, where appropriate, retain stumps 
and bark on site. Consider extended rotation. When conducting prescribed burns 
minimize loss of forest floor by igniting only when the Build Up Index (BUI) is 
50 or less, adjust ignition timing and firing patterns and take site conditions into 
consideration (i.e. vegetation type, number of days since precipitation, wind, air 
temperature, humidity and fuel loadings). 

CSP 

Potential erosion from slopes >18%: ELTs 8, 9, 10, 11, 13, 14, 16 & 17. On 
slopes greater than 18% confine operations to the lower end of slopes and avoid 
creating long uninterrupted equipment paths that could channel water and erode 
soil. Bracke scarification is not allowed when slopes exceed 18%. Shearing 
would take place on frozen ground. On slopes greater than 35% management 
activities would be designed to employ equipment and techniques that minimize 
operations on these slopes. 

CFT 

Fine textured soils that will retain water long enough to create temporarily 
saturated soil which would be susceptible to compaction, rutting and 
displacement: ELTs 10, 14, & 15. Avoid areas of fine-textured soils or conduct 
mechanized management activities during frozen ground conditions or during 
normal dry period. 

CSS 

Shallow soils susceptible to nutrient loss due to thin surface organic layer and 
shallow soil depth: ELTs 16 & 17. Avoid areas of shallow soils or conduct 
mechanized management activities during frozen ground conditions or during 
normal dry period. When conducting prescribed burns minimize loss of forest 
normal dry period. When conducting prescribed burns minimize loss of forest 
floor by igniting only when the Build Up Index (BUI) is 50 or less, adjust 
ignition timing and firing patterns and take site conditions into consideration (i.e. 
vegetation type, number of days since precipitation, wind, air temperature, 
humidity and fuel loadings). 

Heritage Resources Design Criteria 

A Site within unit will have a 66-foot flagged buffer prior to project 
implementation. 

B Unsurveyed shoreline will be surveyed prior to project implementation.  
Recreation and Scenery Design Criteria 

R-1 
Recreation concerns (minimize impacts to recreation resource) See Attachment 4 
G-REC-2 

R-2 Dual Use of Roads.  See Attachment 4 Glacier-RTL-1  
G-SC-1 Scenery concern.  Follow direction in Attachment 4. 
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Wildlife and Plants Design Criteria 

RT-BO 

Harvest units adjacent to large lowland areas would generally have reserve areas 
and trees concentrated along the wetland boundary (within 200 yards) to 
maintain potential nesting trees for boreal owl.  Retain some large aspen capable 
of producing nesting cavities if present. 

RT-TTW 

In even-aged jack pine and upland mixed conifer regeneration harvests, retain 6-
10 jack pine per acre either scattered or in clumps where ecologically 
appropriate, to provide foraging habitat for three-toed woodpeckers.  Jack pine 
reserve trees can count toward the reserve tree design criteria above.  Where not 
enough jack pine occurs, upland black spruce may be substituted.  For the 
remainder of the reserve trees follow design criteria for reserve tees. 

RT-BE 
In harvest units within ¼ mile of lakes and streams suitable for bald eagle 
foraging, all super-canopy red and white pine trees should be retained where 
possible. 

RT-OSF In the “remainder zone” of conifer units, maintain 10-20% canopy cover for 
quality olive-sided flycatcher habitat where possible. 

RT-NG In conifer thinning stands, maintain deciduous trees, especially aspen where 
possible. 

RT-CL Retain 5 ac or greater patches in harvested stands for lynx denning habitat 

RP1 Avoid the population of montane yellow-eyed grass in unit 83-27 by leaving a 
50 foot buffer around the population 

RP2 Avoid the population of few-flowered spike rush in unit 14-034 by leaving a 50 
foot buffer around the population 

RP3 
For the large-leaved sandwort population in unit 79-21, minimize ground 
disturbance from logging equipment in the population and do not deposit slash 
on the population 

RP4 
For the least moonwort population adjacent to unit 78-10 and in and along 
FR181H, do not deck the logs or deposit slash on the population and ensure that 
use of FR181H is during frozen ground conditions. 

RP5 Avoid the population of Lapland buttercup in unit 95-37 by leaving a 50-foot 
buffer around the population 

RP6 For unit 14-046, avoid cutting the Canada yew in the unit during release 
activities. 

NRRI Protect NRRI bird plot center tree from harvest if possible. 
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Wildlife and Plants Design Criteria, continued 

SR-BE 
Restrict harvest and associated activities during the bald eagle nesting period, 
when nests are active.  Activities should not occur between February 15 and 
October 1. 

SR-NG Mitigate smoke and  brushing activities, if necessary from impacting goshawk site 
during nesting season (march 1-Aug 30) 

SR-BTBW In order to protect nesting black-throated blue warblers, harvest unit between 
August 15 and May 15 (outside of nesting season) 

Non-native Invasive Design Criteria 

WEED1 

For non-native invasive plant occurrences: either re-locate skid trails, temporary 
roads, or landings if infested and use would be in growing season, OR treat (e.g. 
mow or pull) before use if use would be in growing season.  Non-native invasive 
plant occurrences located within 50 feet of treatment units would be mowed 
before mechanical site preparation occurs. 

WEED2 Treat Siberian peabush infestation prior to construction of winter road. 
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Site Specific Information 
 
 
Table 1-3 displays the units that will be treated, including the primary and secondary treatments and any reforestation activities that will be taken.  The table also shows how the Operational Standards and Guidelines in 
Attachment 4 will be implemented on a site-specific basis. 
 
Table 1-3 

Unit 
Number Acres Forest Type Name 

Primary 
Treatment 

Secondary 
Treatment Reforestation 

Season of 
Harvest Soils Design Feature 

Heritage 
Design 

Criteria 

Recreation 
Design 

Criteria 

Wildlife and 
Plant Design 

Criteria 
Non-native Invasives 

Design Criteria 
001-003 17 Paper Birch NHRR  UPWP  CSP, CSS B    
001-011 3 Jack Pine NHRR    CWS, CSP, CSS     

001-012 35 
Upland Black Spruce or Black 

Spruce/Jack Pine NHRR    CWS, CSP, CSS     

001-016 98 
Upland Black Spruce or Black 

Spruce/Jack Pine NHRR NHRU UPWPWS  CWS, CNR, CSP, CSS     

001-018 28 
Upland Black Spruce or Black 

Spruce/Jack Pine NHRR    CWS, CNR, CSP, CSS     

001-019 16 
Upland Black Spruce or Black 

Spruce/Jack Pine NHRR    CSP, CSS     

001-020 34 Aspen/White Spruce/Balsam Fir NHRR    CWS, CNR, CSP, CSS     

001-022 27 Jack Pine NHRR    CWS, CNR, CSP, CSS     
001-036 6 Quaking Aspen NHRR NHRU UPWPWS  CSP, CSS     

001-037 32 Aspen/White Spruce/Balsam Fir NHRR NHRU UPWPWS  CWS, CNR, CSP, CSS B    

001-038 23 Quaking Aspen NHRR NHRU UPWPWS  CWS, CNR, CSP, CSS     

001-039 5 Jack Pine NHRR NHRU UPWPWS  CWS, CNR, CSP, CSS     

001-040 16 Paper Birch NHRR NHRU UPWPWS  CWS, CNR, CSP, CSS     
001-041 20 Jack Pine NHRR NHRU UPWPWS  CNR, CSP, CSS     

001-042 22 Jack Pine NHRR NHRU UPWPWS  CWS, CNR, CSP, CSS     
001-043 2 Quaking Aspen NHRR NHRU UPWPWS  CWS, CNR     
002-008 4 Jack Pine NHRR NHRU   CWS, CSP, CSS B    
002-013 17 Jack Pine NHRR NHRU   CWS, CSP, CSS B    
002-017 8 Jack Pine NHRR NHRU   CWS, CSP, CSS B    
002-019 11 Jack Pine NHRR NHRU   CWS, CSP, CSS B    
002-021 11 Jack Pine NHRR NHRU   CWS, CSP, CSS     
002-023 8 Jack Pine NHRR NHRU   CSP, CSS     
002-025 8 Quaking Aspen CCR REL CVJP as CFT, CSP, CSS   RT-BE  

002-026 12 Jack Pine CCR REL DPWPWS w CSP, CSS  
R-1, R-2, G-

SC-1 RT-BE, RT-TTW  



                  Glacier Project 
 

 
Record of Decision    A-8              Attachment 1 
  

Unit 
Number Acres Forest Type Name 

Primary 
Treatment 

Secondary 
Treatment Reforestation 

Season of 
Harvest Soils Design Feature 

Heritage 
Design 

Criteria 

Recreation 
Design 

Criteria 

Wildlife and 
Plant Design 

Criteria 
Non-native Invasives 

Design Criteria 
002-055 1 Jack Pine NHRR NHRU   CSP, CSS     
002-056 4 Jack Pine NHRR NHRU   CSP, CSS B    
002-061 2 Jack Pine NHRR NHRU   CWS, CSP, CSS     
002-068 1 Jack Pine NHRR NHRU   CSP, CSS     
002-089 2 Jack Pine CCR REL DPWPWS ws CSP, CSS   RT-TTW  
002-091 1 Jack Pine NHRR NHRU   CSP, CSS     

002-095 2 Jack Pine CCR REL DPWPWS as CWS, CFT, CSP, CSS  
R-1, R-2, G-

SC-1 RT-TTW Weed1 
003-001 13 Quaking Aspen NHRR NHRU   CSP, CSS     

003-002 46 Quaking Aspen NHRR NHRU   CMS, CNR, CSP, CSS  
R-1, R-2, G-

SC-1   
003-003 10 Quaking Aspen NHRR NHRU   CSP, CSS     

003-004 103 Quaking Aspen NHRR NHRU   CMS, CSP, CSS  
R-1, R-2, G-

SC-1   

003-005 14 Quaking Aspen NHRR NHRU UPWPWS  CMS, CSP, CSS  
R-1, R-2, G-

SC-1   

003-006 134 Quaking Aspen NHRR NHRU UPWPWS  CWS, CNR, CSP, CSS  
R-1, R-2, G-

SC-1   

003-007 18 Quaking Aspen NHRR NHRU UPWPWS  CWS, CSP, CSS  
R-1, R-2, G-

SC-1   

003-009 55 Quaking Aspen NHRU NHRR   
CMS, CWS, CNR, 

CSP, CSS  
R-1, R-2, G-

SC-1 SR-BTBW  

003-014 13 Quaking Aspen PC30  DPWPRPWS ws CWS, CNR, CSP, CSS    Weed1 

003-017 56 Quaking Aspen PC30  DPWPRPWS ws 
CWS, CVW, CNR, 

CSP, CSS     

003-021 59 Quaking Aspen CCR REL CVJP w CWS, CSP, CSS  
R-1, R-2, G-

SC-1 RT-BE  

003-022 21 Black Spruce CCR REL SDBS w CWS, CNR, CSP, CSS  
R-1, R-2, G-

SC-1   

003-023 11 Quaking Aspen HP PB   CWS, CSP, CSS  
R-1, R-2, G-

SC-1   

003-024 12 Paper Birch CCR REL CVJP ws 
CMS, CWS, CSP, 

CFT, CSS  
R-1, R-2, G-

SC-1 RT-BE  

003-026 11 Quaking Aspen NHRR NHRU   CSP, CSS  
R-1, R-2, G-

SC-1   

003-027 31 
Upland Black Spruce or Black 

Spruce/Jack Pine NHRR    CWS, CSP, CSS  
R-1, R-2, G-

SC-1   

003-028 76 Jack Pine NHRR NHRU   CWS, CSP, CSS  
R-1, R-2, G-

SC-1   

003-032 78 Jack Pine NHRR    CWS, CNR, CSP, CSS     
003-036 8 Black Spruce CCR  SDBS w CWS, CSP, CSS     

003-037 132 Quaking Aspen NHRR NHRU UPWPWS  
CMS, CWS, CNR, 

CSP, CSS  R-1   
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Unit 
Number Acres Forest Type Name 

Primary 
Treatment 

Secondary 
Treatment Reforestation 

Season of 
Harvest Soils Design Feature 

Heritage 
Design 

Criteria 

Recreation 
Design 

Criteria 

Wildlife and 
Plant Design 

Criteria 
Non-native Invasives 

Design Criteria 

003-039 72 Quaking Aspen NHRU NHRR   CWS, CNR, CSP, CSS  R-1   
003-044 43 Quaking Aspen NHRR    CWS, CSP, CSS  R-1   
003-074 12 Jack Pine NHRR NHRU   CSP, CFT A,B    

003-076 42 Quaking Aspen PC30 UB DPWPRPWS ws 
CWS, CVW, CNR, 

CSP, CSS  G-SC-1  Weed1 

003-077 17 Quaking Aspen PC30  DPWPRPWS ws 
CMS, CWS, CSP, 

CSS  
R-1, R-2, G-

SC-1  Weed1 
003-079 17 White Pine NHRR    CWS, CSP, CSS     

003-080 23 Jack Pine CCR REL NR w CWS, CSP, CSS  
R-1, R-2, G-

SC-1 RT-BE, RT-TTW  
003-081 20 Jack Pine NHRR    CWS, CSP, CSS     

003-082 9 Jack Pine CCR  NR w CWS, CNR, CSP, CSS   RT-BE, RT-TTW  

003-085 46 Jack Pine CCR  NR w CWS, CSP, CSS   
RT-BE, RT-

TTW, RT-OSF  

003-087 26 Quaking Aspen PC30  DPWPRPWS ws 
CMS, CWS, CSP, 

CSS  
R-1, R-2, G-

SC-1   
003-093 10 Jack Pine NHRR    CSP, CSS     

003-095 3 Quaking Aspen CCR REL CVJP ws CSP, CFT, CSS  
R-1, R-2, G-

SC-1 RT-BE  
003-100 4 Paper Birch CCR REL CVJP w CWS, CSP, CFT   RT-BE  
003-101 81 Jack Pine NHRR    CWS, CSP, CSS     
003-106 21 Quaking Aspen NHRU  UPWPWS  CWS, CSP, CSS  G-SC-1   
003-107 90 Quaking Aspen NHRR NHRU   CWS, CSP, CSS     

003-111 11 Quaking Aspen NHRR NHRU UPWPWS  CWS, CNR, CSP, CSS  G-SC-1   
003-113 5 Quaking Aspen NHRR NHRU   CSS, CSP  G-SC-1   
003-115 5 Quaking Aspen NHRR NHRU UPWP  CSP, CSS     

004-001 30 Quaking Aspen NHRR NHRU UPWPWS  
CWS, CVW, CNR, 

CSP, CSS     

004-002 21 Quaking Aspen PC60  UPRPWP ws 
CWS, CVW, CNR, 

CSP, CSS     

004-003 66 Quaking Aspen PC30 REL CVJP ws 
CWS, CVW, CSP, 

CSS     
004-006 11 Jack Pine PC30 REL NR w CWS, CSP, CSS   RT-TTW  
004-007 31 Quaking Aspen NHRR    CWS, CSP, CSS     
004-008 15 Quaking Aspen PC30 REL CVJP ws CWS, CSP, CSS     
004-009 12 Paper Birch NHRR    CWS, CSP, CSS     
004-011 20 Quaking Aspen PC30 REL CVJP ws CWS, CSP, CSS    Weed1 

004-014 18 Aspen/White Spruce/Balsam Fir NHRR REL SPJP  CSP, CSS     
004-016 126 Red Pine VT SP-UB  ws CWS, CSP, CFT, CSS   RT-NG Weed1 
004-017 18 Quaking Aspen PC60  UPWPRP ws CWS, CSP, CFT, CSS     
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Unit 
Number Acres Forest Type Name 

Primary 
Treatment 

Secondary 
Treatment Reforestation 

Season of 
Harvest Soils Design Feature 

Heritage 
Design 

Criteria 

Recreation 
Design 

Criteria 

Wildlife and 
Plant Design 

Criteria 
Non-native Invasives 

Design Criteria 

004-018 5 
Upland Black Spruce or Black 

Spruce/Jack Pine NHRR NHRU   CSP, CFT, CSS     

004-019 34 Quaking Aspen NHRR NHRU UPWP  
CWS, CVW, CNR, 

CSP, CSS     
004-020 9 Quaking Aspen CCR REL CVJP ws CSP, CSS     

004-021 15 Paper Birch CCR REL CVJP ws CWS, CNR, CSP, CSS     

004-022 21 
Upland Black Spruce or Black 

Spruce/Jack Pine CCR REL CVJP ws CWS, CNR, CSP, CSS   RT-TTW  

004-024 33 
Upland Black Spruce or Black 

Spruce/Jack Pine CCR REL CVJP ws CWS, CSP, CSS   RT-BE, RT-TTW  
004-026 29 Quaking Aspen CCR REL CVJP ws CWS, CSP, CSS   RT-BE  
004-034 9 Jack Pine PC30 REL NR ws CWS, CSP, CSS   RT-TTW  
004-038 24 Quaking Aspen PC30 REL CVJP ws CSP, CSS     

004-040 40 
White Spruce/Balsam Fir/Norway 

Spruce NHRR    CWS, CSP, CSS     
004-041 42 Red Pine VT SP-UB  ws CVW, CSP, CSS   RT-NG  
004-043 12 Red Pine NHRR    CWS, CSP, CSS     
004-044 9 Red Pine NHRR    CWS, CSP, CSS     
004-045 36 Red Pine NHRR    CWS, CSP, CSS     
004-093 64 Quaking Aspen CCR REL CVRPWP ws CSP, CSS    Weed1 

005-002 11 Balsam Fir/Aspen/Paper Birch NHRR NHRU UPWSWP  
CWS, CVW, CSP, 

CFT, CSS     
005-004 14 Quaking Aspen NHRR NHRU UPWSWP  CVW, CSP, CSS     
005-005 39 Quaking Aspen PC60 REL NR ws CNR, CSP, CSS  R-1 RT-BE  
005-006 7 Quaking Aspen NHRR NHRU   CNR, CSP, CSS  R-1   
005-011 16 Quaking Aspen NHRR    CWS, CSP, CSS  R-1   
005-014 6 Paper Birch NHRR    CWS, CSP, CSS     

005-015 7 
Black Ash/American Elm/Red 

Maple NHRR    CWS, CSP, CSS     
005-028 2 Open PB         

005-031 8 White Pine 2A UB  ws 
CMS, CWS, CSP, 

CSS     
005-033 20 Quaking Aspen NHRC NHRF NHRU ws CMS, CSP, CSS   SR-BE  

005-034 30 Quaking Aspen PC60 NHRF UPWPRP ws 
CMS, CWS, CSP, 

CSS   SR-BE  
005-035 16 Quaking Aspen NHRC NHRF NHRU ws CWS, CSP, CSS  R-1 SR-BE  

005-048 10 
Black Ash/American Elm/Red 

Maple NHRR    CWS, CNR, CSP, CSS  R-1   
005-050 27 Northern White Cedar NHRR NHRU UPCD  CWS, CSP, CSS     
005-052 5 Northern White Cedar NHRR NHRU UPNWC  CWS, CSP, CSS     
005-057 55 Quaking Aspen NHRR NHRU UPWPWS  CWS, CSP, CSS     

005-059 11 
White Spruce/Balsam Fir/Norway 

Spruce NHRR    CNR, CSP, CSS     
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Unit 
Number Acres Forest Type Name 

Primary 
Treatment 

Secondary 
Treatment Reforestation 

Season of 
Harvest Soils Design Feature 

Heritage 
Design 

Criteria 

Recreation 
Design 

Criteria 

Wildlife and 
Plant Design 

Criteria 
Non-native Invasives 

Design Criteria 
005-060 4 Balsam Fir/Aspen/Paper Birch NHRR    CSP, CSS     

006-001 15 Aspen/White Spruce/Balsam Fir NHRR NHRU   CMS, CSP, CSS     

006-003 32 
Black Ash/American Elm/Red 

Maple NHRR NHRU   CWS, CSP  R-1   
006-004 10 Jack Pine NHRR NHRU   CSP, CSS     
006-005 8 Jack Pine NHRR NHRU   CWS, CSP, CSS     
006-018 26 Quaking Aspen NHRR NHRU   CNR, CSP, CFT, CSS  R-1   
006-020 53 Quaking Aspen NHRR NHRU   CWS, CSP, CSS     

006-021 10 Aspen/White Spruce/Balsam Fir NHRR NHRU   CMS, CSP, CSS     
006-032 8 Paper Birch PC60  UPWPWS ws CSP, CSS  R-1 RT-BE Weed1 
006-035 13 Quaking Aspen NHRR NHRU   CVW, CSP, CSS     

006-038 92 Quaking Aspen NHRR NHRU   
CWS, CVW, CNR, 

CSP, CSS  R-1   
006-045 8 Paper Birch ST  DPWPWS ws CSP, CSS    Weed1 
006-049 1 Open NHRR NHRU   CSP, CSS     
006-050 12 Quaking Aspen NHRR NHRU   CWS, CSP, CSS     

007-001 15 Quaking Aspen CCR  NR ws 
CWS, CVW, CSP, 

CSS   RT-BE Weed1 

007-002 43 Quaking Aspen CCR  NR ws 
CWS, CVW, CSP, 

CSS   RT-BE  
007-006 23 Quaking Aspen CCR REL CVJP w CMS, CSP, CFT, CSS   RT-BE Weed1 
007-015 3 Quaking Aspen CCR REL CVJP w CSP, CFT, CSS   RT-BE  
007-016 37 Quaking Aspen CCR REL CVJP w CWS, CSP, CFT, CSS   RT-BE  

007-017 39 Quaking Aspen CCR REL CVJP w 
CWS, CVW, CNR, 

CSP, CFT, CSS   RT-BE, RT-OSL  

007-018 12 Quaking Aspen CCR REL CVJP w 
CVW, CNR, CSP, 

CSS   RT-BE  
007-022 20 Quaking Aspen CCR REL CVJP w CVW, CSP, CSS     
007-028 35 Quaking Aspen CCR REL CVJP w CWS, CSP, CSS     

007-033 15 Quaking Aspen NHRR NHRU   CWS, CNR, CSP, CSS     
007-035 6 Quaking Aspen NHRU NHRR UPWPWS ws CNR, CSP, CSS     
007-041 27 Quaking Aspen NHRR    CWS, CSP, CSS     
007-062 8 Open PB    CSP, CFT, CSS   RT-BE  

007-074 33 Quaking Aspen CCR REL CVJP w 
CWS, CVW, CSP, 

CSS   RT-BE  
007-076 17 Quaking Aspen NHRR NHRU UPWPWS ws CSP, CSS   RT-BE Weed1 
007-077 11 Quaking Aspen NHRR NHRU UPWPWS  CSP, CSS     
008-007 19 Balsam Fir/Aspen/Paper Birch NHRR NHRU   CWS, CSP, CSS     
008-011 23 Paper Birch NHRR    CWS, CSP, CSS     
008-017 73 Quaking Aspen NHRR NHRU   CWS, CSP, CSS     
008-020 28 Jack Pine NHRR NHRU   CWS, CSP, CSS     
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008-026 17 Paper Birch NHRR NHRU UPWPWS  CWS, CSP, CFT  R-1   
009-010 13 Quaking Aspen NHRR  UPWPRP  CNR, CSP, CSS     
009-011 10 Quaking Aspen NHRR NHRU   CVW, CSP     
009-026 1 Lowland Brush NHRR NHRU   CVW, CSP, CSS     

009-037 10 Quaking Aspen CCR  DPWPWS ws CWS, CNR, CSP, CSS    Weed1 

010-002 9 Quaking Aspen CCR  NR w CWS, CNR, CSP, CSS     
010-013 12 Paper Birch CCR  NR w CVW, CSP, CSS   RT-BE  

010-022 45 Paper Birch ST  DPWSWP w 
CWS, CVW, CSP, 

CSS     

010-024 25 Aspen/White Spruce/Balsam Fir PC30  DPWPWS w 
CWS, CVW, CSP, 

CSS    Weed1 

010-025 6 Quaking Aspen NHRU  UPWPWS  CWS, CNR, CSP, CSS     

010-028 5 Aspen/White Spruce/Balsam Fir PC30  DPWPWS w 
CWS, CVW, CSP, 

CSS   RT-OSF Weed1 

010-061 21 Quaking Aspen CCR  NR w 
CWS, CVW, CSP, 

CSS   RT-BE  
011-027 51 White Pine NHRC NHRF NHRU ws CWS, CSP, CSS     

011-028 15 Aspen/White Spruce/Balsam Fir NHRC NHRF NHRU ws CWS, CNR, CSP, CSS   SR-BTBW  

011-029 58 White Pine NHRF UB   CWS, CNR, CSP, CSS  R-1   
011-030 9 Quaking Aspen NHRC NHRF NHRU ws CWS, CSP, CSS   SR-BTBW  

011-031 10 Aspen/White Spruce/Balsam Fir NHRC NHRF NHRU ws CWS, CSP, CSS   SR-BTBW  
011-032 58 Quaking Aspen NHRR NHRU UPWPWS  CWS, CSP, CSS     

011-034 35 Aspen/White Spruce/Balsam Fir NHRC NHRF NHRU ws CWS, CSP, CSS   SR-BTGW  

011-035 11 
Black Ash/American Elm/Red 

Maple UB NHRU NHRR w CWS, CNR, CSP, CSS   RT-BE  

011-036 59 Aspen/White Spruce/Balsam Fir PC60 UB DPRPWP w CWS, CSP, CSS   SR-BTBW  
011-037 12 Quaking Aspen NHRC NHRF NHRU w CSP, CSS   SR-BTBW  
011-038 40 Paper Birch NHRC NHRF NHRU w CWS, CSP, CSS   SR-BTBW  
011-039 8 Jack Pine NHRC NHRF NHRU ws CWS, CSP, CSS     

011-041 21 Aspen/White Spruce/Balsam Fir NHRC NHRF NHRU ws CWS, CSP, CSS   SR-BTBW  
011-042 28 Balsam Fir/Aspen/Paper Birch NHRC NHRF NHRU ws CWS, CSP, CSS   SR-BTBW  
011-043 37 Northern White Cedar UB NHRU NHRR w CWS, CSP, CSS     
011-044 8 Mixed Swamp Conifer UB NHRU NHRR w CWS, CSP, CSS     

011-045 89 Aspen/White Spruce/Balsam Fir PC60 UB DPRPWP w 
CWS, CVW, CSP, 

CSS  R-1 
RT-OSF, SR-

BTBW  
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012-001 13 Open NHRB   w 
CWS, CSP, CFT, CSP, 

CSS   RT-BE  
012-003 8 Northern White Cedar NHRR NHRU   CWS     
012-009 31 Paper Birch ST  DPWPWS w CWS, CSP, CSS     
012-014 27 Paper Birch ST  DPWPWS w CMS, CSP, CSS     

012-024 36 Quaking Aspen NHRR NHRU UPWPWS  
CMS, CWS, CSP, 

CSS     
012-030 14 Quaking Aspen NHRR NHRU UPWPWS  CWS, CSP, CFT, CSS     
012-033 5 Lowland Brush NHRB   w CWS, CSP, CFT, CSS   RT-BE  
012-034 16 Lowland Brush NHRB   w CWS, CSP, CFT, CSS   RT-BE  
012-039 7 Open NHRB   w CWS, CSP, CFT     
012-043 42 Paper Birch ST  DPWPWS w CWS, CSP, CFT, CSS   RT-BE  

012-044 48 Paper Birch ST  DPWPWS ws 
CMS, CWS, CNR, 

CSP, CSS     

012-052 22 Paper Birch ST  DPWSWP w 
CMS, CWS, CSP, 

CSS     
012-053 8 Paper Birch ST  DPWSWP w CWS, CSP, CSS     

012-054 33 Paper Birch ST  DPWSWP w 
CMS, CWS, CSP, 

CSS     

013-001 9 Lowland Brush NHRB   w CWS, CSP, CFT, CSS  
R-1, R-2, G-

SC-1 RT-BE  
013-003 6 Quaking Aspen NHRR NHRU UPWP  CWS, CSP     
013-004 19 Lowland Brush NHRB   w CWS, CSP   RT-BE  

013-005 8 Lowland Brush NHRB   w CWS, CSP, CFT  
R-1, R-2, G-

SC-1 RT-BE  

013-006 8 Lowland Brush NHRB   w CWS, CSP, CFT  
R-1, R-2, G-

SC-1 RT-BE  

013-009 13 Quaking Aspen NHRR NHRU UPWP  CWS, CSP, CFT  
R-1, R-2, G-

SC-1   

013-012 70 Aspen/White Spruce/Balsam Fir NHRR NHRU UPWP  CWS, CSP, CFT, CSS  
R-1, R-2, G-

SC-1   

013-013 3 Paper Birch NHRR NHRU UPWP  CSP, CFT  
R-1, R-2, G-

SC-1   
013-014 13 Paper Birch TH  UPWSWP ws CWS, CSP, CFT   RT-BE  
013-018 1 Paper Birch PC60  UPWSWP w CSP, CSS     
013-037 32 Jack Pine SP-MEC  P ws CMS, CFN, CSP     
014-001 29 Paper Birch PC60  UPWSWP w CWS, CSP, CSS   RT-BE  

014-003 13 Aspen/White Spruce/Balsam Fir PC60  UPWSWP w 
CMS, CWS, CSP, 

CSS     
014-004 6 Paper Birch PC60  UPWSWP w CSP, CSS     

014-005 19 Balsam Fir/Aspen/Paper Birch PC60  UPWSWP w 
CMS, CWS, CSP, 

CSS     

014-007 29 Paper Birch PC60  UPWSWP w 
CMS, CWS, CNR, 

CSP, CFT, CSS   RT-BE  
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014-009 6 Balsam Fir/Aspen/Paper Birch PC60  UPWSWP w 
CWS, CNR, CSP, 

CFT, CSS   RT-BE  

014-010 15 Paper Birch PC60  UPWSWP w 
CMS, CWS, CNR, 

CSP, CSS     

014-011 11 Aspen/White Spruce/Balsam Fir PC60  UPWSWP w 
CMS, CWS, CSP, 

CFT, CSS   
RT-BE, RT-OSF, 

SR-BE  
014-012 34 Paper Birch NHRU  UPWSWP  CWS, CSP, CSS   SR-BE  

014-013 26 Aspen/White Spruce/Balsam Fir PC60  UPWSWP w 
CMS, CWS, CSP, 

CFT, CSS   RT-BE, RT-OSF  
014-014 10 Balsam Fir/Aspen/Paper Birch PC60  UPWSWP w CNR, CSP, CFT, CSS   RT-BE  

014-015 12 Paper Birch PC60  UPWSWP w CWS, CNR, CSP, CSS   RT-BE  

014-017 8 Paper Birch PC60  UPWSWP w CWS, CNR, CSP, CSS     

014-018 78 Aspen/White Spruce/Balsam Fir NHRR NHRU UPWSWP  
CMS, CWS, CNR, 

CSP, CFT, CSS     

014-021 10 Balsam Fir/Aspen/Paper Birch NHRR NHRU UPWSWP  CWS, CNR, CSP, CSS     
014-027 22 Quaking Aspen NHRR  UPWSWP  CNR, CSP, CFT, CSS     

014-034 17 Quaking Aspen NHRR NHRU UPWPWS  
CWS, CVW, CSP, 

CSS   RP2  
014-044 3 Northern White Cedar NHRR    CWS, CSP, CSS     
014-046 18 Northern White Cedar NHRR    CWS, CSP, CSS   RP6  
015-017 9 Quaking Aspen NHRR NHRU   CWS, CSP, CSS     

015-023 16 Aspen/White Spruce/Balsam Fir NHRR NHRU UPWP  CWS, CSP, CSS     
015-028 8 Quaking Aspen PC30  DPWPWS ws CMS, CSP, CFT   RT-BE  

015-029 5 Aspen/White Spruce/Balsam Fir PC30  DPWPWS ws 
CMS, CWS, CSP, 

CFT   RT-BE  

015-030 9 Aspen/White Spruce/Balsam Fir HP PB UPWPWS  CMS, CSP, CFT  R-1, R-2  Weed1 
015-031 6 Quaking Aspen PC30  DPWPWS ws CMS, CSP, CFT, CSS  R-1, R-2 RT-BE  

015-032 9 Aspen/White Spruce/Balsam Fir HP PB UPWPWS  CSP, CFT  R-1, R-2   
015-033 2 Quaking Aspen HP PB UPWPWS  CMS, CSP, CFT     
015-034 3 Quaking Aspen PC30  DPWPWS ws CMS, CSP, CFT, CSS  R-1 RT-BE  

015-035 4 
Upland Black Spruce or Black 

Spruce/Jack Pine NHRR    CSP, CSS     

022-001 12 Quaking Aspen NHRR NHRU UPWPWS  
CMS, CWS, CNR, 

CSP, CSS     

022-006 23 White Pine VT REL  ws CWS, CNR, CSP, CSS   RT-NG  
022-013 1 Quaking Aspen NHRU  UPWPWS  CWS, CSP, CSS     



                  Glacier Project 
 

 
Record of Decision    A-15              Attachment 1 
  

Unit 
Number Acres Forest Type Name 

Primary 
Treatment 

Secondary 
Treatment Reforestation 

Season of 
Harvest Soils Design Feature 

Heritage 
Design 

Criteria 

Recreation 
Design 

Criteria 

Wildlife and 
Plant Design 

Criteria 
Non-native Invasives 

Design Criteria 

022-017 14 White Pine NHRR    CWS, CNR, CSP, CSS     

022-019 10 
Upland Black Spruce or Black 

Spruce/Jack Pine NHRR NHRU UPWP  CWS, CNR, CSP, CSS     

022-021 9 Red Pine NHRR    CWS, CNR, CSP, CSS     
022-024 3 Quaking Aspen NHRU    CWS, CSP, CSS     

022-025 12 Quaking Aspen NHRU    CWS, CNR, CSP, CSS     

022-042 45 Aspen/White Spruce/Balsam Fir SP  SDJP  CNR, CSP, CSS  R-1   

022-043 1 Aspen/White Spruce/Balsam Fir SP  SDJP  CSP, CSS  R-1   

022-045 25 Aspen/White Spruce/Balsam Fir CCR REL CVJP  CNR, CSP, CSS   RT-BE  

022-046 22 Aspen/White Spruce/Balsam Fir CCR REL CVJP  CNR, CSS   RT-BE  
022-047 15 Quaking Aspen CCR REL CVJP  CNR, CSS   RT-BE  
022-048 28 Quaking Aspen CCR REL CVJP  CWS, CNR, CSS  R-1, R-2 RT-BE  

022-049 49 Jack Pine CCR REL NR  CWS, CNR, CSP, CSS  R-1, R-2 RT-BE, RT-TTW  

022-052 19 Balsam Fir/Aspen/Paper Birch CCR REL CVJP  
CWS, CNR, CFN, 

CSP, CSS  R-1, G-SC-1 RT-BE  

022-053 20 Quaking Aspen SP  SDJP  
CWS, CNR, CFN, 

CSP, CSS  R-1   

022-055 3 Aspen/White Spruce/Balsam Fir CCR REL CVJP  CWS, CSS  R-1, G-SC-1 RT-BE  
022-056 18 Quaking Aspen CCR REL CVJP  CWS, CSS  R-1, G-SC-1 RT-BE  

022-060 14 Aspen/White Spruce/Balsam Fir NHRR  UPWPWS  CWS, CNR, CSP, CSS     

022-061 11 Aspen/White Spruce/Balsam Fir NHRR  UPWPWS  CWS, CNR, CSP, CSS     

022-062 21 Aspen/White Spruce/Balsam Fir NHRR NHRU UPWPWS  CWS, CNR, CSP, CSS     

022-063 3 Aspen/White Spruce/Balsam Fir NHRR NHRU   CWS, CNR, CSP, CSS     

022-064 11 Aspen/White Spruce/Balsam Fir NHRR NHRU   CWS, CNR, CSP, CSS     

022-070 19 Jack Pine NHRR NHRU   
CMS, CWS, CNR, 

CSP, CSS     

022-071 104 Quaking Aspen NHRU NHRR   CWS, CNR, CSP, CSS     
022-088 3 Quaking Aspen PC60 REL UPWPWS,SDJP ws CSP, CSS   RT-BE  
022-091 11 Quaking Aspen NHRR  UPWPWS  CNR, CSP, CSS     
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022-093 9 Quaking Aspen CCR REL CVJP  CSS   RT-BE  

022-094 26 Aspen/White Spruce/Balsam Fir NHRR NHRU   
CMS, CWS, CSP, 

CSS     
022-096 9 Northern White Cedar NHRR    CWS, CSP, CSS     

022-098 16 Aspen/White Spruce/Balsam Fir NHRR NHRU   CSP, CSS  R-1   

022-107 1 Aspen/White Spruce/Balsam Fir CCR REL CVJP  CSS  R-1 RT-BE  
022-111 6 Quaking Aspen NHRR  UPWSWP  CWS, CFN, CSP     
022-121 3 Quaking Aspen CCR REL CVJP  CWS, CSP, CSS  R-1 RT-BE  

022-127 1 Aspen/White Spruce/Balsam Fir CCR REL CVJP  CWS, CSS  R-1 RT-BE  
022-130 1 Quaking Aspen NHRR NHRU   CMS, CSP, CFT     

022-135 14 Quaking Aspen NHRR    
CMS, CWS, CSP, 

CFT     
022-136 2 Quaking Aspen NHRR NHRU   CMS, CSP, CFT     
022-137 3 Quaking Aspen NHRR    CMS, CSP, CFT     
022-138 12 Quaking Aspen NHRR    CMS, CSP, CFT     

062-001 55 Paper Birch NHRC NHRF NHRU ws 
CWS, CNR, CSP, 

CFT, CSS B    
062-002 30 Quaking Aspen 2A UB CVWPWS ws CWS, CSP, CFT, CSS   RT-BE, RT-BO  
062-010 17 Quaking Aspen NHRR    CWS, CSP, CFT, CSS     

062-011 82 Quaking Aspen PC60 REL NR w 
CMS, CWS, CSP, 

CFT, CSS   RT-BE, RT-BO  

062-013 56 Red Pine TH REL  w CWS, CSP, CFT, CSS  
R-1, R-2, G-

SC-1 
RT-BE, RT-NG, 

RT-BO  
062-019 33 Quaking Aspen CCR REL NR w CWS, CSP, CSS   RT-BO  
062-020 14 Black Spruce CCR  SDBS w CWS, CSP, CSS   RT-BO  
062-024 24 Quaking Aspen CCR REL NR w CWS, CSP, CFT, CSS   RT-BO  
062-026 46 Quaking Aspen CCR REL NR w CWS, CSP, CFT, CSS   RT-BO  
062-029 15 Quaking Aspen CCR REL NR w CSP, CFT, CSS   RT-BO  
062-033 71 Quaking Aspen NHRR    CWS, CSP, CFT, CSS A    
062-034 43 Quaking Aspen NHRR    CWS, CSP, CFT, CSS     
062-040 40 Quaking Aspen CCR REL NR w CWS, CSP, CFT, CSS   RT-BO  

062-047 13 Aspen/White Spruce/Balsam Fir PC60 REL NR w 
CMS, CWS, CSP, 

CFT, CSS  
R-1, R-2, G-

SC-1 
RT-BE, RT-OSF, 

RT-BO  
062-049 13 Quaking Aspen CCR REL NR w CWS, CSP, CFT, CSS  R-1 RT-BO  

062-051 31 Quaking Aspen CCR REL NR ws CWS, CSP, CFT  
R-1, R-2, G-

SC-1 RT-BO  

062-057 9 Quaking Aspen CCR REL NR w CWS, CSP, CFT, CSS  
R-1, R-2, G-

SC-1 RT-BO  

062-061 25 Quaking Aspen CCR REL NR w 
CMS, CWS, CSP, 

CFT  R-1 RT-BO  
062-069 19 Paper Birch ST SP NR w CWS, CSP, CSS   RT-BO  
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062-082 25 Aspen/White Spruce/Balsam Fir NHRC NHRF NHRU ws CNR, CSP, CFT, CSS B    

062-083 27 Quaking Aspen NHRR    
CMS, CWS, CSP, 

CFT, CSS     

063-001 32 White Pine VT SP-UB  ws 
CMS, CWS, CSP, 

CSS   RT-BE, RT-NG  

063-003 49 Quaking Aspen PC60 REL NR ws CWS, CSP, CSS  
R-1, R-2, G-

SC-1 RT-BE, RT-BO  
063-004 17 Quaking Aspen CCR REL NR w CWS, CSP, CSS   RT-BO  

063-006 46 Quaking Aspen PC60 REL UPWPRPWS ws CWS, CSP, CSS  
R-1, R-2, G-

SC-1 
RT-BE, RT-BO, 

SR-BE  

063-014 9 Quaking Aspen CCR REL NR w CWS, CNR, CSP, CSS  
R-1, R-2, G-

SC-1 RT-BO  

076-098 22 Quaking Aspen CCR  NR w CWS, CNR, CSP, CSS   RT-BO  

076-100 6 
Upland Black Spruce or Black 

Spruce/Jack Pine TH   w CWS, CSP, CSS   RT-BE, RT-NG  
076-103 6 Black Spruce CCR  SDBS w CWS, CSP, CSS  R-1  RT-BO  
076-104 8 Quaking Aspen NHRR NHRU   CWS, CSP, CSS  R-1   
076-106 11 Red Pine TH   w CWS, CSP, CSS   RT-BE, RT-NG  

076-108 28 Quaking Aspen CCR  NR w 
CWS, CNR, CFN, 

CSP, CSS   RT-BE, RT-BO  

076-110 21 Quaking Aspen PC30  DPWPRP ws CSP, CSS  
R-1, R-2, G-

SC-1 RT-BO  

076-112 11 Quaking Aspen PC30  DPWPRP ws CWS, CSP, CSS  
R-1, R-2, G-

SC-1 RT-BO  
095-062 52 Quaking Aspen NHRR   w CWS, CSP, CFT, CSS     
095-076 25 Quaking Aspen NHRR NHRB   CWS, CSP, CSS   RT-CL  

095-082 31 Red Pine NHRR   w CWS, CNR, CSP, CSS     

063-019 50 Quaking Aspen PC30  DPWPRPWS w 
CWS, CVW, CSP, 

CFT, CSS  
R-1, R-2, G-

SC-1 RT-BE, RT-BO  

063-021 51 
Upland Black Spruce or Black 

Spruce/Jack Pine PC60  NR w CWS, CSP, CSS   RT-BO  

063-022 53 Quaking Aspen CCR REL CVJP w CWS, CNR, CSP, CSS   RT-BO  

063-023 9 Quaking Aspen CCR  CVJP w CWS, CNR, CSP, CSS   RT-BO  

063-026 76 Quaking Aspen PC30  DPWPRPWS w 
CWS, CVW, CNR, 

CSP, CSS  
R-1, R-2, G-

SC-1 RT-BE, RT-BO Weed1 

063-030 31 Quaking Aspen PC30  DPWPRPWS w CWS, CFN, CSP, CSS  
R-1, R-2, G-

SC-1 RT-BE, RT-BO  

063-034 81 Aspen/White Spruce/Balsam Fir NHRR NHRU   
CMS, CWS, CFN, 

CSP, CSS  R-1 SR-BE  
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063-036 14 Quaking Aspen NHRR    
CMS, CWS, CSP, 

CSS A, B  SR-BE  
063-041 17 Quaking Aspen PC30  DPWP ws CWS, CSP, CSS   RT-BO  
063-043 16 Quaking Aspen PC30 REL DPWP ws CWS, CSP, CSS  R-1 RT-BE, RT-BO Weed1 
063-047 7 Quaking Aspen NHRR    CSP, CSS     
063-049 20 Quaking Aspen PC30  DPWPRPWS w CWS, CSP, CSS   RT-BE, RT-BO  

063-052 22 Aspen/White Spruce/Balsam Fir PC60 REL UPWPRPWS ws CWS, CSP, CSS A 
R-1, R-2, G-

SC-1 
RT-BE, RT-BO, 

SR-BE  

063-053 14 Aspen/White Spruce/Balsam Fir PC60 REL NR ws 
CMS, CWS, CSP, 

CSS  
R-1, R-2, G-

SC-1 
RT-BE, RT-BO, 

SR-BE  

063-054 38 Quaking Aspen VT SP-UB  ws 
CMS, CWS, CSP, 

CSS   
RT-BE, RT-NG, 
RT-BO, SR-BE  

063-055 12 Paper Birch PC60 REL NR w 
CMS, CWS, CSP, 

CSS  
R-1, R-2, G-

SC-1 
RT-BE, RT-BO, 

SR-BE  

063-056 71 Red Pine VT SP-UB  ws 
CMS, CWS, CSP, 

CSS  
R-1, R-2, G-

SC-1 
RT-BE, RT-NG, 

RT-BO Weed1 

063-057 36 Red Pine NHRR    
CMS, CWS, CNR, 

CSP, CSS A, B  RT-NG  

064-001 15 
Upland Black Spruce or Black 

Spruce/Jack Pine NHRR    CWS, CSP, CSS     

064-010 53 Quaking Aspen PC30  DPWPRPWS w 
CWS, CVW, CSP, 

CSS  
R-1, R-2, G-

SC-1 RT-BO  

064-014 70 Quaking Aspen CCR  CVJP w 
CWS, CVW, CNR, 

CSP, CSS  
R-1, R-2, G-

SC-1 RT-BO  

064-018 10 Quaking Aspen CCR  CVJP w CWS, CNR, CSP, CSS   RT-BO  
064-025 17 Quaking Aspen CCR  CVJP w CWS, CSP, CSS   RT-BO  
064-027 9 Quaking Aspen NHRR    CWS, CSP, CSS     

064-031 10 Quaking Aspen NHRR    CWS, CNR, CSP, CSS     
064-034 16 Quaking Aspen NHRR    CWS, CSP, CFT, CSS     

064-039 19 Quaking Aspen PC30 REL DPWP ws 
CMS, CWS, CSP, 

CFT, CSS   RT-BE  

064-044 40 Quaking Aspen PC30  NR w 
CMS, CWS, CSP, 

CFT, CSS  R-1 RT-BE, RT-BO  
064-048 6 Quaking Aspen NHRR    CWS, CSP, CSS B    
064-050 19 Quaking Aspen NHRR NHRU UPWPWS  CWS, CFN, CSP     

064-075 14 Quaking Aspen CCR REL CVJP w CWS, CSP, CSS B 
R-1, R-2, G-

SC-1 RT-OSF, RT-BO  

064-076 6 
Upland Black Spruce or Black 

Spruce/Jack Pine CCR REL CVJP w CWS, CSP, CSS   
RT-TTW, RT-
OSF, RT-BO  

064-077 19 Quaking Aspen PC30 REL DPWP ws CWS, CSP, CSS   RT-BO  

065-004 13 Quaking Aspen PC30 REL DPWP ws CWS, CNR, CSP, CSS   RT-BE, RT-BO  
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065-008 12 Quaking Aspen PC30  DPWP ws 
CWS, CNR, CSP, 

CFT, CSS   RT-BE, RT-BO  

065-010 34 Quaking Aspen PC30  DPWP ws CWS, CNR, CSP, CSS   RT-BE, RT-BO  

065-013 16 Quaking Aspen PC30 REL DPWP ws CWS, CNR, CSP, CSS   RT-BO  
065-015 3 Quaking Aspen CCR REL DPWP w CWS, CSP, CSS   RT-BO  
065-017 3 Quaking Aspen PC30  DPWP w CWS, CSP, CSS   RT-BO  
065-019 1 Quaking Aspen NHRR REL   CWS, CSP, CSS     
065-021 8 White Pine NHRR REL   CWS, CSP, CSS     
065-022 7 Paper Birch PC30 SP-MEC NR ws CSP, CSS   RT-BE, RT-B0  
065-024 5 Paper Birch ST SP-MEC NR ws CWS, CSP, CSS   RT-BE, RT-BO  
065-026 7 White Pine NHRR    CWS, CSP, CSS     

065-027 26 White Pine TH   w CWS, CSP, CSS   
RT-BE, RT-NG, 

RT-BO  
065-032 10 Quaking Aspen PC60 REL UPWP ws CWS, CSP, CSS   RT-BE, RT-BO  
065-033 5 Quaking Aspen NHRR    CWS, CSP, CSS     

065-035 1 Quaking Aspen PC60 REL UPWP ws 
CMS, CWS, CSP, 

CSS   RT-BO  
065-037 29 Quaking Aspen NHRR NHRU UPWP  CWS, CSP, CSS     
065-038 9 Quaking Aspen PC30  DPWP w CWS, CSP, CSS   RT-BO  

065-040 37 Quaking Aspen PC30  DPWP w CWS, CNR, CSP, CSS   RT-BE, RT-BO  
065-042 5 Black Spruce CCR  SDBS w CWS, CSP, CSS     
065-043 39 Quaking Aspen PC30  DPWP ws CWS, CSP, CSS   RT-BE, RT-B0  
065-048 6 Paper Birch PC30 SP-MEC NR ws CSP, CSS   RT-BE  
065-049 16 Paper Birch PC30 SP-MEC NR ws CWS, CSP, CSS   RT-BE  

065-050 25 Quaking Aspen PC60 REL UPWP ws 
CMS, CWS, CSP, 

CSS   RT-BE Weed1 

065-051 15 Paper Birch PC30 SP-MEC NR ws 
CWS, CSNP, CFT, 

CSS   RT-BE  

065-056 17 Quaking Aspen PC30  DPWP w 
CMS, CWS, CSP, 

CSS   RT-BO  
065-057 13 Quaking Aspen PC30  DPWP ws CWS, CSP, CSS   RT-BE  

065-058 49 Quaking Aspen PC30  DPWP ws CWS, CNR, CSP, CSS   RT-BE, RT-BO  
065-059 10 Quaking Aspen PC60  UPWP w CMS, CSP, CSS   RT-BO  

073-007 50 Aspen/White Spruce/Balsam Fir NHRR    CWS, CSP, CSS B    

074-002 5 Jack Pine CCR  SDJP ws 
CVW, CNR, CSP, 

CSS   RT-TTW  

074-003 8 Jack Pine CCR  SDJP ws 
CVW, CNR, CSP, 

CSS   RT-TTW  



                  Glacier Project 
 

 
Record of Decision    A-20              Attachment 1 
  

Unit 
Number Acres Forest Type Name 

Primary 
Treatment 

Secondary 
Treatment Reforestation 

Season of 
Harvest Soils Design Feature 

Heritage 
Design 

Criteria 

Recreation 
Design 

Criteria 

Wildlife and 
Plant Design 

Criteria 
Non-native Invasives 

Design Criteria 

074-006 29 
Upland Black Spruce or Black 

Spruce/Jack Pine CCR  CVJP w 
CWS, CVW, CNR, 

CSP, CSS   
RT-TTW, RT-

OSF  
074-008 5 Jack Pine CCR  SDJP w CWS, CSP, CSS   RT-TTW  

074-009 75 Jack Pine CCR  SDJP w 
CMS, CWS, CVW, 

CNR, CSP, CSS   RT-TTW Weed1 
074-012 28 Quaking Aspen PC60  UPWPJP w CWS, CSP, CSS   RT-BO  

074-021 57 Jack Pine PC30  NR w CWS, CNR, CSP, CSS   RT-TTW  

074-022 44 Quaking Aspen CCR  CVJP w 
CMS, CWS, NR, CSP, 

CSS     

074-026 37 Aspen/White Spruce/Balsam Fir CCR  CVJP w CWS, CNR, CSP, CSS    Weed1 

074-027 63 Quaking Aspen CCR  DPWPWS w 
CMS, CWS, CNR, 

CSP, CSS    Weed1 

074-031 43 Quaking Aspen PC60  UPWP w CWS, CFN, CSP, CSS   RT-BO  

074-032 11 Balsam Fir/Aspen/Paper Birch PC60 REL NR w CWS, CFN, CSP, CSS   RT-BO  

074-034 67 Quaking Aspen PC30  DPWPWS w 
CMS, CWS, CSP, 

CSS     

074-035 65 Quaking Aspen CCR  DPWPWS w 
CMS, CWS, CNR, 

CSP, CSS     

074-036 63 Quaking Aspen CCR  DPWPWS w 
CMS, CWS, CNR, 

CSP, CSS     

074-040 104 Balsam Fir/Aspen/Paper Birch CCR  CVJP w CWS, CNR, CSP, CSS A  RT-OSF  

074-043 56 Quaking Aspen CCR  CVJP w CWS, CNR, CSP, CSS     

074-045 38 Paper Birch ST SP DPWPWS w 
CWS, CNR, CFN 

CSP, CSS   RT-BE  

074-046 50 Jack Pine CCR  NR w CWS, CFN, CSP, CSS   
RT-BE, RT-

TTW, RT-OSF  

074-047 8 Quaking Aspen CCR  DPWPWS w CWS, CFN, CSP, CSS   RT-BE  

074-048 33 Quaking Aspen NHRR    CWS, CFN, CSP, CSS A, B    
074-050 35 Quaking Aspen CCR  NR w CWS, CSP, CSS     

075-001 36 Aspen/White Spruce/Balsam Fir NHRR    CWS, CFN, CSP, CSS B    

075-002 5 Aspen/White Spruce/Balsam Fir NHRR    
CWS, CNR, CFN, 

CSP     
075-003 26 Quaking Aspen NHRU REL UPWPWS  CWS, CSP, CSS B    
075-014 9 Black Spruce CCR  SDBS w CWS, CSP, CSS     
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075-016 16 Aspen/White Spruce/Balsam Fir CCR  NR w CWS, CSP, CSS   
RT-BE, RT-OSF, 

RT-B0  
075-018 9 Paper Birch ST SP NR w CSP, CSS   RT-BE, RT-BO  
075-022 7 Red Pine TH   w CSP   RT-NG, RT-BO  

075-023 41 Aspen/White Spruce/Balsam Fir CCR  NR w 
CMS, CWS, CFN, 

CSP, CSS A  
RT-BE, RT-OSF, 

RT-BO  

075-030 20 Aspen/White Spruce/Balsam Fir CCR  NR w 
CMS, CWS, CFN, 

CSP, CSS   RT-OSF, RT-BO  
075-034 48 Quaking Aspen PC30  CVWP w CWS, CSP, CSS   RT-BE, FT-BO  
075-035 38 Quaking Aspen PC30  NR w CWS, CSP, CSS B  RT-BE, RT-BO  
075-037 31 Quaking Aspen PC30  CVWP w CWS, CSP, CSS   RT-BE, RT-BO  
075-052 17 Black Spruce CCR  SDBS w CWS, CSP, CSS     

075-053 33 Quaking Aspen PC30  CVJP w 
CMS, CWS, CSP, 

CSS   RT-BO  

075-061 3 Aspen/White Spruce/Balsam Fir PC60  NR ws CWS, CFN, CSP, CSS   RT-BE, RT-BO  

075-062 17 Red Pine TH REL  w CWS, CFN, CSP, CSS   RT-BE, RT-NG  

075-063 3 Aspen/White Spruce/Balsam Fir NHRR NHRU UPWPWS  CWS, CSP, CSS   RT-OSF  

075-065 15 Quaking Aspen TH REL  w CWS, CFN, CSP, CSS   RT-BE, RT-NG  

075-067 9 Jack Pine NHRR NHRU   CWS, CFN, CSP, CSS     

075-068 10 Aspen/White Spruce/Balsam Fir NHRR NHRU   CWS, CFN, CSP A, B    

075-069 44 Aspen/White Spruce/Balsam Fir PC60  NR w CWS, CFN, CSP, CSS   RT-BE, RT-OSF Weed2 

075-070 129 Aspen/White Spruce/Balsam Fir PC60  NR w CWS, CSP, CSS   RT-BE Weed1 
075-073 5 Jack Pine PC60  NR w CWS, CSP, CSS   RT-BO  

075-074 9 Aspen/White Spruce/Balsam Fir PC60  NR w CWS, CSP, CSS   RT-BO  

075-078 7 Jack Pine NHRU  SDJP  
CMS, CVW, CSP, 

CSS     

075-079 82 Aspen/White Spruce/Balsam Fir PC60  UPWPJP w 
CWS, CVW, CSP, 

CSS   RT-OSF, RT-BO Weed1 
075-082 14 Black Spruce CCR  SDBS w CWS, CSP, CSS     

075-083 30 White Pine PC60  NR w 
CWS, CVW, CSP, 

CSS     
076-003 35 Quaking Aspen CCR  NR ws CWS, CSP, CFT, CSS   RT-BE  
076-007 30 Balsam Fir/Aspen/Paper Birch NHRU    CWS, CSP, CFT, CSS  R-1   

076-008 25 Balsam Fir/Aspen/Paper Birch NHRR    
CMS, CWS, CSP, 

CFT, CSS     
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076-025 22 Quaking Aspen CCR  NR w 
CMS, CWS, CSP, 

CSS   RT-BO  

076-027 26 Quaking Aspen CCR  NR w 
CMS, CWS, CFN, 

CSP, CSS   RT-BO  
076-037 12 Quaking Aspen CCR REL NR w CWS, CSP, CFT, CSS   RT-BO  
076-039 24 Quaking Aspen CCR REL NR w CWS, CSP, CFT, CSS   RT-BO  

076-041 36 Quaking Aspen CCR REL NR w CWS, CSP, CFT, CSS  
R-1, R-2, G-

SC-1 RT-BO  

076-042 18 Quaking Aspen CCR REL NR w CWS, CSP, CFT, CSS  
R-1, R-2, G-

SC-1 RT-BO  

076-044 24 Quaking Aspen CCR REL NR w CNR, CSP, CFT, CSS  
R-1, R-2, G-

SC-1 RT-BO  

076-047 67 Aspen/White Spruce/Balsam Fir NHRR    CWS, CSP, CFT, CSS  R-1   
076-057 35 Quaking Aspen CCR  NR w CWS, CSP, CSS   RT-BO  

076-059 18 Quaking Aspen CCR  NR w CWS, CNR, CSP, CSS   RT-BO  
076-066 10 Jack Pine CCR  NR w CWS, CSP, CSS   RT-TTW, RT-BO  

076-080 13 
Upland Black Spruce or Black 

Spruce/Jack Pine CCR  CVJP w 
CMS, CWS, CSP, 

CSS   RT-TTW, RT-BO  

076-082 21 
Upland Black Spruce or Black 

Spruce/Jack Pine CCR  CVJP w CWS, CSP, CFT, CSS   
RT-TTW, RT-
OSF, RT-BO  

076-092 11 Balsam Fir/Aspen/Paper Birch NHRR NHRU   CWS, CSP, CSS B R-1   
076-095 14 Quaking Aspen CCR  NR w CWS, CSP, CSS   RT-BE, RT-BO  
076-096 39 Quaking Aspen CCR  NR w CWS, CSP, CSS   RT-BO  
076-097 6 Quaking Aspen CCR  NR w CWS, CSP, CSS   RT-BO  

076-127 17 Quaking Aspen REL  NR  CWS, CSP, CFT, CSS  
R-1, R-2, G-

SC-1   

078-002 7 Aspen/White Spruce/Balsam Fir NHRR NHRU   CWS, CSP, CSS     
078-016 44 Red Pine TH   w CWS, CSP, CSS  R-1 RT-NG  

078-025 31 Aspen/White Spruce/Balsam Fir CCR  CVJP w CWS, CSP, CSS   RT-OSF Weed1 
078-026 25 Quaking Aspen CCR  CVJP w CWS, CSP, CSS    Weed1 

078-039 20 Red Pine TH   ws 
CWS, CNR, CFN, 

CSP, CSS   RT-NG Weed1 

078-051 26 Jack Pine CCR  NR ws 
CMS, CWS, CFN, 

CSP, CSS   

RT-BE, RT-
TTW, RT-OSF, 

SR-BTBW  

078-057 32 Aspen/White Spruce/Balsam Fir CCR  NR w CWS, CSP, CSS A    

078-065 87 Jack Pine CCR  NR w CWS, CSP, CSS  
R-1, R-2, G-

SC-1 
RT-BE, RT-

TTW, RT-OSF  

078-069 29 Red Pine TH   ws CWS, CSP, CSS  
R-1, R-2, G-

SC-1 RT-BE, RT-NG  
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079-001 16 Balsam Fir/Aspen/Paper Birch CG REL UP  
CMS, CWS, CFN, 

CSP, CSS A 
R-1, R-2, G-

SC-1 RT-BE  

079-002 24 Balsam Fir/Aspen/Paper Birch CG REL UP  
CMS, CWS, CFN, 

CSP, CSS  
R-1, R-2, G-

SC-1 RT-BE  

079-007 49 Aspen/White Spruce/Balsam Fir CCR REL DPRPWP ws 
CMS, CWS, CVW, 

CSP, CSS   RT-BE Weed1 

079-009 12 Quaking Aspen PC30 REL DPJPWS ws 
CMS, CWS, CFN, 

CSP, CSS  
R-1, R-2, G-

SC-1 RT-BE  

079-010 37 
Upland Black Spruce or Black 

Spruce/Jack Pine CCR REL DPRPWP ws CWS, CSP, CSS   RT-TTW Weed1 
079-012 34 Red Pine TH   ws CWS, CSP, CSS   RT-NG Weed1 

079-018 15 Aspen/White Spruce/Balsam Fir PC60 REL NR ws CWS, CSP, CFT, CSS   RT-BE Weed1 
079-022 8 Black Spruce CCR  SDBS ws CWS, CSP, CFT, CSS     

079-024 40 Paper Birch NHRR NHRU   
CMS, CWS, CNR, 

CSP, CFT, CSS     

079-026 15 Quaking Aspen PC60 REL NR ws 
CMS, CNR, CSP, 

CFT, CSS   RT-BE  

079-027 11 Aspen/White Spruce/Balsam Fir NHRR NHRU   CWS, CSP, CSS     
079-028 22 Quaking Aspen NHRR NHRU   CWS, CSP, CFT, CSP     
079-031 7 Balsam Fir/Aspen/Paper Birch PC60 REL NR ws CMS, CSP, CSS   RT-BE  
079-034 4 Quaking Aspen PC60 REL NR ws CMS, CSP, CFT, CSS   RT-BE  

079-035 12 Paper Birch ST SP NR w 
CMS, CWS, CSP, 

CFT, CSS   RT-BE  

079-038 56 Aspen/White Spruce/Balsam Fir NHRR    
CMS, CWS, CSP, 

CSS     
079-039 11 Red Pine TH   w CWS, CSP, CSS   RT-NG  
079-040 24 Quaking Aspen PC30 REL DPRPWP w CWS, CSP, CFT, CSS   RT-BE  
079-043 20 Black Spruce NHRU    CWS, CSP, CFT, CSS     
079-049 9 Balsam Fir/Aspen/Paper Birch NHRR NHRU   CWS, CSP, CFT, CSS     

079-052 23 Quaking Aspen PC60 REL NR ws 
CMS, CWS, CSP, 

CFT, CSS   RT-BE  

079-054 13 
Upland Black Spruce or Black 

Spruce/Jack Pine CCR REL DPRPWP ws 
CWS, CVW, CSP, 

CSS   RT-BE, RT-TTW Weed1 
079-058 12 Red Pine TH   ws      
079-060 2 White Pine TH REL  ws CWS, CSP, CSS   RT-BE, RT-NG  

079-062 8 Balsam Fir/Aspen/Paper Birch CG REL UP  
CMS, CWS, CFN, 

CSP, CSS A 
R-1, R-2, G-

SC-1 RT-BE Weed1 

079-063 18 Balsam Fir/Aspen/Paper Birch CG REL UP  
CMS, CWS, CSP, 

CSS  
R-1, R-2, G-

SC-1 RT-BE Weed1 
080-006 27 Red Pine TH   w CWS, CSP, CFT, CSS   RT-NG  
080-022 53 Quaking Aspen PC60 REL UPWP ws CWS, CSP, CFT, CSS    Weed1 
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080-023 14 Jack Pine CCR  NR ws 
CWS, CVW, CSP, 

CSS   RT-TTW  
080-028 68 Red Pine TH REL  w CWS, CSP, CSS   RT-NG  

080-032 51 Quaking Aspen NHRR    
CMS, CWS, CNR, 

CSP, CFT, CSS     
080-036 13 Jack Pine CCR  NR ws CWS, CSP, CSS   RT-TTW Weed1 

080-040 29 Red Pine TH   ws 
CWS, CVW, CSP, 

CSS   RT-NG Weed1 

080-054 19 Quaking Aspen NHRR NHRU   CWS, CNR, CSP, CSS     

080-067 33 Red Pine TH REL  w CWS, CNR, CSP, CSS   RT-NG  

080-071 19 Quaking Aspen CCR  
CVJP and 
DPWPS ws 

CWS, CNR, CSP, 
CFT, CSS     

080-095 10 Black Spruce CCR  SDBS ws CWS, CSP, CSS     
080-098 5 Quaking Aspen TH   ws CWS, CSP, CSS   RT-NG  

080-100 3 Quaking Aspen CCR  CVJP ws 
CWS, CVW, CNR, 

CSP, CFT, CSS     

081-022 53 Quaking Aspen CCR  NR w CWS, CSP, CSS  
R-1, R-2, G-

SC-1 RT-BE  

081-030 14 Jack Pine CCR  NR w CWS, CNR, CSP, CSS   RT-CL, RT-TTW  

081-032 4 Quaking Aspen CCR  NR w CWS, CSP, CSS  
R-1, R-2, G-

SC-1   

081-039 39 Quaking Aspen CCR  NR w 
CWS, CVW, CFN, 

CSP, CSS   RT-BE  

081-043 34 Quaking Aspen CCR  NR w CWS, CNR, CSP, CSS   RT-CL, RT-BE  

081-044 35 Quaking Aspen CCR  NR w 
CMS, CWS, CVW, 

CSP, CSS   RT-CL  

081-046 20 Quaking Aspen CCR  NR w 
CMS, CWS, CSP, 

CSS   RT-CL, RT-BE  

082-004 33 Red Pine TH   as CWS, CFN, CSP, CSS   RT-NG Weed1 

082-005 31 Red Pine TH   w CWS, CFN, CSP, CSS   RT-NG Weed1 

082-008 19 Black Spruce CCR  SDBS w 
CMS, CWS, CSP, 

CFT, CSS  
R-1, R-2, G-

SC-1 RT-CL  

082-009 55 Red Pine TH   w CWS, CSP, CFT, CSS B 
R-1, R-2, G-

SC-1 RT-BE, RT-NG  

082-010 24 Black Spruce CCR  SDBS w 
CMS, CWS, CSP, 

CSS   RT-CL, RT-BE  

082-027 52 Aspen/White Spruce/Balsam Fir CCR  CVJP w 
CMS, CWS, CFN, 

CSP, CFT, CSS   RT-BE  
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082-031 4 Balsam Fir/Aspen/Paper Birch NHRR NHRU   
CMS, CWS, CSP, 

CSS   RT-CL  
082-032 6 Jack Pine NHRU    CSP, CSS   RT-CL  

082-033 12 
Upland Black Spruce or Black 

Spruce/Jack Pine NHRR NHRU   CWS, CSP, CSS     
082-073 4 Black Spruce CCR  SDBS ws CWS, CSP, CSS   RT-CL, RT-BE Weed1 
082-074 3 Balsam Fir/Aspen/Paper Birch NHRR NHRU   CWS, CSP, CSS     

082-090 15 
Upland Black Spruce or Black 

Spruce/Jack Pine NHRU  UPWSWP  CWS, CNR, CSP, CSS   RT-CL  

082-094 14 Aspen/White Spruce/Balsam Fir CCR  CVJP ws CWS, CSP, CSS  R-1 RT-BE, RT-OSF  

082-095 98 Aspen/White Spruce/Balsam Fir CCR  CVJP ws 
CMS, CWS, CSP, 

CFT, CSS  R-1 RT-BE  

083-004 51 Aspen/White Spruce/Balsam Fir CCR  CVJP ws CWS, CSP, CSS     
083-005 4 Balsam Fir/Aspen/Paper Birch CCR  CVJP ws CWS, CSP, CSS     

083-006 12 
Upland Black Spruce or Black 

Spruce/Jack Pine CCR  CVJP ws CWS, CSP, CSS   RT-CL, RT-TTW  
083-012 38 Black Spruce BB NHRB   CWS, CSP, CSS   SR-NG  

083-015 13 Red Pine TH   ws CWS, CNR, CSP, CSS A  RT-BE, RT-NG  

083-027 27 Open BB NHRB   
CWS, CVW, CSP, 

CSS   SR-NG, RP1  
083-033 4 Open BB NHRB   CVW, CSP, CSS B  SR-NG  

083-034 10 Open BB NHRB   
CWS, CVW, CSP, 

CSS   SR-NG Weed1 

084-019 14 Jack Pine NHRR NHRU   CWS, CNR, CSP, CSS     

085-020 54 Aspen/White Spruce/Balsam Fir NHRR    CWS, CSP, CSS     

085-021 34 Aspen/White Spruce/Balsam Fir NHRR    CWS, CNR, CSP, CSS     

085-038 16 
Upland Black Spruce or Black 

Spruce/Jack Pine NHRR    CWS, CSP, CFT, CSS   RT-CL  
085-039 1 Jack Pine NHRR    CWS, CSP, CSS   RT-CL  

087-003 44 Aspen/White Spruce/Balsam Fir CCR  CVJP w CWS, CNR, CSP, CSS     

087-004 9 Jack Pine NHRR NHRU   CWS, CNR, CSP, CSS     
087-005 11 Jack Pine NHRR NHRU   CWS, CSP, CSS     
095-006 6 Black Spruce CCR  SDBS w CWS, CSP, CSS   RT-CL  

095-019 37 Black Spruce BB NHRB   
CWS, CVW, CNR, 

CSP, CSS   SR-NG  
095-027 153 Quaking Aspen CCR  NR ws CWS, CSP, CSS   RT-CL, RT-BE  
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095-037 43 Quaking Aspen NHRR    CWS, CSP, CSS B  RP5  

095-046 82 Quaking Aspen CCR  NR w CWS, CNR, CSP, CSS   RT-CL  
095-053 16 Red Pine NHRR    CWS, CSP, CSS     
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Attachment 2 
Other Activities Included with Decision 

 
The following describes the other activities that are included in the decision. 
 
Transportation system 
 
1.  Construct 0.2 miles of new road to allow for expansion of Snowbank Gravel Pit.   
Decommission the existing 0.2 miles of existing road that is no longer needed.  Add 0.4 miles of 
existing road to the system.  The road goes past Smitty’s and ends on federal land on Snowbank 
Lake.  
 
2.  Reconstruct 0.9 miles of the Madden Lake Road. 
 
3.  Add 0.2 miles of existing road to the system to provide long-term access to state and federal 
land. 
 
4.  Construct 0.8 miles of new road to provide long-term access to state and federal land. 
 
Trail System 
Add 7.5 miles of existing winter routes to the managed trail system.  Some of these routes will be 
used as temporary roads to access treatment units.  See Attachment 4 (G-REC-2, Glacier-RTL-1, 
G-RTL-3) for information on how the trails will be managed. 
 
Gravel Pits 
Five gravel pits will be available for gravel to meet Agency and other needs.  The following table 
displays how much each pit will be expanded. 
 

Table 3.17-1.  Active Gravel Pits in the Glacier Project Area 

Pit Name 
Current  
Pit Size 
(Acres) 

Potential 
Pit Size 
(Acres) 

Quantity of 
Material 

Available 
(cubic yards) 

10-year 
Expansion 

(Acres) 

10-year Expansion 
(Cubic yards) 

Madden Creek 2.4 4.5 50,000 0.11 2,760 

Nickel Lake North 1.8 2.4 10,000 0.07 1,200 

Nickel Lake South 1.9 5.0 50,000 0.17 2,785 

Snowbank Lake 4.1 5.7 50,000 0.21 6,920 

South Farm Lake 0.2 4.3 100,000 0.06 1,440 

Total    10.4    21.9 260,000 0.62  15,105 

  
 
Fall Lake gravel pit will be rehabilitated. 
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Stream Crossings 
Three stream crossings will be improved.  The current stream crossings are limiting fish passage 
and are resulting in impacts to water quality.  The improved stream crossing will result in better 
water quality.  The three stream crossings are:  Forest Road 1542 crosses a tributary that flows 
into Moose Lake.  Forest Road 1553 crosses a tributary that flows into the Kawishiwi River south 
of White Iron Lake.  And Forest Road 1468 is a tributary that flows into Heart Lake. 
 
Brush Disposal Sites 
Old gravel pits along the Moose Lake Road and the Ojibway Summer Home Road will be 
available to the public to dispose of woody debris and brush disposal sites for public use.  These 
areas will be available to the public to dispose woody debris from their property.  The Forest 
Service will burn these piles in late fall when weather conditions resist fire spread outside the 
piles.  These sites are being established to encourage landowners to create defensible space on 
their property by removing hazardous fuels.  The effects of the 1999 blowdown are still evident in 
the area.  Some landowners are still cleaning up the trees fallen during the storm while others are 
cleaning up trees finally succumbing to mortality from the stress inflicted by the storm. 
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Attachment 3 
Units Deferred from Alternative 4 

 
 

The following table displays the units that are no longer part of Alternative 4.  These units are 
being deferred from management action at this time.  The table includes some of the rationale for 
why they are not included in the decision. 
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Unit 
Number Acres Reason Unit Deferred From Alternative 4 

001-027 11 
Amount of young forest on all ownership, wildlife connectivity (such as for lynx), and Kek 
Trail in relation to amount of harvest along trail 

001-028 64 
Amount of young forest on all ownership, wildlife connectivity (such as for lynx), and Kek 
Trail in relation to amount of harvest along trail 

001-029 38 
Amount of young forest on all ownership, wildlife connectivity (such as for lynx), and Kek 
Trail in relation to amount of harvest along trail 

002-022 6 
Amount of young forest on all ownership, wildlife connectivity (such as for lynx), and Kek 
Trail in relation to amount of harvest along trail 

002-028 7 
Amount of young forest on all ownership, wildlife connectivity (such as for lynx), and Kek 
Trail in relation to amount of harvest along trail 

002-030 7 
Amount of young forest on all ownership, wildlife connectivity (such as for lynx), and Kek 
Trail in relation to amount of harvest along trail 

002-074 2 
Amount of young forest on all ownership, wildlife connectivity (such as for lynx), and Kek 
Trail in relation to amount of harvest along trail 

002-078 1 
Amount of young forest on all ownership, wildlife connectivity (such as for lynx), and Kek 
Trail in relation to amount of harvest along trail 

005-008 10 Limited opportunities at this time, visual issue along Fernberg Road 
005-013 13 Limited opportunities at this time, visual issue along Fernberg Road 
005-017 5 Limited opportunities at this time, visual issue along Fernberg Road 
005-020 10 Amount of young forest on all ownership, wildlife connectivity (such as for lynx) 
005-021 12 Amount of young forest on all ownership, wildlife connectivity (such as for lynx) 
005-038 9 Amount of young forest on all ownership, wildlife connectivity (such as for lynx) 
005-039 13 Amount of young forest on all ownership, wildlife connectivity (such as for lynx) 
005-043 11 Amount of young forest on all ownership, wildlife connectivity (such as for lynx) 
005-045 10 Amount of young forest on all ownership, wildlife connectivity (such as for lynx) 
005-046 4 Amount of young forest on all ownership, wildlife connectivity (such as for lynx) 
005-047 8 Amount of young forest on all ownership, wildlife connectivity (such as for lynx) 
005-053 33 Amount of young forest on all ownership, wildlife connectivity (such as for lynx) 
005-054 8 Amount of young forest on all ownership, wildlife connectivity (such as for lynx) 
005-064 7 Amount of young forest on all ownership, wildlife connectivity (such as for lynx) 
005-069 4 Limited opportunities at this time, visual issue along Fernberg Road 
005-075 9 Limited opportunities at this time, visual issue along Fernberg Road 
006-019 24 Limited opportunities at this time, visual issue along Fernberg Road 
009-027 8 Wildlife connectivity (such as for lynx) 
009-032 10 Low priority, visual issue along Fernberg Road 
009-033 16 Wildlife connectivity (such as for lynx) 
009-034 11 Wildlife connectivity (such as for lynx) 
010-027 27 Wildlife connectivity (such as for lynx) 
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Unit 
Number Acres Reason Unit  Deferred From Alternative 4 
010-035 14 Wildlife connectivity (such as for lynx) 
010-056 30 Low priority, visual issue along Fernberg road 
011-006 9 Low priority, visual issue along Fernberg Road 
011-046 17 Low priority, visual issue along Fernberg Road 
011-047 21 Low priority, visual issue along Fernberg Road 
012-025 15 Low priority, visual issue along Fernberg Road 
012-041 90 Wildlife connectivity (such as for lynx) 
012-045 37 Wildlife connectivity (such as for lynx) 
013-002 22 Low density for PC60 prescription 
013-007 32 Low density for PC60 prescription 
013-008 12 Low density for PC60 prescription 
013-010 12 Low density for PC60 prescription 
014-019 51 Succeeding to desired conditions, low density for prescription 
014-020 4 Succeeding to desired conditions, low density for prescription 
014-024 54 Succeeding to desired conditions, low density for prescription 
014-026 10 Succeeding to desired conditions, low density for prescription 
074-019 54 Field visit revealed small diameters; not ready for final harvest.  Defer for future treatment 
074-030 12 Not economical by itself, (lowland black spruce low density for final harvest) 
022-122 32 Low priority for treatment at this time 
022-132 18 Low priority for treatment at this time 
073-035 32 Leave to meet landscape needs (eg, mature forests-Goshawk), terrain and access, ELT 18 
073-038 20 Leave to meet landscape needs (eg, mature forests-Goshawk), terrain and access, ELT18 
073-039 38 Leave to meet landscape needs (eg, mature forests-Goshawk), terrain and access, ELT 18 
076-039 24 Leave to meet landscape needs (eg, mature forests) 
076-048 16 Leave to meet landscape needs (eg, mature forests) and reduces noise in wilderness 
076-050 11 Leave to meet landscape needs (eg, mature forests) and reduces noise in wilderness 
076-114 15 Amount of harvest adjacent to wilderness and unit will carry to next entry period 
076-117 12 Amount of harvest adjacent to wilderness and unit will carry to next entry period 
076-118 27 Amount of harvest adjacent to wilderness and unit will carry to next entry period 
078-003 3 Amount of harvest adjacent to wilderness and unit will carry to next entry period 
078-004 7 Amount of harvest adjacent to wilderness and unit will carry to next entry period 
078-006 8 Amount of harvest adjacent to wilderness and unit will carry to next entry period 
078-008 10 Amount of harvest adjacent to wilderness and unit will carry to next entry period 
078-009 5 Amount of harvest adjacent to wilderness and unit will carry to next entry period 
078-010 38 Amount of harvest adjacent to wilderness and unit will carry to next entry period 
078-015 17 Amount of harvest adjacent to wilderness and unit will carry to next entry period 
078-018 7 Amount of harvest adjacent to wilderness and unit will carry to next entry period 
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Unit 
Number Acres Reason Unit  Deferred From Alternative 4 
078-022 61 Amount of harvest adjacent to wilderness and unit will carry to next entry period 
078-023 17 Amount of harvest adjacent to wilderness and unit will carry to next entry period 
078-031 21 Amount of harvest adjacent to wilderness and unit will carry to next entry period 
080-051 30 Soils (ELT 18s) 
080-052 20 Soils (ELT 18s) 
080-059 9 Soils (ELT 18s) 
080-061 21 Leave to meet landscape needs (eg, mature forests) 
080-063 7 Leave to meet landscape needs (eg, mature forests) 
080-082 8 Soils (ELT 18s) 
080-084 15 Leave to meet landscape needs (eg, mature forests) 
081-005 6 Amount of harvest adjacent to wilderness and unit will carry to next entry period 
081-006 9 Amount of harvest adjacent to wilderness and unit will carry to next entry period 
081-008 4 Amount of harvest adjacent to wilderness and unit will carry to next entry period 
081-009 6 Amount of harvest adjacent to wilderness and unit will carry to next entry period 
081-057 5 Amount of harvest adjacent to wilderness and unit will carry to next entry period 
087-006 31 Leave to meet landscape needs (eg, mature forests-Goshawk), terrain and access, ELT 18 
087-007 91 Leave to meet landscape needs (eg, mature forests-Goshawk), terrain and access, ELT 18 
087-016 152 Leave to meet landscape needs (eg, mature forests-Goshawk), terrain and access, ELT 18 
Total 
Acres 1747  
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Attachment 4 
Operational Standards and Guidelines 

 

Introduction 
This document lists the standards, guidelines, and other routine practices that will be employed during 
implementation of the Glacier Project.   

Standards and guidelines are specific technical direction for managing resources and can be found in the 
Forest Plan.  Standards are required limits to activities.  These limitations help the Forest to reach the 
desired conditions and objectives.  Standards also ensure compliance with laws, regulations, executive 
orders, and policy direction.  Guidelines are preferable limits to management actions that may be 
followed to achieve desired conditions.  Guidelines are generally expected to be carried out.  They also 
help the Forest to reach the desired conditions and objectives in a way that permits operational flexibility 
to respond to variations over time.  These are identified on the following pages as “S” or “G”. 

Additional practices come from the Minnesota Forest Resource Council guide “Sustaining Minnesota Forest 
Resources.  These are identified as “MFRC” and come directly from the Minnesota Forest Resource Council 
Voluntary Site-Level Forest Management Guidelines book.  And some site-specific routine practices are 
identified by “Glacier” and are specific to this project and were identified by the interdisciplinary team to 
provide additional direction for implementing the project. 

 

 
 

 

Key to Numbering 

S Standard 

G Guideline 

AQ Air Quality 

HR Heritage Resources 

ID Insects, Diseases, and Disturbance 
Processes 

PH Public Health and Hazardous Materials 

RTL Trails 

SC Scenic Resources 

TM Timber Management 

TS Transportation Systems 

VG Vegetation Management 

WL Terrestrial and Aquatic Wildlife 

WS Watershed Health, Riparian Areas, and Soil 
Resources 

Example of Numbering 
S-AQ-1 

Standard Air 
Quality 

First in a 
Series
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Consistency with Minnesota Forest Resources Council (MFRC) Voluntary Site-level 
Guidelines 
G-FW-1 The Forest Service will implement the MFRC management guidelines when managing 

forest resources on the National Forest.  These measures are described in Sustaining 
Minnesota Forest Resources: Voluntary site-level Management Guidelines. (available at 
http://www.frc.state.mn.us/FMgdline/Guidelines.html)  

 
 Note that not all of the MFRC guidelines are repeated in this document. 

Air Quality and Smoke Management (AQ) 
S-AQ-1 Prescribed burning activities on the National Forest will only be conducted if they 

comply with requirements of the most current Minnesota Smoke Management Plan. 

Watershed Health, Riparian Areas, and Soil Resources (WS) 
Watershed Health 

S-WS-2 Excavated soil material, construction debris, spoils or debris from dredging projects, and 
debris and soil moved from upland sites during timber management activity (such as 
timber harvest, shearing or brush raking) will be deposited or spread out in upland 
locations.  Stabilize soil deposited in this manner with vegetation. 

S-WS-3 Salvage and reuse topsoil for site rehabilitation during construction projects or other land 
use activities.  When topsoil is unsuitable for reuse, other methods or tools such as 
sodding, hydro-seeding, fertilization, or erosion-resistant matting may be used to help 
rehabilitate disturbed areas. 

G-WS-1 Restore eroded sites, generally employing natural-appearing stabilization materials.  
Native species will be used in the restoration of vegetative cover.  Non-native annuals 
may be used as nurse crops to obtain rapid stabilization while slower-growing native 
species are becoming established. 

 
For Riparian Areas as a Whole (Both the Aquatic and Non-aquatic Portions)  

S-WS-6 Management activities involving heavy equipment crossing (by road, trail, or skid trail) 
of any stream or drainage ditch, or operations on the immediate shoreline of any lake or 
open water wetland will be designed and conducted in a way that:   

a. Limits the number of crossing locations to the absolute minimum needed to conduct 
the activity  

b. Maintains or improves channel stability (dimension, pattern and profile) or shoreline 
stability in the affected or connected waters  

c. Uses filter strips as directed by Forest Plan guideline G-WS-4 and MFRC site level 
guidelines. 
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Non-Aquatic portion of Riparian Areas 

G-WS-4  On slopes averaging eighteen percent or steeper, the width of filter strips adjacent to 
lakes or streams will be either 150 ft. from the ordinary high water mark, 150 ft. from the 
bankfull elevation, or the width of the entire slope that is adjacent to the water’s edge, 
which ever is greater. 

 Exceptions to filter strip guidelines are allowed for projects specifically designed for 
stream, lakeshore, or wetland restoration. 

G-WS-5 In project areas subject to soil or vegetation disturbance, where the landward limit of the 
functional riparian area has not been site-specifically identified as part of project 
planning, a default “near bank” and “remainder” riparian management zone width of 100 
feet each will generally be used along lakes, open water wetlands and streams.  

 
Near-Bank Riparian Management Zone  

S-WS-9 Within the near-bank zone, harvest trees only to maintain or restore riparian ecological 
function.   

S-WS-10 Within the near-bank zone, do not deposit debris or spoils from maintenance, 
construction, or dredging.  However, depositing materials for habitat improvement or 
restoration is allowed. 

G-WS-6 Within the near-bank zone, minimize soil disturbance and avoid activities that may 
destabilize soils or add sediment to the water.    

G-WS-7 Within the near-bank zone, minimize mowing or any other activity involving intensive 
removal of understory vegetation. 

 

Soils 

G-WS-8 Follow the limitations on management activities as specified in Table G WS-8. 
 
G-WS-9 During resource management activities,   minimize adverse impacts to soil productivity 

by striving to have no more than fifteen percent of a treatment area in a detrimentally 
compacted, eroded, rutted, displaced, or severely burned condition  

G-WS-10 When conducting prescribed burns on ELTs 7, 8, 9, 11, 12, 16, 17, and 18, minimize the 
loss of forest floor (surface O layer).  Provide for: 

a. Igniting burns only when the Canadian Fire Weather Index System Build Up Index 
(BUI) is fifty or less. (If the BUI system becomes outdated, another predictive 
model or index system may be used provided it affords a level of organic soil layer 
protection that is equivalent to a BUI of fifty or less.) 

b. Adjustment of ignition timing and firing patterns 

c. Taking into account vegetation type, topography, number of days since 
precipitation, wind, air temperature, humidity, and fuel loadings. 
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G-WS-11 On Ecological Land Types (ELTs)  7, 8, 9, 11, 12, 16, 17, and 18, management activities 
used for vegetation competition control will be designed and conducted in ways that 
minimize loss of the forest floor (surface O layer and duff layer). 

Table G-WS-8 lists management activities that are designed to safeguard soil productivity.  Table G-WS-
8a defines the codes.  Table G-WS-8b (Forest Plan page 2-18) provides brief descriptions of the ELTs, as 
well as principle threats to soil productivity on each ELT. 

 
 

Table G-WS-8.  Limits on Management Activities Designed to Safeguard Soil Productivity on Superior 
National Forest.  (Mitigations are shown as codes which are listed and explained in Table G-WS-8a.   

Activity/Limitation 1 2 3 4 5** 6 7 8 9 10 11 12** 13 14 15 16 17 18** 

Skidding  Ax, 
B A Ax ,

B A #, A A B, E E B, E Ax  B, 
E 

#,A, 
E  B Ax, 

B,  
Ax, 
B  

Ax,
B, 
E 

#,A
x, 

B, E 
#, A, E 

Landings  A A A A #, A A + + -- Ax + -- + Ax Ax #, 
Ax # -- 

Whole tree Logging  + + + + -- # #, E,  
F  

+, 
E, 
F 

#, 
E,  
F 

+ #, 
E, F -- + +  + +, 

E, F

#, 
E, 
F, 

#, E, 
F,  

Tracked vehicles (feller buncher 
etc)  Ax A Ax A #, A A + + # + + # + + + + # #, A 

Temp roads, trails   #, 
Ax #, A #, 

Ax #, A #, A #, A + + + Ax,
B + -- + Ax Ax + -- -- 

Discing   Az, 
B -- Az,

B -- -- -- B B -- Az,
B B -- B Az, 

B Az B -- -- 

Reforestation  + + + + E + E, F + + + E, F  E, F + + + E, F E, F  E, F 

Machine Planting  Ax, 
B -- Ax,

B -- -- -- Ax, B Ax,
B #, B Ax,

B B -- B Ax, 
B 

Ax, 
B B -- -- 

Bracke scarification and 
Barrel scarification  Az -- Az -- -- -- C, E C, 

E # Az C, 
E -- C Az Az C, 

E 
C, 
E -- 

Blading, Shearing, Rockraking  Ax, 
B A Ax,

B A  #, A A D, E D. 
E 

D, 
E 

Ax,
D 

D, 
E 

#, D,  
E D Ax, 

D 
Ax, 
D 

Ax,
D, 
E 

-- -- 

Machine Piling/Bundler  Ax A Ax A #, E E E   E  -- + E #, E,  + +  + E  E  #, E 

Prescribed Fire  + + + + #, E, 
F, G + E, F, 

G 

E,  
F, 
G

#, 
E,  
F, 
G 

+ 
E, 
F, 
G 

#, E, 
F, G + + + 

E, 
F, 
G 

E, 
F, 
G 

#, E, 
F, G 

Use of low psi tires or other 
equipment with similar integrity  H H H H H H + + + + + -- + + + + H H 
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Table G-WS-8a.   Activity Limit Codes Used in Table G-WS-8 

Code Activity Limitation Designed to Protect Soil Productivity 

** 
No activities are permitted on these ELTs for purposes of timber production.  Activities done for 
salvage, or to achieve other multiple use desired conditions or objectives are strongly 
discouraged on these ELTs and are subject to any applicable limitations shown elsewhere in this 
table. (see information below table) 

+ Practice permitted on this ELT, subject to any applicable limitations specified elsewhere in this 
table. 

-- Practice not permitted on this ELT.  

# Practice is strongly discouraged on this ELT.  If undertaken, it is subject to any applicable 
limitations specified elsewhere in this table. 

A Limit activity to frozen soil (frozen to a depth that will support equipment that is being used). 

Ax Limit activity to frozen soil (frozen to a depth that will support equipment that is being used) or 
during normal dry period (generally July 1- Sept 15). 

Az Limit activity to normal dry period (generally July 1- Sept 15). 

B 

On slopes exceeding 18%, confine operations to the lower end of slopes and avoid creating long 
uninterrupted equipment “paths” that could channel water and erode soil.  For slopes that exceed 
35%, design for and favor activities that would provide for use of equipment and techniques that 
minimize operations on these slopes. 

C Bracke scarification not allowed when slopes exceed 18%. 

D Shearing not allowed on unfrozen ground when slopes exceed 18%, with the exception that it 
may be permitted during dry conditions if mineral soil is not exposed. 

E Retain/return distributed slash or woody debris and, where appropriate, retain stumps and bark 
on site.   

F 

Determine long term strategy on these ELTs for soil nutrient and tree nutrient efficiency.   Favor 
maintaining or converting to pine/conifer type within LE vegetation composition by type objectives, 
and favor vegetation objectives for older growth stages.  If existing stand is aspen/birch, favor 
partial cut & under plant to convert, or leaving more residual basal area when converting. 

G Follow G-WS-10.   

H Take precautionary measures to minimize soil disturbance when using this equipment on these 
sites.   

 
Wetlands  

S-WS-11 Activity fuels will not be pushed into windrows that encircle wetlands.  
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G-WS-12  Use of wetlands under frozen conditions for temporary roads and skid trails will 
generally be permitted as long as no fill is placed in the wetland.  These roads or trails 
will be blocked to discourage vehicle use under unfrozen conditions. 

G-WS-13 Wetland impacts will be avoided whenever possible. Where impacts are unavoidable, 
minimize and compensate for loss when undertaking projects.  

G-WS-14 Avoid felling trees into non-forested wetlands, except where done for purposes of habitat 
restoration.   

G-WS-15  Wetlands will be managed to prevent the reduction of their water quality, fish and 
wildlife habitat, and aesthetic values. Management actions will not reduce water quality 
within a wetland, or upstream or downstream of a wetland, unless restoration of natural 
conditions is the primary goal of the activity. 

 

MFRC-WS-1 Seasonal ponds and other lowland inclusions provide important habitat for woodland 
insects, amphibians and other species.  Seasonal ponds have an identifiable edge caused 
by annual flooding and may be identified during dry periods by the lack of forest litter in 
the depression.   

 
 In upland stands, seasonal (vernal) ponds and other small lowland inclusions identified 

during layout will be protected with a minimum fifty-foot filter strip.  This buffer can be 
used to help meet legacy patch and/or reserve tree needs.  If this buffer is not being used 
to help with legacy patch needs then on sites with wind firm soils limited harvest can 
occur within this buffer, but a minimum of eighty basal area should be retained (MFRC, 
General guidelines, pp 24-28 and 73).  Care should be taken to keep equipment out of the 
pond itself.  

 

Insects, Diseases, and Disturbance Processes 
G-ID-3 Utilize existing natural or man-made barriers, such as drainages, cliffs, streams, roads, 

and trails instead of constructed firelines for prescribed fire and suppression activities 
where practical and safe for firefighters and the public. 

 

 

 

 

Timber 
S-TM-4 Five years after clearcutting or final removals in seed tree or shelterwood harvest, stands 

must be adequately restocked. The minimum trees per acre necessary to adequately 
restock forests after even-aged tree harvest are shown in Table S-TM-4 by forest type 
group.  

. 
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Table S-TM-4. Minimum trees per acre at five years of age necessary to adequately 
restock forests after tree harvest 

Forest Type Group Minimum Trees*  
per Acre 

Conifers 400 

Northern Hardwoods, Birch, and Ash 1,000 

Aspen  4,000 

*Any commercial tree species may be included in the minimum. 
 
G-TM-4 Allow harvest of white cedar trees (in any forest type) only when re-growth of cedar is 

likely to be successful or for research purposes. 

G-TM-5 In stands twenty acres or larger that were regenerated with clearcuts, retain a minimum of 
five percent of the stand in legacy patches of live trees where no harvest occurs. 
Wherever possible these should be at least two acres in size.  These legacy patches will 
protect soil organic matter and associated organisms and remaining vegetation will aid in 
the re-colonization of the adjacent managed area.  

G-TM-6 In northern hardwoods forest types, generally maintain a closed canopy (seventy percent 
or greater where possible) of mature forest vegetation in a minimum 200-foot zone 
surrounding seasonal ponds.  Seasonal ponds included in this guideline must typically 
persist at least six weeks and be free of fish.  The area will generally be managed to 
prevent the soil and water from warming excessively, to prevent erosion, and to provide 
large woody debris and leaf litter. 

MFRC-TM-1 Legacy patches should be no less than one-quarter acre in size (MFRC, Chapter 2, 
Wildlife Habitat, pg. 44).  When locating legacy patches or leave tree clumps consider 
including important features such as wetland inclusions, seasonal ponds, riparian areas, 
forested corridors, den trees, cavity trees, trees with stick nests, large mature white pine, 
rare plant locations and rare native plant communities (MFRC, Timber Harvesting, pg. 
35).  Patches should be in representative habitats throughout the site (MFRC, Chapter 2, 
Wildlife Habitat, pg. 43) 

 
MFRC-TM-2 In general, retain a minimum of six to twelve live leave trees per acre to provide present 

and future benefits including shelter, resting sites, cavities, perches, rest sites, foraging 
sites, mast, and coarse woody debris.  The trees will be at least six inches in diameter and 
include at least two trees per acre from the largest size classes available on site. A variety 
of species would be selected for within-stand species and structural diversity.  (MFRC, 
General Guidelines, pg. 75-77 ). 

 
MFRC-TM-3 Leave trees may be left individually or in clumps ranging from one-quarter acre and 

larger.  Minimal harvest within clumps is acceptable (down to a minimum of 80 BA) as 
long as the integrity of the clump or key leave trees are not disturbed, and as long as the 
clump is not doubling as a legacy patch (MFRC, Timber Harvesting, pg. 35).    

 
MFRC-TM-4  Unmerchantable trees, dead standing trees and trees not designated for harvest will be 

left.  The operator will be allowed to fell (and leave in place) a portion of these trees in 

Record of Decision                                         A4-7                 Attachment 4  



 Glacier Project 

areas where deemed necessary to facilitate the logging operations, as well as for safety 
reasons (MFRC, Timber Harvesting, pg. 33).   

 
MFRC-TM-5 Consider retaining more than the recommended number of leave trees in harvest sites of 

greater than 100 acres.  This practice would better mimic natural disturbances, such as 
fire and windstorm” (MFRC, Timber harvesting, pg. 40).  

 
Glacier-TM-1  In general. all standing, live cedar, white pine, yellow birch and tamarack are designated 

as leave trees and are not to be cut except for trees needed to be removed because of 
safety hazard concerns or where specified on the unit card.  These trees would count 
towards the 6-12 leave trees except where jack pine or black spruce are required for the 
Three-Toed Woodpecker (O-WL-23).   

 
Landings (from MFRC Guidelines, p. 26 -  27) 

�  Specify the number and location of landings as part of the harvesting agreement. 

�  Size landings to the minimum required for the acres to be harvested, the equipment 
likely to be used, and the products to be cut. 

�  Plan roads and landings to occupy no more than one to three percent of the timber 
harvest area. See Figure TH-8. 

�  Locate landings so that they are: 

• On upland areas whenever practical 

• On stable ground 

• Outside of filter strips or the riparian management zone (RMZ), whichever is 
wider, where practical. (See General Guidelines: Maintaining Filter Strips (pages 
24-28) and General Guidelines: Managing Riparian Areas (pages 29-67). 

• Away from areas where a cultural resource is present 

�  Avoid landings in locations that will concentrate runoff from surrounding areas onto 
the landing. Use an appropriate combination of ditches, water bars and outsloping to 
keep the landing area dry. 

�  Avoid locating landings and yarding areas on open water wetlands. 

 

 

Skidding and Skid Trails (from MFRC Guidelines, p. 22) 
� Locate, design, construct and maintain skid trails to minimize damage to cultural 

resources or to the residual stand; minimize rutting; maintain surface and subsurface 
water flows in wetlands; and reduce erosion and sedimentation to protect water 
quality. 

�  Lay out skid trails to minimize the number of skid trails and site disturbance while 
also achieving necessary operating efficiency. 

•  If practical and feasible, keep skid trails away from cultural resource areas. 
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•  Avoid locating skid trails in filter strips and riparian management zones 
(RMZs). See General Guidelines: Maintaining Filter Strips and General 
Guidelines: Managing Riparian Areas. 

•  Avoid construction of skid trails with grades exceeding thirty-five percent. 

•  Limit skid trails to no more than ten to fifteen percent of the timber harvest 
area. Limit equipment traffic off the skid trails to no more than twenty to thirty 
percent of the area with no more than one to two passes with heavy equipment. 
(Small or irregularly shaped units may result in higher percentages of area 
occupied by infrastructure.) (See General Guidelines: Designing Operations To 
Fit Site Conditions, page 20.) 

•  Skid low on a slope or across a slope to minimize erosion. 

•  Minimize long, straight skid trails that channel water.  If long stretches cannot 
be avoided by careful siting, provide adequate drainage to avoid concentration 
of surface water flow. Divert water by proper shaping of the trail surface and 
by using broad-based dips, lead-off ditches or water bars. See Forest Road 
Construction and Maintenance: Drainage. 

�  Use full-tree skidding rather than tree-length skidding in the vicinity of a cultural 
resource, if practical and feasible. 

�  Concentrate equipment traffic on skid trails. Maximize the area not impacted by 
traffic by concentrating equipment movements to common trails. Skidders should 
always use skid trail routes, rather than the shortest distance, to travel to and from 
landings. 

�  Concentrate skidding to a set of well-developed skid trails for upland sites with 
mineral soils. 

�  Avoid concentrating well-developed skid trails on shallow and deep organic soils. 
Operations on organic soils should only occur when soils are adequately frozen. 

�  Prepare skid trails for anticipated traffic needs, to avoid unnecessary maintenance or 
relocation of trails. Techniques can include packing of snow or ground cover to 
ensure freezing, placing of slash mats on skid trails prior to skidding, or the use of 
appropriate wetland road construction methods to provide a stable trail surface. 

�  Maintain skid trails in good repair so that additional skid trails are not required. 

�  Reuse skid trails for thinning operations as trails for future thinnings and final 
harvest. 

�  If skid trails do not hold up (resulting in excessive rutting or requiring the need to 
create new skid trails), curtail operations until soils dry out. 

 

Vegetation Management (VG) 
Vegetation Composition and Structure 
Red and White Pine Forest 
100 acre minimum patches 
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S-VG-4 In mature or older red and white pine forest types managed to maintain patch sizes of 
>100 acres, vegetation management treatments that maintain a sixty percent minimum 
canopy closure and maintain large diameter trees are allowable.  

 

Spatial Zones 1 and 2 

Large Mature and Older Upland Patches  

G-VG-3            In Spatial Zones 1 and 2, in mature and older upland forest types managed to maintain 
patch sizes of >300 acres, vegetation management treatments are allowable where they 
maintain a fifty percent (sixty percentfor red and white pine) minimum canopy closure at 
time of treatment and favor retention of larger and older trees characteristic of the patch. 

Terrestrial & Aquatic Wildlife (WL) 
Lynx 

G-WL-2 Provide for the protection of known active den sites during denning season.  
 

Bald Eagle 
(from the Northern States Bald Eagle Recovery Plan 1983 –USFWS) 
 

Disturbance Buffer Zones for Nest Trees.  
1. Primary Zone: 330 feet from the nest.  All land use except actions necessary to protect or 

improve the nest site should be prohibited in this zone. Human entry and low-level aircraft 
operations should be prohibited during the most critical and moderately critical periods, unless 
performed in connection with eagle research or management by qualified individuals. 
Motorized access into this zone should be prohibited. Restrictions on human entry at other 
times should be addressed in the breeding area management plan considering the types, extents, 
and durations of proposed or likely activities. 

2. Secondary Zone: 660 feet from the nest.  Land-use activities that result in significant changes in the 
landscape, such as clearcutting, land clearing, or major construction, should be prohibited. Actions 
such as thinning tree stands or maintenance of existing improvements can be permitted, but not 
during the most critical and moderately critical periods. Human entry and low-level aircraft 
operations should be prohibited during the most critical period unless performed in connection with 
necessary eagle research and management by qualified individuals. Roads and trails in this zone 
should be obliterated, or at least closed during the most and moderately critical periods. Restrictions 
on human entry at other times should be addressed in the breeding area management plan, 
considering the types, extents, and durations of proposed or likely activities. 

3. Tertiary Zone:  one-quarter mile from the nest, but may extend up to one-half mile if 
topography and vegetation permit a direct line of sight from the nest to potential activities at 
that distance. The configuration of this zone therefore may be variable.  Some activities are 
permissible in this zone except during the most critical period. Each breeding area management 
plan may identify specific hazards that require additional constraints. 
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Roosting and Potential Nest Trees 
a) Three or more super-canopy trees (preferably dead or with dead tops) should be identified and 

preserved within one-quarter mile of each nest as roosting and perching sites.  

b) In areas identified as potential nesting habitat, there should be at least four to six over-mature 
trees of species favored bald eagles for every 320 acres within 1,320 feet of a river or lake 
larger than forty acres. These trees should be taller than surrounding trees or at the edge of the 
forest stand, and there should be clear flight paths to them. 

Regional Forester Sensitive Species 
All Sensitive Species  

G-WL-11 Avoid or minimize negative impacts to known occurrences of sensitive species. 
 
Glacier-WL-1 The biologist or botanist may identify other species of concern specific to the project 

area.  A list of species of concern and important habitat components will be provided to 
the implementation crew prior to layout operations.  If any threatened, endangered or  
sensitive plants and animals or their nests, dens or roost trees are found during planning 
layout or operations, activities would be temporarily halted in the area and the District 
Biologist or Forest Botanist would be notified. The district biologist or botanist would 
assess the risk to species and where appropriate; mitigation measures would be 
implemented prior to restarting operations.  The Forest Plan, recovery plans and 
conservation strategies will be used when making mitigation recommendations.   

 
Glacier-WL-2   Where possible, no roads would be placed in lowland cedar or black ash stands; in cases 

where this is unavoidable, a Sensitive (RFSS) plant survey would be conducted prior to 
road construction. 

 
Glacier-WL-3   If any tree with a large stick nest is discovered, this tree and a 150 foot buffer (to provide 

wind shelter and cover) should be retained (excluded from harvest). Look for 
opportunities to incorporate nest tree into reserve tree clumps or legacy patches.  Nest 
tree and/or buffer may be removed if district biologist visits site and determines that 
protection is not warranted  

 
 
Gray Wolf  

G-WL-10 Provide for the protection of known active gray wolf den sites during denning season.  
 
 

Boreal owl 

S-WL-6 Prohibit management activities within 300 feet of known nest sites. 

G-WL-13 Minimize activities that may disturb nesting pairs during critical nesting season (March 1-June 1). 

Great gray owl  

G-WL-14 Allow, to the extent practical, only activities that protect, maintain, or enhance site 
conditions within 660 feet of a known nest site. 

G-WL-15 Minimize activities that may disturb nesting pairs during critical nesting season (March 1 - June 1).  
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Three-toed woodpecker  

G-WL-17 Protect known nest sites within a 200-foot radius surrounding nest sites until young have fledged. 

G-WL-18 Where ecologically appropriate, retain six to ten jack pine per acre in even-aged 
regeneration harvests in mixed conifer stands. 

Sensitive Fish, Mollusks, Aquatic Insects  

G-WL-19 Protect known sensitive mussel beds.  
 
Goblin Fern 

S-WL-9 a) Activities that could disturb goblin ferns, their habitat, or microhabitat, should not 
occur within 250 feet of known goblin fern populations.  The exception to this standard 
is for administrative studies or research that contributes to the conservation of the 
species.  

 b) In suitable habitat that is immediately adjacent and contiguous to existing populations 
beyond the 250-foot no-activity zone, site disturbing activities should occur only during 
frozen ground conditions (as evidenced by an absence of rutting, compaction, or 
breaking through the frost layer) and a minimum canopy closure of seventy percent 
should be maintained.  (Single tree selection would generally meet desired conditions 
in this standard, but group selection harvest does not meet conditions desired in this 
standard because of the gaps created in proximity to occupied habitat.) 

 c) Minimize the likelihood of worm invasion in existing or potential habitat areas 
identified as having low potential for worm invasion. Such conditions exist where areas 
are void of roads and trails (or where densities can be minimized), developments, lakes 
and streams that support game fish, or are isolated due to wetlands or some other 
condition not conducive to worm colonization.  Examples of actions to minimize worm 
invasion include limiting vehicle or OHV access, road building, or other activities that 
move soil into geologically isolated habitat.  

G-WL-20 Avoid management activities that may change microclimate or microhabitat conditions in steep 
ravines or on cliffs and talus slopes that are known or are highly likely to harbor sensitive plants.  

 

 

 

Sensitive Lichens:  

(Caloplaca parvula,Cetraria aurescens, and Sticta fulginosa, Menegazzia terebrata, Ramalina thrausta, 
and Usnea longissima)          

G-WL-21 Do not permit management activities within stands that have known locations of sensitive 
lichens unless activity maintains, protects or enhances habitat conditions for lichens (old 
growth black ash or lowland conifer with interior forest conditions). 

 
Management Indicator Species 
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(Bald Eagle – see above; Gray wolf – see above) 

Northern goshawk (also a sensitive species) 

S-WL-10 At northern goshawk nest sites with an existing nest structure, prohibit or minimize, to the 
extent practical, activities that may disturb nesting pairs in an area of fifty acres minimum 
(860 ft. radius) during critical nesting season (March 1 – August 30). 

At northern goshawk nest sites in an area of fifty acres minimum (860 ft. radius), to the extent 
practical, allow only those activities that protect, maintain, or enhance high quality habitat 
conditions: 100% mature forest (>50 yrs old) with continuous forest canopy (>90% canopy 
closure) and large trees with large branches capable of supporting nests. 

G-WL-22 Within northern goshawk post-fledging areas, minimize activities, to the extent practical, that 
may disturb nesting pairs during critical nesting season (March 1 – August 30) and, to the extent 
practical, within a 500 acre area encompassing all known nest areas within the territory:  

Maintain suitable habitat conditions on a minimum of sixty percent of the upland forested 
acres in post-fledging areas. Suitable habitat: jack pine and spruce/fir forest types greater than 
twenty-five years and all other forest types greater than fifty years with semi-closed to closed 
canopy (greater than seventy percent). Aspen and birch forest types twenty-five to fifty years 
may be considered suitable if field review verifies that foraging habitat trees average fifty feet 
tall and canopy closure is fifty to seventy percent or greater. 

 
Non-native Invasive Species 
G-WL-23 During project implementation, reduce the spread of non-native invasive species. 
 
Glacier-WL-1  For non-native invasive plant occurrences:  either re-locate skid trails, temporary roads, or 

landings if infested and use would be in summer, OR treat (e.g. mow, spray, or pull) 
before use if use would be in summer.  Non-native invasive plants located within fifty 
feet of treatment units would be mowed or sprayed before mechanical site preparation 
occurs.  (O-WL-37) 

   
Other Species of Interest 
Osprey 

G-WL-24 Minimize activities that may disturb nesting pairs of osprey within 330 feet of the nest 
during critical nesting season (April 1 - August 15). 

G-WL-25 From 330 to 660 feet from nest trees, allow only those management activities that 
maintain, protect, or enhance nesting area habitat.  

Great Blue Heron  

G-WL-26 Prohibit management activities within 330 feet of active heron colonies.  Prohibit management 
activities from 330 to 660 feet from the heron colony from March 1 through August 31.   

Common Loon 
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G-WL-28 Minimize management activities and new developments or other uses near nest sites 
between May 15 and July 1.  Minimize management activities or new developments near 
nest areas frequently used by people. 

 

Aquatic Communities 
S-WL-12 Where management activity is causing or may cause active bank erosion that is expected 
to contribute to a reduction in water quality and degradation of aquatic habitats, construct stabilization 
structures, plant vegetation, or otherwise manipulate vegetation to eliminate or minimize soil erosion 
while protecting and improving lakeshore or streamside environments and riparian habitats. 

Heritage Resources (HR) 
S-HR-9 Historic properties to be protected include protected areas ("buffers") beyond known site 
limits, determined on a case-by-case basis considering landform, vegetative cover, access, and planned 
project activities. 

Recreation (REC) 
G-REC-2   Forest management activities will generally reflect recreation objectives while 

minimizing conflicts with recreation uses by: 

a. Avoiding use of system trails for skidding logs 

b. Minimizing crossing skid trails over system trails 

c. Placing safety signing to warn recreationists of activities in an area 

d. Piling slash and other logging debris out of view of recreation sites and system trails 

e. Scheduling activities during low recreation use periods.  

Trails (RTL) 
G-RTL-3 During timber sale activities, combined use of roads or trails by logging trucks and 

motorized or non-motorized recreationists will generally be avoided when other routes 
are available. 

Glacier-RTL-1 When other routes are not available and dual use (allowing harvest machinery on system 
snowmobile, ATV or dogsled trails) of trails and roads is necessary, the following will be 
done to facilitate timber harvest: 

●Safety signing, piling slash and other logging debris off of the trails, and maintaining 
the trail or road corridor for passage of winter recreation users would be required to 
safely accommodate logging and recreational activities on the same corridor. 

●Harvest activity may be scheduled during low recreation use periods on some system 
trails.  For instance, when access via a winter trail is needed, harvest activities will be 
scheduled for spring, summer, or fall if practical and if other resource concerns can be 
addressed. 

●Harvest activity may be restricted during high use periods on system trails.  For 
instance, logging traffic would not be allowed during the winter on the Tomahawk 
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snowmobile trail or the Cedar Lake snowmobile trail from 6:00 pm Friday to 6:00 am 
Monday morning or on holidays.  

●Dual use on system roads will not be managed the same as system trails.  Efforts would 
be made to facilitate both uses but in some cases, the recreational experience may be 
temporarily impacted and or the road may be temporarily closed to some trail uses if 
safety concerns cannot be addressed. 

Scenic Resources (SC) 
G-SC-1  Temporary openings should appear as follows: 

High Scenic Integrity Objective (SIO) Areas - Temporary openings will be 
similar in size, shape, and edge characteristics to natural openings in 
the landscape being viewed.  Or, temporary openings will mimic a 
natural disturbance process typical for the area so that when ground 
cover has been established the opening appears to be a natural 
occurrence.   

Moderate SIO Areas - Temporary openings may be more evident than in High 
SIO areas.  Openings may be larger than those in the surrounding 
landscape, and after groundcover has become re-established 
openings may have the appearance of a management activity.  Edge 
characteristics will be similar to those in the surrounding landscape 
and not dominate the surrounding landscape.   

Low SIO Areas – Temporary openings may dominate the view.  The shapes of 
openings reflect vegetation changes in natural openings. Openings 
also have visual effects and patterns of the shapes, sizes, and edges 
of natural openings in the surrounding landscape. 

G-SC-4 Evidence of temporary activities (such as staking, paint, flagging, equipment 
maintenance, and staging areas) should be minimized, removed, or cleaned up 
immediately following project completion in High SIO areas. 

G-SC-5  In Moderate and High SIO areas, log landings should be screened if they can be viewed 
from travel ways, recreation sites, and bodies of water with access.  After project 
completion, log landings should be reforested or rehabilitated to mimic natural openings. 

G-SC-6  In Moderate and High SIO areas, schedule mechanized activities during periods of low 
recreation use if the mechanized activities can be viewed from travel ways, recreation 
sites, and bodies of water with access. 

G-SC-7  Furrows, trenches, fuel breaks, plantations, etc., should be located to reduce linear 
appearance if they can be viewed from travel ways, recreation sites, and bodies of water 
with access. Natural appearing edges rather than straight edges will generally be used. 

Glacier-SC-1 Harvest units along Concern Level 1 and 2 travel routes, lakes and waterways, and use 
areas would be designed to ensure a natural appearance of treated areas is achieved 
within a reasonable length of time. Treatment strategies would include: 
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• Layout unit to ensure that apparent size of opening is minimized (i.e. use curvilinear 
edges and adequately-sized leave islands). 

• Visible edges should avoid abrupt transitions between cut area and adjacent uncut 
stand.  For instance, leave mid-story shrub-layer species in the transition zones 
between cut areas and adjacent stands and leave islands and follow direction in G-
SC-1. 

• Within 100 feet of either side of Concern Level 1 and 2 travel routes, lakes and 
waterways, and use areas, slash or residue created by logging operations should be 
removed if practical.  If not practical, then slash depth should be less than twelve 
inches deep.  In the remainder of the unit, slash would be lopped and scattered and 
would not exceed a height of three feet.  Suggested techniques include, but are not 
limited to, complete removal, chipping, lopping and scattering, and piling and 
burning. 

  
 
 

Transportation System (TS) 
Road and Trail Construction, Reconstruction, and Maintenance 

S-TS-1   Newly constructed or reconstructed road and trail crossings of streams will be designed 
and built to minimize erosion.  Surfacing (such as gravel, crushed rock, or asphalt) will 
be used at all crossings where vegetative cover is either inappropriate or expected to be 
inadequate for effective long term erosion control.  Solid surfaces will be used in the 
construction or reconstruction of bridge decks on unpaved roads.  

S-TS-2   During non-frozen road surface conditions, close winter roads to all motor vehicle traffic. 

G-TS-1   Generally use minimum road and trail design standards to meet the appropriate purpose 
of the road or trail and to fit the land characteristics (form, line, texture, TEUI units, etc.).  

G-TS-2       Road or trail reconstruction will generally follow the existing corridor alignments. 

G-TS-3        New roads and trails constructed in High and Moderate SIO areas will generally blend in 
with the surrounding landscape as much as practical.  

G-TS-4       Roads and trails will generally be designed so that stream crossings are not located at the 
low point in the road grade (e.g. avoid bridge and culvert locations where sediment-laden 
runoff from the road approaches or ditches can collect and directly enter the stream).   

G-TS-5     Clearing widths for roads and trails at riparian area crossings will generally be kept to the 
minimum needed to provide a safe and functional crossing.    

G-TS-6 Where practical and beneficial, all stream crossing structures and associated road 
embankments in the flood-prone areas on OML 1 roads will generally be removed if the 
road will not be used again within five years. 

G-TS-7  Construction or reconstruction of permanent roads or parking lots will generally be 
avoided within the 150 feet of perennial streams or lakes, except in the situations where: 

a.       Physical conditions preclude road locations at distances greater than 150 feet.  
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b.       Roads are needed to approach a designated stream crossing or water access site. 

c.       Parking lots are needed to serve a designated water access site. 

G-TS-8  Adjacent to roads and trails, generally manage erosion and sedimentation to maintain water 
flow to protect natural stream behavior and allow for natural aquatic species movement. 

G-TS-9  Where roads and trails cross streams, generally use structures that permit passage for fish 
and aquatic life and properly distribute flood flow, bankfull flow, and sediment transport 
capacity. Generally favor bridges and arches (including temporary bridges where 
appropriate) rather than culverts. 

G-TS-10  Where ditches are needed, generally use techniques to minimize subsurface flow 
interception and flow concentration. 

G-TS-11  Restrictions on using National Forest System roads and trails may be required under 
certain circumstances, such as short-term closures during spring thaw.     

G-TS-12   On existing OML 1 roads, an effective barrier will generally be installed as needed to 
prevent use by highway-licensed vehicles and ORVs. ATV and OHM use may continue 
to be allowed on some existing OML 1 roads.  

Temporary Roads 

S-TS-3    As soon as access use is completed, stabilize temporary roads and effectively close them 
to motorized traffic.  Vegetation will be established within 10 years after the termination 
of the contract, lease, or permit.  

G TS-13  Locate temporary roads in areas where they minimize resource damage.  

G TS-14  Temporary roads are generally not intended for public use, but public use may be 
temporarily allowed if needed to meet management objectives.   

Road Decommissioning 

S-TS-4   Decommission unclassified roads that are not needed in the National Forest road and trail 
system and special use permitted roads that are no longer needed. Decommissioning will 
make the road unusable by motorized vehicles and stabilize the roadbed.   

G-TS-15   In High and Moderate SIO areas, generally obliterate roads and trails that are 
decommissioned and restore to a natural appearance.  

G-TS-16   Roads and trails designated for decommissioning will generally be subject to the following: 

a. The road or trail will be rendered unusable by motorized vehicles but may remain 
accessible to foot travel. 

b. Stream crossing structures will be removed. 

c. Road and trail fills will be removed from flood prone and wetland areas to restore 
stream and wetland crossings to original contours. 

d. Removed fill will be reused or disposed of in a way that will not restrict flow or 
contaminate surface water. 

e.    Exposed soil will be revegetated. 
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Public Health and Hazardous Materials (PH) 
S-PH-2 All spills and contaminated soil sites will be quickly cleaned up in conformance with 

federal and State guidelines.  

G-PH-2 Equipment refueling will generally not be done in wetlands (Ecological Landtypes 2, 4, 
5, or 6), other areas with poorly drained soil, filter strips, or riparian management zones.  
In those rare instances where refueling operations in such areas are necessary, operators 
will have ready access to a fuel spill kit consisting of items such as a shovel, absorbent 
pads, kitty litter and plastic sheeting.  Store fuels in compliance with State regulations for 
above-ground and temporary storage tanks.   

 

 

Record of Decision                                         A4-18                 Attachment 4  



Glacier Project  

Attachment 5   
Monitoring Plan 

 
 

The monitoring that will be part of the Glacier Project is described below.  

Vegetation Management Actions  
Objective:  Ensure that Operational Standards and Guidelines (OSGs) and site-specific design criteria 
identified for each treatment unit are included in contracts and implemented according to plan. 

Methods and Frequency:  Monitor a sample of harvest units to ensure OSGs are addressed in each 
unit.  Reviews of contract compliance would be documented in inspection reports.   

Responsibility:  Sale Administrator, Contracting Officer’s Representative, or other District personnel 

Reforestation 
Objective:  Insure that harvested stands are reforested to desired species within five years of 
treatment.  

Methods:  1) All stands harvested using even-aged management techniques would be monitored 
during the third and fifth years after harvest to determine if lands are adequately stocked.  2) All stands 
harvested and restored to conifers would be monitored during the first and third years after harvest to 
determine survival and stocking success.  The need for disease-control operations and treatments to 
release young stands from competing species would be monitored at this time.  3)  Harvested stands 
with diversity planting or under-planting would be monitored periodically to determine if planted trees 
survive.  Additional monitoring beyond five years may be needed. 

Responsibility:  District Silviculturist or other District personnel 

Prescribed Burns 
Objective:  Ensure that public safety considerations and mitigations are included in all burn plans and 
that burn plans are conducted according to plan. 

Methods:  Review prescribed burn plans.  Conduct pre-treatment field visits to all prescribed burn 
treatment units to prepare fire control lines and examine fuel conditions.  Monitor weather conditions 
before and during treatment periods.  Alert adjacent landowners downwind of the treatment unit prior 
to implementation. 

Responsibility:  District Assistant Fire Management Officer or other District personnel 

Non-Native Invasive Plants 
Objective:  Avoid or minimize an increase in the extent of non-native plant infestation in the project 
area.   

Methods:  Monitor a sample of harvest units and newly constructed roads after harvest, site 
preparation, or construction to determine if invasive plants have colonized areas where management 
activities have occurred.  Treat non-native invasive species (NNIS) if found.   Units and roads would 
be inspected between year one and year three following the sale 

Responsibility:  District Biologist, Biological Technicians, or Forest Plant Ecologist 
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Sensitive Plants 

Objective:  Detect potential impacts to the club spur orchid population located on the winter road 
accessing unit 80-54. 

Methods:  Conduct field visit to observe condition of plants after road use is completed. 

Responsibility:  Forest Plant Ecologist, Biological Technicians, District Biologist 

Road Closures and Road Decommissioning 
Objective:  Ensure that roads are closed in a manner that either fully decommissions the road or 
excludes specified motorized vehicle use.  Ensure that soil and water quality resource values are 
protected following closure of all temporary, and other closed roads.  

Methods:  Review contracts and permits.  For recently closed temporary, decommissioned, and other 
closed roads, foot surveys would be conducted at least once during the first five years following road 
closure in order to verify revegetation of the road corridor and stability of streambanks at former 
stream crossings.  Foot surveys would also be conducted periodically to determine the effectiveness of 
closures and identify additional work that may be required. 

Responsibility:  Engineering or other District personnel 

Gravel Pits 
Objective:  Ensure gravel pits are developed according to pit management plans.   

Methods:  Site-level field visits and reports by resource specialists. 

Responsibility:  Engineering Staff or other District personnel 
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Attachment 6 
 
The following is the list of people who submitted comments on the Draft EIS.  A copy of 
the letters is included here along with an agency response.   
 
 
Liz Engleman and Michael Bigelow Dixon 1 3 

Thomas Christensen 2 4 

Robin Vora 3 5 

Elanne Palcich 4 6 

Kris Wegerson 5 9 

John Ipsen 6 12 

Stephen Jay 7 14 

Robert Tammen 8 19 

Anne Jay 9 20 

Diadra Decker 10 21 

Lori Andresen 11  23 

B. Sachau 12 25 

Carla Arneson 13 29 

Will and Peggy Anderson 14  30 

Brian Pasko, Friends of the BW 15 32 

MN Department of Natural Resources 16 (see 23) 76 

Darren Vogt, 1854 Treaty Authority 17 42 

Tim O’Hara, MN Forest Industries 18 44 

Matt Norton 19 49 

Ray Higgins, MN TPA 20 52 

Annah Gardner, Sierra Club 21 57 

Northeastern Minnesotans for Wilderness 22 69 

MN Department of Natural Resources 23 76 

Jared Leonard, Ainsworth  24 80 

US Environmental Protection Agency 25 82 
USDI Office of Environmental Policy and 
Compliance  

26 
 84 
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#001 
Response to 1-1:  We have modified the proposed action for 
Units 006-019 and 007-076.  Because of the linear size of the 
units and proximity along the Fernberg Road, both units are 
now proposed for non-harvest restoration treatments.  No 
timber harvest would occur.  Non-harvest restoration in this 
area involves planting long-lived tree species (such as white 
pine) in existing forest openings and possibly clearing brush 
and small trees such as balsam fir to create better opportunities 
to ensure success of planted desired tree species. 
 
Response to 1-2:  No timber harvest would occur adjacent to 
you property and therefore there would be no increased risk of 
trees blowing down on private property. 
 
Response to 1-3:  We are aware that there is private land 
located on Tofte Lake.  There are survey markers on the ground 
marking the boundary between private and federal land.  The 
actual property boundaries have not been updated in the FS 
corporate database.  This would require personnel to locate 
markers on the ground and use a geographic positioning system 
equipment to mark the locations.  Accurate boundary 
information would be utilized prior to any work being 
conducted in this area. 

1-1 

1-2 

1-3 
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  #002 

 
 
 

 

2-1 

Response to 2-1:  Thank you for your response.  Comment noted. 
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3-3

3-5 
3-4

3-2 
3-1

#003 

Response to 3-1:  Comment noted. 
 
Response to 3-2:  Many sites were dropped after 
we did more extensive site assessments. The site 
visits showed that the existing conditions either 
meet the desired conditions of the Forest Plan or 
the stands have already begun to break up and 
there are not enough mature trees to conduct an 
intermediate harvest.  Some stands have a lot of 
young white pine in the understory.  One of the 
landscape ecosystem objectives is to increase 
white pine and when it is happening naturally, 
there is not a need to conduct management 
activities at this time.  In other stands, many of 
the older trees have died and the existing basal 
area ranges from 50 to 90.  A minimum of about 
110 basal area is needed to conduct an economic 
harvest and the goal would be to reduce the basal 
to 60 to 90. 
 
Response to 3-3:  This unit would benefit by 
including planting of red pine and cedar.  If these 
species are available when the planting is done, 
they would be included.   In light of limited 
funds, paper birch would not be planted.  
However, paper birch would be identified to be 
retained if found after management treatments.   
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Response to 3-4:  Crushing is a method used to knock down ladder fuels such as young 
balsam fir trees.  Skidders and or bull dozers would be the primary tools for this activity.   The 
primary treatment of the shoreline area would be non-harvest restoration crushing. However, 
the entire area would not be treated since the balsam fir under story is not a solid carpet within 
these units.     
 
 
Response to 3-5:  We understand that parts of this road are privately owned and we would 
coordinate with the private landowners to acquire permission for access prior to conducting 
management activities.   
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4-1 

#004 

Response to 4-1:  We included information on 
climate change and the Glacier Project on the FS 
web page at 
www.fs.fed.us/r9/forests/superior/projects/glacier.  
 
Response to 4-2:  Clearcutting is a type of 
vegetation management that is used to regenerate a 
stand of trees.  The Forest Plan provides objectives 
for specific amounts of young forest in each 
landscape ecosystem.  Regeneration harvests 
include clearcuts with reserves, partial cut 30, and 
seed tree harvests.  Regeneration harvests are used 
in stands where the objective is to create young 
forest.  Selective harvest is used when there is an 
opportunity to improve the species and structural 
diversity.  Selective harvest does not regenerate a 
stand.  The purpose of the Glacier project is to 
move the vegetation towards the landscape 
ecosystem objectives identified in the Forest Plan 
and the project includes both regeneration and 
selective harvest to meet goals and objectives.  The 
current reduced demand for timber and other wood 
products is not expected to be a long-term 
condition. 
 
Response to 4-3:  Temporary roads are needed to 
access most harvest units, whether they are 
regeneration or intermediate (selective) harvest.  
And intermediate harvest areas may need more 
roads than clearcut areas because intermediate 
harvest areas would be available for periodic 
harvest entries and clearcut harvest areas would not 
need periodic entries.  After an area is clearcut, the 
next entry would generally be more than 50 years 
in the future.   
 

4-2

4-3 

4-9 

4-8 

4-7 

4-6 

4-4 

4-5 

 
 

http://www.fs.fed.us/r9/forests/superior/projects/glacier
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Response to 4-3 cont.:  The project does not propose to construct new system roads that would be open for public use.  Temporary roads would be constructed to 
access harvest areas and would be decommissioned upon completion of management activities.   
 
The Biological Evaluation in Appendix F includes the effects of the reconstruction of Highway 1.  The proposed highway between Hoyt Lakes and Babbitt (no 
new road is proposed to connect to Ely) was not considered in cumulative effects because there is no specific proposal for this road. 
 
Response to 4-4:  The map showing the proposed harvest units and mineral exploration sites is included at the end of this attachment 6. 
 
Response to 4-5:  On February 28, 2008, the Fish and Wildlife Service proposed revising the Canada lynx critical habitat designation.  In response to this we 
considered and analyzed the effects to Canada lynx proposed Critical Habitat in the Supplement to the draft EIS as well as the final EIS.    You can find this 
analysis in the Biological Assessment in Appendix G and in Chapter 3 of the FEIS section 3.4.  In consultation with the US Fish and Wildlife Service we 
concluded that the Glacier project alternatives would maintain the primary constituent elements of lynx habit -- those physical and biological features that are 
essential to the conservation of the species.  There are several existing laws and policy currently guiding the management of habitat for Canada lynx on the 
National Forest.  These include, but are not limited to, the Endangered Species Act, Lynx Conservation and Assessment Strategy, and our Superior National Forest 
Land and Resource Management Plan.  All projects that are planned on the Superior National Forest, including the Glacier project, follow the direction provided in 
these plans and laws to ensure that species recovery is not compromised by our action. 
 
Response to 4-6:  We share your concern about higher than desired deer populations and declining moose populations on the Superior National Forest.  At a forest 
scale we are involved in both of these issues.  We worked with the Minnesota Department of Natural Resources (MN-DNR) in establishing a goal to reduce the 
deer herd by up to 25% on most of the deer management zones that overlap the Superior National Forest.  The MN DNR has begun to try and achieve this goal by 
issuing more hunting licenses in the area.  In addition, we support several moose studies and surveys currently or soon to be starting on the forest.  It has been 
determined from this research so far that moose populations are in fact declining.  However the causes for the decline are not as apparent.  Some indications are 
that declines may be somehow related to climate change.  It has also been discovered that healthy moose are dying from unknown causes.  This too is being 
studied.  From what we can tell, and research tells us, suitable habitat for moose is not a limiting factor.  The Forest Service’s role in moose management is to 
ensure that habitat for moose is available, well dispersed and in good quality.  All Glacier project alternatives do this, with alternatives 2 and 4 providing the most 
moose habitat. 
 
Response to 4-7:  The effects of the project on the BWCAW are disclosed throughout the EIS.  Section 3.3 identifies four qualities for monitoring wilderness 
character.   The untrammeled and undeveloped qualities are not addressed in the EIS because the Glacier Project does not propose any activities that would affect 
these characteristics because no activities would occur in the wilderness.  The outstanding opportunities for solitude and the natural qualities are addressed in 
chapter 3 of the EIS.  The Responsible Official will take into account the 1964 Wilderness Act, the 1978 Boundary Waters Canoe Area Wilderness Act, and other 
relevant laws in making a decision.  
 
Response to 4-8:  We are aware of the importance of tourism to the local Ely area.  We are also aware of the economic impact of logging in the local community.  
The Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Forest Plan Revision, Volume 1, discloses the economic effects of implementing the Forest Plan.  Both 
recreation and timber are important to Minnesota’s regional economy.  Efforts have been made throughout the project to lessen the effects of harvest on the 
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wilderness, scenic and recreational resources.  Recreation would be enhanced through designation of additional trails in the Triangle area and the vegetation would 
be enhanced in South Kawishiwi River and Fall Lake Campgrounds.   
 
The effects of the project on the scenery along the main travel ways are disclosed in Section 3.12 of the EIS.  The effect of noise in the BWCAW is disclosed in 
Section 3.3.  The effect of noise on recreation areas outside the BWCAW are described in Section 3.10.  The affected environment section describes all of the 
recreation sites along the Fernberg Road and Highway 1 as being in motorized areas and next to roads.  The sound of motors from nearby roads, parking lots, and 
lakes can be heard from most sites.  Any additional logging noise would be similar to on-going public motorized use of the areas.  There would be no loss of 
recreational areas or sites. 
 
It is also important to consider the types of activities that are part of Ely’s past and current culture.  Timber harvest has been occurring on federal, state, county, 
and private lands since the early 1900s.  Harvest that occurred more recently on non-federal lands generally follows the Minnesota Forest Resource Council 
guidelines that are found in the Voluntary site-level Forest Management Guidelines.  And harvest occurring on federal land has followed Forest Plan direction 
which includes guidelines to limit effects to recreation and scenic resources. 
 
Response to 4-8 continued:  In addition, we have conducted monitoring of recent harvest areas along the Fernberg Road and Highway 1 and found that design 
criteria such as limiting the amount of harvest seen from the road and feathering the harvest areas, effectively limits adverse effects to scenery, enhances some 
aspects of scenery such as retaining larger-sized trees and planting longer-lived species such as red and white pine. 
 
Response to 4-9:  We fully agree that there could be more public education of potential changes resulting from climate change, forest ecology, and our use of 
natural resources.  The Ely community has hosted several public forums on climate change.  And Forest Service researchers have been actively involved in 
studying climate change for more than 20 years.  The SNF uses the latest scientific knowledge in measuring the effects of proposed vegetation management on 
other resources and recognizes there are tradeoffs in providing natural resources for consumptive uses and disclosing the effects so the Responsible Official can 
make an informed decision.  The Agency has been conducting similar types of vegetation management for the past nearly 100 years and continues to monitor 
actions and modify activities to lessen effects to other resources.  Page 1-3 of the EIS states that “The purpose of the Glacier Project is to maintain and promote 
native vegetation communities that are diverse, productive, healthy, and resilient by moving the vegetation component toward landscape ecosystem objectives 
described in the 2004 SNF Land and Resource Management Plan.   
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#005 

Response to 5-1:  We do not agree that “Clearcuts are poor forestry 
management.”  Clearcuts are monitored on the Superior National Forest 
and we have documented successful regeneration of past harvest in the 
Glacier Project area (Project Record 6I-004).  The Glacier Project 
proposes clearcutting with reserves to meet Forest Plan objectives for 
providing young forest.  The Project also proposes seed tree and partial 
cut 30 regeneration harvests when the type of unit and the regeneration 
objectives allow for additional trees to remain after the harvest.  Young 
forest is needed by many wildlife species.  In an effort to limit effects 
resulting from clearcuts, live trees would be retained in all harvested 
areas and for stands greater than 20 acres, a minimum of 5% of the 
stand would be retained in a legacy patch to aid in the re-colonization 
of the adjacent managed area.  The harvest along the Agassa Lake Trail 
occurred on State of MN land.  Appendix B identifies those units that 
have special design criteria to address the recreation resource.  And 
Appendix E includes specific direction for maintaining scenic 
resources.  See G-SC-1, 4-7 and Glacier-SC-1 in Appendix E. 
 
Response to 5-2:  Please note that the proposed regeneration harvest 
units adjacent to the BWCAW boundary were selected because of an 
opportunity to reduce fragmentation and create larger-sized patches of 
young forest in areas with past harvest.  Harvest occurred adjacent to 
these areas (outside the wilderness) in the recent past and in an effort to 
create a larger-sized patch of young vegetation these units were 
proposed to be harvested at this time.  Therefore, these units would not 
increase fragmentation.  The effects of harvest in relation to the spread 
of non-native invasive species and impacts to the character of the 
BWCAW are disclosed in Sections 3.5 and 3.3 of the EIS.  We 
understand you are very concerned about the spread of non-native 
invasive species and the character of the BWCAW.  As was stated in 
Section 3.16 of the EIS, forest-wide monitoring has found that new 
temporary roads do not result in illegal motorized access into the 
wilderness.  Efforts to decommission old roads that have been used for 
illegal access to the wilderness are being addressed in other projects 
such as Dunka, Virginia, Echo Trail, and Travel Management.

5-1

5-2

5-3

5-4

5-5

5-6
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Response to 5-2 cont.:  Please see Table 3.16-2.  This table shows that there 
would be 1.3 miles of temporary road (consisting of 16 road segments) 
within ½ mile of the BWCAW under Alternative 2 and there would be 0.04 
miles of temporary road under Alternative 3. 
 
Response to 5-3: The US Fish and Wildlife Services revised proposed 
critical habitat for lynx, and we have considered and analyzed the effects to 
proposed Critical Habitat in the Supplement to the draft EIS and the final 
EIS.  You can find this analysis in the Biological Assessment in Appendix G 
and in Chapter 3 of the FEIS section 3.4.  In consultation with the US Fish 
and Wildlife Service we concluded that the project alternatives would 
maintain the primary constituent elements of lynx habit -- those physical and 
biological features that are essential to the conservation of the species.   
 
Response to 5-4:  Vegetation management is not being proposed for the 
purpose of facilitating mining.  Currently, mineral exploration, consisting of 
drilling core samples, is and has been conducted in the vicinity of the Spruce 
Road and east of the South Kawishiwi Summer Home Group.  Exploration 
has been going on for many years.  There is no approved proposal at this 
time to develop a mine.  The Glacier Project reviewed the existing vegetation 
and proposed managing the vegetation to move the area towards the Forest 
Plan desired conditions.  There is no correlation between the need to manage 
vegetation and the possibility of mining at some time in the future.  There is 
a map at the end of this Attachment 6 that shows the proposed vegetation 
management and on-going and planned drill sites. 
 
Response to 5-5:  We understand you do not support clearcutting in high 
scenic or recreational areas.  We are aware there is high recreational use 
within the campground and that harvest activities in units 079-007 and 079-
054 may be heard in the campground if conducted during the use season.   
 
Unit 003-021 was added to Alternative 3 because it is not adjacent to the 
BWCAW and offers an opportunity to manage for young forest.  You are 

correct in that if this unit is harvested, specific design criteria would be 
followed to reduce the effects of the harvest on recreation users such as 
scheduling harvest activities during periods of low use and not impacting the 
trail corridor.  Islands of trees and legacy patches would be retained on the 
trail to limit the amount of harvest that would be seen. 
 
All harvest units adjacent to trails in areas with high scenic integrity 
objectives, such as the Snowbank Hiking trail, would be conducted to 
minimize the visual impact to the recreation visitor. In fact in areas of high 
scenic integrity, the objectives of the harvest unit would be secondary to the 
scenic integrity of the area. Please refer to the conclusion in the recreation 
section. 
 
Although the harvest units surrounding the South Kawishiwi Campground 
are scheduled for “improving stand conditions with harvest”, the primary 
objective would be to improve scenery. Some harvest would occur to open 
intermittent views of the river from the campground pavilion and selected 
campsites and other harvest would occur to reduce fuel loads of dead spruce 
fir to protect the campground resource. 
 
Response to 5-6:  Clearcutting with reserves is the preferred vegetative 
management technique to create young aspen and jack pine forest because 
these species need full sunlight to regenerate.  Creating young forest also 
moves the area towards Forest Plan landscape ecosystem objectives.  (See 
Forest Plan pp. 2-61 through 2-78.)  We understand you believe the 
BWCAW is better protected under Alternative 3.  Please see our response to 
5-4 as the vegetation management is proposed to meet landscape ecosystem 
objectives and is not tied to mining exploration.  And we understand you are 
concerned about the effect that harvest would have on the scenic and 
recreational quality of the Snowbank Trail and Snowbank Lake Summer 
Home Group.   
 
Glacier harvest units in close proximity to recreation resources such as trails 
and recreation residences would have specific objectives to maintain scenic 
qualities as well as move the vegetation toward desired future conditions, and 
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would include mitigations to lessen the impacts of harvest on the adjacent 
recreation sites. We appreciate your concern for both sites. We will ensure 
that design criteria to protect these resources will be in place if the 
Responsible Official decides to conduct harvest in these areas. 
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#006 

 

6-1 

6-2 

Response to 6-1:  We understand you are 
happier with Alternative 3 than Alternative 2 
except for the units included in Alternative 3 that 
are adjacent to the Snowbank Trail and Summer 
Home Group.  The units that are adjacent to trails 
or have other recreational use were given the 
code R-1 by the recreation planner on the team.  
These units are identified in Appendix B.  These 
units are recognized because there are important 
recreational values that should be protected 
during harvest.  The specific criteria that would 
be followed to reduce the effects of the harvest 
on the recreation resource include scheduling 
activities during low use periods, minimizing 
crossing of the trail with logging equipment, and 
retaining islands of trees adjacent to the trail.  We 
are aware the harvest may be heard by summer 
home owners.  Snowbank Lake is a motor lake 
and as such, the sound of motorized activity is 
common.  The sound of the harvest from units 
within one mile of the both the Snowbank Trail 
and Snowbank Lake is 146 acres (10 units total).  
This would last approximately 73 days and 
would occur mostly during the winter, spring, or 
fall when recreation use is less than during the 
summer season.   
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Response to 6-2:  Vegetation management is not being proposed for the purpose of facilitating mining.  Currently, mineral exploration, consisting of drilling core 
samples, is being conducted in the vicinity of the Spruce Road and east of the South Kawishiwi Summer Home Group.  Exploration has been going on for many 
years.  There is no proposal at this time to develop a mine.  The Glacier Project planning team reviewed the existing vegetation and proposed managing the 
vegetation to move the area towards the Forest Plan desired conditions.  There is no correlation between the need to manage vegetation and the possibility of 
mining at some time in the future.  There is a map at the end of this attachment that shows the proposed vegetation management and on-going and planned drill 
sites. 
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Response to 7-1:  The Glacier Team considered the 
cumulative effects of other past, current, and reasonably 
foreseeable future projects in relation to the Glacier Project.  
See Appendix C for a definition of cumulative effects and a 
listing of other projects that could contribute to cumulative 
effects.  Each resource analyzed in Chapter 3 of the EIS 
discloses the cumulative effects relevant for that resource.   
 
Vegetation management is not being proposed for the 
purpose of facilitating mining.  Currently, mineral 
exploration, consisting of drilling core samples, is being 
conducted in the vicinity of the Spruce Road and east of the 
South Kawishiwi Summer Home Group.  Exploration has 
been going on for many years.  There is no proposal at this 
time to develop a mine.  The Glacier Project planning team 
reviewed the existing vegetation and proposed managing the 
vegetation to move the area towards the Forest Plan desired 
conditions.  There is no correlation between the need to 
manage vegetation and the possibility of mining at some time 
in the future.  There is a map at the end of this attachment 
that shows the proposed vegetation management and on-
going and planned drill sites. 
 
 
Response to 7-2:  The Forest Service Mission is to “Sustain 
the health, diversity, and productivity of the Nation’s forest 
and grasslands to meet the needs of present and future 
generations.” The Forest Service Chief has characterized the 
agency’s response to the challenges presented by climate 
change as “one of the most urgent tasks facing the Forest 
Service” and stresses “as a science-based organization, we 
need to be aware of this information and to consider it any 
time we make a decision regarding resource management, 
technical assistance, business operations, or any other aspect 
of our mission.” 

7-2

7-1
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7-3

7-4

7-2, con’t

 
Response to 7-2 cont.:  The Agency has internationally recognized 
climate scientists and a body of peer-reviewed scientific information for 
developing responses to climate change.  See SNF web page at 
www.fs.fed.us/r9/forests/superior/projects for more information on 
climate change and the Glacier Project 
 
Climate change is not addressed as a separate topic in the Glacier EIS 
because to some extent, it is incorporated in the Landscape Ecosystem 
objectives and it is addressed in the purpose and need for the project 
which is to provide forests that are healthy, resilient, and adaptable.     
 
Glacier Project planning team members have expertise in wildlife, 
botany, recreation, hydrology, soils, vegetation and fuels.  And, the 
Forest Service has internationally recognized climate scientists who are 
studying climate change and sharing that information with the Agency.  
The Forest Service strategy for dealing with climate change is based on 
20 years of targeted research and a century of science and management 
experience.   
 
The Forest Plan states that “Each LE is characterized by its dominant 
vegetation communities and patterns, which are a product of local 
climate, glacial topography, dominant soils and natural process (forest 
Plan p. 2-55).”  As more research is conducted and better information 
becomes available on specific changes that might be occurring in a 
local project area, changes to the Landscape Ecosystem objectives may 
be considered, if necessary to address specific changes resulting from 
climate change or changes in other physical, social, or economic 
conditions. 

http://www.fs.fed.us/r9/forests/superior/projects
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Response to 7-3:  The effects of the project on the BWCAW 
are disclosed throughout the EIS.  Section 3.3 identifies four 
qualities for monitoring wilderness character.   The 
untrammeled and undeveloped qualities are not addressed in 
the EIS because the Glacier Project does not propose any 
activities that would affect these characteristics because no 
activities would occur in the wilderness.  The quality of 
outstanding opportunities for solitude is addressed in Section 
3.3 and the natural qualities are addressed throughout chapter 
3 of the EIS.  The Responsible Official will take into account 
the 1964 Wilderness Act, the 1978 Boundary Waters Canoe 
Area Wilderness Act, and other relevant laws in making a 
decision. 
 
The project does not propose to promote ATV use and recent 
monitoring shows that new temporary roads are not being 
used for illegal access in to the wilderness.  Temporary roads 
within one-half mile of the wilderness boundary would be 
unlikely to lead to illegal OHV intrusions into the wilderness 
due to effective decommissioning of temporary roads upon 
completion of management activities (See Section 3.16 in the 
EIS).  In addition, temporary roads would not be open for 
public use while vegetation management activities were 
occurring. Furthermore, monitoring efforts to date have found 
that all road spurs or user created/maintained trails found 
inside the BWCAW originated from established roads 
associated with timber sales that pre-dated the 2004 Revised 
Forest Plan. (2007 Monitoring of Motorized Use and 
Effects). 

The EIS discloses the effects to lynx in Section 3.4 and the 
potential threat of spreading non-native invasive plants in 
section 3.5.  We are not aware of other scientific information 
or analysis that would disclose additional relevant effects.   

7-5

7-6

7-7

7-4  
con’t 
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7-7, con’t 

Response to 7-3 cont.:  We are also not aware of 
information that is required by the National 
Environmental Policy Act that is missing from this 
analysis.   Your letter does not identify any additional 
scientific literature that we should consider.  In order 
for us to adequately address concerns about lack of 
scientific information, we need to know what 
information we are not considering. NEPA requires a 
disclosure of environmental effects so the 
Responsible Official can make an informed decision.  
The EIS does disclose the direct, indirect, and 
cumulative effects of the project on the relevant 
resources.   
 
Response to 7-4:  The list of literature cited that is 
included in Chapter 4, does not include all of the 
references.  Please see the Biological Evaluation 
(Appendix F) and Biological Assessment (Appendix 
G) as each has their own reference sections.  And 
several additional references were added to the 
Supplement and to the Final EIS.  Also, please note 
that this EIS is tiered to the Forest Plan and the 
Forest Plan Revision Final EIS.  For some resources, 
analysis was conducted in the Forest Plan and 
references used in the Forest Plan are not duplicated 
in the Glacier EIS. 
 
It is also important to note the Superior National 
Forest monitoring reports for 2005, 2006, and 2007.  
Research that is more than several years old can still 
be very relevant.  Scientific information does not 
necessarily change every couple of years.  If there is 
some specific research you think we should include, 
please share it with us. 
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Response to 7-5:  We reviewed your letter dated October 21, 2007 that was submitted in regards to the Kawishiwi Mineral Exploration EA.  It appears those 
references are in regards to mining and or mineral exploration.  The Glacier Project proposes vegetation activities and not mining or mineral exploration.  The 
cumulative effects of the mineral exploration decision are included in Glacier and if relevant are included in the Glacier EIS.  See in particular, Sections 3.3, 3.4, 
and 3.5.  
 
 
Response to 7-6:  The Glacier Project is tiered to the 2004 Superior National Forest Land and Resource Management Plan (Forest Plan).  The Forest Plan was 
developed using the best available science and was also developed through extensive collaboration with other land and resource management agencies such as the 
Minnesota Department of Natural Resources, Tribal governments, counties, US fish and Wildlife Service, North Central Experimental Station, Minnesota forest 
Resources Council, the Nature conservancy, and others.  The purpose of the Forest Plan is to provide management direction to ensure that ecosystems are capable 
of providing a sustainable flow of beneficial goods and services to the public.  Please see the Forest Plan and Forest Plan EIS for information on the extensive 
scientific information use to develop the Forest Plan.  
 
Glacier Project resource specialists spent many days on the ground gathering and updating data and then analyzing that data to understand the existing conditions 
and compare that with the desired conditions identified in the Forest Plan.  This information is documented in mid-level reports for each resource.  Based on this 
information, the District Ranger directed a team of resource specialists to develop proposed actions that would move the project area toward the desired conditions.  
This is documented in the purpose and need and proposed action.  In developing the proposed action, again, resource specialists visited sites and relied on existing 
research and their expertise to collaborate on the proposed action to ensure the effects of management would be mitigated and specific needs for each resource 
were considered.  We feel that our resource specialists used the most current available data for develop the proposals and evaluating potential effects. 
 
Response to 7-7:  Mr. Lehman submitted a comment suggesting that fast-growing and short-lived tree species be managed for in the area south and east of the 
Kawishiwi River because of future mining.  This comment is Mr. Lehman’s personal opinion.  The Forest Plan provides age class and species composition 
objectives for each of the landscape ecosystems and this is the direction that is used when planning vegetation projects.  There is no direction in the Forest Plan to 
manage for short-lived tree species in specific areas.  Future mining potential is speculative at this point.  Future mining exploration or development was not 
considered in the development of proposed vegetation activities in the Glacier Project. 
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8-1 

 
 

Response to 8-1:  A local project such as Glacier is unlikely to have measurable economic 
effects on the local communities.  Therefore, the project economic analysis in section 3.18 of 
this EIS tiered to the Forest Plan EIS.  We have not found that that harvest on federal land has 
much influence on local timber prices.   
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Response to 9-1:  Please see our information 
on climate change on the Forest web site:   
http://www.fs.fed.us/r9/forests/superior/project
s/glacier2.php
 
The purpose of the Glacier Project is to 
maintain and promote native vegetation 
communities that are diverse, productive, 
healthy, and resilient.  We cannot predict the 
precise changes that might occur as a result of 
climate change, but we can promote forest 
conditions that are healthy and resilient and 
may be better able to adjust to any changes that 
might occur. 

9-1
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Response to 10-1:  The Canada lynx is a 
federally “threatened” species that is known to 
occur on the Superior National Forest.  Because 
of its “threatened” status we are not only required 
to be aware that habitat occurs but we are also 
legally obligated to manage public lands to aide 
in the recovery of the species.  For these reasons 
we designed the project and it’s alternatives to 
maintain habitat necessary for the lynx survival.  
The Biological Assessment, included as 
Appendix G in the draft, supplement and final 
EIS as well as section 3.4 in the DEIS, SEIS, and 
FEIS, disclosed the effects to lynx habitat and 
prey species.  The Biological Assessment was 
updated to analyze impacts to lynx proposed 
critical habitat in the supplement to the draft EIS 
and the final EIS.  Please refer to Appendix G 
and section 3.4 for effects to lynx in the Final 
EIS 
 
 
Response to 10-2:  We recognize that roads do 
fragment habitat.  This is why we have planned 
the project so that no new public use roads are  
proposed to be added to the managed road 
systems and all temporary roads would be 
decommissioned upon completion of 
management activities.   
 
Response to 10-3:  The Glacier Project does not 
propose any mineral exploration or other mining 
activities.  Approved mineral exploration is 
addressed under cumulative effects of relevant 
resources. 
 

10-1 

10-2 

10-3 

10-4 

10-5 

10-6 
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Response to 10-4:  Please note that the project does not propose any surface disturbance in the wilderness.  The potential effects of invasive species spreading to 
the BWCAW are disclosed in section 3.5 of the EIS. 
 
Response to 10-5:  We fully agree that we must give careful thought and planning for a healthy environment post logging activities.  Many of the vegetation 
activities would be designed to enhance species and structural composition and create healthy forests that are more resilient to environmental changes.  In some 
units, planting would be done to ensure increased diversity of the next stand and to plant trees that might otherwise not be as prevalent.  For instance, the project 
would convert several aspen stands to jack pine.  The LE objectives show there it is desirable to have more jack pine.  
 
Response to 10-6:  Logging is not being planned in anticipation of mining.  See response to 7-7. 
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11-5 

11-4 

11-3 

11-2 

11-1 

Response to 11-1:  Vegetation management is 
proposed to move the vegetation towards the age class 
and species composition and management indicator 
habitats described in the Forest Plan.  This is the 
information that is used when planning vegetation 
projects.  Vegetation management is not being 
proposed to address mineral exploration or other future 
speculative mining activities.  The purpose and need 
for the project is described on pages 1-3 through 1-8 of 
the EIS.  Potential effects from the Glacier Project 
alternatives are addressed in Chapter 3 of the EIS. 
 
Response to 11-2:  We are not required to defer land 
management planning while decisions are being made 
on lynx proposed critical habitat because we are 
already managing public lands to aide in the recovery 
of the species.  See responses to 4-5 and 4-6. 
 
Response to 11-3:  We included information on 
climate change on the Forest web site at 
http://www.fs.fed.us/r9/forests/superior/projects/glacier
2.php.  This information was made available along with 
the Supplement to the Draft EIS.  The purpose of the 
project is to maintain and promote native vegetation 
communities that are diverse, productive, healthy, and 
resilient.  We do not know precisely how climate 
change might impact future vegetation, but if we can 
promote healthy forests that are resilient to whatever 
changes may occur, the forest communities may be 
better able to withstand any changes that may occur. 
 
 

 
 

http://www.fs.fed.us/r9/forests/superior/projects/glacier2.php
http://www.fs.fed.us/r9/forests/superior/projects/glacier2.php
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Response to 11-4:  Vegetation management is proposed to move the vegetation towards the age class and species composition and management indicator habitats 
described in the Forest Plan.  Vegetation management is not being proposed to address current or future speculative mineral exploration or other mining activities.   
 
 
Response to 11-5:  The effects of the project on lynx and other wildlife species are disclosed in Sections 3.4, 3.7 and 3.8 and Appendices F and G.  Our analysis 
finds that adequate amounts of important habitats for wildlife are maintained with all project alternatives.  The Forest Service uses the best available science to 
make resource decisions and to balance the tradeoffs between providing raw materials that we all use and ensuring effects to resources are limited to the extent 
practicable.    
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Comment A:  
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Response to 12-1:  We mailed a hard copy of the document and 
included a letter that explained the public involvement process.   
The Glacier Project Scoping Report was mailed to the public on 
May 21, 2007.  Approximately 1,600 addresses were on the 
initial project mailing list, consisting of landowners within and 
adjacent to the Project Area, and other interested agencies and 
individuals.  The Report contained the Project’s Purpose and 
Need, Proposed Action, additional information on Landscape 
Ecosystems and Management Areas, and information on how to 
remain on the Project mailing list.  The Scoping Report initiated 
the public involvement process and asked for comments from the 
public by June 25.  Because of some delays in mailing the 
Scoping Report, some people did not receive their package in a 
timely manner.  The District Ranger sent a letter to the entire 
mailing list, explaining how to obtain a copy of the Scoping 
Report if they did not receive one and extending the comment 
period to July 16. 
 
Seventy-three written comments were received, in addition to 
several phone calls where people asked to remain on the mailing 
list.  The comments were all categorized and were used to 
develop significant issues.  Significant issues are described in 
Section 1.9, page 1-16 of the draft EIS.  In addition, some people 
asked questions about the project or resource management.  The 
questions are addressed in the Response to Scoping Comments in 
Appendix J.   
 
 
 

12-1

Response 12-1, continued: On October 26, 2007, the district ranger 
decided to complete an environmental impact statement instead of an 
environmental assessment.  A Notice of Intent to prepare an EIS was 
published in the November 2, 2007 edition of the Federal Register.  
And, a letter was mailed to the people who submitted comments on the 
scoping report, stating that an EIS would be completed.  This letter 
included information on the significant issues raised during scoping, the 
alternatives that would be analyzed in detail, and some information on 
the indicators that would be used to disclose the effects of the project.  
Both the Notice of Intent and the public letter asked for additional input 
from the public.   
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Comment B: 

#012
Response to 12-2:  We respectfully disagree with 
your portrayal of how the Forest Service is managed.  
We urge you to visit the Superior National Forest and 
meet with the many resource professionals who have 
worked on this and other management projects on the 

orest.  We would be happy to show you areas that 
have been managed both in the recent past and from 
many years ago.  We will show you the forests that 
are regenerating to white pine.  We will show you 
areas not included in harvest units because of 
sensitive plants or because they provide important 
wildlife habitat.  And we urge you to review the 
mission of the Forest Service, which as set forth in 
law, is to achieve quality land management under the 
sustainable multiple-use management concept to 
meet the diverse needs of people.  This includes 
advocating a conservation ethic in promoting the 
health, productivity, diversity, and beauty of forests 
and associated lands, listening to people and 
responding to their diverse needs in making 
decisions, and protecting and managing the National 
Forests and Grasslands so they best demonstrate the 
sustainable multiple-use management concept.  See 
www.fs.fed.us for more information.  In addition, the 
Forest Service is the largest forestry research 
organization in the world, and provides technical and 
financial assistance to state and private forestry 
agencies.   

Response to 12-3:  As was stated above, the Forest 
Service was developed under the sustainable multiple 
use management concept.  Part of multiple use is 
providing goods and services from federal land, 
including timber to help address this country’s need 
for and use of timber for wood products.   

12-12 

12-11 

12-10 

12-9 

12-8 

12-7 

12-5 

12-4 

12-3 

12-6 

F12-2 
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#012 

Response to 12-7 cont.:  Collaboration with the Minnesota Department of Natural Resources 
is done to ensure better management across land ownership boundaries.  Again, your 
statement is not based on any scientific evidence.  Hunting is a legitimate use of National 
Forest land and many people who hunt do so for the specific purpose of providing food for 
their families and it is unclear to us why these people should not be able to provide for their 
families. 

Response to 12-8:   The EIS does disclose the effects of the prescribed burning projects on air 
quality.   The analysis states that the prescribed burns in the project area would have 
temporary, short-term, and usually localized negative impacts on air quality.  And when 
viewed from an historical perspective, the amount of particulate released over the life of the 
project would be about one-tenth of what was released on an average fire-day in the BWCAW 
in the past.  In addition, prescribed burning is only conducted on days when there is adequate 
dispersion of the particulate matter.   

Response to 12-4:  Moose probably can get along just 
fine without human intervention.  However, because 
vegetation management may impact moose habitat, it is 
important to consider what those effects might be and 
to limit those effects to the extent practicable and to 
possibly improve some aspects of their habitat. 

Response to 12-5:  We understand you do not support 
logging within 5 miles of the wilderness.  Without 
additional scientific information on why we should stay 
5 miles away, we will not address this further but we 
will note your opinion. 

Response to 12-6:  It is unclear to us what the 
commenter is asking for.  Alternative 3 was developed 
to address specific concerns that were raised by the 
public during the scoping process.  We do not believe 
this constitutes telling the public what they can and 
cannot do.  Instead, it shows we listened to concerns 
raised by the public and developed an alternative that 
addresses those concerns. 

Response to 12-7:  We consulted with the US Fish and 
Wildlife Service on this project for threatened and 
endangered species such as bald eagle and lynx.  These 
are not game species.  And through our consultation 
efforts, we have included additional mitigations to 
protect specific wildlife habitat.  This would seem to be 
a benefit. 

 

 

 

12-15 

12-14 

12-13 

12-16 

12-17 
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Response to 12-9:   The Forest Service does not cater to gun wacko killers 
who want to kill “game” species.   

Response to 12-10:  Again, we encourage the commenter to visit previously 
harvested areas on the forest.  We have ample evidence that trees do 
regenerate very quickly.  We do not disagree that there are impacts to some 
wildlife species.   There is a trade-off between providing goods and services 
and having some impacts on the land and resources.  This is why the Forest 
Plan was developed to consider those effects across the entire Superior 
National Forest and provide objectives for how to manage the forest.  And it 
is why we complete an environmental analysis  - so the Responsible Official 
is fully informed prior to making a decision. 

Response to 12-11:  Please see the purpose and need for the project, as 
described in Section 1.4 of the EIS. 

Response to 12-12:   The trails would be built and maintained by the 
Minnesota Department of Natural Resources.  State tax dollars may be spent 
in constructing and maintaining the trail; federal tax dollars would not be 
used. 

Response to 12-13:  The Glacier Project does not propose mining. 

As was stated earlier, the purpose of the project is to maintain and promote 
native vegetation communities.  The project does not promote any non-native 
vegetation and instead will take specific measures to limit the spread of non-
native plants. 

Response to 12-14: The Glacier Project does not propose any ATV trails. 

Response to 12-15: Please see response to 12-8. 

Response to 12-16: Gray wolf has been put back on the endangered species 
list.  The Project does not propose hunting of any species but does consider 
the effects the project would have on native and desired wildlife species. 

Response to 12-17: Comments noted.  The Glacier Project Supplement to 
the Draft EIS was modified to address a new alternative.  And the Final EIS 
is also modified to better disclose the effects of the project. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Glacier Project 
  

#013 

 

Response to 13:  These notes serve as both 
comment and response for this 
conversation with Carla Arneson and Sue 
Duffy.  No further follow-up was needed. 
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14-1

Response to 14-1:  The interdisciplinary planning 
team reviewed this area and determined that there 
is not a high fire risk condition in this area.  
Therefore, units 004-055, 004-069, 007-026, 007-
040, and 007-043 have been dropped from this 
proposal. 
 
Response to 14-2:  Burning is not the only option 
to reduce fuels.  Vegetation management through a 
variety of timber harvest techniques also 
accomplishes fuel reduction.  Timber harvest is 
often used because it is economical and removes a 
greater amount of fuel.  If further fuel reduction is 
desired after a harvest, prescribed burns may be use 
and are then easier to conduct. 
 
Response to 14-3:  The type of fuel reduction that 
was originally proposed in this area would not 
change the age of the overstory trees and would not 
result in a mixed-age forest.  The action would 
have reduced the amount of balsam fir in the 
understory.  
 
Response to 14-4:  Vegetation can be burned right 
up to the shoreline.  As you are aware, when parts 
of Ojibway and Triangle Lakes were burned in the 
past, many of the cedar trees along the shoreline 
were protected and did not burn.  This and similar 
efforts, such as using a backing fire to burn along 
the shoreline to protect shoreline visual quality, are 
included in burn plans. 
 
Response to 14-5:  Burning will not be conducted 
in this area. 

#014 

14-2

14-3

14-4

14-5

14-6 

14-7
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Response to 14-6:  No fuel reduction activity will occur in this area.  The 
purpose of fuel reduction treatments is to lessen the risk of wildfire.  A 
wildfire burning through this area would likely burn all of the vegetation 
along a shoreline, including the cedar and larger-sized white and red pine.  A 
wildfire could have an unacceptable impact on the scenery in an area.  
Controlled burns are designed to have less impact and contain measures to 
protect scenic quality.  Although as you noted, the evidence of a controlled 
burn can be noticeable for several years.  Again, efforts are made to limit the 
effects of prescribed burns on scenery but it may still be noticeable.  And we 
believe the effects of prescribed burning are much less than a wildfire. 
 
Response to 14-7:  No activities are planned for the Triangle Lake area. 
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#015 
Response to 15-1:  Comments noted.  We appreciate 
the fact that you have acknowledged the considerable 
amount of time and effort we have devoted to this 
project.    We also look forward to the continued 
collaborative efforts and healthy debate. 
 
 Response to 15-2:  We understand that your 
organization, the Friends of the Boundary Waters, 
supports Alternative 3 for the reasons included in 
your letter because you believe Alternative 3 strikes a 
better balance between the goals of producing timber 
for local mills, reducing flammable fuels in at-risk 
areas, maintaining the integrity of inventoried 
roadless areas, and protecting the wilderness 
character.  We disagree that in Alternative 3 the 
Forest Service has acknowledged the substantial risks 
posed by the proposed logging and road-building 
activities in other proposed alternatives.   
 
The purpose of Alternative 3 is to address significant 
issues brought up by the public during the scoping 
process.  The scoping report defined an issue as a 
point of debate, dispute, or disagreement with the 
anticipated effects of a proposed action.  Significant 
issues were carried forward for detailed analysis to 
ensure the effects of the project are thoroughly 
disclosed and so the decision maker can compare the 
effects between the alternatives and make an 
informed decision.  The document does not state that 
Alternative 2 would pose a significant risk to the 
integrity of the BWCAW.  The EIS discloses the 
effects of harvest on relevant resources.  The 
responsible official will compare the effects of the 
alternatives and will decide if one of the alternatives 
should be implemented. 

 

15-2 

15-1 
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15-4

15-3

15-2, 
Cont

Response to 15-3:  In section 3.5.6.1 of the EIS, we disclose 
the effects of the Glacier alternatives on NNIP.  For Alternative 
2, Indicator 3 evaluates the risk of NNIP invasion into the 
BWCAW and includes a supporting rationale for the 
conclusion that the risk of NNIP impacts on the BWCAW is 
low. Portions of the analysis have been clarified for the Final 
EIS.  We believe that this analysis is thorough and well-
supported, and that it adequately addresses your concern. 
 
Response to 15-4:  The EIS addressed illegal motorized use in 
Section 3.16.  Temporary roads within one-half mile of the 
wilderness boundary would be unlikely to lead to illegal OHV 
intrusions into the wilderness due to effective decommissioning 
of temporary roads upon completion of management activities 
(Figure 3.16-2).  In addition, temporary roads would not be 
open for public use while vegetation management activities 
were occurring. Furthermore, monitoring efforts to date have 
found that all road spurs or user created/maintained trails found 
inside the BWCAW originated from established roads 
associated with timber sales that pre-dated the 2004 Revised 
Forest Plan. Recent monitoring also shows that we have been 
successful in decommissioning temporary roads and during 
2007, ten miles of road were decommissioned with 
approximately 62 miles approved for decommissioning but not 
yet implemented.  (2007 Monitoring and Evaluation Report, 
Recreational Motor Vehicles and and Transportation).   

All temporary roads would be decommissioned upon 
completion of management activities.  The agency has not used 
gates or berms to decommission roads for several years.  Please 
see Figure 3.16-1 that shows how roads are now being 
decommissioned.  Because roads would be decommissioned, 
we do not expect there to be illegal activity so there would be 
no additional cumulative effects to consider. 
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Response to 15-5:  We understand that you prefer to see less 
harvest activity near the wilderness boundary than more. The 
difference between alternatives as noted in your comment have 
been highlighted in the Glacier EIS to show that there would be 
different effects on the wilderness, although further analysis 
shows that the scope of the impact would have a maximum 
decibel level of 38 (small in scope) on the wilderness recreation 
experience of visitors. Furthermore, the Recreation Opportunity 
Spectrum (ROS) designation for the wilderness near Gabbro 
and Little Gabbro Lakes is semi-primitive non-motorized 
recreation, where by definition; opportunities for experiencing 
isolation and solitude are moderate to low.  
 
Because none of the harvest activity in this area would be in the 
wilderness and the possibility of harvest noise heard would be 
small in scope and occur in winter when 2% of wilderness 
visitors may be found throughout the entire wilderness between 
December and April, the potential for impact to wilderness 
visitors would be low.  The Responsible Official will take your 
comments into account in making a decision. 

 

15-4, 
Cont

15-5 

15-6 
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Response to 15-6:  We understand you are 
concerned about the amount of timber harvest 
occurring in the area portrayed on the map.  Please 
see the map 6-2 at the end of this Attachment that 
shows the difference between what was proposed and 
what will be harvested as a result of the Tomahawk 
EA.  The map shows the entire stand being impacted 
when being planned but what actually happens 
during implementation is that parts of the unit are not 
harvested and what actually happens on the ground is 
less than what is portrayed on the planning map.  
This is because parts of units are not included in the 
harvest boundary because of soil type, terrain, leave 
trees and legacy patches, and other factors.  The 
Glacier units were selected specifically to create a 
larger-sized patch of young forest by harvesting next 
to the Tomahawk units.  By proposing harvest 
adjacent to recently harvested areas, we can reduce 
the amount of edge and increase patch sizes, which 
are both Forest Plan objectives. 
 
The cumulative effects of Tomahawk and  MN 
Department of Natural Resources harvest was taken 
into account under cumulative effects.   
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15-6 
cont. 

15-7 

Response to 15-7:  The cumulative effects section of the 
Draft EIS considered the effects of the Tomahawk 
Project, prescribed burning in the BWCAW, minerals 
exploration, harvest on other ownership, and the forest-
wide travel management project.  See Appendix C for a 
list of other activities occurring in the area.   
 
The supplemental EIS was modified in several resource 
sections to better explain and quantify the cumulative 
effects.   
 
The purpose of the November 2007 meeting was to 
ensure we are considering all of the activities that have 
the potential to contribute to cumulative effects are 
considered and to discuss what those effects might mean 
for the various parts of the project area and wilderness.     
 
Because several people commented on the cumulative 
effects of the project, the planning team met again in 
early April to review all of the projects identified in 
Appendix C to ensure that all resource sections 
considered all of the potential past, on-going, and 
reasonably foreseeable future projects that might 
contribute to cumulative effects.  Several of the 
cumulative effect sections of the EIS have been modified 
to better describe the potential cumulative effects.   
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Response to 15-7, cont.:  We do want to point out that the EIS 
does not make the conclusion that wilderness users should 
lower their expectations.  The EIS includes descriptions of the 
management area guidelines and those indicate that some areas 
of the wilderness are going to have less remoteness.  For 
instance, Section 3.3.5 states that in the semi-primitive non-
motorized wilderness areas the opportunities for experiencing 
solitude and isolation are low.  The conclusion states that 
wilderness users would experience less isolation and solitude in 
areas closer to the wilderness boundary than in more remote 
locates of the wilderness. 
 
The EIS discloses that noise would likely be heard at several 
locations within the wilderness.  Some of this noise could be 
from the Glacier Project and some noise could be from other 
sources such as mineral exploration, private developments, and 
airplanes flying overhead. The EIS also does not state that 
undesirable noise is somehow more acceptable between the 
hours of 7 am and 6 pm.  The EIS states that harvest operations 
typically occur between 7 AM and 6 PM.  During day light 
hours is when the activities of wilderness visitors as well as 
environmental noise such as wind and waves often contribute 
more to measurable decibel levels at wilderness sites than 
harvest activity occurring in the vicinity.   
 
We do not believe the analysis shows there would be a 
violation of our obligations under NEPA or a failure to uphold 
the mandate of the 1964 wilderness Act.  Neither of these laws 
prohibits management activities adjacent to a wilderness area.  
The responsible official will consider your comments and the 
actual effects of each alternative on the wilderness character 
and will consider the tradeoffs between taking action and not 
taking action in the decision.  The decision will also ensure the 
actions included meet relevant laws. 
 

15-7 
Cont

 15-8
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15-8 
Cont

15-9

Response to 15-8:  The Agency will consider other 
methods to reduce fuels besides clearcutting.  Alternative 
3 includes mechanical crushing and removal of non-
merchantable vegetation to reduce fuels.  Other methods 
will be considered by the Responsible Official prior to 
making a decision on this project.  The effects of 
proposed harvest, roads, and other treatments are 
disclosed in the EIS.  We understand your support of 
reintroducing fire into the roadless area to maintain forest 
health and manage the fire risk. 
 
Response to 15-9:  If Alternative 2 is selected to be 
implemented, your suggestion to modify the shape of the 
unit would be considered.  The EIS discloses the risk of 
NNIP moving into the wilderness and the risk is low.  We 
currently take care in all harvest units to reduce the risk 
of spread of NNIP. 
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15-13

15-12

15-11

15-10

Response to 15-10:  We are aware that there are NNIP in the 
Fernberg corridor and if this area is included in the decision, great 
care would be taken to reduce the risk of spread of NNIP.  We do 
not expect to cause soil disturbance through the type of treatment 
proposed. 
 
Response to 15-11:  See response to 15-8 and 15-10.   
 
Response to 15-12:  Compartments 12 and 13 are in the vicinity 
of Fall Lake and not Farm Lake.  We assume you mean the 
harvest south of the wilderness boundary near Fall Lake.  Again, 
if these units are included in the decision, we will take care to 
reduce the risk of spread of NNIP.  We appreciate your support of 
these treatments. 
 
Response to 15-13:  We note your comment and the Responsible 
Official will consider your comments in the decision.  Please note 
that the effects analysis for NNIP shows that harvest adjacent to 
the wilderness is unlikely to result in the spread of NNIP to the 
wilderness.  See Section 3.5.  
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Response to 15-14:  We believe it is appropriate to include 
management activities in these units in an alternative 
considered in detail that will move the vegetation towards the 
Forest Plan objectives.  There is also an alternative that does 
not include these units.  The responsible official will weigh the 
effects of taking action or not taking action in the decision. 
 
Response to 15-15:  The responsible official will determine if 
harvest should occur in any of the units with rock outcrops.  
Alternative 3 was developed to address the effects that harvest 
would have on the spread of NNIP.  We recognize that rock 
outcrops, also known as ELT 18s, can exist within treatment 
units.  See the Soil Design Criteria in Appendix B.  And see 
Appendix E for additional information on limits on 
management activities that are designed to safeguard soil 
productivity. 
 
Response to 15-16:  The purpose and need for the Glacier 
Project is to manage the vegetation and associated road system.  
Part of the purpose and need is to enhance the scenery, 
including planting desired species and increasing the species 
and structural diversity in some areas.  The project also 
manages the vegetation to enhance habitat for game species to 
address hunting opportunities.  The project also proposes to 
improve the Madden Lake Road and this road provides access 
to Madden Lake and a proposed hunter-walking trail system on 
State of MN land.  These are not specific recreation projects but 
they will enhance the experience of those using this area. 
 
We disagree with the statement about visitation in the 
BWCAW skyrocketing.  Our records indicate that for overnight 
permits issued for 2005, 2006, 2007 and 2008 the number of 
permits issued ranged from a low of 34,681 in 2008 to a high of 
35,990 in 2005.  Overnight use has remained fairly consistent 
for the past 4 years. 
 

15-16

15-15

15-14
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15-17 

Response to 15-6, cont.:  We agree it is important for 
the SNF to promote and manage for non-motorized 
recreational experiences, as well as motorized 
opportunities.  We appreciate your support and 
willingness to partner with the Forest Service on these 
projects.   
 
Response to 15-17:  We are aware that the Friends of 
the Boundary Waters do not support the current Forest 
Plan and appealed the project internally and after not 
being successful there, took the Agency to court.  We 
are awaiting the outcome of that litigation.  We have 
been implementing the Forest Plan since 2004, 
following the direction for desired conditions, 
standards and guidelines, landscape ecosystem 
objectives, and management area direction.  Teams of 
skilled and educated resource staff develop site specific 
projects that move the existing condition of the 
vegetation towards the desired conditions.  And we 
have been monitoring these actions.  We have not 
found evidence that the Forest Plan is deeply flawed.  
We do recognize that some people and groups do not 
support the Agency mission and believe the Agency 
should manage the forest differently.  These differing 
opinions were considered when the Forest Plan was 
developed.  We now have an obligation to implement 
the Forest Plan and continue to monitor the effects of 
what is being implemented and determine if changes 
are warranted.  The Glacier Project, along with other 
decisions, will be monitored and the Forest will 
determine if there are changes that should be made 
because of new knowledge, findings on the ground, or 
other Agency direction. 
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17-1 

Response to 17-1:  Comments noted.  The Final EIS 
includes additional information on recent contacts 
with 1854 Authority. 
 
Response to 17-2:  Moose habitat is addressed in 
Section 3.8 Management Indicator Habitats in the 
Draft EIS.  Additional information on potential 
effects of the project on moose is also included in the 
Final EIS.  We plan to meet with tribal 
representatives prior to the decision to better address 
tribal concerns. 
 
Response to 17-3:  We agree that the effects of the 
project on the exercise of treaty rights and 
maintenance of tribal cultural practices are very 
important aspects of our planning process and as 
such, we want to address these concerns before and 
during the development of the proposed action.  We 
do not consider these to be significant issues because 
of how we define significant issues that we use in our 
planning process.  We define issues as a point of 
debate, dispute, or disagreement with the anticipated 
effects of a proposed action.  The effects of the 
project on treaty rights including access to hunting 
areas and moose habitat will be included in the Final 
EIS.   
 

#017 

17-2

17-3
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#018 

18-1 

Response to 18-1:  As was explained in the 
supplement to the Draft EIS, we did develop an 
alternative that conducted additional harvest.  We 
were able to develop the Alternative 4 because of an 
error in the data that was used to conduct the Draft 
EIS. 
 
The Superior National Forest manages all of the 
National Forest System land included in the Superior 
National Forest boundaries.  The 2004 Land and 
Resource Management Plan (Forest Plan), provides 
desired conditions, objectives, and standards and 
guidelines for each of the relevant resources.  In 
addition, for each landscape ecosystem, there are 
objectives vegetation composition, age class, tree 
species diversity, and management indicator habitats.   
 
The Project does propose management activities 
throughout the project area.   
 
You are correct in that these are objectives and they 
were used in developing the purpose and need and 
proposed action.  
 
The standard referred to on page 2 of your letter is 
the standard found on page 2-30 of the Forest Plan.  
S-WL-1 states that “Management activities on NFS 
land shall not change more than 15 percent of lynx 
habitat on NFS land within an LAU to an unsuitable 
condition within a 10-year period.”  As was stated 
earlier, when we realized we had an error in our data, 
we realized we could conduct additional regeneration 
harvest and not exceed this standard.  Therefore, we 
developed Alternative 4.  
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The age class objective table for Jack Pine/ Black 
Spruce has been corrected.  Thank you for pointing this 
out to us. 
 
See the updated analysis conducted on the age class 
and species composition for each LE in the Supplement 
to the Draft EIS.  We believe this addresses your 
concern about the range of alternatives and missing the 
opportunity to move more quickly toward Forest Plan 
objectives.   
 
Please note that there are other resource objectives 
besides age class and species composition.  The Forest 
Plan also provides objectives for wildlife, recreation, 
soil, and water.  In addition, the project must also 
consider effects of the project on these other resources.   

18-1, 
Cont. 
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18-1, 
Cont. 
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Response to 18-2:  The Supplement to the EIS includes 
additional economic effects analysis information.   
 
The economics section of the EIS is not intended to be a 
complete economic analysis.  Economics analyses must 
be considered from a larger-scale in order to provide a 
more accurate assessment of the effects.   The Glacier 
EIS is tiered to the social and economic analysis for the 
Superior National Forest and can be found in the 
Environmental Impact Statement prepared for the 
Revised Forest Plan (FEIS Ch. 3.9-1 through 3.9-58).   
 
The Forest Plan EIS addresses the economic 
sustainability of local communities including 
employment, income, present net value and also 
considers recreation and tourism and commercial wood 
products and suitable time lands.  A local project such as 
Glacier is unlikely to have measurable economic effects 
on the local communities.  We do however, recognize 
that local loggers live in the community and likely 
depend on timber harvest in the area to support their 
businesses. 
 
See Alternative 4 for the alternative that does include 
increased harvest levels.   
 
And see Table 3.18-4 in the Supplement to the Draft for 
information on the costs of timber related activities by 
alternative. 
 
 

#018 

  

18-3

18-2

18-1, 
Cont. 
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Response to 18-3:  the Glacier EIS (Section 3.22) 
defines irretrievable commitments of natural 
resources are commitments that result in the loss of 
productivity or loss in use of resources due to 
management activities proposed in the alternatives.  
Such opportunities are foregone for the period of 
time that the resource cannot be used.   
 
Foregoing current harvest opportunities at this time 
may represent an irretrievable commitment of 
resources; however, areas not harvested could be 
harvested in the future if they are still classified as 
suitable for timber harvest. 
 
We understand that there is a large percentage of 
mature and over-mature forest in the Project.  Two 
of the main objectives of the project are to create 
young forest and decrease the amount of mature 
and old forest.  We recognize that some old aspen 
and jack pine stands will convert to other forest 
types and this addresses other objectives in the 
Forest Plan.  And we expect that much of the old 
aspen and jack pine will be available for future 
treatments.  We do not expect it to be lost and will 
remain suitable for timber harvest in the future. 
 
Again, Alternative 4 was developed to harvest 
additional mature and old forest. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

#018 
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#019 

19-3 

19-2 

19-1 

Response to 91-1:  We note your support of 
Alternative 3 because there would be fewer 
clearcut adjacent to the wilderness boundary and 
fewer roads, less impact on recreation sites. 
 
Response to 19-2:  Alternative 3 does not include 
harvest in the inventoried roadless area northwest 
of Greenstone Lake.  The Responsible Official will 
consider your comments in making his decision. 
 
Response to 19-3:  The purpose of upgrading the 
road is to make it suitable for passenger vehicles.  
Currently, only high clearance vehicles can use the 
road.  We do not believe there would be large boats 
and motors on Madden Lake because it is a small 
lake, the type of lake that is more suitable for 
canoe-type use. 
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Response to 19-4:  We are aware that the maps may 
have been difficult to read.  In the future, we will try to 
better differentiate gray tone color differences.  We did 
not produce large scale maps because of cost and the 
additional amount of paper.  We will also continue to 
encourage people to contact us if they want more 
information, including larger scale maps.   
 
Response to 19-5:  We understand you do not want any 
new system trails open to OHVs in the project area.  The 
Glacier Project does not propose to add any OHV trails. 
 
Response to 19-6:  Please see Sections 3.16.6 and 3.16.7 
in the EIS.  All temporary roads would be 
decommissioned upon completion of management 
activities. 
 
The project does address hunter-walking trails.  See 
information on hunter walking trails in Appendix C.  part 
of the purpose of improving the Madden Lake Road is to 
provide access to hunter-walking trails. 
 
Response to 19-7:  The purpose and need for the Glacier 
Project is to maintain and promote native vegetation and 
to manage the associated transportation system.  The 
purpose is not to provide non-motorized recreation 
opportunities.  Please note that the Forest recently 
completed the forestwide travel management plan.  The 
EA and Decision Notice are available on our web page 
at:  http://www.fs.fed.us/r9/forests/superior/projects.  
This decision identifies where motorized use may occur.  
All other areas of the forest are closed to motorized use. 

 

19-7 

19-6 

19-5 

19-4 

19-3, 
cont. 
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#019 

19-9 

19-8 

19-7, 
cont. 

Response to 19-8:  Again, the issue of illegal ATV 
use is beyond the scope of this project.  As was 
stated earlier, all of the temporary roads would be 
decommissioned upon completion of management 
activities.  Recent monitoring shows that historic 
motorized access routes into the wilderness do 
continue to be used and we do not find evidence of 
illegal use on new temporary roads that result in 
new illegal construction to enter the wilderness.  
Please see the 2007 Superior National Forest 
Monitoring and Evaluation Report for information 
on the number of roads that have been 
decommissioned in the last several years.  And 
again, please note the Travel Management EA.  
The Forest will continue to monitor for illegal use 
and decommission roads that are no longer needed. 
 
Response to 19-9:  The cumulative effects of 
Tomahawk and Department of Natural Resources 
harvest is taken into account under cumulative 
effects.  Each resource section addressed the 
relevant past, on-going, and reasonably foreseeable 
future actions that might contribute to cumulative 
effects.  Section 3.3.6.2 clearly addresses 
cumulative effects resulting from Tomahawk, 
prescribed burning, mineral exploration, and the 
forest-wide travel management project.  And we 
have expanded the cumulative effects analysis for 
many of the resources.  See the Final EIS for the 
latest versions and most complete analysis of 
cumulative effects. 
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#020 

20-1 

Response to 20-1:  As was explained in the 
supplement to the Draft EIS, we did develop an 
alternative that conducted additional harvest.  We 
were able to develop the Alternative 4 because of an 
error in the data that was used to conduct the Draft 
EIS. 
 
The Superior National Forest manages all of the 
National Forest System lands included in the 
Superior National Forest boundaries.  The 2004 Land 
and Resource Management Plan (Forest Plan), 
provides desired conditions, objectives, and standards 
and guidelines for each of the relevant resources.  In 
addition, for each landscape ecosystem, there are 
objectives vegetation composition, age class, tree 
species diversity, and management indicator habitats.   
 
The Project does propose management activities 
throughout the project area.   
 
You are correct in that these are objectives and they 
were used in developing the purpose and need and 
proposed action.  
 
The standard referred to on page 2 of your letter is 
the standard found on page 2-30 of the forest Plan.  
S-WL-1 states that “Management activities on NFS 
land shall not change more than 15 percent of lynx 
habitat on NFS land within an LAU to an unsuitable 
condition within a 10-year period.”  As was stated 
earlier, when we realized we had an error in our data, 
we realized we could conduct additional regeneration 
harvest and not exceed this standard.  Therefore, we 
developed Alternative 4.  
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20-1, 
Cont

Response to 20-1 continued:  The age class objective 
table for Jack Pine Black Spruce has been corrected.  
Thank you for pointing this error out to us. 
 
See the updated analysis conducted on the age class 
and species composition for each LE in the 
Supplement to the Draft EIS.  We believe this 
addresses your concern about the range of 
alternatives and missing the opportunity to move 
more quickly toward Forest Plan objectives.   
 
Please note that there are other resource objectives 
besides just age class and species composition.  The 
Forest Plan also provides objectives for wildlife, 
recreation, soil, and water.  In addition the project 
must also consider effects of the project on those 
resources. 
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20-2

20-1, 
Cont. 

Response to 20-2:  The Supplement to the EIS 
includes additional economic effects analysis 
information.   
 
The economics section of the EIS is not intended to 
be a complete economic analysis.  Economics 
analyses must be considered from a larger-scale in 
order to provide a more accurate assessment of the 
effects.   The Glacier EIS is tiered to the social and 
economic analysis for the Superior National Forest 
and can be found in the Environmental Impact 
Statement prepared for the Revised Forest Plan (FEIS 
Ch. 3.9-1 through 3.9-58).   
 
The Forest Plan EIS addresses the economic 
sustainability of local communities including 
employment, income, present net value and also 
considers recreation and tourism and commercial 
wood products and suitable time lands.  A local 
project such as Glacier is unlikely to have 
measurable economic effects on the local 
communities.  We do however, recognize that local 
loggers live in the community and likely depend on 
timber harvest in the area to support their businesses. 
 
See Alternative 4 for the alternative that does include 
increased harvest levels.   
 
And see Table 3.18-4 in the Supplement to the Draft 
for information on the costs of timber related 
activities by alternative. 
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Response to 20-3:  The Glacier EIS (Section 3.22) 
defines irretrievable commitments of natural resources 
are commitments that result in the loss of productivity or 
loss in use of resources due to management activities 
proposed in the alternatives.  Such opportunities are 
foregone for the period of time that the resource cannot 
be used.   
 
Foregoing current harvest opportunities at this time may 
represent an irretrievable commitment of resources 
however; however, areas not harvested could be 
harvested in the future if they are still classified as 
suitable for timber harvest. 
 
We understand that there is a large percentage of mature 
and over-mature forest in the Project.  Two of the main 
objectives of the project are to create young forest and 
decrease the amount of mature and old forest.  We 
recognize that some old aspen and jack pine stands will 
convert to other forest types and this is ok because it 
addresses other objectives in the Forest Plan.  And we 
expect that much of the old aspen and jack pine will be 
available for future treatments.  We do not expect it to be 
lost and will remain suitable for timber harvest in the 
future. 
 
Again, Alternative 4 was developed to harvest additional 
mature and old forest. 
 
 

20-2, 
Cont

#020 

20-3
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#021 

21-2

21-1

Response to 21-1:  We note your support of 
Alternative 3 over Alternative 2. 
 
Response to 21-2:  The Supplement to the 
Draft EIS was updated to better display the 
cumulative effects of past, on-going, and 
future projects that overlap in time and 
space.  We believe we have conducted an 
adequate analysis of the direct, indirect, and 
cumulative effects.  See also the Final EIS 
because, again, some of the potential effects 
to the wilderness have been clarified in the 
relevant resource sections.   
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Response to 21-3:  In your letter, you requested to see an 
analysis of the effect of the project on MIS and TES 
species.  That analysis can be found in the FEIS in 
sections 3.4 Threatened and Endangered Species, 3.7 
MIH, and 3.8 Regional Forester Sensitive Species and in 
the Biological Evaluation located in Appendix F and the 
Biological Assessment located in Appendix G.   For 
sensitive species, Chapter 3 contains a summary of the 
analysis; however, for the full effects analysis by species 
you should refer to the Biological Evaluation in 
Appendix F.  In reference to your concern about 
monitoring data and analysis requirements of NEPA, the 
Biological Evaluation includes information on all 
available monitoring data.  In addition, the Biological 
Evaluation contains the available information on 
population trends, habitat requirements, and limiting 
factors.  Quantifiable analysis indicators are identified 
based on those things that we know about each species in 
order to analyze the impact of project alternatives.  Your 
statement that “the Forest Service knows absolutely 
nothing about heather vole” is simply untrue. Appendix F 
includes the evidence that backs our conclusions on 
effects to sensitive species.   
 
Your letter also contains a list of questions and 
statements related to the Glacier DEIS 3-51.  Please note 
that this section of the EIS is a summary of the effects to 
several sensitive species.  The answers to your questions 
may vary depending on species and can be found in 
Appendix F the Biological Evaluation in each individual 
species analysis.    

21-3

#021 
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Response to 21-3 cont.:  One mitigation measure in 
particular we would like to further address here:  that 
is the mitigation that if a species is observed, or its 
den/nest is observed, the District Biologist should be 
immediately notified.  (See Appendix E for these site 
specific routine practices and other operational 
standards and guidelines that would be employed if 
any part of the project is implemented.)  You 
question the effectiveness of this measure and if 
logging operators would be able to identify these 
species and their habitats.  We do rely on our field 
technicians, timber sale administers and operators to 
report dens and nests when they find them.  Most of 
these people have years of experience working in the 
woods and are very knowledgeable of species and 
their habitats.  This works well as a method to find 
and protect dens/nests while the activities are 
occurring.  Other mitigations that we use are such 
things as seasonal restrictions and avoidance.  Our 
monitoring has shown that these mitigations have 
been effective. 
 
We are not able to respond to some of your 
comments such as “have not provided enough detail” 
or “further analysis must be done.”  We feel our 
analysis adequately assesses the potential impacts of 
the project. 
 

21-3, 
cont. 

#021 
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21-4

Response to 21-4:  You voiced concern about the number of 
MIS species designated by the Forest Plan.  In a lawsuit 
brought by you and other groups, the US District Court 
(District of Minnesota) recently upheld our approach and 
selection of MIS in our Forest Plan.   As the judge pointed 
out, the Plaintiffs failed to explain why the use of 4 MIS is 
not sufficient and did not explain why the Forest Service 
cannot use MIH to compliment its analysis of MIS.  In the 
judges ruling she states that “A review of the Forest Plan 
reveals a thorough and reasoned explanation for the 
selection of the MIS used in the Forest Plan and subsequent 
FEIS and the reasons for using MIH to compliment the 
Forest Plan’s analysis of MIS. Forest Plan FEIS 
(Administrative R. citations). Accordingly, the Forest 
Service’s decision regarding the number of MIS, the selection 
of MIS, and the use of MIH was neither arbitrary nor 
capricious”.  
 
You state that we have failed to obtain necessary population 
data and made baseless conclusions on the effects to MIS.  
Your reason is that we did not conduct site-specific surveys 
for MIS within the Glacier project area.  It is important to 
understand that in terms of the National Forest Management 
Act, “project area” refers to the entire Superior National 
Forest not individual project locations within the forest.  This 
data is collected for all MIS and documented annually at the 
forest level, and results can be found in our annual 
monitoring and evaluation reports also found on our website 
http://www.fs.fed.us/r9/forests/superior/ under publications.  
This data was considered in project planning and analysis for 
the Glacier project.  These analyses can be found in chapter 3 
sections 3.7 of the Glacier Final EIS.   
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21-4, 
cont. 

21-5

Response to 21-4 cont.:  You asked for an explanation of how we 
used the coarse and fine filter strategies with respect to gray wolf 
habitat.  Coarse filter strategy involves planning and implementing 
Forest Plan objectives for Management Indicator Habitats in our 
Landscape Ecosystems.  The fine filter analysis contains two parts.  
First, project level habitat analysis is conducted to determine the 
change to habitat expected and associated effects (see Glacier Final 
EIS chapter 3 section 3.4)  Second, a design feature/mitigation is 
included in project design to protect wolf den sites from 
disturbance based on G-WL-10 (see the wolf section in the 
Biological Evaluation located in Final EIS appendix F).  In talking 
with wolf researchers in the area we know that wolves don’t always 
use the same den site from one year to the next, so we rely on our 
field technicians, timber sale administers and operators to report 
dens when they find them.  This works well as a method to find and 
protect dens while the activities are occurring. 
 
You had several concerns and questions about Northern goshawk.  
Information related to Northern goshawk can be found in the 
Glacier Final EIS section 3.7 and the Biological Evaluation in 
Appendix F.  Our analysis shows that project alternatives would 
result in less fragmentation on the landscape and nearly the same 
amount of interior forest of large mature forest important to 
goshawk, thus maintaining current habitat condition, and improving 
future habitat conditions for goshawk populations on the forest.  
Several of your questions relate to a mitigation from the BE for 
maintaining hardwoods in pine and spruce thinning units.  We have 
known goshawk territories on the forest where goshawk nests are 
located in aspen trees within conifer plantations.  The purpose of 
this mitigation is to maintain those nesting opportunities.  Not all 
conifer plantations contain aspen or other suitable nest trees.  
“When available” means in those plantations that have a hardwood 
component.  This would happen in all plantations that have suitable 
hardwood trees. 
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21-6

Response to 21-4 cont.:  You had concerns about Bald Eagle.  
Information related to Bald Eagle can be found in the Glacier 
Final EIS section 3.7 and the Biological Evaluation in Appendix 
F.  We share your concern with the potential impact of timber 
harvest in proximity to nesting eagles. This is why we have 
included mitigation so that those harvests would not occur while 
eagles are nesting. 
 
You had concerns about white pine.  Information related to white 
pine can be found in the Glacier Final EIS sections 3.7 and 3.9.  
The Forest Plan monitoring and evaluation report will monitor and 
track population trends of white pine. 
 
Response to 21-5:  See Response to 21-4.  The rationale and 
explanation for our selection of MIS and MIH can be found in the 
Forest Plan EIS located on our website under projects and plans, 
and numerous supporting documents in the Administrative Record 
for the Forest Plan.  Monitoring of MIS and MIH occurs annually 
at the Forest level and results can be found in our annual 
monitoring and evaluation reports, also found on our website 
under publications.  Both MIH and MIS were considered in 
project planning and analysis for the Glacier project.  These 
analyzes can be found in chapter 3 sections 3.7 and 3.8 of the 
Glacier Final EIS.  (web address for the Superior National Forest 
home page:  http://www.fs.fed.us/r9/forests/superior/) 
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Response to 21-6:  With respect to your comments about Canada lynx, 
you have voiced a concern that the Glacier Project does not fulfill 
Forest Plan objective O-WL-11 which is an objective to “Maintain and 
when necessary and feasible, restore sufficient habitat connectivity to 
reduce mortality related to roads and to allow lynx to disperse within 
and between LAUs and between LAUs and Boundary Waters Canoe 
Area Refugium on SNF land”, and that we have not analyzed 
connectivity.  We respectfully disagree.  To begin, maintaining habitat 
for lynx was identified upfront as a purpose and need for the project 
(see FEIS section 1.4).  Project alternatives were designed to address 
this.  The effects to lynx habitat, including connectivity, were fully 
analyzed and disclosed in the FEIS section 3.4 as well as the Biological 
Assessment found in Appendix G. Our analysis shows that, at a 
minimum, 84% of the federal land would provide suitable connective 
habitat.  Further, maps located in the project record show us that this 
habitat is well dispersed across the project area and would allow for 
lynx movement within and between LAUs and between LAUs and 
refugia habitat.   
 
You questioned our definition of “maintain” in terms of maintaining 
habitat for lynx, and suggest that we are not maintaining habitat as 
required by our Forest Plan.  You have also offered your definition 
which is “to keep the current condition as is.”  Again we must 
respectfully disagree with your definition.  This is because forests are 
dynamic and constantly changing, even without human influence or 
manipulation.  The current condition is one snapshot in time and may 
look very different from one given time to another.  To attempt to 
maintain a particular current condition may not only be undesirable but 
also impossible given the dynamic properties of forests and ecosystem.  
Our definition of “maintain” with respect to habitat is: to keep in 
existence or continuance, and to keep in an appropriate condition.   So 
getting back to the example of maintaining sufficient habitat 
connectivity outlined in O-WL-11, we have kept connective habitat in 
existence with a minimum of 84% of lynx habitat on federal land in an 
appropriate condition to allow lynx movement and dispersal.

#021 
21-6, 
cont. 

21-9

21-7

21-8
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#021 

21-9, 
Cont. 

21-10

Response to 21-6 cont.:  With respect to your comments on roads 
and Forest Plan Standard S-WL-2 you suggest that we should 
include a map of the LAUs as well as a map showing existing and 
planned roads.  The LAU map can be found in section 3.4 of the 
Glacier Project final EIS and the maps showing existing and planned 
roads can be found on our website 
http://www.fs.fed.us/r9/forests/superior/projects/glacier2.php under 
maps.  The analysis of the effect of roads including new roads can be 
found in the Lynx section of the Glacier Final EIS section 3.4. 
 
 
Response to 21-7: In section 3.5.6.1 of the EIS, we disclose the 
direct and indirect effects of the Glacier alternatives on NNIP.  
Indicator 3 evaluates the risk of NNIP invasion into the BWCAW 
and includes a supporting rationale for the conclusion that the risk of 
NNIP impacts on the BWCAW is low. Portions of the analysis have 
been clarified for the Final EIS.  We believe that this analysis is 
thorough and well-supported, and that it adequately explains why the 
risk of impacts NNIP impacts to the BWCAW is low for Alternative 
2.  Please see section 3.5.6.2 for our analysis of the cumulative 
effects of the Glacier project on NNIP, which includes analysis of 
cumulative NNIP impacts on the BWCAW. 
 
We understand you support Alternative 3 because there are no 
proposed harvest units adjacent to the BWCAW.  
 
Response to 21-8:  Comment noted.  The Agency also prefers that as 
few new roads as possible be built for this project. 
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Response to 21-9:  We understand you support Alternative 3 
over Alternative 2 because Alternative 2 does not harvest 
adjacent to the BWCAW.  We believe the EIS adequately 
discloses the effects the project would have on the BWCAW.  
We agree that the harvest would result in some noise being 
heard in the BWCAW.  We do not agree that the project 
would result in temporary roads leading to the wilderness, air 
pollution, spread of NNIP, or impairment of water quality, 
edge effects or wildlife habitat in the wilderness.  Please see 
sections 3.16, 3.19, 3.5, 3.14, 3.9, 3.4, 3.7, and 3.8.   
The effects of the project in relation to the 1964 Wilderness 
Act will be addressed in the Record of Decision. 
 
We believe we have adequately considered the cumulative 
effects and these are disclosed in the EIS.  The purpose of 
proposing harvest near the Tomahawk units is to decrease the 
amount of fragmentation and create a larger-sized patch of 
young forest.  See the purpose and need for the project in 
Section 1.4.1. 
 
The Forest Service does not use just two indicators to disclose 
effects to the wilderness.  Every resource section describes the 
analysis boundaries and the boundaries clearly state if that 
resource might be impacted in the wilderness.  Some 
resources in the wilderness would not be affected.  The two 
indicators in the wilderness section disclose the effects to the 
outstanding opportunities for solitude, which is one of two 
wilderness qualities the project could impact.  The other 
quality is the natural quality and this is disclosed in each of 
the other resource sections.  Fragmentation is discussed in 
Section 3.9 and connectivity and overall health of species can 
be found in Sections 3.4, 3.7, and 3.8. 

#021 
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Cont. 
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21-13 

21-12, 
Cont. 

  
Response to 21-10:  Appendix C of the Forest Plan 
Revision Final Environmental Impact Statement 
contains information on the process the Forest 
followed during the revision process.  Greenstone 
Lake West is not part of the Roadless Area 
Conservation Rule.  We are not proposing any 
management activities within RACR areas.  
Greenstone Lake West was identified during the 
Forest Plan revision.  The Forest Plan Record of 
Decision assigned the Greenstone area to the semi-
primitive motorized management area.  Therefore, 
management activities that follow the semi-
primitive motorized MA objectives are appropriate 
for this area.  We note that you believe the Forest 
Plan inventoried roadless areas should be managed 
the same as the RACR areas.  We recognize these 
areas for what they offer; however, we cannot 
recognize them the same as RACR areas.  We are 
obligated to follow Forest Plan direction along with 
agency and legal rules and regulations.   
 
We recognize that this area is adjacent to a large 
patch of mature pine and that it warrants special 
consideration in how it is managed.  We believe we 
can effectively decommission temporary roads.  
Please see Section 3.16 for information on road 
decommissioning.   
 
The Responsible Official will take your comments 
into account prior to making his decision.  
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Response to 21-11:  The Superior National Forest Land and Resource Management Plan (Forest Plan) 2004 provides the framework and direction that specific 
projects (like Glacier) utilize to move an area to the desired conditions.  The substitution of prescribed fire in place of harvest methods was addressed in the Forest 
Plan EIS Record of Decision on page 6:  “Timber harvest will be the primary tool for reaching vegetative objectives”.  Page 14 of the Forest Plan EIS Record of 
Decision reads:  “Concerns were raised about using stand replacement fire and burning up material that could be used commercially.  Where areas are identified as 
suitable and available for timber harvest, commercial timber sales will be used as the primary management tool.  The use of fire will complement mechanical 
treatments in achieving objectives”.  These decisions were not made in a vacuum.  These decisions were based on the analysis from many resource specialists, who 
extracted best available scientific information from 27 pages of references (Forest Plan Final EIS, Appendix References).  Adverse effects were identified and 
mitigated to minimize the effects to forest health.  Although some of the decisions in the Forest Plan ROD are not supported by members of the public, the 
Responsible Official took into account the comments from the public, the analysis, the input from the people who drafted or supported the analysis and rendered 
decisions that best carries out the mission of the Forest Service which is “To sustain the health, diversity, and productivity of the nation’s forest and grasslands and 
to meet the needs of present and future generations.” 
 
Use of prescribed fire instead of commercial harvest is addressed in the Glacier Project EIS Section 2.4 Alternatives Considered and Not Carried Forward for 
Detailed Study Alternative 6.  Using prescribed fire instead of clearcutting to meet LE objectives does not meet the “providing forest products” part of the Glacier 
Project’s Purpose and Need, nor does it follow decisions with the Forest Plan EIS. 
 
The Forest Service does not disagree that prescribed burning provides many benefits.  In the Glacier project, the Forest Service is proposing to use fire in 
conjunction with timber harvesting and crushing to restore areas back to their historic fire regime condition class.  Alternatives 2 and 4 would prescribe burn 1,199 
acres while Alternative 3 would prescribe burn 1,030 acres.  The primary objective for the majority of these acres is to reduce fuel loading and change fuel 
arrangement by reducing balsam fir and a build up of thick swamp grasses.  Other benefits of fire would include preparing the forest floor to allow natural pine 
seeds to establish themselves and retard the advancement of non-desirable species into an area. 
 
In addition, the Glacier Project proposes over 5,000 acres of non-harvest type restoration activities.  We believe this shows a large effort to conduct management 
activities that are appropriate for the variety of sites in the Project Area. 
 
See also our response to your letter on the Supplemental EIS in Attachment 7. 
 
Response to 21-12:  We disagree that the project focuses more on creating timber products than on choosing the best methods to return areas to their range of 
natural variability.  Please note that returning to the range of natural variability was considered in the Forest Plan.  The Glacier Project proposes to move the 
Project Area toward the Landscape Ecosystem objectives which take into account some aspects of the RNV.  See Section 3.1.3 Ecosystem Management in the 
Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Forest Plan Revision.  Under all action alternatives, over one-third of the acres proposed for treatment would 
improve stand conditions through a variety of non-harvest activities including prescribed burning, biomass removal, mechanical ground disturbance, planting, and 
removing less desirable species.  Regeneration harvests, including clearcut with reserves, shelterwood and seed tree harvests are proposed when there is an 
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opportunity to create young forest.  Other harvest methods do not create young forest.  We will not use prescribed burning alone to create young forest because of 
the difficulty of controlling such an intense fire and there could be extensive adverse effects resulting from stand replacement fires.  See Response to Comment 15-
3 in Attachment 7. 
 
Response to 21-13:  The costs of implementing this project are disclosed in Section 3.18.  We believe a comparison of the costs versus the benefits of creating 
large patches of young forest are disclosed throughout the EIS.  Alternative 1 discloses the effects if we take no action and the action alternatives disclose the 
effects if we take action.  The effects to threatened, endangered, and sensitive species can be found in Sections 3.4 and 3.7. 
 
The discussion of how the goals of creating commercial wood products and returning areas to their RNV was considered in the Forest Plan and the Record of 
Decision for the Forest Plan includes the Regional Forester’s rationale for selecting the alternative to implement.  The purpose of the Glacier Project is to maintain 
and promote native vegetation communities that are diverse, productive, healthy and resilient by moving the vegetative component toward the landscape 
ecosystem objectives for the relevant resource sections described in the Forest Plan.   
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#022 

22-2 

22-1 

Response to 22-1:   Comments noted.  We understand 
your mission is to preserve and protect wilderness and 
wild places, especially the BWCAW. 
 
 
Response to 22-2:   We understand you are concerned 
about the project area’s location in the Fernberg Road 
corridor and adjacent to the BWCAW.  The EIS 
focused special attention on the potential effects of the 
project on the BWCAW and developed an alternative 
that would have less harvest adjacent to the boundary 
of the wilderness so that the effects of the harvest 
versus not harvesting would be fully disclosed.  
 
The Forest Service manages approximately 52 percent 
of the land in the project area.  Private landowners own 
approximately 22 percent of the land.  Private 
developments have the potential to fragment wildlife 
habitat and we recognize the importance of the 
agency’s actions to provide and enhance wildlife 
habitat and reduce fragmentation and manage for wild 
places.  
 
Response to 22-3:   We understand you support 
Alternative 3 over Alternative 2 because you believe 
timber harvest adjacent to the BWCAW and in an 
inventoried roadless area is unacceptable.   
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#022 

22-5

22-4

22-3

22-2, 
cont. 

Response to 22-4:   The interdisciplinary team met in 
early April to review the cumulative effects analyses 
completed for the project and the past, present and 
foreseeable future actions listed in Appendix C.  The 
cumulative effects sections for some resources have been 
expanded because of this review.  We have additional 
information on the mineral exploration activities and 
updated information on the Forest-wide Travel 
Management Project actions that are proposed within the 
project area.   
 
 
Response to 22-5:   The Forest Plan, including the EIS, 
provide the direction and analysis on the need to increase 
patch sizes to better emulate historical conditions and to 
provide interior forest habitat for those species needing 
interior forest.  Please see Forest Plan pages 2-24 through 
2-27 and the Final Environmental Impact Statement 
pages 3.2-50 through 3.2-75.  This analysis includes the 
size and amount of large mature and older forest patches, 
size and amount of large young forest patches, amount of 
forest interior habitat and management induced edge 
density.  The Forest Plan considered the range of natural 
variation and on page 3.1-23 of the EIS states “Early in 
the Forest Plan revision process, the Forest Service 
recognized that the picture of the past compared to the 
present provides a basis for understanding the range of 
landscape conditions needed to sustain ecosystems and 
species.  That analysis will not be repeated in the Glacier 
EIS.  The Glacier EIS tiers to this analysis in the Forest 
Plan EIS.
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#022 

22-6

22-5, 
Cont. 

Response to 22-5, cont.:  As is stated on page 1-2 of 
the Forest Plan, “The purpose of the Forest Plan is to 
provide management direction to ensure that 
ecosystems are capable of providing a sustainable flow 
of beneficial goods and services to the public.”   
 
The purpose of the Glacier Project is to implement the 
Forest Plan and to maintain and promote native 
vegetation communities that are diverse, productive, 
healthy, and resilient by moving the vegetative 
component toward landscape ecosystem objectives 
described in the Forest Plan. 
 
Please note that the type of clearcutting utilized in this 
project is clearcutting with reserves.  In addition, seed 
tree harvest, partial cut 30, and two-aged harvests are 
also used to regenerate stands.  Clearcutting with 
reserves is proposed in units where full sunlight is 
needed to regenerate the desired species such as aspen 
and jack pine.  The trees reserved in the unit include 6-
12 trees per acre that would be retained either scattered 
or in clumps and for units greater than 20 acres in size, 
an additional five percent of the harvested area would 
be retained in a legacy patch.  Clearcutting with 
reserves does not result in a single species stand 
because of the reserved trees (eg., leave trees and other 
trees that might not be harvested such as white pine, and 
other non-harvest areas such as legacy patches) not 
harvested to meet harvest design criteria. This type of 
harvest can help mimic stand replacement type 
disturbances in many northern Minnesota sub-boreal 
forest types.  (Forest Plan p. 1-9) 

 

22-7
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#022 

22-9

22-8

Response to 22-5, cont.:  The Forest Plan landscape 
ecosystems’ objectives show there is a need to increase 
the amount of jack pine forest type in both the jack 
pine/black spruce and dry-mesic red and white pine 
LEs.  It is true that jack pine stands are susceptible to 
laddering when less than about 25 years old.  As jack 
pine age, they lose the lower branches and would be 
less susceptible to laddering and the creation of crown 
fires (although as the jack pine ages the increased 
presence of black spruce and balsam fir in the 
understory could eventually become the prime source 
of ladder fuels).  Along the Fernberg corridor no areas 
larger than 66 acres are proposed to be converted to 
jack pine.  Hence, these stands would not provide a 
continuous amount of hazardous fuel over large areas 
but would be limited to the individual jack pine stands. 
 
Response to 22-6:   We understand you have a concern 
about seeing clearcuts and feel they can detract from 
the BWCAW.  As was stated in Section 3.3, the 
vegetation management activities would not be visible 
from the main use areas in the BWCAW.  And the 
effects of hearing harvest activity are disclosed 
throughout this section. 
 
Section 3.16 of the EIS addresses road 
decommissioning.  Based on recent monitoring, we 
found that new temporary roads are not being illegally 
re-opened.  The EIS discloses the effects of harvest 
activity and the potential spread of NNIS into the 
BWCAW.  The monitoring section of the EIS relative 
to NNIP states that we will monitor a sample of the 
treated stands and treat any new NNIP that are found.   
 

22-10
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#022 

22-10, 
Cont. 

Response to 22-7:  We note that you do not support 
timber harvest in the inventoried roadless area.  The 
supplement to the Draft EIS clarified that the type of 
harvest under Alternatives 2 and 4 would be a clearcut 
with reserves.  We describe the harvest in this manner 
because it represents the greatest amount of impact that 
would occur.  As was stated on page 3-57, there would be 
no harvest of red or white pine.  Based on our field 
review, there are areas with a high proportion of red and 
white pine trees and therefore, parts of the area would not 
be clearcut.  And again, the purpose of the harvest is to 
reduce the amount of fuel so the subsequent underburn 
would be easier to conduct and control because of less 
fuel being available.  Following treatments, jack pine 
would be planted in the open areas.  Alternative 3 would 
not conduct timber harvest and would treat the non-
merchantable balsam fir and other species to reduce the 
amount of fuel, and then conduct an underburn.  There 
would not be an opportunity to plant jack pine. 
 
Your comments will be considered by the Responsible 
Official in making the decision. 
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Response to 22-8:  The areas south of Little Gabbro Lake and the Kawishiwi River have been brought up more than once as an area of concern by members of the 
public. Vegetation management objectives include creating “larger-sized patches” of forest that have similar characteristics for a wide variety of resource benefits.  
This was identified in Section 1.4 of the EIS where the purpose and need for the project includes “restoring landscape scale vegetation pattern for healthy 
ecosystems and promoting mature forest patches and interior forest patches to meet species needs for well distributed habitats and ecosystem needs.  (Glacier EIS 
Section 1.4) Including Glacier harvest units adjacent to recent Tomahawk units would move vegetative objectives towards desired conditions for wildlife species 
and to mimic large scale disturbances of the past such as fire or wind storms.  

Because none of the harvest activity in this area would be in the wilderness and the possibility of harvest noise heard would be small in scope and occur in winter 
when 2% of wilderness visitors may be found throughout the entire wilderness between December and April, the potential for impact to wilderness visitors is low.  
See Section 3.3 of the EIS for additional analysis. 

An analysis of cumulative effects of the activities occurring in this broad geographical area as it relates to “outstanding opportunities for solitude and an 
unconfined type of recreation” referred to in the comment as “overlapping areas”, much of it being far removed from the wilderness boundary, can be found on 
pages 3-14 through 3-18 of the Wilderness section in the final EIS. This section analyzes impacts to wilderness visitor solitude from the cumulative effects of the 
Tomahawk Project (see Section 3.3.6.2 for cumulative impacts from Tomahawk harvests.   Map 6-2 included at the end of Attachment 6 shows the geographical 
overlap between Glacier and Tomahawk Projects.  

 
 
Response to 22-9:   The Glacier Project is tiered to the direction and effects analyses completed in the Forest Plan.  Page 2-26 (O-VG-20) of the Forest Plan states 
“Create large patch temporary openings up to 1000 acres through management activities.” and “Increase average size of temporary forest openings.  Reduce 
amount of forest edge created through vegetation management activities, while still retaining a range of small patches and edge habitat.”  Past management did 
limit temporary openings to 40 acres and this has resulted in increased habitat and patch fragmentation.  In addition, historical patch sizes were generally larger 
than they are today.  (Forest Plan EIS p. 3.2-50 and Record of Decision p. 10)   
 
The Forest Plan analysis considered the role the BWCAW would play in meeting LE objectives.  See Forest Plan EIS pages 3.2-51 and 3.2-54, and 3.2-55.  The 
Forest Plan uses spatial zones to provide a context for large patch numbers and acres, provide for ecosystem representation, and account for the BWCAW.  The 
Glacier Project area is in Zone 3 and is proximate to the BWCAW and is ecologically similar.   
 
The Forest Plan embodies the provisions of the National Forest Management Act of 1976 (Forest Plan p. 1-5).  Section 6 of the NFMA states (1) provide for 
multiple use and sustained yield of the products and services obtained there from in accordance with the Multiple Use, Sustained-Yield Act of 1960, and in 
particular, include coordination of outdoor recreation, range, timber, watershed, wildlife and fish, and wilderness.  The Act goes on to provide specific direction to 
(E) insure that timber will be harvested from national Forest system lands only where soil and watershed conditions will not be irreversibly damaged… and (F) for 
clearcutting, it is determined to be the optimum method….and the potential environmental, biological, esthetic and economic impacts have been assed and cut 
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blocks, patches, or strips are shaped and blended to the extent practicable with the natural terrain….   The Agency does include design criteria to blend harvest 
units with the surrounding areas.   
 
See Appendix E pages E-14 and E-15 for additional information on how temporary openings should appear. 
 
Response to 22-10:   The US District Court (district of Minnesota) recently upheld our complementary approach to using both MIS and MIH in our Forest Plan 
and subsequent project planning.  In the judge’s ruling she states that “A review of the Forest Plan reveals a thorough and reasoned explanation for the selection 
of the MIS used in the Forest Plan and subsequent FEIS and the reasons for using MIH to compliment the Forest Plan’s analysis of MIS. Forest Plan FEIS 
(Administrative R. citations). Accordingly, the Forest Service’s decision regarding the number of MIS, the selection of MIS, and the use of MIH was neither 
arbitrary nor capricious”.  (Case No. 07-3160 ADM/RLE)  The rationale and explanation for our selection of MIS and MIH can be found in the Forest Plan EIS 
located on our website under projects and plans, and in numerous supporting documents in the Administrative Record for the Forest Plan.  Monitoring of MIS and 
MIH occurs annually at the forest level and results can be found in our annual monitoring and evaluation reports also found on our website under publications.  
Both MIH and MIS were considered in project planning and analysis for the Glacier project.  These analyzes can be found in chapter 3 sections 3.7 and 3.8 of the 
Glacier Final EIS.   
(web address for the Superior National Forest home page:  http://www.fs.fed.us/r9/forests/superior/ ) 
 
 
 
 

http://www.fs.fed.us/r9/forests/superior/
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 Response to 23-1:  We understand 

the DNR’s role in providing 
sustainable fiber to the market.  The 
Forest Service will also strive to 
provide sustainable fiber to local 
economies, while meeting other 
public needs such as scenery, 
recreation, social, and economic 
opportunities. 
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23-2 

23-1,  
Cont

Response to 23-2:  Please see Section 2.4 of 
the final EIS for a clarification of why the 
485 acres of even-aged treatments and 1,348 
acres of intermediate treatments were 
deferred from treatment at this time. 
 
●There are 2,794 acres of paper birch over 
70 yrs of age in project area.  The project 
proposes to regenerate approximately 467 
acres. 
 
We also propose to treat some paper birch 
younger than 70.  There are a total of 3,022 
acres of paper birch over 50 years of age and 
the project would regenerate approximately 
553 acres. 
 
●The District will consider over-stocking 
and over-seeding in the regeneration of jack 
pine to ensure adequate stocking.  If the 
District needs assistance, we will contact the 
DNR.  Thank you for your offer to assist. 
 
●Harvest systems would not be designed to 
create a footprint for the North Country 
Trail.  It is our understanding that Congress 
has not yet modified the official route; 
therefore, it would be pre-mature to include 
plans for this trail at this time.  Also, the 
temporary road system would generally 
travel north and south of the Fernberg Road 
and the trail would likely run east to west. 
 
●White spruce and cedar are desired tree 
species and if they are found in unit 013-037, 
they would be released. 
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#023 

23-2, 
Cont. 

 
●The District is proposing brushing as the 
primary treatment based on field reviews.  
Because of the wet areas, we believe that 
brushing would be better suited to this site.  
We will include burning as a secondary 
treatment and if conditions are suitable for 
burning, we would consider burning the area in 
cooperation with the DNR. 
 
Response to 23-3:  Comment noted. 
 
 
Response to 23-4:   The vegetation 
management plans do not include any 
designation of or management towards actions 
that would restrict future uses of the area.   
 

23-4 

23-3 

Record of Decision  A6-78        Attachment 6 
     



Glacier Project 
  

#023 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 
Record of Decision  A6-79        Attachment 6 

     



Glacier Project 
  

Response to 24-1:  The Superior National Forest 
developed a Land and Resource Management Plan in 
2004 that provides objectives for landscape ecosystems 
and management areas.  The Glacier Project developed 
a proposed action that was included in the scoping 
report that identified many of the stands that were 
suitable for harvest.  Based on field reviews, public 
comment, and preliminary effects analysis, some 
harvest units were dropped because of Forest Plan 
standards, conditions on the ground, and access 
concerns.  Dropping stands from proposed harvest for 
these reasons is not a failure to follow legislation. 
 
The Forest Plan does not state that the rotation age for 
aspen is 40 years and 50 years for jack pine.  This is the 
age at which these species generally reach the 
culmination of mean annual increment.  Even-aged 
regeneration harvest is allowed after a stand has 
reached at least 95 percent of culmination of mean 
annual increment.  See S-TM-5 in the Forest Plan. 
 
Tables 3.9-2b and 3.9-5b show the desired age class 
objectives forestwide and what would occur in the 
project area for all alternatives.  You are correct in 
observing that the amount of mature and over-mature 
forest exceeds Forest Plan objectives.  One of the 
objectives of the Glacier Project was to decrease the 
mature and old aspen, jack pine, and mature spruce fir.  
See Section 1.4.1 of the EIS.  Therefore, Alternatives 2, 
3, and 4 all decrease the amount of mature forest and 
move the area towards the age class LE objectives, 
whereas Alternative 1 does not. 
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Response to 24-1, cont.:  Because we had 
conducted the preliminary effects analysis 
using incorrect data, when we re-ran the 
analysis, we discovered we could create 
additional young forest and not exceed any of 
the Forest Plan standards and guidelines.   The 
responsible official directed the team to 
develop an alternative that created additional 
young forest and focused those harvests on 
areas where we could also expand the amount 
of jack pine.  Therefore, the supplement to the 
draft EIS contained an additional alternative 
that would create over a thousand acres more 
young forest than Alternative 2. 
 
Some of the mature and over-mature stands not 
treated at this time may succeed to younger 
aged spruce-fir forests prior to the next 
management cycle and these stands would 
meet objectives for pole-aged spruce fir forest.  
And some stands would be available for 
management in the next entry, expected to be 
in about ten years. 
 
 

24-1 
Cont. 
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#025 

25-1

Response to 25-1: Thank you for your 
review of the Draft EIS.  Please note the 
cover letter stated that Alternative 2 is 
the preferred alternative.  The Record of 
Decision will be based on the Final EIS 
and will contain the rationale for any 
decision to proceed with management 
actions. 
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Cont
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#026 

Response to 26-1:  Comment noted. 
 
Response to 26-2:  The water quality section of the final EIS 
has been updated to better describe the effects that might 
occur to water quality under each of the alternatives.  The 
method of analysis is directly related to the scale of 
proposed management.  The scale of management for 
impacts to aquatic systems is described in the Superior 
National Forest Plan (USDA, 2004) as the 6th level 
watershed (S-WS-1).  Effects to individual resources may 
occur, however, overall system integrity will be maintained 
as described in the Plan.  The effects to individual 
resources are minimized through the use of site-specific 
mitigation measures such as the best management practices 
described by the Minnesota Forest Resources Council.  
These will be employed as part of the proposed project.  
See Attachment 4 for the operational standards and 
guidelines that are routinely followed.  This includes 
direction for how to conduct management activities on 
specific soil types including wetlands, and how to conduct 
management activities within riparian areas.  See also 
sections 3.11 Soils and 3.14 Water Quality. 
 

26-1

26-2
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Response to 26-3:  The citation referred to, and included in 
the references to the biological evaluation in Appendix F is: 
Verry, E.S. 2000.  “Water flow in soils and streams: 
Sustaining hydrologic function,” In Riparian Management 
in Forests of the Continental Eastern United States.  Ed. 
Verry, Elon S., James W. Hornbeck, and C. Andrew 
Dolloff. Lewis Publishers, Washington D.C. Pp. 99-124. 
 
The focus of Verry’s work is the hydrological impact of 
open canopies on snowmelt processes in the upper Midwest 
and forms the basis of the hydrologic analysis in Superior 
National Forest Plan (USDA, 2004).  The 60% threshold is 
related to conversion of mature forest cover to young and 
upland cover and is an appropriate estimate of potential 
effects associated with landscape cover changes.  Care must 
be taken to not transfer results and methods between 
landscapes as stated in Reid (1993) in regards to 12 percent 
roaded area threshold, “these results are not transferable to 
California’s geology and climate”.  The influence of soil 
compaction on hydrologic processes in the mountainous 
west was the focus of the initial equivalent clearcut area 
(ECA) and equivalent roaded area (ERA) analysis.   
 
This 60% threshold is used in the Glacier Project as a 
watershed cumulative effects indicator, recognizing that 
other factors specific to roads and vegetation management 
at the site level need to be considered and mitigated.  We 
feel that, in combination with other Standards and 
Guidelines outlined in the Forest Plan (i.e., the Minnesota 
Forest Resource Council’s site level guidelines incorporated 
into the Forest Plan), potential effects from the Glacier 
Project are adequately measured and addressed in terms of 
local scale and landscape scale hydrologic processes.    
 

26-2, 
Cont
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Response to 26-4:  The text in the document 
adequately portrays the concept of the 60% 
threshold.  As stated above, the 60% threshold is 
related to hydrologic impacts (specifically snowmelt 
mechanisms) of the basin.  If a watershed is 
dominated by wetlands and/or lakes, the impact to 
the hydrology (discharge rates in the streams) will be 
muted for the management of streams at the 
landscape scale because of the available storage 
capacity.   
 
Response to 26-5: The 2006 breeding bird survey 
results were used in the analysis.  Thank you for 
pointing out this error in the reference section. 
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³Map showing active and proposed 
mineral exploration drill sites within 
the Glacier Project Area.  The map

shows that mineral exploration is occuring
throughout a corridor southeast of the

South Kawishiwi River.  While some drill
sites are located within proposed harvest
units, vegetation management activities
are not being proposed in this area to

facilitate mineral exploration or future mining. 

South 
Kawishi

wi River

Map 6-1.
Mineral Exploration Within

Glacier Project Area



Map 6-2.  Tomahawk Harvest Units
and Overlap with Glacier Proposed Harvest 
Units Adjacent to the Wilderness Boundary.

Glacier Area

Outside Glacier Area

Nickle Timber Sale
Planned Harvest

Acres - 488
Actual Harvest

Acres - 375

Norway Timber Sale
Planned Harvest
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Map shows the location of proposed Glacier units
in relation to Tomahawk units.  Glacier proposed
regeneration units are located near Tomahawk
units to create a larger-sized patch of young forest.
Map also shows the difference between
planned harvest acres and actual harvest acres.  
Actual harvest acres are approximately 20-40%
less than planned acres (pers. com. D. Hernandez)
to allow for legacy patches, terrain, wetlands,
inclusions, etc.  It is expected that Glacier Units
would undergo similar reductions in actual treated acres.
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Attachment 7 
Response to Comments on the supplement to the draft EIS 

 
The following table displays who submitted comments on the supplement to the draft EIS.  This 
section contains a copy of the letter along with the Agency response. 
 
 

Commenter Comment Number Page Number 
Lenny Cersine 1 3 
1854 Authority 2 4 
B Sachau 3 6 
Lake County 4 7 
USEPA 5 8 
Luther Lindberg 6 10 
MN DNR 7 11 
Donna Arbaugh 8 13 
USDI, Environmental Policy 9 14 
Beth Ann Lewis 10 15 
Friends of the BW 11 16 
Sierra Club 12 21 
Will and Peggy Anderson 13 29 
Gene Shaw 14 30 
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Response to 001-1:  We mailed a more detailed map of potential 
harvest areas.  Map also showed the mapped ELT 18 areas where no 
harvest would occur. 
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Response to 2-1:  We had a conference call with members of 1854 
Treaty Authority to discuss moose habitat and access to hunting, 
fishing and gathering sites.  In general, the project would create 
moose habitat through the regeneration harvests and therefore, 
additional analysis for moose is not needed, although the tribes 
believe that moose should be a management indicator species and 
should be given more attention in our planning documents. 
 
The 1854 Treaty Authority would like to see better access to recently 
harvested areas so tribal members can exercise their hunting rights 
and have better access to areas likely to contain deer and moose.  We 
discussed areas along the Fernberg and did not identify any areas that 
would provide good opportunities.  The area has good road access 
now, with both system and non-jurisdictional roads open for public 
use.  We discussed access to harvest units southeast of Fall Lake but 
because of past illegal motorized access to the wilderness and the 
short distance between the Fernberg and the wilderness boundary, the 
Agency is not interested in providing motorized access to this area.  
We will consider providing a parking spur near Pea Soup Lake, 
adjacent to the Fernberg Road to offer parking so people can park in 
this area and then access the area on foot. 
They would also like access to the Dan Lake area if that area is to be 
regenerated.  There are two areas in the south part of the project area 
that they would like us to consider access - the block of units in the 
southwest corner of the project area (along the 1900 roads) and near 
August Lake.  The tribes would like some of the temporary roads in 
these two areas left open for 5 to 10 years after harvest so hunters can 
get off the main roads.  And if the roads cannot be left open, at least 
leave a short parking spur for vehicles off the roads.  The responsible 
official will consider this in his decision. 
 
 

 
 

 

2-1
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Response to 2-1 cont.:  We also talked about the Triangle Area.  I explained that the planning team had looked for opportunities for additional 
roads and while there are opportunities in the Triangle Area, most of the roads cross wetlands and are not suitable for all season use.  Except for 
Forest Road 1525, that travels north from Highway 1 along the Kawishiwi River to White Iron Lake.  This road is currently gated all year except 
for snowmobile use during the winter.  District staff are reviewing rationale for why the road was gated.  The responsible official will determine if 
this road will be opened for seasonal hunting or other recreational uses. 
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Response to 3-1:  We understand you do not support 
vegetation management on the Superior National Forest.  
Please note that the Forest Service is a multiple use Agency and 
this includes providing a sustainable flow of beneficial goods 
and services to the public. 
 
Your comment about what will happen when the wood is gone 
is not an accurate description of what is happening on the 
ground.  Trees are a renewable resource and after an area has 
been harvested, trees grow back on the site.  We urge you to 
visit the Superior National Forest and we will direct you to 
some areas that were harvested in the past and you will be able 
to see that trees do grow back.   
 
The Glacier Project was developed by a team of resource 
specialists who have a great deal of training and experience in 
managing their respective resource.   The purpose of the 
Glacier Project is to maintain and promote native vegetation 
communities that are diverse, productive, healthy, and resilient.  
We will attempt to accomplish these objectives through timber 
management to the extent practicable (Forest Plan p. 1-9).   
 
Please see information on climate change on our web page at:  
http://www.fs.fed.us/r9/forests/superior/projects/glacier2.php.  
We provide information on the role forests play in carbon 
sequestration and the importance of having healthy and resilient 
forest communities and how some management techniques can 
improve a forest’s ability to sequester carbon.  

 
  

3-1
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4-1

Response to 4-1:  We are aware of your interest in extending 
CSAH 16.  At this time there is not a formal proposal for this 
road so no additional analysis is included in the Glacier 
Project.  We are also aware that the Potlatch lands in Lake 
County are now in private ownership.  The Agency will work 
with the landowner to determine if either the Agency or 
individual needs access across each other’s land.  At this 
time, there are no specific proposals.  We will meet with 
Lake County and the landowner to address access needs if 
requested. 
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Response to 5-1:  The 48% of suitable goshawk habitat 
projected at the end of decade 1 comes from the 2004 Forest 
Plan EIS and is based on modeling forest plan 
implementation in its first 10 years.  So this percentage does 
not include the Glacier project specifically but rather is a 
projection of how much suitable habitat would remain after 
10 years of plan implementation.  The Final Glacier Project 
EIS has been updated to clarify this. 
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6-1

Response to 6-1:   
 
1.  The primary purpose of the project is to maintain and 
promote native vegetation communities that are diverse, 
productive, healthy, and resilient by moving the vegetation 
component toward the landscape ecosystem objectives 
described in the Forest Plan.  And we are well aware of your 
road and cabins and the Responsible Official will take this into 
consideration when making a decision. 
 
2.  Access to the units west of your access road would be 
accessed from a road further to the west.  We do not expect we 
would need to use your road beyond the gate to access any of 
the treatment units if they are included in the decision.  Units to 
the north of the private land may be accessed via the system 
road. 
 
3.  Yes, the Ojibway Summer Home brush disposal site is 
included in all of the action alternatives.  
 
4.  The area between Ojibway and Triangle Lakes is not a fuel 
hazard area.    No management activities are planned at this 
time. 
 
5.  Units 007-006, 016, and 017 are currently identified for 
harvest during frozen ground or normal dry conditions (See 
appendix B).  Therefore, these units could be harvested during 
non-frozen times if the ground is dry.  If these units are 
included in the decision, we will review the design criteria and 
determine if additional measures should be taken to reduce the 
effects of harvest on the landowners and recreationists. 
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Response to 7-1: Comments noted. 
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Response to 8-1:  We understand you are concerned about 
the effects that harvest might have on the Glacier Ponds and 
the Ojibway Summer Home owners.  If the responsible 
official decides to conduct harvest in this area, we will review 
the design criteria and determine if there are additional 
actions we could take to reduce potential effects. 
 
Please note that harvest would not occur within 400 feet of 
Ojibway Lake or the Glacier Ponds to meet the Shipstead-
Newton-Nolan Act. 

8-1
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Response to 9-1:  Thank you for your review of our 
environmental document.   

9-1
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Response to 10-1:  Thank you for noticing all of the 
work completed by the interdisciplinary team for this 
project.  And we note that you support Alternative 3 
because it does not harvest next to the BWCAW and 
you do not want to see harvesting adjacent to the 
Ojibway Summer Home Road.  We are aware of the 
Glacier Ponds that are adjacent to proposed harvest.  If 
these units are included in the decision, we will 
consider additional design criteria to lessen effects to 
land owners and recreationists. 
 
Response to 10-2:  As you know, the unit was burned 
several years ago to reduce the amount of balsam fir in 
the understory, thus reducing the fuel hazard.  The 
amount of fuel was reduced and as you pointed out, 
there is now a lot of aspen coming in.  We recognize 
there needs to be some follow-up work and therefore 
are including non-harvest restoration activities in Units 
005-002 and 004. This includes releasing any existing 
young pine or other desired species and underplanting 
white spruce and white pine.  Some of the young aspen 
may be cut to create better conditions for the desired 
species.   
 
Response to 10-3:  Thank you for your efforts to plant 
red and white pines on your land.  It is encouraging to 
hear that they are surviving.  This type of activity ties 
in well with our efforts to increase species and 
structural diversity. 

10-3

10-2

10-1



  Glacier Project 
 

 
 

 

Response to 11-1:  Please note that Alternative 4 was developed to 
address a finding that we had used inaccurate data during the 
development of the Draft EIS.  After correcting this error, the team 
identified additional opportunities for creating young forest without 
exceeding Forest Plan standards.  This was explained in the Supplement 
Information sheet included with the Supplement to the Draft EIS.  The 
effects of Alternative 4 are disclosed throughout chapter 3 of the EIS.  
The Responsible Official will consider the direct, indirect, and cumulative 
effects that might occur on the Boundary Waters Canoe Area Wilderness 
as a result of this project. 
 
Response to 11-2:  The “agency” in this case feels that it has met NEPA 
and Federal court requirements to “take a hard look” at the cumulative 
effects of activities occurring at a similar time and place as Glacier 
project activities.  Please note that effects must overlap in time or space 
for there to be cumulative effects.  The analysis area for direct, indirect, 
and cumulative effects is described in each resource section of the EIS.  
Meaningful analysis to determine and measure impacts to wilderness 
character as they relate to the quality of “opportunities for solitude and a 
primitive and unconfined type of recreation” has been looked at 
extensively. Refer to Decibel Level Calculation for Example Timber 
Harvest Operations which are based on the amount, type, and decibel 
level produced by harvest machinery used by typical operators on the 
Kawishiwi Ranger District. The same reference also calculates the 
audible noise level as a listener moves farther away from the sound 
source to project the decibel level that may be heard from sites in the 
wilderness.  Another reference lists the sound levels of common places 
such as libraries, secluded woods and heavy truck traffic to determine the 
scope of noise that may be heard within the wilderness, and yet another 
reference provides a rationale for determining the duration of sound 
produced by harvest activity as short, medium or long term. 
 
Your letter does not identify any additional activities that should be 
considered to disclose the effects to the wilderness.  Therefore, we 
believe we have considered the relevant activities that might contribute to 
cumulative effects. 

11-2

11-1
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Response to 11-2 cont.:  In section 3.3.6.2, under cumulative 
effects it states that we have not found an exact study or 
reference material directly related to sound measurement of 
harvest activity noise and its effects on nearby wilderness areas. 
Because a similar study has not been found we cannot replicate 
the exact science provided by a previous study.  NEPA does not 
require an Agency to obtain information that is currently 
unavailable.  We attempted to locate the references you cited in 
your letter.  In the future, please include the references you cite 
so we have them readily available.   
 
We located the article for the “Visibility and Natural Quiet in 
National parks and Wilderness Areas.”  The abstract states  
 
 “Yet, with increases in visitation and mechanized travel, air 
and noise pollution are intruding more and more into preserved 

natural areas. Psychological research shows that humans can 

detect very low levels of these pollutants in natural and 
laboratory settings, that air and noise pollution detract from the 
enjoyment of the visitor experience, and that people place a 
high value on naturally quiet, pollution-free settings.” This 
article discusses how psychological research is essential for a 
more complete understanding of the value and the influence of 
both visibility and quiet surroundings with a focus on applied, 
field-based research in national parks and wilderness areas.” 
 
We feel we have used the information we do have available and 
will continue to monitor sound in the wilderness, including 
timber harvest, mineral exploration, road usage, motorboats 
both in and out of the wilderness, and other human and 
mechanical noises both in and out of the wilderness.  To date 
we have invested considerable employee time and energy to 
carry out this study. 

 
 

 

11-2, 
cont. 

11-3

11-4
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Response to 11-2 cont.:  The article “Source Attribution of 
Helicopter Noise in Pristine National Park Landscapes” addresses 
helicopter noise in National Parks.  We do not believe it is 
appropriate to directly compare helicopter noise with timber 
harvest noise.  However, we do note that the abstract states that 
when helicopter noise was at 60 decibels, it resulted in lower 
ratings of scenic beauty, solitude, tranquility, freedom, 
naturalness, and preference, and higher ratings of annoyance.  
The analysis in the Glacier EIS on noise shows that timber 
harvest would not exceed 38 decibels. 
 
We did not find an article titled “Soundscapes of the National 
Park System” but did find a reference for a talk given by B. L. 
Mace.  In a description of his talk, it says “The soundscape of a 
national park, like the scenery, wildlife, or geology is a valuable 
resource that is easily degraded by inappropriate sounds or sound 
levels. The key analysis issue has been determining what levels 
and types of sound are appropriate or acceptable for different 
management areas throughout a park. Several specific studies 
conducted in the national parks will be detailed to illustrate the 
complexities of measuring and managing soundscapes.” 
 
We agree that a soundscape is a resource that can be degraded by 
inappropriate sound.  For this reason, we analyzed alternatives 
that would have different levels of noise impacts to determine if 
the level or type of sound generated by the Glacier Project would 
be different than the type and level of noise currently heard in the 
wilderness. 
 
 

Record of Decision A7-18 Attachment 7 
 



  Glacier Project 
 

Response to 11-2 cont.:  Section 3.3.6.2 does disclose the cumulative effects of those projects that overlap in time and space, including the 
Tomahawk Project, harvest on other ownership, prescribed burning in the BWCAW, mineral exploration, and the Forest-wide Travel Management 
Project. The EIS includes the Tomahawk Project, which is in the vicinity of South Kawishiwi River and Gabbro Lake, and states that “Where the 
two projects overlap, the combined duration of harvest would be 137 days for Glacier harvest in alternatives 2 and 4 and 77 harvest days for 
Tomahawk.”  The analysis goes on to say that “the nearest harvest unit is ½-mile from Little Gabbro Lake where the audible sound level would be 
30 decibels or similar to a secluded woods.”   
 
We believe the EIS adequately discloses the level of noise and the duration of the noise.  Because the level of sound can vary drastically based on 
environmental factors, providing an estimate of sound effects is adequate.  Section 3.3.6.2 specifically addresses how other on-going and future 
projects may contribute to cumulative effects.   
 
The comment about how the BWCAW’s wilderness character will continue to deteriorate appears conjectural, as does the idea that various 
activities including mineral exploration and timber harvest, spread out over a time period of 5 to 10 years respectively, and occurring in a broad 
geographical area in separate locations and at different times, would lead to sound level increases. Instead, the analysis indicates that there would 
be temporary noise heard from wilderness locations.  And if some of the activities occurred concurrently, the impact would be less than if all the 
activities were spread out at different times over a 10 year period. 
 
The EIS does not conclude that the sound impact on the wilderness is not significant. Instead the EIS concludes with the likely scope of the sound, 
which for all activities considered would be small in scope, similar to other sounds already occurring outside the wilderness yet at times heard 
from within, such as when terrain, vegetation, wind speed and direction, and other environmental sounds are favorable for sound to carry. 
 
Potential effects to other resources within the wilderness are analyzed and disclosed in the Final EIS.  The Glacier Project and the Minerals 
Exploration Project, which was not initiated by the Forest Service but occurs on federal land as well as State, County and private lands, are 
unrelated except for their proximity. The nearest exploration site, which may be completed during the 2008/2009 winter and would not occur at 
the same time as Glacier timber harvests, is 1 1/2 miles from the nearest BWCAW lake where visitors may be present. Most of the exploration 
sites east of Birch Lake, which is not in the wilderness, are far beyond the distance where the noise would carry into the wilderness to impact 
visitor solitude. This conclusion, drawn from an analysis of sound levels, distance from the wilderness, and consideration of other past and present 
sound producing activities common to nearly all general forest areas near the perimeter of the BWCAW boundary, represents a hard look to meet 
the intent and purpose of NEPA and other federal requirements to disclose the effects of agency activities. 
 
Response to 11-3:  John Pierce, Recreation Planner on the Glacier Project, contacted Brian Pasko on April 11, 2008 via electronic mail in regards 
to FR 181.  FR 181 is needed to access units included in the Tomahawk Project.  This road may also be used to access units in the Glacier Project 
if any units in this area are included in the decision.  Upon completion of harvest activities, the road will be blocked to motorized traffic north of 
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Nickel Lake.  This route is a popular winter route and we will continue to allow non-motorized access from the blocked section to the wilderness 
boundary.  We will continue to monitor this road and to the extent practical eliminate illegal motorized use in the wilderness. 
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Responses to 12-1:  We understand you do not support clearcut 
harvest in the Greenstone Lake West inventoried roadless area.  
We also understand you do not want to see any mechanical 
removal or crushing of hazardous fuels.  We agree that 
hazardous fuel reduction should be done in the smartest way.  
Doing nothing in the short term would cause the least amount 
of harm.  However, if a wildfire started and burned through this 
area, it would likely kill most of the trees because of the 
amount of fuel available to feed the fire.  The adjacent large 
pine patch might also be lost.       
 
We do want to reintroduce fire to this site and if burning is 
included in the decision, it will be done in a safe and effective 
manner.  
 
The Responsible Official will carefully weigh the tradeoffs that 
will happen whether action is planned or not.  And if action is 
planned, it would be done so as to minimize the adverse effects 
to the extent practicable.   
 
Response to 12-2:  Please note that the Glacier Project 
proposes to use between 33 miles of temporary road under 
Alternative 3 and 45 miles under Alternative 4.  And between 
0.04 and 2 miles of temporary road would be within ½ mile of 
the wilderness.  See Tables 2-3 and 3.16-2.  We understand you 
want to see the Madden Lake Road decommissioned.  We are 
not considering decommissioning it under the Glacier Project 
because the road is needed for access to NFS lands and other 
ownership, in addition to Madden Lake.   

 
 

 

12-2 

12-1 
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Response to 12-2 cont.:  We understand your concern about 
temporary roads remaining open.  As we have stated in other NEPA 
documents, under the 1986 Forest Plan that allowed cross country 
travel, many of these old temporary roads were left open for 
dispersed recreational use.  And it was legal for motorized vehicles to 
use these routes as long as they were not causing resource impacts.  
The 2004 Forest Plan does not allow cross country travel and we are 
in the process of implementing a forest-wide travel management plan 
that addresses how to manage the unclassified roads on the forest.  In 
addition, recent vegetation management plans have included 
proposals to decommission unneeded roads and to date, many miles 
have been decommissioned.  See decisions on the Virginia, Dunka, 
and Whyte Forest Management Projects.   
 
We believe the EIS adequately discloses the effects of constructing 
and using temporary roads to access treatment areas.  See Sections 
3.4, 3.5, 3.7, 3.11, and 3.14. 
 
Response to 12-3:  We understand you think the FS should utilize 
prescribed burns over commercial timber harvest.   We considered 
burning without harvesting in Section 2.4 of the EIS, Alternatives 
considered but eliminated from detailed study.  For the reasons 
mentioned in the forest Plan Record of Decision (p. 6 and 14), 
Section 2.4 of the EIS, and the following additional information, 
burning instead of timber harvest will not be analyzed in detail.   
 
The Agency is directed by Congress to produce timber to meet the 
needs of this country for wood products and the Forest Plan states 
that timber harvest will be the primary tool for reaching vegetative 
objectives. 
 

12-2, 
cont. 

12-3 
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12-5 

12-4 

Response to 12-3 cont.:   Harvesting offers many advantages over 
prescribed burning.  Timber harvesting and subsequent plantings provide 
an effective means of moving areas towards the desired LE objectives for 
species composition, age class distribution, and tree species diversity 
within individual stands in a timely manner.  The majority of the stands 
are very old where a substantial amount of trees have died and have either 
added to the woody debris on the forest floor, or have remained in the 
canopy as snag trees.  This material would remain on site after the 
harvesting is completed.  Applying best management practices would 
limit the adverse effects to a site.  The effects of harvesting are discussed 
within each resource section.  Logging is less expensive and has a wider 
window of operation than prescribed burning.  Most people are more 
tolerant of logging than they are of prescribed burning.  We agree that the 
effects of timber harvest are different than the effects of burning; 
however, we do not believe that commercial harvest, when done in a 
responsible manner, violates any of the goals or objectives stated in the 
Forest Plan. 
 
We agree there are benefits from using controlled burns and have 
proposed to conduct burns in several areas where the burning can be 
accomplished in an effective and safe manner.  There are also costs and 
effects of burning that need to be considered.  Burning does not provide 
wood products, burning does not provide a source of income to conduct 
post treatment activities such as planting, and at times, there is a risk of 
the fire escaping.  People are concerned about the potential threat of a 
prescribed burn escaping its control lines and burning their homes down.  
People are also concerned about the limited visibility and lingering smoke 
associated with prescribe burning.  In addition, stand replacement fires 
are impractical to implement.  Effective stand replacement prescribed 
fires would have to occur during times when active wildfires would 
occur.  The Forest Service policy is to protect life, property and resources. 
Since we have a limited fire staff on the Superior, our resources would 
frequently be committed to fire suppression and would not be available to 
focus on prescribed fire.   
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12-6 

12-5 
Cont

Response to 12-3 cont.:   Due to high temperatures, dry conditions, 
low humidities and unpredictable winds, it would be very difficult to 
control these burns.  A large area surrounding the burn would have to 
be closed to the public in order to keep people out of harms way in 
the event the prescribe burn escape its control lines.  Since the Glacier 
project area is intermixed with different ownership throughout, the 
closure order would impose hardships to home owners, resort owners 
and business owners that are impacted by this closure order.  In 
addition, the majority of the large, woody material would not be fully 
consumed during the fire.  This material would smolder and lead to 
the burn exceeding a safe particle matter emission level. 
 
We do not agree that clearcutting is disastrous when it comes to non-
native invasive species.  We have been conducting a variety of 
regeneration harvests, including clearcutting with reserves and we 
have not seen a huge increase in non-native species.  Typical areas 
with non-native species are along and within existing road corridors, 
portages, gravel pits, campgrounds, and parking areas.  See Section 
3.5 for information on non-native invasive species. 
 
Timber harvesting is not intended to prevent the occurrence of 
wildfires, but is being used to reduce the potential for high intensity 
crown fires from occurring.  Commercial logging is very effective at 
reducing this fire risk because logging changes fuel loading, fuel 
continuity, and fuel arrangement through the process of removing 
material from the site.  Keeping fires on the ground increases the 
chances to suppress them and reduces the risk of injury to the 
firefighters suppressing them. 
 
We believe the EIS discloses the effects of timber harvest.  The 
Responsible Official will consider the tradeoffs between harvesting 
timber and conducting other management activities.  In addition, 
please see Table 2-1 that shows over 5,000 acres would be treated 
through a variety of non-harvest type activities.  Areas that are not 
suitable for timber harvest would be treated through other means. 
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Response to 12-4:  We understand you believe there is a higher risk 
associated with NNIP spreading into the BWCAW than what is disclosed 
in the EIS.  The EIS concludes that all alternatives pose a risk of impacts 
resulting form the spread of invasive plants.  Section 3.5.6.1 discloses the 
environmental effects of each alternative, and Indicator 1 discloses the 
effects of temporary road construction on NNIP spread.  The analysis 
shows that even though some species are likely to spread, they have low 
ecological consequences because these species stay on roadsides and do 
not compete with native vegetation.  Some high risk species do occur in 
the project area but the risk of spread is low because of winter harvest, 
ongoing treatments, and operational standards and guidelines.      
 
Indicator 3 discloses the potential effects to the BWCAW.  The analysis 
shows that several events would need to happen for weeds to move from 
a harvest unit into the BWCAW.  First, NNIP would need to get 
established in disturbed areas of harvested stands adjacent to the 
BWCAW.  Monitoring of harvest units has shown that if this does 
happen, infestations are typically small.  Second, wind, wildlife, or 
humans would have to transport weed seeds from established populations 
into the wilderness, where no project activities or ground disturbance is 
proposed.  Lastly, NNIP would have to establish in competition with 
undisturbed native vegetation, which is unlikely.  Therefore, the chances 
of non-natives spreading to the wilderness would be low. 
 
Indicator 4 discloses the effects of timber harvest adjacent to rock outcrop 
areas.  The analysis says that disturbance associated with timber harvest 
could lead to the spread of invasives into the rock outcrop communities 
and that would degrade the native plant communities.  It is not possible to 
predict the acres of new infestation but there is a moderate risk.  The 
types of weeds that would be most likely to spread would be the species 
found along roadsides such as orange and yellow hawkweed and oxeye 
daisy.  Several operational standards and guidelines and design criteria 
would minimize weed spread including winter harvest, no harvest on ELT 
18s, infestations would be avoided, and herbicides will be used to treat 
some invasives.  We believe we have adequately disclosed the potential 
effects of non-native invasive species.  

 
 

12-7 
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12-8 

12-7 
Cont

 
Response to 12-5:  The US District Court (District of Minnesota) 
recently upheld our complementary approach to using both MIS 
and MIH in our Forest Plan and subsequent project planning.  In 
the judges ruling she states that “A review of the Forest Plan 
reveals a thorough and reasoned explanation for the selection of 
the MIS used in the Forest Plan and subsequent FEIS and the 
reasons for using MIH to compliment the Forest Plan’s analysis 
of MIS. Forest Plan FEIS (Administrative R. citations). 
Accordingly, the Forest Service’s decision regarding the number 
of MIS, the selection of MIS, and the use of MIH was neither 
arbitrary nor capricious”.  (Case No. 07-3160) 
 
The rationale and explanation for our selection of MIS and MIH 
can be found in the Forest Plan EIS located on our website under 
projects and plans, and numerous supporting documents in the 
Administrative Record for the Forest Plan.  Monitoring of MIS 
and MIH occurs annually at the forest level and results can be 
found in our annual monitoring and evaluation reports also found 
on our website under publications.  Both MIH and MIS were 
considered in project planning and analysis for the Glacier 
project.  These analyzes can be found in chapter 3 sections 3.7 
and 3.8 of the Glacier Final EIS.   
(web address for the Superior National Forest home page:  
http://www.fs.fed.us/r9/forests/superior/
 
In addition refer to response to comments on the DEIS responses 
21-4 and 21-5. 
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  Glacier Project 
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Response to 12-6:  Your letter contains a list of statements 
related to the sensitive species analysis in the SEIS and you 
question where “is the scientific documentation to support the 
conclusion”?  Please note that section 3.7 of the EIS is a 
summary of the effects to several sensitive species.  The 
answers to your questions may vary depending on species 
and can be found in appendix F the Biological Evaluation in 
each individual species analysis.  In addition, the Biological 
Evaluation contains the available scientific information on 
population trends, habitat requirements, and limiting factors.  
Quantifiable analysis indicators are identified based on those 
things that we know about each species in order to analyze 
the impact of project alternatives. 
 
You also question what is being done to accomplish the 
Forest Plan objective of a minimum goshawk population goal 
of 20-30 breeding pairs. According to our 2007 Monitoring 
and Evaluation report: 

• In 1996 there were no known nests on the SNF.  By 
2007, 24 nests had been found. 

• Between 2004-2007 most vegetation management 
projects impacted goshawk habitat, but were not 
likely to cause loss of viability or a trend toward 
listing. 
Mature and o• lder upland forest, a key indicator of 
suitable habitat for goshawk, was 56%, well above 
the 41% threshold and the 48% projected for the end 
of Decade 1 of Plan implementation. 

 
This shows that we are able to implement Forest Plan 
objectives for young forest and maintain necessary habitat for 
goshawk at the same time, although not on the same acre.  In 
addition, large young patches created now would grow to be 
large mature patches in the future and these large mature 
patches would provide necessary goshawk habitat. 
 

12-8 
Cont

In addition, refer to response to comments on the DEIS 
response 21-3.
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Response to 12-7:  Your letter states that you disagree with us about the conclusion of effects to Canada lynx although you have provided no 
information or evidence that contradicts our analysis or information on effects that we have not considered or analyzed.   We believe that this 
project does conserve lynx habitat.  See Tables 11 and 12 in Appendix G Biological Assessment for an overview of how the project is consistent 
with the Forest Plan.  In addition the US Fish and Wildlife Service, who is the responsible agency with respect to federally listed species and the 
Endangered Species Act, has reviewed and concurred with our analysis, conclusions and determinations of effect to lynx.   
 
In addition refer to response to comments on the DEIS response 21-6. 
 
Response to 12-8:  We understand the Sierra Club does not believe that harvests should occur adjacent to the BWCAW border and that you are 
concerned about how noise will drift into the wilderness.   
 
The length of harvest as being short, medium, or long-term is defined in the EIS.  Commenter states that 45 days of summer harvesting near Fall 
Lake can be about a third of a summer season.  However, please note that Fall Lake is a motorized lake and the sound of motors is likely present 
every day during the ice free season so whether or not harvesting would occur, wilderness visitors would be likely to hear the sound of motorboats.   
 
Alternative 3 was developed to address the concern that vegetation management and associated roads would negatively affect wilderness qualities 
including the visitor’s experience and the ecological integrity of the wilderness.  The effects to the wilderness visitors are disclosed in Section 3.3 
and include the two indicators you list.  The effects on the ecological integrity of the wilderness can be found in the following sections:  3.4, 3.5, 
3.7, 3.8, 3.9, 3.10, 3.11, 3.12, 3.14, 3.15, and 3.19.  The three action alternatives, and the no action alternative as a baseline, give the responsible 
official a range of alternatives to consider.   The Responsible Official will consider your comments prior to making his decision. 
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Response to 13:  We know the Glacier Pond campsite is popular and 
provides a quiet and beautiful place to camp and recreate.  We 
understand you want to be sure the scenery, water quality, and 
recreational impacts are limited.  
 
If the Responsible Official decides to conduct vegetation 
management near the Ojibway Summer Home Road or Glacier Pond 
1 or 2, additional design criteria will be considered to limit the effects 
of harvest.  
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  Glacier Project 
 

Response to 14:  We note that you are concerned 
about the amount of harvest that might occur 
adjacent to the Ojibway summer Home road.  
Your comment will be considered by the 
Responsible Official prior to making a decision. 
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