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Whyte Forest Management Project 

Introduction  
This Decision Notice and Finding of No Significant Impact document explains my decision to 
select an alternative from the Whyte Forest Management Project Environmental Assessment (EA) 
on the Laurentian Ranger District of the Superior National Forest.  This document describes my 
rationale for the decision, and the finding that an environmental impact statement is not needed.  
This finding is in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act.   
 

Project Area 
The Whyte Project Area is located in Lake and St. Louis Counties in Townships 56, 57, 58, and 59 
North, and Ranges 8, 9, 10, 11, and 12 West.  The Project Area encompasses approximately 94,146 
acres of National Forest System land within this area.   

 

Purpose and Need 
The overall objectives of the Whyte Forest Management Project are to maintain and improve forest 
health by moving the vegetative component towards the landscape ecosystem objectives described 
in the 2004 Superior National Forest Land and Resource Management Plan (Forest Plan p. 2-23, O-
VG-1).    
 
This Project also considered opportunities to maintain, enhance, and/or preserve the following 
resources: existing large patches of mature forest; riparian areas; wildlife habitat for threatened, 
endangered, and sensitive species and game species; habitat for management indicator species, 
watershed health and soil resources; scenic integrity; and preserving the quality of heritage 
resources. 
 
As described in detail in the Environmental Assessment, the Purpose and Need for the Project Area 
includes the following: 
 
1. Create young forest to move the area towards the long-term landscape ecosystem objectives in 

the Forest Plan for age class composition and management indicator habitats.  In particular, 
create young forest in the aspen and birch forest types in the upland LEs (MIH 4) and black 
spruce in the lowland LEs (MIH 9).  Most of the young forest would be provided through 
regeneration harvests of mature-aged forest.  (Forest Plan p. 2-24, O-VG-13 and O-VG-16). 

 
2. Increase the amount of white pine and jack pine on appropriate sites to move the Forest 

towards the vegetation composition objectives. (Forest Plan p. 2-23, O-VG-2, and p. 2-35, O-
WL-32) 

  
3. Enhance riparian forest habitat through planting and, where needed, create conditions that are 

more suitable for planting long-lived species such as white pine, white and black spruce, 
tamarack, and red oak.  (Forest Plan p. 2-12, O-WS-3 and p. 2-35, O-WL-34) 

 
4. Enhance the growing conditions in red pine, maple, and white spruce stands by conducting 

intermediate treatments, such as thinning and selection harvests.  (Forest Plan p. 2-23, O-VG-6 
and O-VG-9) 
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5. Reduce fragmentation and create larger-sized patches of young forest by harvesting adjacent to 
recently harvested areas.  These large patches will be coordinated with other landowners.  
(Forest Plan p. 2-22, D-VG-7; p. 2-26, O-VG-21 and O-VG-23; p. 2-35, O-WL-35) 

 
6. Improve the fire regime condition class ratings by moving the Project Area towards the LE 

objectives.  (Forest Plan p. 2-22, D-VG-3 and p. 2-23, D-VG-8) 
 

7. Provide sustainable forest products.  (Forest Plan p.2-20, O-TM-1 and D-TM-1) 
 

8. Provide an adequate transportation system for managing the National Forest System land.  
Road management plans will include managing gravel pits.  (Forest Plan p. 2-47, D-TS-2 and 
p. 2-49, O-TS-7) 

   

The Decision 
I have reviewed the Superior National Forest Land and Resource Management Plan (also called 
the Forest Plan) and the Record of Decision for the Forest Plan Revision Environmental Impact 
Statement.  I have also considered the environmental effects analyzed in the Whyte Forest 
Management Project Environmental Assessment.  After reviewing these documents, I have decided 
to implement Alternative 1 with the modifications listed in Table 1.   
 

Table1:  Modifications to Alternative 1 
Unit Acres Rationale 

Units 190, 
191, and 192 251 

I am deferring these units from this decision because they are part 
of large mature patch of forest located all on federal land.  This 
patch provides quality interior forest habitat conditions and quality 
habitat for rare species.  There are currently no existing roads 
within this large patch, and harvest of these units would require 
the addition of approximately 1,715 feet of temporary roads to be 
constructed through undisturbed forested areas.  Deferring these 
units will retain a 1,000 plus acre intact patch of mature forest.   

Unit 250 39 

I am modifying the prescription from clearcut with reserves to 
variable retention for this harvest unit.  This prescription change 
mimics natural disturbance patterns that occur in wet-mesic, mesic 
hardwood, and hardwood / conifer forests.  Catastrophic 
disturbances in these forest types were rare.  Disturbance events 
such as light surface fires and patchy windthrow were much more 
common and generally resulted in partial loss of trees.  Variable 
retention harvest better emulates the partial loss of trees. 

 

The decision is based upon my knowledge of the Project Area, including a review of the Whyte 
Forest Management Project Environmental Assessment (EA).  The Whyte Forest Management 
Project EA includes the Biological Evaluation, Biological Assessment, the Project File and 
resource reports, and the comments received during the 30-day comment period on the Preliminary 
Effects Analysis document.  The Whyte Forest Management Project EA is tiered to the 2004 Forest 
Plan Revision Final Environmental Impact Statement.     
 
Table 2 is a summary of the actions described in the EA and incorporates the changes listed above.   
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Table 2: Summary of Actions in the Decision  
Vegetation Management  Acres 
Create young aspen, paper birch, black spruce, and spruce-fir forest through a 
variety of even-aged management treatments such as clearcut with reserves, 
overstory removal, and shelterwood harvest. 4,375 
Increase the amount of white pine through two-aged management treatments 
including shelterwood with reserves and shelterwood with canopy gaps. 428 
Increase the amount of jack pine through a clearcut with reserves harvest followed 
by site preparation and planting jack pine. 32 
Increase the amount of white pine by converting upland brush and poor quality 
aspen stands. 156 
Enhance riparian habitat by planting longer-lived tree species and releasing 
existing long-lived tree species adjacent to streams and lakes. 241 
Enhance yellow birch forest through site preparation to encourage regeneration of 
over-mature stand. 29 
Improve the quality of red pine, white spruce, upland black spruce, and northern 
white cedar-aspen/birch stands through a variety of intermediate treatments such as 
thinning, group selection, variable retention, and shelterwood with canopy gaps. 3,427 
Restore the ecological effects of fire in older red pine forest through underburning.   50  
Improve Nabokov Blue butterfly habitat by eliminating brush through mechanical 
or prescribed burning methods. 2  
Total acres of vegetation management.1 8,740 
Fire Regime Acres 
Restore and/or maintain fire regime condition classes 1, 2, and 3 to condition class 
1 and 2 through vegetation management.  8,738 
Roads Miles 
Add existing unauthorized road to the managed system to provide adequate access 
to lands that are in need of management. 2 
Decommission unauthorized road. 24 
Use previously used temporary road corridor to access vegetation management 
units.2 48 
Construct new temporary road to access vegetation management units.2 17 
Gravel Pits Number 
Approve gravel pits. 5 

1 Acres of vegetation management are approximate and represent stand acres.  Actual treated acres will be 
less than stand acres because of legacy patches, riparian buffers, leave trees, etc.   
2Road miles are approximate. 
 
The vegetation treatment unit information is listed in Appendix A, the road and gravel pit 
information is in Appendix B, the design features and site-specific mitigation measures which 
incorporate 2004 Forest Plan standards and guidelines are listed in Appendix C, and the monitoring 
plan is in Appendix D.  These appendices and the site-specific unit cards are available on the 
internet at www.fs.fed.us/r9/superior; paper copies may be requested by calling (218) 229-8800. 
 
Attachment 1 contains the comments received during the 30-day public comment period and the 
agency response.  Attachment 1 is included with the Decision Notice.   
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Rationale for the Decision 
In making my decision, I considered the environmental effects of each alternative and how well 
each alternative would meet the Project’s Purpose and Need and move the Project Area towards the 
desired condition in the Forest Plan.  I considered all of the issues, competing interests and values 
of the public, and the interactions between various resources. 
 
All of the alternatives meet some aspects of the Purpose and Need and would move the area 
towards some of the desired conditions as described in the 2004 Forest Plan.  However, Alternative 
1 Modified provides the best balance between moving the area toward the desired conditions, 
limiting to the extent practicable any adverse effects related to timber harvest and associated 
activities, and providing sustainable forest products.  I know that timber harvest and associated 
roads result in changes to vegetation, wildlife habitat, scenery, and sometimes increased human use 
of an area.  I considered the interactions between the various resources and the direct, indirect, and 
cumulative effects of the actions on the different resources.   
 
The unit prescriptions and mitigations will minimize to the extent practical the adverse effects that 
may occur as a result of the Project.  All practical means to avoid and or minimize environmental 
harm that might occur from implementing Alternative 1 have been incorporated into the Project 
design and mitigations.   
 
I recognize that some individuals and groups support Alternative 3 because harvest would not occur 
in some harvest units having a high or outstanding ranking as identified by the Minnesota County 
Biological Survey (MCBS).  Public comments did not provide new or additional information that 
identified effects or changes that could result from the harvest that were displayed and addressed in 
the effects analysis of Chapter 3 of the EA.  My decision to select Alternative 1 Modified addresses 
the concerns to maintain biological diversity within these units by deferring Units 190-192, which 
offer the best opportunity for maintaining a large, intact patch of mature forest and modifying the 
prescription of Unit 250 to mimic natural disturbance regimes.  Overall, vegetation management in 
the MCBS sites is prescribed and designed to avoid and/or mitigate the effects to biological diversity 
while moving the vegetation towards the Forest Plan desired condition.     
  
The information below provides my rationale for this decision based on how it meets the Purpose 
and Need, and how it addresses each of the issues and resource areas analyzed in the Whyte Forest 
Management Project EA.   

Biological Diversity of Stands Identified by Minnesota Department of Natural 
Resources Minnesota County Biological Survey (MCBS) 
MCBS raised a concern that harvest within some of the higher-ranked MCBS sites would decrease 
the biological diversity of those sites.    
  
The interdisciplinary team of resource specialists assigned to the Whyte Project met with MCBS 
during the development of the alternatives.  The intent of the meeting was to clarify the specific 
aspect of biological diversity that would be impacted by harvest.  Based on this discussion and 
additional on-the-ground information, some of the Alternative 1 prescriptions were modified from 
what was proposed in the Scoping Report.   These changes, as described below, will avoid and/or 
mitigate some of the effects of timber harvest on biological diversity.  Chapter 3 of the EA 
discloses the effects of Alternative 1 which conducts management activities within the sites where 
MCBS identified concerns and of Alternative 3 which would not harvest on most of the sites with 
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specific concerns.  The following documents my rationale for conducting vegetation management 
within the units identified by MCBS: 

Units 190-192 – No vegetation management will occur for the reasons listed in Table 1.  
By maintaining this large, intact patch of mature forest, concerns raised by MCBS have 
been addressed. 

Units 268-274 – The prescriptions for Units 268-274 were changed from thinning to group 
selection based on comments and concerns received by the public.  These units are also 
part of a patch greater than 1,000 acres, but the large patch contains private land and 
therefore does not meet the same large patch criteria as the patch containing Units 190-192.  
Units 268, 272, 273, and 274 are adjacent to, or close to, system roads.  Forest Road 107 is 
to the north of the units, and FR107A is on the east.  Road access to the units will be 
through these harvest units and therefore there will be very little disturbance from roads 
outside of harvest units.  
 
Units 268, 272, and 274 were surveyed for rare plants.  Rare species that were found 
during the survey will be avoided through mitigations listed in Appendix C.  Canada yew 
and oak species will be protected during management activities.  Stands containing Canada 
yew are noted in Appendix C.  The Biological Evaluation shows that this Project will not 
contribute toward federal listing or a loss of viability for Canada yew or any other 
threatened, endangered, or sensitive species. 
 
Group selection harvest will not change the size of the patch.  There may be a decrease in 
the quality of the patch through creation of temporary openings in the canopy and 
temporary road corridors.  These changes in the quality of the patch will be mitigated by 
retaining larger-sized trees, retaining untreated areas, creating gaps of varying size, and 
looking for opportunities to replicate natural disturbance patterns.  Within five years after 
the harvest, the temporary roads and temporary openings will be revegetated and the 
canopy will be growing to increase the amount of crown closure.        
 
Approximately 50 percent of the patch will be treated, retaining 50 percent in an untreated 
condition.  In the 50 percent of the patch that is treated, Forest Plan direction for large 
mature and older upland patches states “In Spatial Zones 1 and 2 (Whyte Project Area is in 
Zone 1), in mature and older upland forest types managed to maintain patch sizes of greater 
than 300 acres, vegetation management treatments are allowable where they maintain a 
50% minimum canopy closure at time of treatment and favor retention of larger and older 
trees characteristic of the patch.”  (Forest Plan, G-VG-3, p. 2-26) 

 
Units 250, 258-260 – The prescription for Unit 250 is changed from “clearcut with 
reserves” to “variable retention” for the reasons listed in Table 1.  The prescription for Unit 
260 was changed from “clearcut with reserves” to “overstory removal” because there is 
existing advanced regeneration in the understory.  Units 258 and 259 will be clearcut with 
reserves in an effort to capture aspen and balsam fir mortality and create conditions 
suitable for aspen regeneration.  Cedar, yellow birch, sugar maple, spruce, and ash will not 
be harvested.  Portions of each stand will not be treated and those areas will retain 
characteristics of old forest and will not be disturbed.  There is a need to increase the 
amount of young forest in the Sugar Maple LE, and Units 258-260 are suitable for 
regeneration harvest.  All four stands are greater than 20 acres and therefore at least 5 
percent of each stand will be retained in legacy patches.  (Forest Plan G-TM-5, p. 2-20) 
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The native plant community for Units 258-260 is mesic fire-dependent forest/woodland 
system.  Crown and severe surface fires were common; windthrow was not common.  The 
early growth stage was typically dominated by aspen, with less jack pine and paper birch.  
The clearcut with reserves harvest method emulates severe surface fires and maintains the 
early growth stages.  By retaining the sugar maple, cedar, yellow birch, spruce, and ash, the 
species, structural, and age class diversity will be maintained and enhanced. 
 
Unit 7 – Unit 7 prescription was changed from “shelterwood” to “shelterwood with canopy 
gaps” to better meet the Riparian Emphasis Management Area direction which calls for “a 
mixture of young, but more frequently old, trees with multi-layered canopies present”.  The 
shelterwood with canopy gaps treatment will help maintain the existing paper birch 
component that needs openings and ground disturbance to regenerate while maintaining 
more of the overstory trees.  Planting red and white pine will result in increased species 
diversity on the site.  Vegetation management will not fragment the bog complex, and the 
shelterwood with canopy gaps maintains the older vegetative growth stages and better 
addresses the concerns raised by MCBS.   
 
Units 33-40 – These harvest units were planned and designed collaboratively with The 
Nature Conservancy to create larger sized patches of young forest and conduct similar 
management activities across landownership boundaries.  Through this collaboration, 
harvest of Units 33 and 34 and 37 and 38 will create two patches of young forest greater 
than 100 acres in the Mesic Birch-Aspen-Spruce-Fir LE and the Lowland Conifer LE.  
These larger patches of young forest will result in less edge density than if just the Forest 
Service or The Nature Conservancy were to harvest.  Units 35 and 36 will be thinned and 
thinning will not create any edge.  Units 39 and 40 will have an overstory removal 
treatment and this will have minimal effect on fragmentation because of the advanced 
regeneration.  The Nature Conservancy indicated they would conduct similar management 
activities on their land and this results in similar disturbance patterns in an entire stand, not 
just the stand on Federal land. 
 

MCBS did not identify concerns with the vegetation management proposed in the Headwaters Site 
which is ranked “outstanding”.  Units 3-5 will be treated with a shelterwood with reserves.  The 
objectives are to remove enough overstory to create conditions suitable for converting the stands to 
white pine (See Appendix A for definition of shelterwood with reserves).  MCBS supported this 
treatment and encouraged continued collaboration with the DNR and Sand Lake Seven Beavers 
MOU to develop specific prescriptions and achieve large patch objectives (See Scoping Comments 
and Agency Responses, available on the internet at http://www.fs.fed.us/r9/forests/superior).  Units 
31 and 32 are also in the Headwaters Site.  The objective is to regenerate these stands through 
clearcut with reserves.  MCBS asked that the Agency consider reserve trees and legacy patches that 
retain long-lived conifers and black spruce, as well as scattered planting of white pine.  MCBS 
suggestions will be included in the prescription for Units 31 and 32. 
 
I believe the changes I made to Alternative 1 Modified, including deferring three units, changing 
prescriptions to emulate native plant community disturbance patterns, maintaining patch sizes, and 
retaining aspects of the older growth stages such as larger trees and creating a variety of gap sizes 
in some stands will adequately protect and maintain the biological diversity of each unit. 
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Threatened and Endangered Species 
A Biological Assessment was completed for the alternatives in the Whyte Forest Management 
Project EA.  U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service concurred with our finding that actions proposed in 
with Alternative 1 may affect but are not likely to adversely affect the bald eagle, gray wolf, and 
Canada lynx.   
 
The EA, with additional information in the Biological Assessment, includes the following: 

Bald Eagle – The Project is not likely to adversely affect the bald eagle because there will be a 
decrease in the miles (2.1 mi) of unauthorized roads within a ½ mile of suitable foraging lakes 
which is the result of road closures.  The temporary roads that will be constructed and used will not 
be located within ½ mile of known nest sites.  Vegetation management activities will not occur 
within ½ mile of any nest site.   
 
In general, available habitat for eagles will increase over time because 152 acres of white pine will 
be planted within ½ mile of lakes > 20 acres.  In addition, the red and white pine forest type will 
increase from the existing 4.6 percent of the upland forest to 5.8 percent prior to the Year 2014. 
 
Canada lynx – Habitat conditions for Canada lynx will improve as a result of the Project.  
Alternative 1 Modified will increase the within-stand species and structure diversity through 
conifer planting and will improve cone production at an earlier age in red pine and spruce 
plantations, positively affecting red squirrels (prey species).  Hiding cover will be improved 
through planting of conifers and natural regeneration.  Prey habitat is abundant with more than 53 
percent of the federal land in hare habitat, and/or more than 30 percent of the federal land in 
squirrel habitat in all Lynx Analysis Units.  Foraging and denning habitat is and will remain well 
distributed throughout the Project.  The amount of unsuitable habitat will remain well below 15 
percent.  
 
Alternative 1 Modified will result in bringing SNF LAU 16 below 2.0 miles per square mile.  The 
existing condition of LAU 16 is 2.09 miles per square mile.  The density will decrease to 1.98 
miles per square mile.   
 
Gray Wolf – The gray wolf is no longer a threatened or endangered species.  The delisting of the 
gray wolf by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service is published in the final rule “Designating the 
Western Great Lakes Populations of Gray Wolves as a Distinct Population Segment; Removing the 
Western Great Lakes Distinct Population Segment of the Gray Wolf From the List of Endangered 
and Threatened Wildlife Species” (Federal Register / Vol. 72, No. 26 / Thursday, February 8, 2007, 
pp. 6052-6103).  
 
Forest Service Eastern Region 9 policy and framework for sensitive species management (FSM 
2672.11) directs that  "...species delisted by the FWS in the last five years... will be designated as a 
Regional Forester Sensitive Species (RFSS) for the National Forests and Grasslands on which they 
occur."  Therefore, gray wolf is automatically designated as an RFSS.  It also retains its Superior 
National Forest status as a management indicator species. 
 

Regional Forester Sensitive Species  
The Whyte Forest Management Project Biological Evaluation discloses the effects of the Project on 
the Regional Forester Sensitive Species.  Regional Forester Sensitive Species are species for which 
population viability is a concern due to one or a combination of several factors:  habitat and species 
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rarity or poor distribution, a declining population trend; risk to habitat integrity, and/or population 
vulnerability (Final EIS, p. 3.3.5-1).  Table 2 of the Biological Evaluation lists the sensitive species 
which are known to exist in the Project Area.  The District Wildfire Biologist, Aquatic Biologist, 
and Plant Ecologist determined that there may be impacts to individual species through 
implementation of the Decision, but the proposed activities are not likely to result in a trend to 
federal listing or a loss of viability for the same species. 
 
Forest Plan standard and guidelines, design criteria, and mitigation measures listed in Appendix C 
identify specific species that are within the Project Area and provide specific direction that will 
protect the known species.  This includes specific direction for the gray wolf, northern goshawk, 
boreal owl, wood turtle, neat spike rush, club spur orchid, clustered bur-reed, New England sedge, 
Canada yew, and goblin fern.  If any nests, dens, or other sensitive plants or animals are located 
during management activities, the District Biologist will be consulted and appropriate action will 
be taken to protect the nest, den, and/or species found.   
 
The Project was designed to minimize impacts to sensitive species through protecting important 
habitat.  The Project will also produce better future habitat by reducing fragmentation, avoiding 
known occupied territories, and moving the vegetation towards the landscape ecosystem objectives.   
 

Management Indicator Species 

The four Management Indicator Species include bald eagle, gray wolf, white pine, and northern 
goshawk.  Bald eagle is discussed above under the heading “Threatened and Endangered Species”.   
 
White Pine - The Whyte Project will manage for white pine through maintaining existing white 
pine and planting pine on over 800 acres, including over 200 acres within riparian areas.  There 
will be more white pine on the landscape as a result of implementing Alternative 1 than if no action 
is taken.    
  
Northern goshawk - The Biological Evaluation determined that the Project may impact individuals, 
but is not likely to cause a trend to federal listing or loss of viability.  There are no known active 
goshawk nests in the Project Area.  Five survey routes consisting of approximately 60 calling 
points were conducted in the Whyte area in 2005 and 2006.  There were no detections of goshawks.  
Two incidental sightings of goshawks have occurred in the Project Area in the last few years.  
These locations were followed up with stand searches and call playback; no known goshawk nests 
were located.  Two stick nests were found in the Whyte Project Area that have the potential to be 
historic goshawk nests (based on shape and proximity to each other).  The nests were not used by 
any species in 2006; additional monitoring of the nests will be conducted during implementation. 
 
There will be a 7 to 8 percent reduction in the amount of mature forest in the Project Area.  The 
decrease in the mature forest results in an increase in young forest which provides habitat for 
important forage species such as ruffed grouse and snowshoe hares.  The Project minimizes effects 
to species needing mature forest by maintaining all of the mature patches greater than 300 acres.   
 
Gray Wolf – There are no known wolf dens in the Project Area.  The Project will provide foraging 
habitat for deer and moose (prey species).  The quality of thermal cover will be improved as a 
result of planting conifers.  There will be a decrease in the miles of road; this will decrease 
potential human disturbance.  Temporary roads will be limited in duration and will be obliterated 
when actions are completed.  
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I am aware there is debate on the sufficiency of the Forest Plan’s use of management indicator 
species (MIS) and validity of use of management indicator habitats (MIH).  However, I am 
confident that our approach of using both MIS and MIH is adequate and valid, and that this 
decision is supported by the programmatic analysis done during Forest Plan Revision.  The Forest 
Service Chief decision on the Forest Plan Revision ROD appeal included the following: “[t]he MIS 
program for the Superior NF monitors a suite of species sufficient to comply with NFMA 
regulations, demonstrated that it has an adequate framework in place to conduct the required 
monitoring, and uses habitat as an appropriate adjunct to species monitoring” (p. 54-55 of the 
Chief’s Appeal Decision).  In the Forest Plan Planning record, the Forest Biologist describes in 
detail how and why MIS and MIH are appropriate and allow reasoned decisions. 
 
A lawsuit alleges that the Forest Plan does not have enough Management Indicator Species (MISs).  
However, the Forest went through a selection process guided by the regulations, Forest Service 
manual, and recent case law on MIS.  Our management indicator species were developed to fulfill 
these requirements.  Regulations (36 CFR 219) required the Forest Service to select “management 
indicator species” (MIS) in order to estimate effects on wildlife.  Forest Service policy (FSM 2621 
Management Indicators (WO Amendment 2600-1)) expands the use of MIS to use of “management 
indicators” that can include habitats.  The Forest Plan Revision (FPR) EIS analyzed (Appendix B 
of the FPR FEIS) and the Forest Plan has direction for 10 MIHs that relate to forest type, 3 MIHs 
that relate to spatial patterns and interior forest, and one MIH that relates to lakes and streams.  In 
addition to the 14 MIHs, we have direction for gray wolf, bald eagle, northern goshawk, and white 
pine as “management indicator species”.   
 
Management indicator species are monitored during Forest Plan implementation in order to assess 
the effects of management activities on their populations and the populations of other species with 
similar habitat needs that they may represent. 
 
Because of scientific limitations of using individual species to indicate effects on many other 
species, a limited number (four) of management indicator species were selected (A Critical 
Analysis on the use of Indicator Species in Management by Niemi, Hanowski, etal, 1997 and 
Ecological Uses of Vertebrate Indicator Species by Landres, Verner, Thompson, 1988).  
Management indicator habitats were favored because it was determined that they better reflect the 
broad spectrum of major wildlife management issues and challenges than individual species.  
Management indicator habitats represent the major biological communities on the National Forests 
that are affected by management.  In other words, they provide a “coarse filter” that represents the 
array of native ecosystems of the National Forests - with emphasis on those that would be most 
affected by management and whose conditions would vary by alternative.  In summary, 
management indicator habitats were developed to generally encompass coarse filter habitats 
associated with as many species as possible to provide a practical and efficient approach to 
addressing the thousands of species that are found on the National Forests.  
 
Some species may fall through this coarse filter because of their specialized habitat requirements, 
because of their high public concern, or because of concern for their continued viability on the 
Forest-wide planning area.   Therefore, we selected additional species as “fine filter” indicators 
that, although not designated as “management indicator species” per 36 CFR 219, allow us to 
address important wildlife impacts or issues not adequately addressed by “management indicator 
species and habitats”.  Forest Plan Revision indicators 15 (lynx), 18 (107 sensitive species) and 21-
23 (woodcock, deer, and ruffed grouse) were selected because they allow evaluation of individual 
species identified during scoping as species of high public concern because of their social, 
economic, or ecological importance.  They include commonly hunted species, watchable wildlife 
species, species associated with special habitats, and species of viability concern in the Forest-wide 
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planning area (threatened, endangered, and sensitive species).  The individual sections of Chapter 3 
of the Forest Plan Revision EIS that analyze these indicators provide more information on rationale 
for selection. 
 
The Superior National Forest will continue to use the best available science in planning for the 
long-term health of the land. 
 
Game Species   
There will be adequate habitat for deer, moose, and ruffed grouse.   
 
White-tailed Deer – The Decision will result in slightly less thermal habitat; however, the planting 
of conifers will result in better quality of thermal cover.  Currently, there is 48 percent suitable 
thermal cover in the Project Area.  Under Alternative 1 Modified there will be 47 percent suitable 
thermal cover.  Currently nine percent of the Project Area provides suitable forage habitat.  Under 
Alternative 1 Modified there will be eight percent suitable forage habitat.  The harvest of mature 
timber will create approximately 3,800 acres of foraging habitat.  Vegetation management will 
provide better foraging habitat than the No Action Alternative  
 
Ruffed Grouse – There will be slightly less grouse habitat because of converting aspen/birch forest 
to conifer forest; however, aspen and birch forest will continue to dominate the Project Area.   
Currently there are 28,500 acres of grouse habitat.  Under Alternative 1 Modified there will be 
27,700 acres of habitat. 
 
Moose – There will be a small decrease in the amount of thermal winter cover but the increase in 
conifer through planting will result in better quality cover in the future.  Currently, there is 48 
percent suitable thermal cover in the Project Area.  Under Alternative 1 there will be 47 percent 
suitable thermal cover.  Currently nine percent of the Project Area provides suitable forage habitat.  
Under Alternative 1 Modified there will be eight percent suitable forage habitat.  The harvest of 
mature timber will create approximately 3,800 acres of foraging habitat.   
 
Landscape Ecosystems – Age Class, Species Composition, and Management 
Indicator Habitats 1 – 9 
 
The Forest Plan provides landscape ecosystem objectives for age class, species composition and 
management indicator habitats.  The Purpose and Need for the Project is to move the vegetative 
component of the Project Area towards the LE objectives in the Forest Plan.   
 
While all of the alternatives would meet some aspects of the landscape ecosystem objectives, there 
are differences in how the alternatives address age class, composition, and management indicator 
habitats.  I selected Alternative 1 Modified because it better meets the LE objectives for young 
forest and species composition. 
 

●Young Forest – The LE objectives, including MIH 4 and 9, show there is a need to 
increase the amount of young forest, especially young aspen-birch forest, in the Mesic 
Birch/Aspen/Spruce-fir LE, and to create young black spruce forest in the Lowland Conifer 
LE.  Alternative 1 Modified provides more young forest than does Alternative 3.  
Alternative 2 would not provide any young forest.   Currently, 1.4 percent of the Federal 
land in the Project Area is in young forest aged 0 to 9 years old.  Alternative 1 Modified 
will increase the amount of young forest by 5 percent.  In less than ten years, all of the 
existing young forest will grow out of the 0 to 9 age class. 
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●White Pine and Jack Pine – The LE objectives show there is a need to increase white pine 
and jack pine.  Alternative 1 Modified will increase the amount of white pine through 
converting 428 acres of aspen forest to white pine and through planting 241 acres within 
riparian areas.  Thirty-two acres will be converted to jack pine.  There are limited 
opportunities to convert additional acres to jack pine because there are few ecologically 
suitable sites.     
 
●Riparian Habitat – Alternative 1 Modified will improve 241 acres of riparian habitat 
through site preparation activities followed by planting longer-lived tree species of white 
pine with smaller components of red pine, yellow birch, spruce, cedar, and oak.  
 
● Alternative 1 Modified will enhance the growing conditions on 3,427 acres of red pine, 
maple, and white spruce stands through removal of smaller, less desirable trees.  This will 
leave more growing room for the remaining trees.  Harvest within the sugar maple stands 
will consist of mostly group selection harvest to create un-even aged forest. 

 

Fragmentation and Patch Sizes (Spatial Management Indicator Habitats 11, 12, and 
13)  
The Whyte Project is designed to reduce fragmentation and create larger-sized patches of young 
forest while maintaining existing large patches of mature vegetation greater than 300 acres.  The 
Proposed Action was developed in a collaborative manner with other landowners to reduce 
fragmentation, create larger-sized patches of young forest, and maintain larger-sized patches of 
mature forest.  The harvest and non-harvest areas would then follow ecological boundaries rather 
than straight-line property boundaries.  
 
MIH 11, Acres of Upland and Lowland Edge.  Forest Plan direction is to reduce the amount of 
forest edge while retaining a range of small patches and edge habitat.  Alternative 1 reduces the 
amount of edge, which reduces fragmentation.  This is a direct result of creating some larger-sized 
patches of young forest and harvesting adjacent to recently harvested stands and stands proposed to 
be harvested on other ownership.   
 
MIH 12, Acres of Mature Interior Forest Habitat.  Forest Plan objective is to maintain or increase 
the amount of mature interior forest habitat.  The Project will decrease the amount of mature 
interior forest within the Project Area because of harvesting stands greater than 20 acres.  Stands 
less than 20 acres are generally not large enough to provide interior forest.  As was stated above, 
the Project maintains patches greater than 300 acres and reduces fragmentation by creating larger-
sized patches of young forest.  As the larger-sized patches of young forest that are created through 
this Project grow and mature, there will be better quality interior forest habitat in the future.     
 
On federal land within the Superior National Forest, the Forest Plan projected the amount of 
interior forest would decrease over the next ten years with the implementation of future projects.  
In the long-term however, it is projected that there will be a greater percentage of interior forest 
than currently exists.  Taking this information into account, it is still my decision to select 
Alternative 1 as modified in this decision.   
 
MIH 13, Patches of Upland Mature Forest Greater Than 300 Acres.  Forest Plan objective is to 
maintain or increase the acres and number of 300 acre patches.  The Project will not decrease the 
number of patches greater than 300 acres, nor will it decrease the size of these patches.  
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Management actions that will occur within patches will maintain a 50 percent crown closure and 
will retain larger and older trees that are characteristic of the patch.   

Wild, Scenic, and Recreational Rivers 
There are no proposed activities located within ¼-mile of the St. Louis River and therefore the 
Whyte Project activities will not have any impact on St. Louis River’s free-flowing character, 
outstandingly remarkable values, or classification.   
 
Approximately 210 acres of vegetation management including intermediate, two-aged, and 
restoration activities will occur within ¼ mile of the Cloquet River.  Although there are some short-
term changes in vegetation structure and species composition within ¼ mile of the river, 
management activities and treatment prescriptions are designed to increase tree size and promote 
longer-lived conifers.  The vegetation management activities will result in temporary impacts to the 
vegetation through the loss of some of the trees; however, prescriptions are designed to generally 
remove only smaller trees and retain many of the existing larger trees.  Follow-up treatments will 
consist of planting longer-lived conifers such as white pine in many of the units.  The future stands 
along this river corridor will contain a greater diversity of tree species, and will futher promote 
larger and longer-lived trees.   
 
The effects to the scenery within ¼ mile of the Cloquet River are relatively minor and will not 
affect the river’s free-flowing condition, outstandingly remarkable values, or classification as an 
eligible Wild, Scenic, and Recreational River.  According to the Forest Plan (Final Environmental 
Impact Statement Volume II, p. E-2), the Cloquet River does not contain any outstandingly 
remarkable values.  
  
Forest Plan Inventoried Roadless Areas 
The Forest Plan does not recommend the Seven Beavers Forest Plan Inventoried Roadless Area for 
additional wilderness study.  The Forest Plan allocated the Seven Beavers area into two 
management areas; Candidate Research Natural Area and Riparian Emphasis Management Area.  
Management activities will not occur in the area designated as a Candidate Research Natural Area; 
however, vegetation management activities will occur in vegetative treatment Units 19 and 20, 
totaling 58 acres within the Riparian Emphasis Management Area.   

Management within Unit 19 is designed to restore white pine along Seven Beaver Lake.  This will 
enhance scenic quality, improve future bald eagle nesting habitat, and meet Forest Plan direction 
for increasing the amount of white pine and restoring long-lived conifers within the riparian areas.  
I expect that there will be some minor social effects resulting from burning and/or machinery noise 
(chainsaws or water pump) while site preparation activities occur.  These social impacts are 
expected to last only for the duration of the activity, approximately 2 weeks.  Unit 19 will be 
accessed via motor boat or snowmobile. 

Management within Unit 20 is designed to create a larger-sized patch of young forest and to 
manage the entire stand in an ecological manner rather than following straight-line land ownership 
boundaries.  Temporary roads and skid trails will be used to access this unit and will be 
decommissioned upon completion of management activities.  I expect there will be some minor 
social effects resulting from machinery noise while harvest activities occur.  These social impacts 
are expected to last only for the duration of the activity, approximately four months during the 
winter when recreation use is low.   
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Based on the above disclosure, the vegetation treatment activities in Units 19 and 20 will not have 
any long-term effects on the Roadless characteristics. 

Roadless Area Review and Evaluation (RARE II) and Roadless Area Conservation 
Rule 
No vegetation management activities will occur within the Phantom Lake RARE II area.  
Approximately one mile of unauthorized road will be decommissioned.  Road decommissioning is 
not prohibited under RARE II or the Roadless Area Conservation Rule. 

Soils and Wetlands 
The soil quality, nutrient status, and wetlands throughout the Project Area will be adequately 
protected during vegetation and road management activities and gravel pit development through 
project design and mitigation measures displayed on the unit cards.  Some riparian functions will 
be improved through decommissioning unauthorized roads.  At the time of closure, culverts will be 
removed and drainages restored.  Revegetation of areas will improve the structure, nutrient status, 
and water holding capacity of the soil. 
 
Forest Plan monitoring (Fiscal Year 2005 Monitoring and Evaluation Report) shows that the design 
features and mitigation measures set forth to protect and maintain soil and wetland resources are 
being implemented and are affective at meeting Forest Plan standards and guidelines.   
 
Those same design features and mitigation measures will be implemented with this Project; 
therefore, the vegetation management, associated road activities, and gravel extraction will not 
adversely affect soil quality, nutrient status or wetlands.  

Scenery 
The scenery along Forest Highway 11 and Lake County Highway 2 within the Project Area will be 
adequately maintained through mitigations for vegetation management and scenery.  Harvest 
occurring along roads and trails may be noticeable to some people, but will be designed to appear 
as a natural disturbance within two years following management activities.  The use of legacy 
patches, reserve trees, reserve buffers, harvest prescriptions, and specific mitigations for harvest 
along the main travel routes will adequately protect scenic quality. 

Heritage Resources  
Heritage resource professionals were involved throughout the planning process.  Known sites will 
be adequately protected.  Reviews and/or surveys have been completed for the vegetation, road 
activities, and gravel pits.  The unit cards identify specific units that will undergo additional review 
prior to soil disturbance to ensure potential new sites are protected.  The Superior National Forest 
Heritage Program Manager concluded that because of the specified mitigation measures, there will 
be no effects to heritage resources under any of the alternatives.   
 
Alternative 1 is in compliance with the provisions of 36 CFR part 800.  The provisions of the 
Memorandum of Understanding with the State Historic Preservation Officer have been followed.   

Non-native Invasive Plants 
I recognize the concern about the spread of non-native invasive plant species and the need to 
reduce the risk of the spread of non-native invasive species.  I recognize there is a risk of spreading 
non-native invasive species under either of the action alternatives, although the amount of risk is 
similar to what might occur under Alternative 2, No Action.  The mitigation measures for non-
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native invasive species will effectively lessen the threat of spread of species within harvest units 
and monitoring will ensure that mitigation measures are effective.  The mitigation includes 
avoiding known sites when activities will occur during the growing season, and mowing or pulling 
plants within 50 feet of units before mechanical disturbance occurs.  The overall benefits of the 
Project are greater than is the risk of spread of non-native invasive species.   

Water Quality 
The Project is designed to enhance aquatic resources through management of riparian areas 
including planting and, where needed, creating conditions suitable for planting long-lived conifer 
species.  This will also increase shade and cover for aquatic organisms and increase in-stream 
habitat complexity with future large-woody debris recruitment.  Also, there will be an improvement 
in water quality through decommissioning roads that cross streams.   
 
The wetland and soil mitigations will adequately protect seasonal ponds, wetlands, and wetland 
inclusions during vegetation management activities. 

Recreation 
The Whyte Project will not impact other recreational activities although some recreational users 
may be individually impacted if harvest occurs in an area they visit, or if an unauthorized road they 
used in the past is decommissioned.  Vegetation management, including timber harvest, has been 
occurring in the Project Area for many years and current users of the area recognize this.  Signs 
will be used to notify the public of logging trucks and other vegetation management activities 
where deemed appropriate.  The roads being decommissioned are generally short sections of road 
and were not intended to be public roads.  Decommissioning approximately 24 miles of 
unauthorized road may have a minor effect on some people, but overall there will be few changes 
in recreation experience or opportunities.  

Fire Regime Condition Class 
The fire regime condition classes will be improved under Alternative 1.  Some forest communities 
have been altered from their natural range through fire suppression and the lack of vegetative 
management that addresses the historic native forest communities.  The vegetation management 
activities will emulate some aspects of natural disturbance and this will begin to restore some 
ecosystem components of forest health, including the fire regime condition class. 

Transportation System  
A purpose of the Whyte Project is to provide an adequate transportation system for managing 
National Forest lands.  Two miles of existing unauthorized road will be added to the managed road 
system and approximately 24 miles of existing unauthorized road will be decommissioned.  Most 
of the roads to be decommissioned are short sections of road that were originally constructed to 
access vegetation management units.  These roads were never intended to become part of the 
managed road system. 
 
Overall, there will be fewer road corridors in the Project Area when compared to the existing 
condition.   
 
The 2 miles of road being added to the system will provide access to gravel pits, National Forest 
System land, and access to State and County land.  Appendix B shows which roads will remain 
open for public motorized use and which will be closed.  These roads will be reconstructed to 
standard, will be designed to have proper drainage and stream crossings, and will receive routine 
maintenance based on the maintenance level and need for maintenance.  By adding these roads to 
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the system, they will not result in additional adverse effects on soil, water quality, or vegetation, 
and they will be available for current and future management actions that are needed to manage 
National Forest and other lands.   
 
Approximately 24 miles of unauthorized roads will be decommissioned.  These roads are not 
needed for current or foreseeable future management activities.  This will lessen impacts to 
wetlands, soil, wildlife, and vegetation.  
 
The five gravel pits will be available to meet the needs of local landowners, other government 
agencies, and the Forest Service.  Gravel pit management plans will be developed for each pit and will 
include direction on how and where gravel should be extracted, how the pit will be managed, and 
specific plans for closure and rehabilitation.  Gravel pits will be monitored to ensure pit plans are 
followed and only approved amounts of gravel are removed. 
 
Economics 
Alternative 1 will produce approximately 32 million board feet of timber.  This amount will 
provide for sustainable forest products in an environmentally acceptable manner.  This area has 
provided commercial timber in the past and the lands proposed for harvest are suitable for timber 
harvest.  The value of the timber will be used to meet other resource objectives such as planting 
more desirable species, enhancing species and structural diversity, and closing roads.   
 
Monitoring 

District and Forest resource specialists have been monitoring past projects.  I reviewed the entire 
monitoring folder that is included in the Project Record.  The monitoring contains reviews of 
vegetation and road management actions that were included in the Virginia Forest Management 
Project Environmental Impact Statement.  Monitoring shows that generally the prescriptions and 
mitigations are being implemented as planned.  Changes and modifications are documented on the 
unit cards and timber sale folders.  
 
Other Alternatives Considered 
In addition to the selected Alternative, I considered two other alternatives in detail (discussed 
below).  A more detailed comparison of these alternatives can be found in the EA.   

Alternative 2, No Action  
Under the No Action alternative, current management plans would continue to guide management 
of the Project Area; however, no new projects would be implemented.   
 
Alternative 2 does not move the area toward the desired condition set forth in the Forest Plan for 
creating young forest, increasing the white pine and jack pine conifer component, enhancing 
riparian habitat, improving forest health, or for addressing the unauthorized roads.  This alternative 
does not create any young forest, and after approximately ten years there would be no young forest.  
Alternative 2 allows the greatest number of roads to remain open, resulting in additional impacts on 
soil productivity, wildlife, and water quality. 

Alternative 3   
Alternative 3 was developed to address an issue raised by the Minnesota Department of Natural 
Resources, Minnesota County Biological Survey.  This alternative would treat 1,128 fewer acres 
than Alternative 1, and would use variable retention harvest instead of a clearcut harvest on 175 
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acres.  The MCBS raised a concern that harvest within some of the higher-ranked MCBS sites 
would decrease the biological diversity of those sites.  Alternative 3 would generally not harvest 
within the stands that MCBS recommended deferring harvest at this time.   
 

Alternatives Considered but Eliminated From Further Consideration 
The following alternatives were considered but eliminated from detail study: 

Alternative 4:  Initial Proposed Action 

Alternative 5:  Scoping Report Proposed Action 

Alternative 6:  Additional Roads to Remain Open for Motorized Use 

Alternative 7:  Harvest within the RARE II / Roadless Area Conservation Rule Areas 

Alternative 8:  Harvest Young Stands before the Culmination of the Mean Annual Increment 
 
Alternative 9:  Develop an Alternative that Better Meets Range of Natural Variability 
  

Chapter 2 of the Whyte Forest Management Project EA explains why these alternatives were not 
considered in detail.  Three alternatives were brought forward for detailed study and six 
alternatives were considered but not carried forward for detailed analysis.  The alternatives brought 
forward for detailed study provided a range of management options that recognize the need for 
management activity and also address the key issues.  The analysis provided me with sufficient 
information to make a sound and reasonable decision. 
 

Public Involvement  
On April 3, 2006, the Laurentian Ranger District mailed a letter to over 800 people stating the 
District would soon be issuing the Whyte Project Scoping Report.  The letter was mailed to those 
who either live or own land within or adjacent to the Project Area, or who asked to be notified of 
Projects proposed on the Forest.  A stamped postcard was included with the letter and asked 
recipients to return the postcard if they wanted to receive a copy of the Scoping Report.  Over 300 
people returned the postcard and these people were mailed a copy of the Whyte Project Scoping 
Report on May 12, 2006.  The Project was also listed in the “Schedule of Proposed Actions” and 
included in the Superior Quarterly beginning in January 2006.  (See 
http://www.fs.fed.us/r9/forests/superior/publications/quarterly_reports/SQ.php) 
 
The public was also notified of the Whyte Scoping Report through a paid advertisement placed in 
the newspaper of record, the Mesabi Daily News, on May 12, 2006.  A news release was printed in 
the Lake County Chronicle, the newspaper nearest the Project Area, on May 19, 2006.  The 
Scoping Report was also made available online at http://www.fs.fed.us/r9/superior.  The purpose of 
scoping was to identify significant environmental issues deserving of further study and to de-
emphasize the insignificant issues (40 CFR 1500.4g). 
 
The District also hosted an open house on May 31, 2006.  Two people came to the open house.  A 
private landowner identified a road proposed for closure that he uses for access to his private land.  
This road is no longer proposed for closure and will be addressed as a special use request in a 
future analysis.  A representative from the MN Department of Natural Resources also attended to 
obtain additional information about the Project. 
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The Scoping Report included specific information on how to submit comments on the Project.  It 
was requested that comments be submitted by June 9, 2006.  Eleven responses from individuals, 
groups, and agencies were received by June 9, and several letters were received after June 9.  The 
list of people who commented is included in Appendix E of the EA.  See www.fs.fed.us/r9/superior 
for the letters and the Forest Service responses to those letters. 
 
The Whyte Project Preliminary Effects Analysis was mailed to the public on February 13, 2007.  It was 
mailed to the same recipients as the Scoping Report.  The list of people contacted is included in Chapter 
4 of the EA.  A legal notice was placed in the February 14, 2007 edition of the Mesabi Daily News, 
which is the newspaper of record for the Laurentian Ranger District.  Publication of the legal notice 
initiated the 30-day public comment period, during which nine comments were received.  Those letters, 
as well as agency responses to those letters, are included in Attachment 1 of this document.   
 

Tribal Communities 
Members of the interdisciplinary team met with the Bois Fort Band on March 17.  The team also 
met with the 1854 Authority, representing the Grand Portage and Bois Fort Bands of the Lake 
Superior Chippewa, on March 23, 2006.  A draft proposal was shared with the tribes and with the 
1854 Authority.   
 
Topics addressed at these meetings included hunting access, and moose and white tail deer habitat.  
Both hunting access and game species management were considered during the development of the 
Proposed Action.  The effects of closing roads, and the subsequent effects to moose and deer, are 
disclosed in the EA. 
 
I recognize the Laurentian Ranger District is part of the territory ceded to the United States under 
the La Point Treaty of 1854, and that tribal members have reserved rights to use the area for 
hunting, fishing, gathering forest products, recreating, and other cultural activities.  I know that 
hunting and gathering are important culture aspects of the tribes under the 1854 Treaty.   
 
The EA presents effects to moose, deer, and ruffed grouse and demonstrates that Alternatives 1 and 
3 offer higher levels of habitat for game species than does Alternative 2.  As habitat is maintained, 
hunting opportunities will also be maintained. 
 
Motorized access will be limited by decommissioning 24 miles of unauthorized road.  However, 
non-motorized access will be available.  I did look for additional motorized opportunities off the 
Stony River Grade.  There are limited opportunities for National Forest System roads because of 
mixed landownership and wetland areas.  There is one system road off the Stony River Grade and 
this road will remain open for public motorized use. 
 

Findings Required By Other Laws and Regulations 

Compliance with the National Forest Management Act (16 USC 1600 ET SEQ.) 
The National Forest Management Act (NFMA) requires specific determinations in the Decision, 
including consistency with the Forest Plan.   
 
My decision to implement Alternative 1 Modified is consistent with the Forest Plan’s long term 
goals and objectives.  The Project is in conformance with the Forest Plan standards and guidelines 
and incorporates appropriate Forest Plan desired conditions, objectives, standards, and guidelines 
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for the landscape ecosystems and management areas.  The analysis in the EA clearly shows how 
the Project would move the area towards the landscape ecosystem objectives in the Project Area 
including Mesic Birch/Aspen/Spruce-fir, Lowland Conifer, and Sugar Maple Landscape 
Ecosystems.  I have reviewed the Forest Plan direction for the following management areas (MAs):   
General Forest, General Forest - Longer Rotation, Riparian Emphasis, and Eligible Wild, Scenic, 
and Recreational Rivers.  The majority of the even-aged management will occur within the General 
Forest MA.  No even-aged management will occur within the Eligible Wild, Scenic, and 
Recreational River MA.  Table G3 (see Appendix G) of the EA shows how much and what type of 
management will occur in each management area. 
 
The Project is consistent with the desired conditions and standards and guidelines for vegetation, 
water quality, wildlife, scenic resources, transportation, and recreation.  Timber harvest was 
designed with the principles of ecosystem management that will provide biological diversity and 
forest health, while producing sustainable timber products and providing for human use of the area. 
I have thoroughly reviewed the EA and the Project Record.  I believe the interdisciplinary team 
adequately analyzed and disclosed the relevant effects on the resources to the level commensurate 
with the risks concerning vegetation and road management projects and other actions included in 
this Project.  Three alternatives were analyzed in detail and six more were considered but dropped 
from further review.  This range of alternatives is broad enough to provide a range of effects based 
on different levels of vegetation management actions while meeting the Purpose and Need.  This 
analysis provided me with sufficient information to make a sound and reasoned decision, based on 
providing goods and services to meet the needs of the public and maintaining and enhancing the 
long-term productivity of the land.   

Suitability for Timber Production (16 USC 1604(e)(2)) 
All timber removal will occur on National Forest System land that is suitable for timber 
production.  This conclusion is based upon on-the-ground examination of the stands proposed for 
harvest by resource specialists, review of the maps and facts provided in the EA, and information 
provided in the Project File, in particular the Effects Disclosure for Vegetation and Effects 
Disclosure for Soil and Wetlands. Based on my experience and the knowledge and expertise of the 
interdisciplinary team, I find there is reasonable assurance that harvested lands will be adequately 
restocked within five years.  None of this land has been withdrawn from timber production by an 
Act of Congress, the Secretary of Agriculture, or the Chief of the Forest Service.   

Optimality and Appropriateness of Harvest Methods (16 USC 1604(g)(3) and (F)(i)) 
The National Forest Management Act states, “When timber is to be harvested using an even-aged 
management system, a determination that the system is appropriate to meet the objectives and 
requirements of the Forest Plan must be made and where clearcutting is to be used, it must be 
determined to be the optimum method.” 
 
Choosing the optimum harvest method for regenerating a particular stand is influenced by the 
silvicultural requirements of the species on the site, existing stand conditions, issues raised during 
the analysis, prior experiences in the area, and Forest Plan direction.  A silvicultural prescription is 
prepared based primarily on the biological requirements of the stand and the management area 
objectives.  The harvest method for any given stand may differ from another stand.  The method 
may be modified to mitigate other resource concerns such as visual quality or desired future 
conditions.  However, the proposed harvest method is required to be sufficient to ensure 
regeneration of the stand. 
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This prescription is then subject to interdisciplinary analysis by foresters, biologists, soil scientists, 
hydrologists, recreation planners, landscape architects, and fuel specialists, with special 
consideration given to the issues raised during scoping and the 30-day official comment period.  In 
some cases, prescriptions may be modified to mitigate other resource concerns such as visual 
quality, water quality, or vegetation composition guidelines.   
 
The selected silvicultural methods for each stand, listed in the Appendix A, accomplish the Purpose 
and Need for the Project.  This includes meeting the Forest Plan objectives for moving the area 
towards the management area and landscape ecosystem objectives for age class, species 
composition, and patch sizes.  It also includes meeting the objectives for maintaining and enhancing 
vegetative diversity to improve habitat for wildlife species, and the production of raw material to the 
timber industry. 
 
Guideline G-TM-2 of the Forest Plan states that clearcutting may be used to regenerate the 
following forest types:  jack pine, red pine, spruce-fir, oak, aspen, aspen-spruce/fir, paper birch, 
and lowland conifers.  The use of clearcutting is the optimum method for regenerating jack pine, 
aspen, and paper birch because they are pioneer forest tree species and shade intolerant.  The site 
disturbance provided by the mechanical removal of the overstory will allow them to regenerate 
vigorously.  Use of the clearcut method reduces competition and provides needed sunlight to 
ensure successful regeneration.  Stocking and regeneration surveys show we have been successful 
in regenerating clearcut units. 
 
The use of even-aged management is consistent with the direction provided in Table G-TM-7 of 
the Forest Plan and for the specific management areas in the Project Area.  Where clearcut harvest 
is not needed to regenerate the aspen or jack pine, we will use harvest methods such as 
intermediate or two-aged harvest.  These harvest methods will retain more of the existing stand and 
will be used to meet other resource objectives besides regeneration.  Therefore, clearcut harvest is 
used when it is needed to meet age-class and patch size objectives, to create wildlife habitat, and to 
regenerate shade intolerant species. 
 
The Whyte EA provides a thorough analysis of effects from even-aged management.  The analysis 
documented in Chapter 3 includes effects to soils, watershed, fish, wildlife, recreation, aesthetics, 
and regeneration of the forest.  Each of these resources will be adequately protected through design 
features and mitigation measures.  (“Effect Disclosure for Vegetation”, Whyte Project Record) 

Vegetation Manipulation (16 USC 1604(g) 
All manipulation of vegetation complies with the seven requirements of National Forest 
Management Act (NFMA) Regulations.  This conclusion is based upon the following:  
 
1. The actions in Alternative 1 modified are best suited to the goals stated in the Forest Plan for the 
landscape ecosystem objectives and management area objectives.   
 
2. The land being treated can be adequately restocked within five years after final harvest as 
discussed under “Suitability for Timber Production” above. 
 
3. These activities were not chosen primarily because they give the greatest dollar output or the 
greatest output of timber.  I selected Alternative 1 modified because it best meets the goals and 
objectives in the Forest Plan. 
 
4. These activities were chosen after considering potential effects on residual trees and adjacent 
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stands.  The effects are disclosed throughout the EA and in all cases the effects are acceptable and 
are within the effects analyzed in the Forest Plan FEIS.  In reaching this conclusion, I considered 
the Purpose and Need of the Whyte Project, and the goals, objectives, and desired conditions in the 
Forest Plan.  
 
5. The selected activities will avoid permanent impairment of site productivity and will ensure 
conservation of water resources.  The prescriptions and mitigations will adequately protect the 
natural resources. 
 
6. The selected activities will provide the desired effects on water quality, wildlife and fish habitat, 
regeneration of desired tree species, recreation uses, aesthetic values, and other resource needs.  
The effects of the actions are fully disclosed in the Resource Reports and consider the effects of the 
action on water, wildlife, recreation, and other resources.  The vegetation management 
prescriptions and in particular the design criteria and mitigations will adequately protect the other 
resources. 
 
7. The selected activities are practical in terms of transportation and harvesting requirements, 
preparation costs, logging and administration, reforestation and release needs.  I am basing this 
determination on the fact that the selected activities are similar to those which have been practiced 
on the Superior National Forest and the Laurentian Ranger District in areas similar to those in the 
Whyte Project Area. 
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Finding of No Significant Impact for the Whyte Forest Management Project 
Environmental Assessment 
The Whyte Forest Management Project Environmental Assessment (EA), including the Whyte 
Project Record, provides sufficient analysis to determine that the Whyte Project will not have a 
significant effect on the environment.  The EA briefly documents and discloses the environmental 
consequences for the effects of the actions proposed in the Whyte Project.  The Resource Reports 
conducted for each relevant resource contain the detailed effects analysis, and other relevant 
information.   
 
I have considered both the context and intensity of the environmental consequences of the Whyte 
Project, including the reference documents, additional information in the Project Record, and maps 
of the Project.  Based on my experience with similar projects and practices, I conclude that the 
selection of Alternative 1 modified does not constitute a major federal action, individually or 
cumulatively, and will not significantly affect the quality of the human environment.  The level of 
analysis conducted for the Whyte Project is adequate and contains enough analysis for me to 
determine that an environmental impact statement is not needed.  This determination is based on 
the following factors: 
 
Context- The geographical setting of the proposal is the immediate area.  It does not have 
implications that warrant extending the analysis beyond the Superior National Forest.  The physical 
and biological effects are disclosed in Chapter 3 and are analyzed at appropriate scales, such as 
within the Project Area, adjacent to the Project Area, and across the Superior National Forest as 
based on landscape ecosystems.  The effects of the Project are limited to those described in the EA 
and other documents incorporated by reference.  All actions are consistent with the Forest Plan, and 
all environmental effects are within the range of effects disclosed in the Forest Plan Revision FEIS.  
The Whyte EA discloses how this Project would move the Forest vegetative condition towards 
meeting the landscape ecosystem objectives.  This also shows that the level and type of effects that 
will result through implementation of the Whyte Project were considered and disclosed in the 
Forest Plan Revision FEIS.  The types of vegetation and road management activities selected to be 
implemented are similar to activities that have occurred in the past in this area and in similar areas 
across the Superior National Forest.  Past vegetation and road activities have been monitored and 
the effects of those projects did not result in significant adverse effects on the physical, biological, 
or social environment.  This is based on the Superior National Forest 2005 Monitoring Plan and the 
monitoring conducted on other vegetation and road projects on the Laurentian Ranger District.  The 
EA shows that Alternative 1 modified will not have significant adverse effects on the resources, 
either in the short-term or long-term.   
 
Intensity - The severity of the impact will not be significant based on the following: 
 
1. Impacts may be both beneficial and adverse.  A significant effect may exist even if, on 
balance, effects are believed to be beneficial. 
 
Both adverse and beneficial impacts of the selected alternative are discussed in Chapter 3 of the 
Whyte EA.  The EA discloses there will be both beneficial and adverse impacts resulting from 
implementing the Project.  I have not given more weight to the beneficial effects in order to offset 
or compensate for potential adverse effects.   
 
I have carefully considered the effects of managing the units identified by the Minnesota County 
Biological Survey.  I have deferred harvest on Units 190, 191, and 192 that are part of a large patch 
of mature forest on federal land.  I believe the effects of conducting group selection management 
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on Units 268-274 will adequately mitigate the adverse effects that timber harvest might have on the 
biological diversity of those stands.  The mitigation measures in Appendix C will adequately 
protect sensitive species.  Units 250, and 258 – 260 have been reviewed on-the-ground and we 
identified parts of those units that will not be harvested.  And I have modified the prescription for 
Unit 250 to better address the native plant community.  This also addresses the concern raised 
about range of natural variability for this unit.  The type of management that will occur within 
these units will provide for the maintenance and restoration of ecological processes and functions.  
Group selection and variable retention harvest will move these units toward older, more 
structurally complex forest conditions.  Vegetation management will be used to replicate natural 
disturbances to the extent practicable.   
 
The potential adverse effects have been mitigated to the extent practical.  Based on the analysis in 
the EA, the Biological Assessment, the Biological Evaluation, the Project file, Forest-wide and 
District monitoring, and my professional experience, I conclude there will be no significant adverse 
effects resulting from the implementation of Alternative 1 modified.  
 
2. The degree of effects on public health or safety. 
 
The Whyte EA describes the risks associated with each of the alternatives in Chapter 3.  Public 
health and safety will be protected under Alternative 1 by the design features and mitigation 
measures.  Specific mitigations such as posting signs at road and trail junctions during timber 
operations to warn trail users of logging activity will protect public safety during the 
implementation of this Project.   
 
3. Unique characteristics of the geographic area such as proximity to historic or cultural 
resources, park lands, prime farmlands, wetlands, wild and scenic rivers, or ecologically 
critical areas. 
 
Historic or cultural resources – The Project will not have an adverse effect on historic or cultural 
resources. 
 
Park Lands and Prime Farm Lands – There are no park lands or prime farm lands within the 
Project Area. 

Wetlands - Alternative 1 modified includes approximately 1,573 acres of wetland ecological land 
types, which is 3% of the total wetlands in the Project Area, based on stand acres.  Actual treated 
acres will be less because of legacy patches, leave areas, and wetland inclusions will not be treated.  
Mapped wetlands are identified on unit cards.  Mitigation measures and harvest prescriptions 
require that all mechanical operations occurring on wetlands will occur during frozen conditions.  
Under frozen conditions, effects to wetlands such as rutting or changes in hydrological flow will 
either not occur or be minimal.  This Project will have limited impacts to wetlands because in 
general wetlands will be avoided where practical and where not practical, activities will be 
restricted to frozen ground conditions.  In addition, temporary erosion control techniques will be 
used where necessary to prevent sediment going into wetlands.  (Effects Disclosure for Soils and 
Wetlands in Project Record) 
 
Wild and Scenic Rivers – There are no wild or scenic rivers in the Project Area.  There are two 
rivers that are classified as Eligible Wild, Scenic, and Recreational Rivers:  the Cloquet River and 
the St. Louis River.  Both are classified as Recreational Rivers (Forest Plan p. 3-17).  There are no 
planned projects within ¼ mile of the St. Louis River; therefore, the Whyte Project will have no 
effect on this river or its eligibility as a Wild, Scenic or Recreational River.  The Whyte Project 
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will conduct management activities on approximately 210 acres within ¼ mile of the Cloquet 
River.  The majority of management consists of intermediate and two-aged management.  
Intermediate management will generally thin pine and spruce and maple stands, retaining the 
majority of the existing tree cover.  Two-aged management will remove more of the tree cover and 
will be followed by planting pine.  The purpose of two-aged management is to convert the stands to 
pine.  This meets management area direction for managing for long-lived species and creating 
future big-tree character areas.  Management within the Cloquet River corridor will not affect the 
free-flowing condition of the river, will not impact any outstandingly remarkable values, and will 
not affects its classification.  The Whyte Project will not have a significant effect on these eligible 
Recreational Rivers. 
 
Ecologically Critical Areas – The Forest Plan established several management areas that contain 
unique or unusual ecological or biological attributes.  These management areas include the Unique 
Biological Areas, the Research Natural Areas (RNAs), and the candidate Research Natural Areas.  
Areas identified during the Forest Plan Revision process as having significant ecological features 
are designated as Candidate Research Natural Areas or as Unique Biological management areas.  
(Forest Plan Record of Decision, p. 17)  The Project does not propose any vegetation management 
activities within or directly adjacent to any of the RNAs or candidate RNAs.  Therefore, the 
vegetation management activities do not pose any risk of negative impacts to the RNAs or 
candidate RNAs.  The Project proposes to decommission the unauthorized all-terrain vehicle trails 
in the RNA located in the southwest corner of the Project Area.  This would enhance the overall 
quality of the RNA.  There are no Unique Biological Areas within the Project Area.   The Project 
will have no effect on ecologically critical areas. 
 

4. The degree of controversy over environmental effects. 
 
Based on my consultation with others, including the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and other 
Forest Service resource specialists, my review of the comments received from the public during 
both the scoping period and the 30-Day Public Comment period, my past experiences with similar 
projects, and my review of the Whyte Environmental Assessment and Project File, I have 
determined there are no highly controversial effects.  I recognize that this does not mean that 
implementation of the Project will be acceptable to all people.  During the scoping and 30-day 
comment periods, people expressed divergent views on how National Forest System land should be 
managed and what values are most important.   
 
I have given careful consideration to the management activities that will occur within the units 
identified by the Minnesota Department of Natural Resources, Minnesota County Biological 
Survey and analyzed in Chapter 3 of the EA.  However, no scientific evidence was presented that 
refuted the effects analysis in the Whyte EA.  The effects of the Project displayed in the Whyte EA 
do not have substantial controversial scientific disagreement.     
 

5. The degree to which the possible effects on the human environment are highly uncertain 
or involve unique or unknown risks.  
 
Activities that will be implemented as a result of this Decision, including timber harvest, 
reforestation, and road and gravel pit management, are similar to those that have occurred in the 
past in this area and similar areas across the Superior National Forest.  The effects of the Whyte 
Project will be similar to the effects of many past vegetation and road management actions.  These 
past actions have been monitored and no significant effects have been identified as a result of these 
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past actions.  The effects of past management were taken into account during the development of 
the Forest Plan and the development of the Whyte Project.  All actions included in the Whyte 
Project are consistent with the Forest Plan, and all environmental effects are within the range 
disclosed in the Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Forest Plan.  Based on the effects of 
past decisions and the effects that are disclosed in this environmental analysis, there will not be any 
highly uncertain effects or effects that involve unique or unknown risks. 
 

6. The degree to which the action may establish a precedent for future actions with 
significant effects or represents a decision in principle about a future consideration.  
 
This Project will not establish a precedent for future actions nor does it represent a decision in 
principle about a future consideration.  My decision to implement specific activities within this 
Project Area does not commit the Forest Service to actions either within or outside the Project 
Area.  The reasonably foreseeable future projects disclosed under cumulative effects includes those 
that are in the development phase.  Environmental analyses will be completed on all of these 
projects and site specific decisions will be made on whether or not to implement these other 
projects. 
 

7. Whether the action is related to other actions with individually insignificant but 
cumulatively significant impacts.  Significance exists if it is reasonable to anticipate a 
cumulatively significant impact on the environment.  Significance cannot be avoided by 
terming an action temporary or by breaking it down into small component parts. 
 
I have considered the cumulative effects, consisting of the past projects and the impacts of those 
projects, in addition to this Project as well as on-going and anticipated future projects on both the 
individual resources and collectively.  Other landowners within the Project Area were contacted 
and asked for information regarding current and planned activities.  These actions were quantified 
and are considered in the cumulative effects analysis for each resource and documented in the 
Resource Reports.  The cumulative effects to each resource area are disclosed in Chapter 3 of the 
EA and in more detail in each of the Resource Reports in the Project Record.  There are no known 
significant cumulative effects that will result from this Project and other projects that have occurred 
in the past, or currently being implemented, or planned in the Project Area or adjacent areas.   
The EA discloses the effects that the Whyte Project, in addition to other recent decisions such as 
the Virginia, Dunka, and Echo Trail Projects will have on the landscape ecosystem objectives 
including age class distribution, vegetation composition, and management indicator habitats (See 
Section 3.8 and Appendix G).   
 
The State of Minnesota, Lake County, St. Louis County, and The Nature Conservancy have been 
working together through the Sand Lake Seven Beavers Collaborative to develop similar ecological 
objectives.  These landowners, in addition to the federal government, account for 82 percent of the 
land in the Project Area.  I expect this collaboration will continue and future vegetation projects 
will be coordinated to provide for larger-sized patches of young and old forest.   
 
Management actions can be expected to continue to occur in the Project Area.  These actions may 
include timber management activities such as harvesting, planting, burning, or allowing natural 
succession to occur.  Future actions may also include new road construction, or upgrading or 
decommissioning existing roads.  Private land sale and development, and developments relating to 
recreation, may also occur.  Some of these actions may lead to both adverse and beneficial effects, 

Decision Notice/FONSI DN/FONSI-24



Whyte Forest Management Project 

but I did not find any evidence that the Whyte Project would result in adverse effects that would 
then either lead to, or result in, significant adverse effects.   
 

8. The degree to which the action may adversely affect districts, sites, highways, structures, 
or objects listed in or eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places or may 
cause loss or destruction of significant scientific, cultural, or historical resources. 

 
No significant impacts are foreseen on any properties listed in or considered eligible for listing in 
the National Register of Historic Places, nor will there be any loss or destruction of any scientific, 
cultural, or historic places.  The Project Area has been reviewed by Heritage Resource trained staff 
on the Forest.  They have identified the known heritage sites within and adjacent to treatment sites.  
These will be protected with a minimum 66-foot buffer.  Additionally, standard contract clauses 
protect cultural resources that may be discovered during implementation.  The EA also contains 
mitigations for sites that have the potential for containing unknown heritage resources.  The State 
Historic Preservation Office reviewed the heritage resource effects analysis and did not submit 
changes to analysis or mitigations.  The Whyte Project will not have a significant effect on heritage 
resources. 
 

9. The degree to which the action may adversely affect an endangered or threatened species 
or its habitat that has been determined to be critical under the Endangered Species Act of 
1973 (ESA). 
 
A Biological Assessment was completed for threatened and endangered species for the Whyte 
Project.  The Biological Assessment disclosed potential effects to threatened and endangered 
species and determined that the Project “may affect but is not likely to adversely affect” gray wolf, 
Canada Lynx and bald eagle.  The Forest Service consulted with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
in accordance with requirements, who concurred with this determination.  See “Reasons for the 
Decision, Threatened and Endangered Species” in this Decision Notice. 
 
Since consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, the gray wolf has been downlisted 
(March 2007) and is no longer a federally threatened species.  The gray wolf now has the status of 
Region 9 sensitive species.  Management objectives on the Superior National Forest have changed 
from seeking to recover the species to seeking to maintain, protect, and enhance its habitat and 
prevent federal listing.  In the future, impacts to gray wolf will be addressed in a Biological 
Evaluation with other sensitive species, rather than the Biological Assessment.  The gray wolf’s 
changed status however, does not change the biological effects expected from the gray wolf from 
the alternatives analyzed.  The Whyte Project may impact gray wolves but is not likely to lead to a 
loss of viability on the Superior National Forest or lead to a trend toward Federal listing. 
 
A Biological Evaluation (BE) was completed for all of the relevant sensitive species.  It determined 
that Alternative 1 “may adversely impact but is not likely to cause a trend to federal listing or loss of 
viability” for heather vole, northern goshawk, boreal owl, black-throated blue warbler, bay-breasted 
warbler, Connecticut warbler, three-toed woodpecker, great gray owl, wood turtle, northern brook 
lamprey, creek heelsplitter, black sandshell, tiger beetle, Mancinus alpine butterfly, red-disked 
alpine butterfly, jutta artic butterfly, Quebec emerald dragon fly, pointed moonwort, common 
moonwort, Michigan moonwort, pale moonwort, ternate grapefern, and least moonwort, swamp 
beggar-ticks, floating marsh-marigold, Katahdin sedge, linear-leaved sundew, neat spike rush, moor 
rush, Vasey’s rush, auricled twayblade, fall dropseed muhly, American shoregrass, dwarf water lily, 
club-spur orchid, northern bur-reed, awlwort, lance-leaved violet, Cladonia wainoi, large-leaved 
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sandwort, Appalachian fir clubmoss, Arctoparmelia centrifuga, Arctoparmelia subcentrifuga, small 
shinleaf, cloudberry, fairy slipper, ram’s head ladyslipper, Caloplaca parvula, Certraria aurescens, 
Menegazzia terebrata, Ramalina thrausta, Sticta fuliginosa, Usnea longissima, Pseudocyphellaria 
crocata, Frullania selwyniana, triangle grapefern, goblin fern, New England sedge, Canada yew, 
barren strawberry, Canada ricegrass, or Peltigera venos.  Alternative 1 may have a beneficial impact 
to the olive-sided flycatcher and the Nabokov’s blue butterfly.   
 
The effects to all of the Regional Forester Sensitive Species are briefly summarized in the EA.  The 
BE contains the complete effects analysis and considered the existing condition information, 
including populations and trends and information on Project Area surveys, habitat needs and 
limiting factors; habitat trends, direct and indirect effects, cumulative effects, the determination, and 
mitigations.  The mitigations are also included in Appendix C of the EA. 
 
Based on the EA, the BA, and the BE, I have concluded there will be no significant direct, indirect, 
or cumulative effects to any Federally Threatened, Endangered, or Sensitive species or their 
habitats.  Both the BA and BE are available for review at the Laurentian District Office and online 
at www.fs/fed/us/r9/superior. 
 

10. Whether the action threatens a violation of Federal, State, or local law or requirements 
imposed for the protection of the environment.  

 
These actions do not threaten a violation of any Federal, State, or local law or requirement for the 
protection of the environment.  I have carefully reviewed pertinent laws and regulations and the 
Whyte Project will not threaten any applicable Federal, State, or local laws.  The Whyte Project 
will protect the environment to the extent practical and will enhance water quality; threatened, 
endangered and sensitive species; and soil quality through vegetation and road management 
activities to meet Forest Plan desired conditions and objectives. 
 
Implementation 
Implementation of this decision may occur no sooner than 50 days following publication of the 
legal notice of the Decision in the Mesabi Daily News, published in Virginia, Minnesota.  If no 
appeal is received, implementation of this decision may occur on, but not before five business days 
from the close of the appeal filing period.  If an appeal is filed, implementation may not occur for 
15 days following the date of a decision on the appeal.    
    
This Project will be implemented in accordance with Forest Service Manual (FSM) and Forest 
Service Handbook (FSH) direction for Timber Project Implementation in FSM 2431.3.  This 
direction provides a bridge between project planning and implementation and ensures execution of 
the actions, environmental standards, and mitigation approved by this decision.   
 
Implementation of all activities authorized by this Decision will be monitored to ensure that they 
are carried out as planned and described in this Decision unless modified consistent with direction 
in the FSM 2432.3 and FSH 2409.18. 
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Attachment 1  
 

List of People Who Responded to the Preliminary Effects Analysis 
 
Nine people submitted comments on the Whyte Forest Management Project Preliminary Effects Analysis during the official comment period.  One comment was 
received after the comment period ended.  Table A-1 contains the list of people who submitted comments.  Each letter was assigned a number based on the order it 
was received.  The comments and the agency response to the comments are on the following pages.     
 

Table A1  List of Commenters 

Commenter Comment Number 

Tom Gustin 1 
Janet Green 2 
Robin Vora 3 
Lake County Highway Department 4 
Minnesota Forest Industries 5 
Minnesota Timber Producers Association 6 
Minnesota Department of Natural Resources 7 
Minnesota Center for Environmental Advocacy 8 
Sierra Club, North Star Chapter 9 
United States Environmental Protection Agency 10 
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Response to 1-A:  Chemicals are not proposed to be used as part of the 
Whyte Project.  The Whyte Project would manage for non-native 
invasive species through avoiding known sites, conducting management 
activities during frozen ground conditions, or pulling the weeds prior to 
activities.   
 
In 2006, the Forest completed the Superior National Forest Non-Native 
Invasive Plant Management Project Environmental Assessment.  The 
Environmental Assessment and Decision Notice are available upon 
request from the Superior National Forest and both documents are 
available at the Superior National Forest website at 
www.fs.fed.us/r9/superior.   Chemicals, in addition to other treatments, 
will be used to treat invasive plants through this decision.  Weed sites in 
the Whyte Project area will be treated under this decision. 
 
Response to 1-B:  There is not a set standard for treatment of invasive 
species.  It depends on the species, the location, and the extent of 
infestation.  Treatments authorized by the 2006 Non Native Invasive 
Plant EA include herbicide, pulling, mowing, and biological controls. 
 
Response to 1-C:  The summer of 2006 was the first season to actively 
treat invasive plants and based on preliminary monitoring, those 
treatments were 90-100 percent effective.  However, long-term 
monitoring is needed to determine overall effectiveness.  Monitoring 
will be done as part of the Whyte Project and as part of the forest-wide 
EA. 
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Response to 2-1:  Your support of Alternative 3 is noted.  Your 
comments will be thoroughly considered prior to a decision being made 
on which of the three alternatives to implement.  The effects of the project 
on rare species can be found in the Biological Evaluation and the design 
features and mitigations in Appendix C states that cedar and oak would 
not be harvested unless they need to be removed for safety reasons or to 
meet other silvicultural objectives.  Appendix C also shows two sites 
where Canada yew was located and provides direction to avoid disturbing 
the sites.  There is also direction that if other threatened, endangered, or 
sensitive species are located, the activities would be halted and the 
District Biologist would be consulted. 

2-1
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Response to 3-1:  The Forest Plan provides Landscape Ecosystem 
objectives for vegetation composition.  For the two primary upland LEs 
in the Project Area (Mesic Birch-Aspen-Spruce-fir and Sugar Maple), the 
vegetation composition objectives show an increase in the spruce-fir 
forest type for the decade one desired conditions.  The Whyte Project 
does directly increase the amount of spruce-fir in the Mesic 
Birch/Aspen/Spruce-fir LE.  The Project does not directly increase the 
spruce-fir forest type in the sugar maple LE.  For these and the other LEs 
in the Project Area, many of the aspen and birch stands will naturally 
convert to spruce-fir forest through natural vegetation succession.     
 
Response to 3-2:  Approximately 156 acres of upland brush would be 
converted to white pine.  There are approximately 1,396 acres of upland 
brush stands in the Project Area.  Two stands proposed to be converted to 
white pine are within or adjacent to other proposed activity areas and one 
stand is adjacent to Highway 1.  Establishing pine along Highway 1 
would add to the scenic character of that road. 
 
Response to 3-3:  Comment noted. 
 
Response to 3-4:  Comment noted.   
 
Response to 3-5:  We agree that habitat for boreal owl is very important.  
The project was developed by taking into account the habitat needed for 
all threatened, endangered, and sensitive species.  For instance, no 
regeneration harvests are proposed within the patches greater than 300 
acres.  See Section 3.4 in the Environmental Assessment and the 
Biological Evaluation for more information on the boreal owl. 
 
Response to 3-6:  Mitigations state that standing, live, healthy cedar 
would not be cut unless they are needed to be removed because of safety 
concern or to meet other silvicultural objectives.  And when practical, 
reserve areas would be incorporated with upland cedar to offer better 
protection. 
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Response to 4-1:  Proposed management actions along both CSAH 2 and 
Forest Highway 11 include direction to maintain and enhance scenic quality 
along these roads.  See Appendix C, pages 6 and 7 for specific actions that 
would be followed during implementation. 
 
Response to 4-2:  Thanks for the updated list of road work in the project area.  
We look forward to working with you in developing the route through the 
White Pine Picnic Area. 
 
Response to 4-3:  The Langley Pit is not in the Project Area.  It is in the next 
area the District will evaluate and gravel pits will be considered in that project.  
We understand you were referring to the White Pine Pit rather than the Red 
Pine Pit.  The White Pine Pit does contain a stock pile of gravel.  We will work 
with you on your request to use this gravel.  We appreciate your commitment to 
restore and rehabilitate gravel pits. 4-1

4-2 

4-3
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Response to 5-1:  MFI’s support of Alternative 1 is noted.  And MFI’s 
support of an alternative that would accomplish first decade Forest Plan 
objectives is also noted.  The Whyte Project was developed following Forest 
Plan goals and objectives that would move the vegetation conditions toward 
the decade one objectives.  Therefore, Alternatives 1 and 3 both contribute 
towards meeting the decade one objectives.  MFI does not specify which 
objectives should be met to a greater extent.  It is important to know that the 
Landscape Ecosystem objectives are objectives and it is important to 
consider each project area and weigh the effects of proposed actions in each 
area.  There are other on-going and planned projects across the Superior 
National Forest that will also be moving the Forest toward the full 
complement of Forest Plan objectives for vegetation, wildlife, transportation, 
water quality, and recreation.  Also see Alternatives 4 and 5 in Section 2.4.   
 
Response to 5-2:  The Forest Plan does provide objectives for management 
actions within riparian areas and within the Riparian Emphasis Management 
Area.  There has not been a decision to limit management within these areas.  
See also Response to 5-6. 

5-1 

 
Page 2-5 of the Preliminary Effects Analysis, Section 2.4,  Alternative 4, 
Initial Proposed Action states “….This alternative proposed a greater amount 
of regeneration harvest than Alternatives 1, 3, or 5.  For instance, this 
alternative originally included mostly clearcut harvest within several units in 
the Eligible Wild, Scenic, and Recreational River corridor and Riparian 
Emphasis Management Area.  While this type of management is allowed, the 
planning team deferred some units and modified the treatment of some other 
units because it would better meet the Eligible Wild, Scenic, and 
Recreational River and Riparian Emphasis Management Area direction.  (See 
Forest Plan pp. 3-16 through 3-20)   The project record contains additional 
information on these and other changes made to the initial proposed action.”   

5-2 

5-3 

 
Team notes from April 5, 2006 show that in the Riparian Management Area, 
Units 11 and 15 were deferred from the proposal because Unit 15 has a lot of 
cedar in the unit and Unit 11 is a small unit and would be difficult to access.   

5-4 
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The same team meeting notes also show that three black spruce units were 
deferred from within the Eligible Wild, Scenic, and Recreational River MA.  
The rationale for deferring these units is because they are young enough to be 
carried for at least another ten years, possibly longer and Forest Plan 
direction is to promote the retention of long-lived species.  And to meet the 
Project purpose and need for creating young black spruce habitat, Units 300 
and 301 were added to the proposal to account for deferring the three black 
spruce units within the Wild, Scenic, and Recreational River MA. 

5-5 

 
In addition, five unit prescriptions were changed from clearcut with reserves 
to shelterwood followed by planting white pine.  Again, increasing the pine 
component of these units better meets MA direction than does clearcut 
management.  (See Forest Plan p. 3-19, G-WSR-6 and p. 3-31, D-RE-3) 

5-6 

 
Response to 5-3:  The areas evaluated during the Forest Plan revision as 
potential Research Natural Areas and not carried forward as candidate 
Research Natural Areas, are not being provided special recognition and the 
District is proposing management within these areas.  The Minnesota 
Department of Natural Resources, Minnesota County Biological Survey 
identified some possible effects to areas they ranked as high and very high in 
regards to biological diversity.  So while management is appropriate in these 
areas, it is important to consider the type of management occurring in these 
areas and the effects that different types of management might have on the 
different aspects of biodiversity.  There is direction in the Forest Plan to 
consider native vegetation conditions.  (See Forest Plan p. 2-22, D-VG-1, D-
VG-2, and D-VG-3) 
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Response to 5-4:  The Forest Plan identifies objectives for Forest Service 
land.  These objectives do take into account how other landowners might 
manage their land.  The effects to vegetation are disclosed in Section 3.8 of 
the EA and Appendix G.  The tables in these two sections show only what 
would occur on federal land.  The reference to page 3-30 is from the 
Cumulative Effects analysis for vegetation.  It is very important to consider 
actions on other ownership when evaluating the cumulative effects.  The  
President’s Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) defined “cumulative 
impact” in regulations implementing the procedural provisions of NEPA as 
follows: 
 
“Cumulative impact” is the impact on the environment which results from the 
incremental impact of the action when added to other past, present, and 
reasonable foreseeable future actions regardless of what agency (Federal or 
non-Federal) or person undertakes such other actions. Cumulative impacts 
can result from individually minor but collectively significant actions taking 
place over a period of time. (40 CFR 1508.7) 
 
Cumulative effects analysis was done for all of the resources impacted by the 
project.  See Appendix F for the list of past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future projects that were considered by resource specialists when 
conducting cumulative effects analysis. 
 
 
Response to 5-5:  Section 3.10 of the EA shows the Seven Beavers area was 
allocated to the Riparian Emphasis and Candidate Research Natural Area 
Management Areas.  The final Environmental Impact Statement for the 
Forest Plan Revision states that “Once the Forest Roadless Area Inventory is 
finalized, any proposed site-specific projects within an inventoried area will 
require an environmental analysis which considers effects of the project 
proposal on the Roadless characteristics in the area” (p. 3.7-7).  For this 
reason, the effects of managing within this area are disclosed.    See also 
Response to 5-6. 
 
 
 
 

Response to 5-6:  The Whyte Project proposes to manage vegetation within 
all of the Management Areas except Candidate and Research Natural Areas. 
Timber management is not suitable for Candidate or RNAs (Forest Plan pp. 
3-35 and 3-37).  Alternatives 1 and 3 propose to manage 499 acres and 449 
acres respectively within the Riparian Emphasis MA.  There are 6,601 acres 
of Riparian Emphasis in the Project Area.  Therefore, the project proposes 
management on approximately 7 percent of the MA in the Project Area.  This 
does not include any reduction for lands that might not be suitable for timber 
management.  Alternatives 1 and 3 propose management activities on 210 
acres within the Eligible Wild, Scenic, and Recreational River MA.  The 
Project Area contains 3,867 acres of Eligible River MA.  This is 
approximately 5.4 percent of the MA in the Project Area and again does not 
deduct for lands that are not suitable for timber management.   
 
The Seven Beavers Inventoried Roadless Area contains 5,174 acres within 
the Riparian Emphasis and Candidate Research Natural Areas.  Vegetation 
management is not appropriate in the Candidate Research Area and the 
Riparian MA is discussed above.  The Project proposes to manage 58 acres 
within the Seven Beavers Inventoried Roadless Area.   
 
The Whyte Project does propose management activities in these management 
areas that adhere to the Forest Plan Management Area direction.  The 
proposal does propose less clearcutting with reserves and more shelterwood 
harvest followed by planting pine because this type of treatment better meets 
the Management Area guidelines.   
 
The Project did consider more intensive management actions within these 
areas and this is noted in Alternatives 4 and 5.  These two alternatives were 
considered but not carried forward for detailed analysis because of 
Management Area direction and on-the-ground conditions. 
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Response to 6-1:  See Response to 5-1. 
 
Response to 6-2:  See Response to 5-2. 
 
Response to 6-3:  See Response to 5-3 
 
Response to 6-4:  See Response to 5-4. 
 
Response to 6-5:  See Response to 5-5. 
 
Response to 6-6:  See Response to 5-6. 

6-1  
 
 
 
 

6-2  
 
 
 

6-3  
 
 
 
 6-4 
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Response to 7-1:  We also appreciate your time and efforts in working with 
us and collaborating to meet landscape ecosystem objectives. 
 
Response to 7-2:  The Forest has been responding to the issue of wood and 
fiber availability in the following ways: 
 
Timber sales that went no-bid in FY2006 are being reoffered in FY2007. 
 
Two successive market rate reductions have been made this year to attempt 
to keep up with market changes. 
 
A variety of timber sales have had their sale contract lengths and mid-term 
payment dates extended one year, based on the November 2, 2006 
determination by the Deputy Under Secretary of Agriculture for Natural 
Resources and Environment that there is Substantial Overriding Public 
Interest in extending certain timber sale contracts. 7-1
 
A new national flexibility in the choice of which Producer Price Index is 
included in federal timber sales is being used to select the price index most 
appropriate to each sale, within the newly established guidelines. 
 
Age class distribution goals/objectives across the Forest were determined in 
the Forest planning process, and are a part of the desired conditions described 
in the Plan.  These conditions are a part of broad issues, including timber 
production, and represent a balance among timber productivity and a variety 
of ecological and experiential objectives. 

7-2 
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The Forest intends to meet its FY2007 target of approximately 65 MMBF 
and to increase its timber sale pipeline.  Approximately 57 MMBF was sold 
in FY 2006 (target was approximately 60 MMBF), and there was an 
additional 23 MMBF offered that did not sell.  Those no-bid sales, as stated 
above, are being re-offered in FY2007. 
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Response to 7-3:  Comment noted. 
 
Response to 7-4:  Thank you for your detailed review of the Preliminary 
Effects Analysis and for the information that Alternative 1 is most consistent 
with the DNR Forestry North Shore SFRMP plan. 

7-3

 
Response to 7-5:  Your support of Alternative 1 because it best meets the 
multitude of Forest Plan objectives and moves the closest to meeting young 
forest objectives while still protecting rare resources is noted.  We also 
appreciate the efforts of the entire Sand Lake Seven Beavers collaboration. 

7-4 

 
Response to 7-6:  See Response to 3.2.  We recognize the value of 
maintaining upland brush.  As you are aware, the DNR and Forest Service 
have cooperatively managed upland brush stands in the Project Area to 
provide moose browse and maintain the quality of the upland brush. 7-5 
 
Response to 7-7:  Comments noted. 
 
 
 
 7-6
 
 
 
 
 7-7
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Response to 7-8:  As you are aware, the planning team met with Division of 
Ecological Services staff during the development of Alternative 3 for 
clarification of specific biological diversity issues.  We also appreciate your 
input into this project and the collaboration that has occurred. 
 
 
 
 7-8
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Response to 8-1:  Comment noted. 
 
Response to 8-2:  Please note Table 2.2 in the EA shows that two of the 
MCBS sites are ranked high and two are in process of being ranked.  MCBS 
was contacted in regards to the Seven Beavers and Wet Foot Hills sites and 
stated “there is a strong likelihood that Seven Beavers and Wetfoot Hills 
would be ranked as high biodiversity sites.  However, at present these sites 
are still in MCBS's preliminary site layer and the rankings are preliminary, 
not final” (personal communication between Jack Greenlee and Lawson 
Gerdes, April 13, 2007).  None of the sites with the specific concerns listed 
in Table 2.2 of the EA are with sites ranked as outstanding.   
 
Vegetation management is proposed in Units 3-5 and 31-32 and these units 
are in the Headwaters Site which is ranked outstanding.  MCBS supports the 
efforts to restore white pine and to continue collaboration with the Sand Lake 
Seven Beavers Memorandum of Understanding in units 3-5 and for units 31 
and 32 they asked that reserve trees and legacy patches retain long-lived 
conifers and that white pine be planted.  These recommendations have been 
incorporated into Alternative 1.  The activities proposed in Units 3-5 and 31-
32 are not analyzed in the MCBS issue because there was no concern raised 
about the effects of vegetation management on biological diversity.  There 
are no other sites in the Toimi and Laurentian Uplands with rankings 
(preliminary or final) of outstanding. 

8-1 

 
Project–level environmental analysis identifies opportunities for the Superior 
NF to meet Forest Plan direction.  The Plan has objectives to move toward in 
terms of forest health, restoration, and ecological conditions.  The objectives 
are dependent on meeting the whole package of activities planned for the 
next ten years, including harvest treatments.  It is important to this whole 
suite of Plan objectives that the vegetation treatments occur along the 
timeframes and levels predicted within the Plan in order to meet all of the 
various resource goals.  The current market conditions are temporarily a 
barrier to accomplishing treatments, however there is still plenty of room for 
projects to be on the shelf, ready to be offered when the economic market is 
more suitable.  The Forest has a need for timber sales ready to be offered to  

8-2 
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assure a relatively stable output from the Forest.  Stability and predictability 
of forest product output is important to the economic vitality of the area.  If 
the market situation continues to be problematic and sales ready to be offered 
reaches a level where there is diminishing value in completing further 
project-level analysis associated with vegetation treatment, the Forest Service 
will assess the most appropriate direction to take.  The current difficulty with 
selling timber sales is less than a year old, and the amount of sales ready to 
offer is still lower than desirable; thus there is still the need for more project 
decisions and the opportunity for the market to shift so that it is no longer a 
barrier to reaching Forest Plan objectives and desired conditions on the land.   
 
The effect of the project on large patches is disclosed in the EA.  
 
Response to 8-3:  The Superior National Forest Land and Resource 
Management Plan (Forest Plan) is based on modified Alternative E as 
disclosed in the Forest Plan Revision Final Environmental Impact Statement 
and Record of Decision.  Alternative E provides for the maintenance and 
restoration of ecological processes and functions and includes objectives to 
move toward older, more structurally complex forest conditions.  Alternative 
F, which would manage NFS land to eventually achieve vegetative 
conditions that are within the range of natural variability, was not selected to 
be implemented.  Pages 1-6 and 1-7 of the FEIS include information on how 
RNV was used in the Forest Plan Revision process.  The Record of Decision 
states that “The vegetative objectives in the Revised Plan are consistent with 
the desired future forest conditions outlined in the Northeast Forest 
Landscape Report of the Minnesota Forest Resource Council.”   
 
While the Forest Plan incorporates aspects of the Range of Natural 
Variability it does not propose to move all of the vegetative conditions 
toward the range of natural variability.  Projects such as the Whyte Forest 
Management Project are designed to move toward the Forest Plan objectives.  
 
Response to 8-4:  The mitigations contained in Appendix C provide 
information on how and when temporary roads would be closed and 
decommissioned.  And Appendix D contains the monitoring plan and shows 
that temporary road closures would be monitored.   
 

8-3 

8-4 
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The Whyte Project purpose and need did not include recreation projects and 
does not propose to change any of the developed recreation opportunities that  
 

currently exist in the project area.  By decommissioning the unauthorized 
roads, it would enhance non-motorized areas although most of the roads to be 
decommissioned are short segments.  
 
The Superior National Forest is also implementing the Travel Management 
Rule.  This process will identify areas suitable for motorized use.  Public 
involvement will be an important part of the process and is expected to begin 
in the near future.  The expected completion date for the Travel Management 
Rule is July 2008. 
 
Response to 8-5:  We are very aware of the difficulties of closing some areas 
to motorized vehicle use.  Please remember that under the previous Forest 
Plan, many roads were left open for the specific purpose of ATV access, and 
cross country travel by ATVs was acceptable.  Under the 2004 Forest Plan, 
cross country travel is not allowed and all temporary roads are to be closed to 
public motorized use.  It will take time and effort to close off areas where 
there is historical use of ATVs and the Forest is decommissioning 
unauthorized roads every year and is conducting on-going monitoring. 
 
To better address this issue, timber sale contracts now include clear direction 
that temporary roads are to be closed when not needed for a period of time 
and they are not to be used by the public at any time.  In addition, 
unauthorized roads on the District are being decommissioned and District 
and Forest-wide monitoring shows that many of these closures are effective.   
 
The District held a monitoring meeting on November 21, 2006 to review 
roads that were decommissioned as a result of the Record of Decision for the 
Virginia EIS.  (See Road Decommissioning Review November 21, 2006, in 
the Whyte Project Record.)  Nearly 45 temporary roads were closed through 

8-4 
cont

8-5 
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timber sale contracts and an additional 15 unauthorized roads were 
decommissioned via a separate contract.  The District will continue to 
monitor the effectiveness of these road closures.  The decommissioning of 
the unauthorized roads followed the examples as documented on the Tofte 
District.  In some cases, it is not evident that a road ever existed.  See also the 
2005 Forest Monitoring Report for forest-wide road decommissioning work.  
Because our monitoring shows that our recent road closures have been  
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effective, the undesired environmental consequences you mention such as 
impacts to soil, water, wildlife, and vegetation will not occur. 
 
Response to 8-6:  The Whyte Project purpose and need included specific 
direction to reduce fragmentation and create larger-sized patches of young 
forest by harvesting adjacent to recently harvested areas.  The Team also 
considered existing mature patches and did not propose regeneration harvest 
within patches that are greater than 300 acres.  The Forest Plan did not 
identify a need to manage stands before the culmination of mean annual 
increment (CMAI) to meet wildlife, vegetation, or other resource objectives. 8-6, 

cont  
The interdisciplinary team also did not identify a need for harvesting stands 
younger than 40 years of age to meet resource objectives.  Harvesting stands 
at or after CMAI addresses the purpose and need of the project because it 
effectively contributes to balanced resource management, including 
sustainable forest products and moving the vegetation towards the desired 
age class and composition objectives and management indicator habitats. 
 
The Forest Plan age class objectives show an abundance of forest in the 
mature age class.  Some of this forest is needed to move into the older age 
classes and some is available to meet the young forest age class.  The tables 
in Sections 3.7 and 3.8 and Appendix G show that the Whyte Project is 
contributing toward meeting the Forest-wide age class objectives.   
 
Table 2.8 does show there would be a reduction of mature, interior forest 
habitat; however, 91 percent of the interior forest habitat would remain.  
Table 2-8 explains that the young patches created through this project would 
grow into interior forest habitat in the future.  The Forest Plan FEIS shows a 
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9 percent decrease in the mature upland patches by the second decade (FEIS 
p. 3.3.2-5).  Table 2.9 shows there would not be a decrease in the number or 
acres of patches over 300 acres. 
 
Table 2.10 shows that the average size of young patches increases by ten 
acres under Alternative 1 and nine acres under Alternative 3.  The Team 
collaborated with adjacent landowners to create larger-sized patches of  
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young forest.  Therefore, regeneration harvests were located next to recently 
harvested areas (less than 15 years of age) and proposed harvest on other 
ownership. 
 
Some younger aged stands are intermixed with older stands.  The proposal is 
to harvest the surrounding older stands and leave the younger ones in place.  
In the short term, some edge would be created, but the resulting area would 
be more uniform in age than it currently is.  These areas will then enter the 
mature and older age classes over a shorter period of time, rather than in 
scattered increments, and will function as a more unified grouping of ages.  
The gap in stand ages of these adjacent stands will be less than 20 years 
rather than 40 or more years.   
 
The long-term effect of creating larger and more uniform patches is not 
reflected in Table 2.10 because at this time the stands are dissimilar whereas 
when they are older, their characteristics would be more representative of a 
larger mature patch. 

8-8

 
Response to 8-7:  The Forest Plan provides objectives for “Reducing the 
amount of forest edge while retaining a range of small patches and edge 
habitat (MIH 11), maintaining or increasing the amount of mature interior 
forest habitat (MIH 12), and maintaining or increasing the acres and number 
of 300-acre patches (MIH 13).  (Forest Plan O-VG-21, O-VG-22 and O-VG-
23)   
 
The Whyte Project purpose and need is to reduce fragmentation and create 
larger-sized patches of young forest, while maintaining existing large patches 
(Whyte EA pp. 1-4 and 1-5).  The Whyte Project EA shows what would 
happen to each of the MIH indicators.  See Tables 2.7 through 2.10 on pages 
2-8 through 2-10.   

8-9

8-10
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Response to 8-8:  See Response to 8-6 
 
Response to 8-9:  Comment noted. 
 
Response to 8-10:  Comment noted. 
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Response to 8-11:  Your support of Alternative 3 is noted and is partly 
because some of the aspen stands proposed for clearcutting in Alternative 1 
would not be harvested under Alternative 3 and your concern that harvest of 
those aspen stands would have negative effects on range of natural 
variability.  Please note that the aspen and the aspen-fir stands all contain a 
variety of tree species and all treatment units would retain leave trees and 
those greater than 20 acres would have legacy patches.  Also, areas of 
advanced regeneration may be protected.  These management actions would 
maintain and may increase the species and structural diversity of these 
stands.  Generally the aspen and the aspen-fir stands would contain similar 
species composition after harvest as before harvest, except the stand would 
be regenerated to create young forest. 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

8-11
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Response to 8-12:  The two stands proposed for conversion to jack pine are 
in the Mesic Birch Aspen LE.  The objectives for MBA LE include an 
objective to increase the amount of jack pine.  See Table 3.8.1.   There is also 
a need to increase the amount of jack pine in the Jack Pine Black Spruce LE.  
However, there were limited opportunities to convert aspen stands to jack 
pine in this Project Area because of the small acreage and no suitable sites.  
There is very little jack pine within any of the stands and the soils are not 
well-suited for jack pine and therefore not ecologically appropriate for jack 
pine.  The purpose and need included increasing the amount of white pine 
and jack pine on suitable sites.  Two stands were identified that contain jack 
pine and are not part of a large mature patch and these two units are proposed 
to be converted to jack pine.  Other jack pine in the project area is part of a 
mature patch and therefore was not considered for regeneration harvest at 
this time. 
 
 
Response to 8-13:  Comment noted.  Please see the purpose and need for the 
Whyte Project on page 1-2 of the Preliminary Effects Analysis.  The purpose 
and need is to create young aspen and birch forest and to increase the amount 
of white pine to move the project area toward the forest-wide vegetation age 
class and management indicator habitat objectives.  Please see Forest Plan 
Landscape Ecosystem Objectives on pages 2-55 to 2-78.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

8-12 

8-13 
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Response to 8-14:  Comment noted. 
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Response to 9-1:  Comment noted. 
 
Response to 9-2:  Forest Service Handbook 1909.15 – Environmental Policy 
and Procedures Handbook, in Chapter 40, Section 41 states “Prepare 
environmental assessments to document the results of environmental 
analyses and to disclose the environmental consequences for proposed 
actions that are not categorically excluded from documentation and for 
which the need for an environmental impact statement has not been 
determined.”  The purpose of an EA is to briefly provide sufficient evidence 
and analysis for determining whether to prepare an environmental impact 
statement or a finding of no significant impact.   
 
The decision maker will carefully consider the analysis included in the 
Whyte Environmental Assessment, including the comments received on the 
Preliminary Effects Analysis, all of the resource reports, and project file 
documentation prior to deciding if an environmental impact statement is 
needed or to issue a finding of no significant impact.  The Environmental 
Assessment does consider the direct, indirect, and cumulative effects of past, 
present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions on all relevant resources.  
This analysis is disclosed in Chapter 3. 9-1  
 
 
 
 9-2
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Response to 9-3:  The concern that the Forest Plan designates too few MIS 
was a point in the appeal of the 2004 Superior National Forest Plan and Final 
EIS.  The Forest Service Chief’s decision on the Forest Plan Revision ROD 
appeal included the following: “[t]he MIS program for the Superior NF 
monitors a suite of species sufficient to comply with NFMA regulations, 
demonstrated that it has an adequate framework in place to conduct the 
required monitoring, and uses habitat as an appropriate adjunct to species 
monitoring” (p. 54-55 of the Chief’s Appeal Decision, on the internet at 
http://www.fs.fed.us/emc/applit/includes/woappdec/sup_final.pdf).   
 
The NFMA regulations have no requirement to select MIS for each listed 
category or habitat type, and only require the reasons for selecting MIS be 
given (36 CFR 219.19(a) (1)). The process followed for the selection of MIS 
is well-documented and based on the five categories listed in the regulations, 
and the reasons for each selection are clearly stated in the Forest Plan 
Revision planning record.  The four MIS selected are considered best to 
represent key habitat types that experience the majority of management on 
the Superior.   
 
The Forest Plan Revision record demonstrates that the Forest considered a 
greater number of MIS (approximately 400 species) (3.13.4.2 # 10471: (doc 
1) 02.09.12_ MIS MIH Proposal and Evaluation.xls).  However, based upon 
scientific information, the Forest Service concluded, that indicator habitats 
better reflected the broad spectrum of major wildlife management issues and 
challenges than individual species.  In concert with the four MIS chosen by 
the Forest, indicator habitats allow the Forest a practical and efficient way to 
assess the effects of management on wildlife habitat and address the 
thousands of species that occur on the Forest.  (See USDA Forest Service, 
Management Indicator Species and Management Indicator Habitats, 
February 2, 2007. 
 
Management indicator species are monitored during forest plan 
implementation in order to assess the effects of management activities on 
their populations and the populations of other species with similar habitat 
needs that they may represent.  Because of scientific limitations of using 
individual species to indicate effects on many other species (Landres et al. 
1988; Forest Plan Revision Final EIS Vol. 2, Appendix B; Niemi et al. 1997; 
USDA Committee of Scientists 1999), the Forest Plan uses a limited number 

9-3 
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(four) of management indicator species.  Management indicator habitats are 
greater in number than MIS because it was determined that habitats better 
reflect the broad spectrum of major wildlife management issues and 
challenges than individual species (Forest Plan Revision EIS, Vol. 2, 
Appendix B, Wildlife “Identification of wildlife management indicator 
species and habitats”, pages B-25 to B-29).  Management indicator habitats 
represent the major biological communities on the National Forests that are 
most affected by management. In other words, they provide a “coarse filter”  
 
Response to 9-3, cont.:   
that represents the array of native ecosystems and their associated species - 
with emphasis on those that would be most affected by management.  
 
Some species may fall through this coarse filter because of their specialized 
habitat requirements, because of their high public concern, or because of 
concern for their continued viability on the planning area.  Therefore, the 
Forest Plan Revision EIS analyzed additional species as “fine filter” 
indicators that, although not designated as “management indicator species”, 
allowed us to address important wildlife impacts or issues not adequately 
addressed programmatically by “management indicator species and habitats”.  
Forest Plan Revision EIS Indicators #15 (lynx), #18 (107 sensitive species, 
85 of which occur on the Superior NF) and #21-23 (woodcock, deer, and 
ruffed grouse) were analyzed during Forest Plan Revision because they allow 
evaluation of individual species of high public concern because of their 
social, economic, ecological importance. 
 
An important component of this approach is monitoring (see Forest Plan 
Chapter 4). Population trends of management indicator species are monitored 
and relationships to habitat changes determined. This monitoring is done in 
cooperation with State fish and wildlife agencies, to the extent practicable, 
especially for eagle, wolf, and goshawk (information in the Wildlife Section 
of the 2005 Superior National Forest Monitoring and Evaluation Report).   
 
Because MIH, together with MIS, provide the basis for addressing 
requirements to maintain viability in the planning area of all native and 
desired non-native species, MIHs and some associated species are also 
monitored.  MIHs are monitored to address the degree to which the plans 

implement MIH objectives. Associated species are monitored to validate 
assumptions and predictions about population and habitat links.   
 
The 2005 Monitoring and Evaluation (M&E) Report does not include a lot of 
habitat-population analysis in the first year of implementation because 
making the correlations, testing the hypothesis is a monitoring and evaluation 
item to be conducted by at least the fifth year of plan implementation when 
greater changes to the landscape will have occurred.  Nevertheless, there are 
habitat and population data found in Wildlife Section for 21 terrestrial and 
six  aquatic animal sensitive species, numerous sensitive plant species, all 
four MIS, all three threatened and endangered species, and nine MIHs. 
 
The analysis on the relationship of MIHs to the range of natural variability 
(Forest Plan Revision Final EIS ,Chapter 3.3.1, 3.3.2, and 3.3.3 
Environmental Consequences) was used by the biologist to make a 
determination about viability of species: this includes conclusions for each 
MIH and its associated species that documents in some form “…Assuming a 
direct correlation between habitat availability and species populations, 
conditions in MIH X would result in population levels…” above, below or 
within the range of natural variability.  For those MIH and associated species 
that fall outside the range of natural variability a conclusion is made about 
whether or not there is adequate representation of the range of natural 
variability to maintain viability.  Analysis of Modified Alternative E 
concludes that viability would be maintained.  
 
The Whyte Project proposes to implement the Forest Plan and follows the 
direction established in the Plan.  In addition to the management indicator 
species, the Whyte Project also discloses the effects of the project on all of 
the threatened, endangered, and Regional Forester’s sensitive species, game 
species and management indicator habitats.  See Sections 3.3, 3.4, 3.5, 3.6, 
and 3.7 of the EA. 
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Response to 9-4:  Section 3.4 of the EA summarizes the findings 
documented in the Whyte Project Biological Evaluation.  The Biological 
Evaluation is available on the internet at www.fs.fed.us/r9/suprior and upon 
request from the Laurentian District office.  The BE includes information on 
the potential habitat available in the project area; existing condition 
information, including populations and trends, information on the project 
area surveys, habitat needs and limiting factors, and habitat trends; direct and 
indirect effects; cumulative effects; the determination; and mitigations.  
Some additional information has been added to Chapter 3 of the EA.  
Complete information on the effects of the project on sensitive species is 
available in the Biological Evaluation. 

9-3, 
cont. 

 
Response to 9-5:  Sierra Club’s support of plans to restore pine within the 
Cloquet River (no restoration will occur within the St. Louis River corridor) 
is noted.   
 
The unit cards for each unit contain details on the proposed management 
activities.  The mitigations in Appendix C contain specific direction to lessen 
impacts to soil and wetlands although there may be minor short-term effects 
to soil and wetlands resulting from the road decommissioning.  This includes 
minor erosion and impacts to vegetation.  After decommissioning activities, 
negative effects to soil, water, wetlands, and vegetation would diminish.  
Appendix D is the monitoring plan and shows that both temporary and 
unauthorized roads would be monitored.  The “Effects Disclosure for Soils 
and Wetlands” contains additional information on the effects the Project 
would have on soils and wetlands.  The following points are documented in 
that report: 

9-4

 
●Standards and guidelines for watershed health are listed in the Forest Plan, 
pages 2-13 through 2-18.  The standards and guidelines, G-WS-8 through G-
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WS-15 and S-WS- 11 through S-WS-13 are specific to soils and wetlands.  
All of the standards and guidelines would be met in this project.   
●The design and mitigations for the project are adequate to limit adverse 
effects.  The Forest Service has developed detailed inventories and associated 
interpretations of soils through our ecological classification units on National 
Forest System (NFS) land.  This site-specific information has enabled the 
refinement or tailoring of management direction to help ensure the 
productive capacities of sites on NFS land are not reduced due to forest  
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Response to 9-5 cont.: 
management.  The use of unit cards detailing information where mitigations 
are needed provides site level information. 
 
●Stocking surveys have been conducted on past timber sales in the area 
documenting successful regeneration. See Appendix F for a summary of past, 
on-going, and future vegetation management projects in the area.  In 2005, 
vegetation surveys in previously treated timber sales were conducted across 
the Forest to assess how vegetation has responded to managed treatments 
over the years.  Attributes documented included regeneration success 
(planted and natural regeneration) and vegetation frequency and cover.  In 
2005, 4,184 acres were certified as adequately stocked.  This meets the 
NFMA obligation to adequately restock harvested areas within 5 years of 
final harvest.  (Fiscal Year 2005 Monitoring & Evaluation Report 
Summaries, E. Timber). 

9-5 

9-6 

●Effectiveness monitoring accomplished on skid trails and landings in 2003 
and 2004 that compare activities between the blow down treatments from the 
1999 wind storm and regular treatment activities.  One result was less 
compaction on regular treatment activities. 

9-7 

Fire monitoring results suggest good retention of organic matter.  Watershed 
improvement projects have been successful in minimizing soil erosion and 
re-establishing vegetation. (Fiscal Year 2005 Monitoring & Evaluation 
Report Summaries, C.3 Soils). 

9-8 

●Site-level monitoring of timber and forest management guidelines by 
MnDNR and the Minnesota Forest Resource Council in cooperation with the 
Superior National Forest has continued yearly.  The most recent 2006 visits 
which included federal lands on the Laurentian Ranger District monitored 
visual, cultural resources, slopes, water quality, roads and skid trails and 
general site conditions.  Some of the results included minimal to no rutting, 
intact filter strips, and re-vegetation of landings (Voluntary Site-level 
Guidelines for Sustaining Minnesota Forest Resources Summary of On-site 
Monitoring, 2006).   Scotford & Nichols Associates, 817 NW 6th Ave., Grand 
Rapids, MN  55744.  
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Response to 9-5 cont.: 
●The district conducted road decommissioning reviews last fall and 
accomplished 45 temporary road and 15 unauthorized road decommissioning 
projects.  (See Road Decommissioning Review, November 21, 2006, in the 
Whyte Project Record.)  These and planned road decommissioning projects 
would continue to be monitored. 
 
Response to 9-6:  Sierra Club support of restoration of white pine in Unit 19 
along Seven Beaver Lake and opposition to harvest of unit 20 in the Seven 
Beavers Forest Plan Inventoried Roadless Area is noted.   
 
The Forest Plan considers the Seven Beaver area as an inventoried Roadless 
area during the Forest Plan Revision process.  The Regional Forester decided 
“I have determined that the 30 areas (over 60,000 acres) on the Superior 
that met the criteria for roadless inventory did not add significantly to 
wilderness opportunities.  Although they had the character of being 
essentially roadless, they did not have attributes that would justify my 
recommendation for wilderness study by Congress.”  The Seven Beavers 
area was allocated to the Riparian Emphasis and Candidate Research Natural 
Area Management Areas.  The proposed actions in the two units are both 
located in the Riparian Emphasis MA and are designed to meet Landscape 
Ecosystem objectives.  The EA discloses that management in Unit 20 would 
mimic stand replacement disturbance and would create a larger-sized block 
of young forest by conducting similar management on National Forest land 
as what was conducted on adjacent ownership.  Harvest of this unit was 
developed collaboratively with the Nature Conservancy to eliminate straight 
edges based on property ownership boundaries and instead follow the 
ecological boundaries of the stand.  The unit can be accessed via a temporary 
road so no system roads would be constructed.  See EA, Section 3.10 for 
additional information on the effects of conducting management activities in 
this area.  
 
Response to 9-7:  Mitigation measures listed in Appendix C-9 and C-10 
provide specific direction for managing temporary roads.  This direction is 
included in timber sale contracts.  Direction includes signing roads when first 
constructed to notify the public the roads are not open for public use.  And 
contracts require timber sale purchasers to install temporary road closures 
when the road is not needed between harvest activities or if a delay in harvest 

activities occurs.  Temporary roads would be decommissioned after their 
intended purpose has been achieved.   
 
Response to 9-8:  Comments supporting maintaining and enhancing large 
patches of mature forest is noted.  The project was designed to maintain the 
existing patches greater than 300 acres because these provide better interior 
habitat than do smaller-sized patches.  The effects of the project on 
threatened, endangered, and sensitive species, and management indicator 
species, is disclosed in the EA, BE, and BA. 
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Response to 10-1:  Thank you for your suggestion to incorporate fire into the 
Forest’s long-term management plans to provide habitat for the species that 
depend on historical disturbance patterns.  The Forest Plan does include 
objectives for emulating historical disturbance pattern to the extent practical.  
We will continue to consider burning as an option for meeting the Forest 
Plan objectives. 

10-1
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