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Introduction

Appendix J is organized by topic and summarizes the public comments submitted on the Draft EIS and Proposed
Forest Plans. This appendix also includes the Forest Service’s response to the public’s concerns.

In April 2003, the Draft EIS and Proposed Forest Plans were published, and approximately 425 copies of
documents were mailed to agencies, tribal governments, organizations, businesses, and individuals. The public
also accessed the documents on the world wide web, at regional libraries, and at Forest Service offices. The Draft
EIS comment period ended on September 11, 2003. The Forest Service received about 1,300 comment letters and
emails, approximately 70% of which were form letters with identical or nearly identical content. Public
comments were used to improve and clarify the EIS and Revised Forest Plans. The Forest Service appreciates the
time and effort expended by all commenters.

The planning team carefully read and considered all the letters and emails using a process called content analysis.
Content analysis is a systematic method of compiling, categorizing, and capturing the full range of viewpoints and
concerns expressed in public comments. In analyzing the content of the public comments, each comment (a letter
or an email) was given a unique identifying number that allows analysts to link specific comments to original
letters. Commenters’ names and addresses were then entered into a project-specific database program, enabling
creation of a complete mailing list of all commenters. The database is also used to track pertinent demographic
information, such as comments from special interest groups or federal, state, tribal, county, and local
governments. The exception to this is form letters. In the case of duplicative material, such as form letters, only a
master letter for each distinct form letter was analyzed for content and represented in the mailing list.

By grouping comments by topic, the planning team developed representative public concern statements.  Public
concerns statements are succinct statements that capture the requests of commenters, vis-a-vis the Draft EIS and
Proposed Forest Plans. Public concern statements are a detailed account of specific questions, problems,
suggestions, or interests expressed by commenters. A given public concern may represent only one commenter or
may represent hundreds of commenters who articulated the identical point. Each public concern is individually
numbered, but the numbering system is not sequential. Some of the public concerns have sub-concerns, which
are indicated by an indented sub-topic heading.

Once the public concern statements were developed, the planning team prepared responses for each concern.
Each public concern and/or sub-concern is followed by an Agency Response. In some cases, more than one
concern statement is answered with one agency Response. At the end of this appendix, the reader will find the
letters received from government agencies in their entirety. Their comments are represented in the public concern
statements.

Each public concern is individually numbered, but the numbering
system is not sequential throughout. This is not an error but
occurred as individual concern statements were reorganized into
more coherent groupings.

Forest Plan Revision J-5 Final EIS
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Planning Process

Planning — General (0.0)

PC# 0.0-1
Public Concern: The final Forest Plan should address management responses to natural
disasters such as disease and wind storms.

Agency Response:

Forest Plan direction listed in O VG-13, G TM-12, and S TM -2 provide management direction for situations of
natural catastrophic conditions such as fire, insect and disease attach or windstorms. Documenting analysis in
environmental impact statements and environmental assessments is required by the National Environmental
Policy Act, if an action is not categorically excluded from such documentation. The Healthy Forest Restoration
Act and the Healthy Forest Initiative provide additional direction that in some cases, streamlines the analysis
process when responding to fires, insect and disease outbreaks and blowdowns. This direction will be used when
implementing the Revised Forest Plan.

PC# 0.0-3
Public Concern: The final Forest Plans should contain more specific, short term objectives.

Agency Response:

Because the Revised Plans are strategic documents, they focus on what conditions are expected, rather than what
management practices are to be used to achieve those conditions. While Management Area direction, standards
or guidelines may limit the type of activities that may occur, the concept is to make a broad pool of management
practices available, so that the practice that best fits a particular piece of ground is used to achieve the objective.

This is appropriately done at the project level with additional public involvement.

In addition, there are specific objectives by landscape ecosystem for forest type and age class. While these
percentages may vary by individual project, our objective is to achieve these percentages across the entire
landscape ecosystem. These objectives are measureable and will be monitored.

PC# 0.0-4
Public Concern: The final Forest Plans should continue to emphasize a strategic management
process.

Agency Response:

We agree. The Revised Plans were developed to provide strategic, landscape based direction. The intention is to
set broad management direction (the vision of the forest to work toward) and let the means of moving toward that
vision (the methods or tools to be used) be determined at the project level, where the appropriate tools can be best
determined.

PC# 0.0-5
Public Concern: The final planning record should be complete and available to the public.

Forest Plan Revision J-6 Final EIS
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Agency Response:
The planning record, as well as all Forest Service manuals and handbooks are available for public review upon
request.

PC# 0.0-6
Public Concern: The Final Forest Plans should include specific direction on implementation of
forest management.

Agency Response:

Revised Forest Plans are strategic documents, setting desired conditions (what the Forests should look like) and
objectives (measurable and planned results to reach desired conditions) for various resources. The processes and
the types of management treatments used to achieve the desired conditions and objectives are best determined at
the project level, and are therefore, not specified within the Plans.

PC# 0.0-7
Public Concern: The Final Forest Plan should clearly state the intended management
opportunities and direction.

Agency Response:

The management direction in the Revised Forest Plan is written to be flexible because conditions vary across the
landscape. Guidelines and standards are similar in that both set management minimums or maximums. While
standards can not be violated without a Forest Plan amendment, exceptions to guidelines can be made with
analysis and rationale in a decision document. Exceptions to guidelines are rare events, but some flexibility is
needed to address specific management issues. The Superior Forest Plan takes a strategic, coarse filter approach
to address forest-wide issues. Allocating objectives down to a Ranger District may not make sense ecologically
and may not be appropriate in the context of other multiple use objectives. Monitoring and evaluation at the
forest level will determine if objectives are being met as Forest Plans are implemented.

Purpose and Need (1.0.0)

PC# 1.0.0-1
Public Concern: The Final Plans should not be based upon Alternative A because it fails to
address the identified purpose and need for change.

AND

PC# 1.0.0-2
Public Concern: The Final Plans could be based upon Alternative B because it would address
many of the identified needs for change.

AND
PC# 1.0.0-3
Public Concern: The Final Plans could be based upon Alternative D because it would address
many of the identified needs for change.

AND

Forest Plan Revision J-7 Final EIS
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PC# 1.0.0-4
Public Concern: The Final Plans should not be based upon Alternative C because it fails to
address the identified purpose and need for change.

AND
PC# 1.0.0-5
Public Concern: The Final Plans should not be based upon Alternative E because it fails to
address many of the identified purposes and needs for change.

AND

PC# 1.0.0-6
Public Concern: The Final Plans could be based upon Alternative G because it would address
many of the identified needs for change.

AND

PC# 1.0.0-7
Public Concern: The Final Plans should be largely based on Alternative F (with modifications)
because it addresses nearly all of the identified needs for change.

Agency Response:

Each alternative was designed to provide a viable mix of resources and tradeoffs. The Record of Decision
contains the rationale for the selected alternative, and is the official document that lays out the reasons why
Modified Alternative E was selected over the other alternatives. Many considerations, including laws, policy,
response to issues, and biological, social and economic effects are considered in making the choice.

PC# 1.0.0-8

Public Concern: The Chippewa and Superior NFs should analyze additional ways of meeting
the need for change because only the approach of more regulation and less harvest has been
pursued.

Agency Response:

The Revised Plans have reduced the amount of management direction from previous plans. They have not
repeated management direction located in other places, and the strategy behind the plans is to develop a course
filter approach to managing the landscape, thereby reducing the amount of fine filter direction. The overall
objective of the forest plan is to establish a desired condition on the land that provides the conditions for the
resources and opportunities that best meet the needs of the American people. The amount of timber that is
estimated comes as a result of producing the desired condition on the land. Alternatives with higher timber
volumes were analyzed in the EIS, but were not selected because the Final Revised Plan was determined to be the
alternative that provided the greatest net public benefit.

PC# 1.0.0-9

Public Concern: The Final Plans and EIS should provide more balance in addressing the need
for change with regard to wildlife and recognize that the sporting public wants abundant quality
game habitat and huntable populations.

Agency Response:

Forest Plan Revision J-8 Final EIS
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The Revised Plan has added Management Direction in the form of Desired Conditions (D-WL-2 ) to address
providing wildlife habitat for current and future needs for hunting, fishing, trapping, and wildlife watching, and in
conjunction with the State of Minnesota regulations, providing a range of quality hunting, trapping, and fishing
opportunities.

PC# 1.1.3-3
Public Concern: The Forest Service should encourage people to use non-wood materials in
housing construction.

Agency Response:

Non-wood building materials are available in the local marketplace. Many of these materials are made from non-
renewable resources and therefore would also have tradeoffs in terms of environmental effects. The Forest
Service discloses potential environmental effects with each proposed action (such as timber harvest) so reasonable
choices can be made.

General Management Philosophy (1.0.1)

PC# 1.0.1-1
Public Concern: The Chippewa and Superior NFs should place priority on protection and
preservation because we cannot benefit from plants or creatures we have destroyed.

AND
PC# 1.0.1-2
Public Concern: The Chippewa and Superior NFs should place the health and nature of the
forest first in all considerations.

Agency Response:

Protection and preservation are two of many emphases for which the Chippewa and Superior NFs are being
managed. The Forest Service mission is” to sustain the health, diversity, and productivity of the nation’s forests
and grasslands to meet the needs of present and future generations”. In order to meet this broad mission, some
areas are identified for protection and preservation. Some areas are identified for active management, both to
produce goods for present generations and to ensure productivity and forest health for future generations. All
management is geared toward providing for future generations’ use, enjoyment and needs. The revised Plans for
both Forests have greatly increased allocations to more protective emphases, including candidate Research
Natural Areas, Unique Areas, and Riparian Emphasis Areas. On the Superior NF, more than 1/3 of the Forest is
classified as Wilderness, the highest level of protection available.

PC# 1.0.1-3
Public Concern: The Chippewa and Superior NFs should be managed for a new paradigm that
has sustainability of ecologically diverse, functioning ecosystems.

Agency Response:

Sustainability of diverse, functioning ecosystems is a key component of the Revised Plans, One reason for
changing from the 1986 Forest Plan was the need for an ecological approach to forest management that takes into
account the physical, biological, economic and social factors that make ecosystems dynamic. The Revised Plans
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make use of landscape ecosystems to help determine what ecological conditions are desired from the forest. The
Revised Plans are focused on outcomes (or what is left on the forests) not primarily outputs (what is taken from
the forest).

PC#1.0.1-4
Public Concern: The Chippewa and Superior NFs are over-managed and do not need a
caretaker.

Agency Response:

The Forest Service has the legal responsibility for managing the National Forests. The Revised Plans identify
those management treatments needed to provide for accomplishing the many objectives of the Plans. Because
many of the ecosystems on the two forests were disturbance (fire) driven, management in the Revised Plans calls
for treatments to mimic these disturbances.

PC# 1.0.1-7
Public Concern: The Chippewa and Superior NF Plans should not weaken environmental
standards.

Agency Response:

The Final Revised Plans do not weaken environmental standards. While the management direction in revised
plans is more strategic than the 1986 Plans, the revised Plans make greater use of ecological concepts and new
information. In addition, the Plans adopt, as a minimum the Minnesota Forest Resource Council guidelines. In
several instances, the Plans have more stringent management direction than contained within those guidelines.

PC# 1.0.1-8a
Public Concern: The Chippewa and Superior NFs should not be further decimated and the
Plans should focus on restoration.

Agency Response:

A key aspect of the Revised Plans is restoration. Desired Conditions and Objectives for watersheds, riparian
areas, soils, vegetation, wildlife, and threatened and endangered species, provide management direction that
enhances and restores these resources. The Revised Plans provide for an increase in conifer and especially white
pine as another key component of restoration.

PC# 1.0.1-8b

Public Concern: The Chippewa Plan should have major goals to preserve significant intact
remnants of the landscape and restore debased forest lands because so much of the Chippewa
NF has been disrupted by human activity.

Agency Response:

Vegetative management direction is aimed at restoring vegetation to a condition that is more representative of
native vegetation communities, spatial patterns, and ecological processes. This direction is contained in the
desired conditions and objectives for vegetation. (D-VG-1 through 8, and O-VG - 1 through 24) The allocation
of lands to management areas for candidate Research Natural Areas and Unique Areas will help protect those
most unique areas on the forest. The vegetative objectives are geared toward increasing those communities and
conditions that are degraded or greatly diminished in quality or extent.
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PC# 1.0.1-9

Public Concern: The Chippewa Plan should place greater emphasis on ecosystem
enhancement because the preferred alternative puts too little attention on the forest’s unique
water aspects and how to manage them sustainably.

Agency Response:

The Revised Forest Plan for the Chippewa increases the emphasis on watershed health and riparian areas as
compared to the 1986 Forest Plans. National forest lands adjacent to most major lakes and rivers (over 50,000
acres) are allocated to the Riparian Emphasis management area. One quarter mile on either side of the
Mississippi River (over 6,000 acres) is allocated to the Unique Biological management area. The Big Fork River
and lands one quarter mile on either side (over 1,500 acres) are allocated to the Eligible Scenic and Recreational
River management area. Regardless of management area allocation, the forest also provides for watershed health
and riparian areas through forest-wide desired conditions, objectives and standards and guidelines. While the
National Forest is generally implementing the Minnesota Forest Resource Council guidelines for many resources,
we chose a more proactive approach for riparian management, in part because of the importance of the water
resources on the Chippewa NF. The proactive approach seeks to manage for riparian functions and values, rather
than to just mitigate the effects of other management activities on riparian areas. The revised Plan calls for this
proactive approach to be used along most all lakes, streams and open water wetlands that are outside of the
“water-focused” management areas described above. In summary, emphasis on watershed health and riparian
areas is provided for most major water bodies through management area allocation, and for most other water
bodies, through forest-wide management direction.

PC# 1.0.1-11
Public Concern: The Chippewa and Superior NFs should be managed as the treasure it is, it
serves as a kind of church for some people.

Agency Response:

The Final EIS recognizes that the National Forests are important for a variety of social opportunities, benefits and
values, including spiritual values. The Revised Plan contains management direction that recognizes the
importance of continuing to provide rare and unique benefits that may not be available from other public or
private lands (D-SE-3).

PC# 1.0.1-16
Public Concern: The Chippewa and Superior NFs should manage the National Forests for the
ecosystem services they provide.

Agency Response:

The National Forests are managed under the concept of Ecosystem Management, which is an ecological approach
to natural resources management to assure productive, healthy ecosystems by blending social, economic, physical
and biological needs and values. We believe that the national forests should be managed for a variety of
resources and uses, and the Multiple-Use Sustained Yield Act requires this type of management. One of the key
aspects of the Plan Revision was to provide an ecological basis for management direction and that was built into
the Revised Plan.

PC# 1.0.1-18
Public Concern: The Chippewa and Superior NFs Plans should not overdue any resources or
management because the need to protect the forests is great.
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Agency Response:

The Revised Forest Plans seek to provide a balance of goods, services and uses for all Americans. Admittedly,
not all people will agree with the balance that is provided. Each national forest allocates the forest area to a
variety of management areas and management emphases. In addition, management for different resources on the
same piece of ground is often possible. Both the Final EIS and the Record of Decision examine and describe how
potential actions and decisions would affect a wide variety of resources, people and communities.

PC# 1.0.1-19

Public Concern: The Final Plans should demonstrate the opportunity to combine science,
public values, and a new approach, because the Proposed Plans fails to show such leadership
and innovation.

Agency Response:

We believe that the Revised Forest Plans do utilize current science (example, landscape ecosystem approach), do
respond to public values (examples include desires for more semi-primitive recreation, more designated
motorized trails, a healthy forest, and a continuing supply of timber products), and do make use of a new
approach (outcome-based Forest Plan).  Public values are not uniformly held, and may often be in conflict
between various segments of the public.

PC# 1.0.1-20
Public Concern: The Final Plans should demonstrate better planning and management than is
set forth in the Proposed Plan.

Agency Response:

We believe our planning process and decisions are professional, thorough and complete. The reasons for
selection of the Revised Plans are set forth in the Record of Decision. We intend for the Revised Plans to be
adaptive and to keep them updated through periodic review and, if needed, change.

PC# 1.0.1-23

Public Concern: The Chippewa and Superior NFs should evaluate and regulate competing uses
to provide a balance that preserves forests and wildlife, while contributing to the welfare of the
state and nation.

-To add to the economic base of local communities
- To provide for the long-range health and diversity of the forest ecosystem.

Agency Response:

We believe the Revised Plans provide for a balance between competing uses and tradeoffs of effects focused on
what we leave on the Forests rather than on what we take off. The Record of Decision states the reasons why
choices to achieve this balance were made and why the selected alternative maximizes the net benefit to the
public. The Forest Service has the legal responsibility for managing the National Forests to provide for a variety
of resources, goods, services and uses.

PC# 1.0.1-24
Public Concern: The Chippewa and Superior NFs should be managed so that non-consumptive
uses are treated equally with consumptive uses.
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Agency Response:

We believe the revised Plans provide a good balance of providing for the many uses that people desire on the
national forests. During alternative development, analysis, and ultimately selection of an alternative to
implement as the Revised Plans, consideration was given to all of the resources and uses of the Chippewa and
Superior National Forests. Both consumptive and non-consumptive uses are important to the American public,
and in many cases, management for a consumptive use does not preclude management for a non-consumptive use,
and vice versa. An area that is classed as suitable for timber harvest may not be harvested for many decades.
During that period, it may provide many consumptive uses (such as hunting, bow gathering and berry gathering)
as well as many non-consumptive uses, such as wildlife viewing, remote camping, or viewing scenery).
Similarly when it is harvested, it can contribute to desired age class objectives, biological diversity, and viewing
of early successsional wildlife.

PC# 1.0.1-26
Public Concern: The Chippewa and Superior NFs should protect and carefully manage the
forest for their many uses.

Agency Response:
We agree and believe the Revised Plans do so.

PC# 1.0.1-29

Public Concern: The Chippewa and Superior NFs should be managed for the forest that exists
today, because it makes sense to manage for the aspen and pine that exist today. Off-site
species should be converted.

Agency Response:

Forest Plans must guide management for forests of tomorrow, as well as what exists today. The Revised Plans
describe the desired conditions and objectives for vegetation. These objectives came about as a result of looking
at the various resources, uses, goods and services that are desired from the Chippewa and Superior National
Forests, and how the Forest Service might best provide them. The objectives are also consistent with the overall
desired future forest condition agreed to by the Minnesota Forest Resource Council northeast and north central
landscape committees. We will continue to manage for aspen and pine on many acres where aspen and pine
exist today. Timber harvest will be the key vegetative manipulation practice that will be used, for regeneration of
stands, and for conversion or restoration of stands. Site conditions will be evaluated and are a major
consideration in stand regeneration.

PC# 1.0.1-30
Public Concern: The Final Plans should better reflect sound forest management, because the
Proposed Plans do not.

Agency Response:

The Revised Forest Plans are based upon sound forest management principles. We have tried to incorporate the
most recent information, including using the Landscape Ecosystem process that has been accepted and used by
the Minnesota Forest Resources Council. Sustainability of diverse, functioning ecosystems is a key component
of the Revised Plans. One reason for changing from the 1986 Forest Plans was the need for an ecological
approach to forest management that takes into account the physical, social, and economic factors that make
ecosystems dynamic.
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PC# 1.0.1-35
Public Concern: The Chippewa and Superior NF Plans should be managed to provide the
greatest good for the greatest number of people and wildlife.

Agency Response:

We agree. The public concern statement is a paraphrase from a statement by Gifford Pinchot, the first Chief of
the Forest Service and they are a key principle by which the national forests are managed —the greatest good for
the greatest number for the long run. We believe the Revised Plans are true to this principle.

PC# 1.0.1-37
Public Concern: The Draft Plans correctly outline Basic Principles of Management, these
should be carried into the Final Plans.

Agency Response:
We agree. They are included in the Revised Plans.

PC# 1.0.1-39

Public Concern: The Chippewa and Superior NFs should be clear and specific about their
management philosophy regarding timber production. Is timber production a priority, or is
managing vegetative condition the priority?

Agency Response:

Both are important. Overall, the Revised Plans focus on outcomes or the condition on the ground. The
vegetative objectives in the plan describe the desired condition that the forests are being managed toward. The
vegetative objectives were developed to address the various resources, needs, uses and outputs that people desire
from the national forests. Therefore, the production of timber does not only come about as a result of striving to
reach the vegetative condition, but the timber resource was also considered (along with other resources) in
developing the vegetative conditions.

PC# 1.0.1-40
Public Concern: The Chippewa National Forest should be managed like an industrial forest.

Agency Response:

We disagree. Various laws and policies guide the management of the national forests. In particular, the
multiple-use sustained yield act directs that the national forests be managed for a wide variety of uses. This is
not the same management as an industrial forest, where the primary objective is very likely wood production.

PC# 1.0.1-41
Public Concern: The Chippewa and Superior NFs should not be managed like National Parks
because National Parks don’t harvest timber.

Agency Response:

The Chippewa and Superior NFs are not being managed as national parks. The mission of the national forests and
the national parks is quite different. National Park mission is to preserve unimpaired the natural and cultural
resources and values of the National Park System for the enjoyment, education, and inspiration of this and future
generations. The Forest Service mission is to sustain the health, diversity, and productivity of the Nation’s
Forests and Grasslands to meet the needs of present and future generations.
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PC# 1.0.1-44

Public Concern: The Forest Service should not adopt regulation changes that are being
proposed at a national level, because they would limit public involvement, scientific review, and
wildlife protections.

Agency Response:

This comment is outside the scope of Forest Plan revision. It has been forwarded to the Washington Office for
consideration. With direction provided by the Healthy Forest Initiative and the Healthy Forest Restoration Act,
Congress believes it has provided the Forest Service the tools necessary to address hazardous fuels and risk of
wildfire along with associated issues of salvage, forest health, and stewardship contracting. These tools will be
considered and utilized during project implementation.

PC# 4.2.2-16
Public Concern: The Chippewa and Superior NF should not consider doing ‘no treatment’ as
management.

Agency Response:

We disagree. The option of no action or no management can be a legitimate management action. The following
example demonstrates such a case. Assume forest plan objectives call for 10% of a forest type to be in an old
(beyond mature) age class. Presently, only 8% is within that class. Several stands are currently in the mature
class, but 20 years shy of the old age class. A decision is made to harvest some stands, but to not harvest the
others in order to allow them to age and thereby contribute in the future toward meeting the old age objective.
This decision to do no treatment during the 15 year duration of the Revised Plan is a valid management decision
because it leads to accomplishing a desired result.

PC# 1.0.5-1
Public Concern: The Plans should allow managers flexibility.

Agency Response:

We agree. The Revised Plans are strategic documents that focus on what is to be accomplished (desired
conditions and outcomes) and focus much less on how it is to be accomplished (processes and
techniques). This allows the field personnel the flexibility to accomplish the desired conditions by using
the most appropriate treatment for the specific site.

PC# 2.3-1
Public Concern: The Chippewa and Superior NFs should take strong measures to insure
forests are healthy and peaceful.

-To ensure conditions for future generations

-To regulate climate and protect air quality

-To set a good example

“I
Agency Response:
We believe the Revised Plans do so. The vegetative management objectives are designed to provide for forest
and ecosystem health both now and for future generations. One of the recreation-related needs for change was to
re-look at the range of recreation opportunities that were provided on both forests. The Revised Plans of both
forests make additional allocations to management areas that have semi-primitive recreation as a major emphasis.
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We Dbelieve that the Revised Plans do set an example of good stewardship, which involves meeting needs of
people today, without compromising the ability of the forest to meet the needs of future generations.

PC# 2.3.3-2
Public Concern: The Plans should provide balance between long term protection of resources
and short term economic impact.

-To ensure resources are protected for the long term

-To ensure the needs of Indigenous people are provided for
-Because it makes economic sense.

-To avoid environmental disaster.

Agency Response:

We believe the Revised Plans accomplish this balance, and take into consideration long term resource protection,
the needs of native peoples, and considerations for economics. By law, Plans must be revised every 15 years.
However, in analysis we did consider longer term effects and trends (100+ years). Our ability to change
conditions in the short term is limited, as trees only grow and age so fast, and some spatial arrangement of habitat
(such as large patches of older trees) can only be developed over time. The short and long term effects contained
in the Final EIS were considered when selecting the Revised Plans, in part because they provide for ecological
health and protections as well as economic benefits.

Multiple Use Management (1.0.2)

PC# 1.0.2-1
Public Concern: The Chippewa and Superior NFs have overdone the multiple use concept and
overstressed the economic aspects of multiple use.

Agency Response:

We believe that the Revised Plans do a good job of providing a balance of multiple uses and do not
overemphasize economic aspects of forest management. The vegetative objectives of the Revised Plans were
developed to address all aspects of forest management. Many of the ecosystems of northern Minnesota are
disturbance-related systems that need some type of disturbance to keep them in balance. In the distant past, that
disturbance was wildfire. In many places today, that level of fire is not possible while protecting health, safety
and private property. Therefore, carefully planned and controlled timber harvest is often used as the disturbance
agent. The Revised Plans for both have greatly increased allocations to more protective emphases, including
candidate Research Natural Areas, Unigue Areas and Riparian Emphasis Areas. On the Superior National Forest,
more than 1/3 of the Forest is classified and managed as Wilderness, the highest level of protection available.

PC# 1.0.2-3

Public Concern: The Final EIS should focus on alternatives that provide a balance of
preservation and multiple use. The Draft EIS overemphasized the preservation and biodiversity
aspects of the law.

Agency Response:

We believe that the Revised Plans provide such a balance. Preservation and biodiversity are important parts of
forest management and the Forest Service mission and are as much a part of our multiple-use mandate as timber
management and other more consumptive uses.
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PC# 1.0.2-4
Public Concern: The Chippewa Plan should manage the forest as a working forest with
multiple-use benefits.

Agency Response:

We agree and believe the Revised Forest Plans do so. The National Forests are managed under myriad statutes,
executive orders, regulations, directives and agreements.. Appendix I of the Final EIS provides a list of those
considered to be most relevant to National Forest management.

PC# 1.0.2-5

Public Concern: The Chippewa and Superior NFs should be managed under the sustainable,
multiple use management concept because the Forest Service has a statutory mandate to
produce multiple uses and sustained yields of forest products and benefits.

Agency Response:

We agree. The Revised Plans produce multiple uses and sustained yields of forest products. The Multiple-use
Sustained Yield Act speaks to a broad variety of uses, including recreation, timber, water, wildlife and others.
We believe the Revised Plans provide an appropriate balance among these many resources.

PC# 1.0.2-6

Public Concern: The Chippewa and Superior NFs Plans should adhere to the Organic
Administration Act and Multiple Use-Sustained Yield Act, and National Forest Management Act
because they direct the Forest Service to manage for a broad range of resources.

Agency Response:
We agree and believe the Revised Plans do so.

PC# 4.2.1-15
Public Concern: The Chippewa and Superior NF should actively manage the forest

-To provide the greatest cumulative value of commodity and intangible values,
sustainable into the future.
-To ensure that resources are consistently available

Agency Response:

The Revised Plans set a broad strategy that provides for an active and comprehensive forest management
program. The vegetative management program is designed to achieve desired conditions to meet ecological,
social and economic needs and to provide for a variety of resources and uses, including wildlife habitat, biological
diversity, timber production, and recreation and visual conditions. The estimated amount of treatment is about
13,000 acres per year on the Superior National Forest and over 6,000 acres per year on the Chippewa. This
represents an increase in management treatments when compared to the 1986 Plans and to treatments during the
past 15 years.. In addition, the Revised Plans provide desired conditions and objectives for many other resources
(watersheds, riparian areas, recreation) that will result in active management of those resources.
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Sustainability (1.0.3)

PC# 1.0.3-1
Public Concern: The Final EIS should better address sustainability because the Draft EIS does
not deal with sustainability correctly, in either biological or legal terms.

Agency Response:

We believe the Revised Plans and Final EIS meet the requirements of the Planning Rule, especially sections 36
CFR 219.19 and 219.26. Much of the analysis and disclosure in the Final EIS speaks to sustainability, including
the following sections on wildlife, management indicator habitats (section 3.3.1), spatial patterns (3.3.2) aquatic
indicator habitats (3.3.3), threatened and endangered species (3.3.4), sensitive species (3.3.5) and management
indicator species/other species of concern (3.3.6) Other areas that deal with sustainability include the vegetation
sections of forest age and composition (3.2.1), spatial patterns (3.2.2) and insects and disease (3.2.3). Social and
economic sustainability are treated in section 3.9 of the Final EIS.

PC# 1.0.3-2
Public Concern: The Final EIS and Plans should have social and economic sustainability be
treated equally with ecological sustainability.

Agency Response:

The Revised Plans and the Final EIS do balance the consideration of the 3 legs of sustainability — social,
economic, and ecological. While it is true that the effects analysis in the Final EIS dedicates more pages to
analysis of vegetation, wildlife, and watershed analysis, these resources are also considered in how they
contribute to social and economic sustainability. The decision to select Modified Alternative E as the Revised
Forest Plans considered the balance and implications to social, economic and social sustainability, and the
rationale for the selection of Modified Alternative E is contained in the Records of Decision.

PC# 4.1-1
Public Concern: The Final EIS should take the *hard look’ required by the National
Environmental Policy Act with respect to the sustainability of timber sell volumes

Agency Response:

We believe the Final EIS meets the intent of the National Environmental Policy Act and takes the required “hard
look™ at sustainability of all resources, not just timber. The amount of timber estimated to be produced results
from striving to meet vegetative objectives that were developed to meet a variety of resource needs and to sustain
them through time. Much of the analysis in the Final EIS looks at the impacts of various resource treatments and
the effects those treatments have on the sustainability, including sustainable wildlife, biological diversity, social
and economic sustainability, as well as sustainable timber volumes. Modified Alternative E provides a non-
declining even-flow of timber, which means that the “quantity of timber planned for sale and harvest for any
future decade is equal to or greater than the planned sale and harvest for the preceding decade.” (36 CFR 219.3)
(See also PC 4.2.1-15)
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Landscape View, Ecosystem Management (1.0.4)

PC# 1.0.4-1
Public Concern: The Final EIS and Plans should reverse the order of priorities for ecosystem
management.

Agency Response:

Ecosystem management seeks to assure productive healthy ecosystem through consideration and blending of the
social, economic, physical and biological needs and values. No priority is established that ranks one need or
value over another.

PC# 1.0.4-2
Public Concern: The Final EIS must take a true landscape view when analyzing impacts to
Forest Wildlife because Minnesota sits on the edge of three biomes.

Agency Response:

The Final EIS and Revised Plans do consider landscapes larger than the ecological section level. Appendix H
utilizes the Minnesota GEIS to take a state-wide look. During the plan revision process, we considered results
from the Great Lakes assessment, which looked across ecological province 212. While it is true that Minnesota’s
national forests exist at a confluence of ecological biomes, that does not diminish the importance of managing for
species that exist near the edges of their range. The landscape ecosystem objectives of both Revised Plans
provide for considerable (approximately 10%) of upland vegetation to be in the 0-9 year old age class. The
shrub/wetland habitat throughout northen Minnesota is expected to remain stable. The Final EIS at 3.3.6.3b
indicates that habitat requirements for certain species, such as woodcock, are more complex than just young
aspen/birch forest habitat, since this habitat is plentiful on the Superior National Forest, yet populations of
woodcock are declining.

PC# 1.0.4-3

Public Concern: The Final Plans should focus more on true ecosystem-based management,
and should account for stochastic uncertainties resulting from changing climate, for example
severe storms or fires.

Agency Response:

The future is always uncertain and any modeling (including that done for the Final EIS) is less than perfect.
Without question, wildfires or severe windstorms will play a role in disturbance of vegetation on the forests.
Climate change may also have long term effects. The difficulty in modeling is being able to meaningfully predict
the nature, extent, or even the direction of that change. We intend to diligently monitor vegetative conditions
under the Revised Plans, and to readily modify the Plans when changes are needed. Where disturbances such as
fires or windstorms produce significant, unforeseen or unplanned for changes, we will determine if the
management direction of the Plans needs to be adjusted, and will do so, accounting for actual on the ground
conditions. We believe this approach has greater validity than trying to estimate the nature and extent of such
possible disturbances before they actually occur.
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Range of Natural Variability (RNV) as a Planning and Analysis Tool (1.0.6)

PC# 1.0.6-1
Public Concern: The Final Plans should continue to use the concept of range of natural
variability.

Agency Response:

We agree. Appendix G of the Final EIS provides a summary of how RNV was used in the plan revision process.
While the Revised Plans continue to make use the concept of range on natural variability (RNV), their objective is
not to be within RNV. Alternative F was the one alternative that sought to be within RNV, and was not selected
because its negative tradeoffs with other resources, goods, services and uses. Also see PCs 1.0.6-13 and 2.7.6-7
for more information about our use of RNV.

PC# 2.7.5-32
Public Concern: The Superior NF should use Range of Natural Variation principles in
management.

Agency Response:

We agree, and the Vegetative Objectives of the plan were developed in part through use of RNV information.
The vegetative objectives also considered the national forest’s roles in providing for recreation, access, wildlife
habitat, timber production and various other multiple-use objectives.

PC# 1.0.6-6

Public Concern: The Final EIS and Plans should continue to use RNV as a reference condition
but various changes and clarification need to be made in how information is presented and
used.

Agency Response:

This public concern listed many diffent ways that the RNV concept should be presented in the Final EIS and
suggestions for modifications in how Alternative E should be changed with regard to how it works toward RNV.
Chief among these was to have the Revised Plans and Final EIS display a clear tie between landscape ecosystem
objectives and the silvicultural practices that would be used to achieve those objectives. While the Final EIS and
Revised Plans provide an estimate of the various types of timber harvest selected by the Dualplan model to meet
the landscape ecosystem objectives, these are modeling estimates only. The intent of the Revised Plans is to
allow such decisions to be made at the project implementation stage, so that the most appropriate treatment can be
geared to the specific site being treated. The section of the Revised Plans that introduces the landscape
ecosystem objectives (Revised Plan Chapter 2, LE objectives, overview) referes to the need for the use of
additional information to” help identify ecological capability, appropriate management practices, and
management limitations important to achieve the desired conditions and objectives” Also, the Tree Species
Diversity Objectives for each LE state that “Managers must consider more detailed ecological information,
together with other multiple-use objectives and desired condtions, to make decisions about where, when, and how
much to increase, decrease, or maintain species diversity”. Also see response to PC 1.0.6-7 and 1.0.6-16.
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PC# 1.0.6-7

Public Concern: The Final EIS and Plans should continue to use RNV as a reference condition
but should not consider the era of the early 1900’s because of logging changes had already
occurred by then.

Agency Response:

The RNV information was prepared by an expert panel chartered by the Minnesota Forest Resource Council..
The expert panel determined that the forested conditions that occurred during the time period from 1600 AD to
1900AD provide a characterization of landscapes under RNV. The range of forested conditions during this time
period is thought to most closely represent the natural cycles, processes and disturbances under which the current
forest ecosystems and accompanying biological diversity of northern Minnesota evolved. This choice of 1900 as
the end of the time period of consideration is not meant as an exact figure. The panel of experts were looking for
a period that best reflected climatic conditions and pre-European settlement disturbances.

PC# 1.0.6-10
Public Concern: The Chippewa and Superior NFs, to comply with NFMA, should use Range of
Natural Variability as a basis for judging the sustainability of their Plans.

Agency Response:

While RNV can and is used as one measurement of sustainability, we do not agree that sustainability is ensured
only by being within the RNV. The NFMA regulations at 219.1 and 219.25 speak to sustainability and diversity
within the context of overall multiple-use objectives. Ecosystem management considers social, economic,
physical and biological needs and values in determining how to assure productive and healthy ecosystems.

PC# 1.0.6-11

Public Concern: The Chippewa and Superior NFs should maintain or establish representative
associations of plant communities that once occurred in northern Minnesota because they
provide for long-term stability and viability of forest-dependant wildlife species.

Agency Response:

We agree. The management direction in the revised Plans (Desired Conditions, Objectives and Landscape
ecosystem objectives) is geared toward maintaining or establishing a representation of communities that once
occurred within the Northern Superior Uplands and the Minnesota Drift and Lake Plains ecological subsections.

PC# 1.0.6-13
Public Concern: The Chippewa and Superior NFs should not use range of natural variability as
a goal or a yardstick.

-Because of the negative economic and/or social impacts it would cause.

-Because of the increase in fire risk

-Because it is not possible or not practical to do so.

-Because the concept of RNV is not supported by science, or the process of applying ----
-RNV to the national forests was flawed.

-Because it will cause a decrease in deer, small game and other non-game populations.
-Because the Boundary Waters Canoe Area Wilderness provides old growth now and will
provide even more in the future.

Agency Response:
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Having vegetative conditions within the RNV is not a goal of the revised Forest Plans. We do believe, however,
that use of the concept of RNV is valid and of value, in analyzing the alteratives, and is correctly considered,
along with other needs and values, in determining how vegetative communities should be managed on the forest.
We do not agree that use of the concept of RNV causes negative economic or social consequences. RNV was
only one tool that was used to develop a plan that meets requirements set forth by law and regulations. The
Revised Plans do not propose to let wildfires burn across the landscape in order to allow natural disturbances to
return to the landscape. While the Revised Plans propose to increase the amount of conifer within the Forests,
they also provide for treating and managing fuels that could lead to increased fire risk. We agree that it is not
practical to return the forest to conditions within RNV, because there may be some unacceptable tradeoffs of
doing so. That is why Alternative F was not selected as the Revised Plan. We believe that current science does
support the concept of RNV. The data and concepts being used were specifically developed for NE Minnesota by
a panel of experts including the University of Minnesota, the MN DNR, and the Forest Service. RNV was only
one component of alternative development. Alternatives were developed around themes that resulted from
extensive public involvement on how people wanted the national forests to be managed. The contribution of the
Boundary Waters Canoe Area Wilderness was considered in the analysis in the FEIS and in the development of
landscape ecosystem objectives in the Superior Forest Plan.

PC# 1.0.6-14
Public Concern: The Final EIS should provide better documentation and rationale for the
conclusion to manage for RNV.

Agency Response:

We believe the rationale and documentation in the Final EIS and Revised Plans is adequate. Chapter 1 of the
Final EIS (New Information and Management Approaches), Chapter 2, section 3.1.3, Appendix G, and the
planning record document the rationale for use of range of natural variability. The planning record is available to
the public by request. In addition, the Forest Service is using the same RNV data that was developed through the
University of Minnesota and is accepted and used by the Minnesota Forest Resources Council, which is made up
of agencies, groups, and individuals from a broad array of interests in forest management in Minnesota. Also see
response to PC 1.0.6-13.

PC# 1.0.6-15
Public Concern: The Final EIS should modify the analysis to include all ownerships when
analyzing RNV,

-Because landscape and cumulative effects of the actions on federal lands are not
analyzed.

-Because of the effects that Alternative E will have in the first two decades, especially on
remaining large blocks of older interior forest.

-Because the EIS incorrectly categorizes Alternative D’s departure from the range of
natural variability by only considering National Forest lands.

Agency Response:

The Final EIS’s cumulative effects section for vegetation (FEIS 3.2.1b) does include consideration of all
ownerships within the relevant ecological section. The cumulative effects section also categorizes the effect of
the federal actions in each alternative when compared to other actions occurring within the ecological section.
The conclusions the cumulative effects for Alternatives D and E are also presented at the ecological section. The
cumulative effects section relating to spatial vegetative effects (FEIS 3.2.2) discusses the expected effects of the
alternatives (including Modified Alternative E) within the ecological section, includes how effects are affected by
ownership and cites Wolter and White (2002).
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PC# 1.0.6-16
Public Concern: The Final EIS and Plans should be modified to prevent bias against the older
age classes.

Agency Response:

We do not believe the Final EIS and Plans are biased against older age classes. Range of Natural Variability is
complex, detailed and inexact. Those scientists that helped develop the Range of Natural Variability in
Minnesota often preface their discussions and papers with the advice that the numbers are not exact, and are more
important in the overall picture or trends they demonstrate. While the Revised Plans and Final EIS has
combined or modified the categories of various age classes, we have not disgarded the numbers included in the
oldest age classes. Instead, they were factored into the highest category. For example, the 120+ category would
include all categories above 120 years old. The Landscape Ecosystem Objectives in the Revised Plans direct
managers to consult additional detailed information on landscape ecosystem, and expected future developments of
applicable scientific information to determine appropriate management practices to achieve desired conditions or
objectives. Management Area direction for vegetation also provides for representation of older growth stages
depending upon the specific management area: GF= 1-150 years, GFLR = 1-250 years; RU, SPM, SPNM =
maintain or enhance older vegetation growth stages.

PC# 1.0.6-17
Public Concern: The Final EIS should be more specific in how alternative will move toward
RNV. Natural disturbances should be factored into the vegetative objectives.

Agency Response:

The Final EIS (Forest Vegetation, section 3.2) contained detailed information comparing the alternatives to RNV.
The Revised Plans, (Chapter 2, LE Objectives) contain objectives for decades 1, 2 and the long term goal for
moving toward RNV. We believe these adequately portray the relationship between RNV and both the
alternatives and the Revised Plans. While natural disturbances are not factored into the vegetative objectives, we
will monitor vegetative conditions on the forest and make adjustments to the Plans if conditions warrant.

PC# 1.0.6-19
Public Concern: The Final EIS and Plans should continue to use range of natural variation as a
basis for analysis and for developing the vegetative objectives.

Agency Response:
We agree. The FEIS and Revised Plans have continued to make use of the concept of RNV.

PC# 1.0.6-21

Public Concern: The Final Plans should not use both range of natural variability (coarse filter)
and mitigation (fine filter) to accomplish ecological sustainability because using both
overcompensates for the needed conditions.

Agency Response:

We disagree and believe that both course and fine filters are needed for ecological sustainability. The Revised
Plans work toward building a coarse filter, but in some cases, that will take many decades. The Revised Plans
move toward the range of natural variability, but do not have an objective to be within the RNV, even in the long
term (100+ years). While the course filter is becoming established, it is important to provide fine filter
protections for key species, to ensure their sustainability during the short term. Therefore, standards and
guidelines for several species are included in the Revised Plans.
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Coarse and Fine Filter (1.0.7)

PC# 1.0-7-1

Public Concern: The Final Plans do not contain sufficient fine filter (standards and guidelines)
to sustain a number of components of biological diversity and protect sensitive species such as
lynx, goshawk, Bay-breasted warbler, and others.

Agency Response:

We disagree, in part. The Revised Plans provide fine filter direction for several species. Wildlife objectives in
Chapter 2 of the Revised Plans specifically speak to the need for fine filter direction for certain species. In
addition, the desired conditions and objectives for sensitive species direct the maintenance or restoration of
quality habitat conditions. In many cases, the project level analysis is the best place to determine exactly how to
meet the desired conditions and objectives listed in the Revised Plans. We have been working closely with the
Fish and Wildlife Service with regard to recovery of the lynx. As a result, we have added additional lynx
management units (LAUS) in the Virginia unit, and have made changes to various management direction
regarding lynx, roads and recreational use. The Fish and Wildlife Service agrees that these changes will help
conserve and recover the lynx.

PC# 1.0.7-2
Public Concern: The Final Plans need to have a greater allocation of reserves to provide for
coarse filter management because the proposed Plan is not adequate in this area.

Agency Response:

We believe the Revised Plans adequately provide for coarse filter management. Many factors go into providing a
coarse filter. Allocation of areas is one way of accomplishing a coarse filter (and this was a main approach of
some alternatives) but it is not the sole way. The Revised Plans provide for a coarse filter through a variety of
desired conditions, objectives and management direction and decisions. These include management allocations —
the Revised Plans allocate additional acres to candidate RNAs and Unique Areas, and also make additional
allocations to Semi-primitive non-motorized areas. But the Revised Plans also provide a coarse filter through
vegetative objectives in terms of age, composition, spatial arrangement, size of harvest units (a large harvest unit
today can become a large patch of old forest in 100 years) managing for interior space, and elimination of cross-
country ATV use.

PC# 1.0.7-3
Public Concern: The Final Plans should include fine filter standards and special management
objectives for globally rare communities within the landscape ecosystems (LES).

Agency Response:
We agree, in part. The Revised Plans make additional allocations to the Unique Biological, Aquatic, Geologic
and Historical management area.

PC# 1.0.7-4

Public Concern: The mix of direction by scale (landscape ecosystem vs fine scale) and by type
(vegetation vs management indicator habitats) is confusing. The Final Plan needs an integrated
set of mitigations.

Agency Response:
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We apologize if the direction appears confusing, but we believe that the management direction is integrated.
Management of forest resources is complex and management direction often needs to address resource
management at several levels. We do not consider the management direction listed in the above concern to be
mitigation. Rather, we see it as a proactive approach for actively managing for resources, rather than trying to
mitigate the effects of management. We believe that it is appropriate to have management direction at the
landscape ecosystem level, as this level relates well the Minnesota Forest Resource Council’s landscape effort and
ties well with how the Revised Plans tie in with the management of other landowners. It is also important to have
fine scale direction to provide additional guidance that is not covered at the broad scale. It is also appropriate to
have objectives for management indicator habitats, as these relate to habitats being managed for specific species.

PC# 1.0.7-5
Public Concern: The Chippewa and Superior NFs should modify Alternative E to allow
temporary openings larger than 1,000 acres to meet the biodiversity requirements in NFMA.

Agency Response: We believe that the 1000 acre size limit is appropriate. Where a temporary opening larger
than 1000 acres is necessary or justified, the Revised Forest Plan direction allows even larger openings on a case-
by-case basis after a 60-day public notice and review by the Regional Forester. The need for many large openings
exceeding 1000 acres is expected to be the exception, rather than the rule, therefore, we believe the 60 day notice
and Regional Forester review is appropriate.

Landscape Ecosystems (LE) (1.0.8)

PC# 1.0.8-1

Public Concern: The Final EIS and Plans should take the Landscape Ecosystem (LE) approach
and management direction to finer scales, because it is necessary for proper implementation of
the Plan objectives and for disclosure of effects in the EIS.

Agency Response:

We agree that additional information is needed when implementing the landscape ecosystem direction in the
Revised Plans. The Plans themselves acknowledge this in the Overview section for LE Objectives, by clearly
stating “Detailed maps, land ownership, information on LE composition, structure and ecological processes, and
information on the Aquatic and Terrestrial ecological unit inventories are found in the project record....” “These
resources, along with future developments of applicable scientific information, will help identify ecological
capability, appropriate management practices, and management limitations important to achieve desired
conditions and objectives.” The Plan is not intended to deal with site-specific situations or site-level
implementation. Similarly, the Final EIS is not intended to analyze or disclose site-level effects, rather, it is to
look at the forest-wide effects of a programmatic strategy (the Revised Plan and alternatives). The use of LE’s is
an appropriate scale for consideration of vegetative resources at the forest plan level. For many other resources,
other scales and indicators are used. Examples include use of 6™ level watersheds for water-related analyses, use
of lynx analysis units for lynx effects, and use of management indicator habitats for wildlife species.

PC# 1.0.8-2

Public Concern: The Final EIS and Plans should recognize and account for the margins of error
in the current inventories by LEs and simplification of the natural complexity of the forest,
because these errors may effect the habitat availability assessments.

Agency Response:
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It is true that the forest is complex and any model or inventory is a simplification of the complexity of the natural
system that is being categorized. We have tried to use the best and most recent information that is available.
Information from various sources is often in different formats and must be adjusted or crosswalked for use. We
have tried to make those conversions and crosswalks as accurate we were reasonably able to do. Both the
programmatic direction in the Revised Plans and the forest-level analysis and effects displayed in the Final EIS
are appropriate to this level of decision-making. The Record of Decision acknowledges that these are not a
perfect plans, nor a perfect analysis. We believe that the analysis provides a sound and sufficient basis for
disclosure of effects relative to a programmatic decision.

PC# 1.0.8-3
Public Concern: The Final EIS should not limit landscape level analysis to National Forest
Lands, because ecological processes do not respect property boundaries.

Agency Response:

We have tried to address impacts at different scales. Because Forest Plans only provide direction for national
forest system lands, we looked at the effects on the national forests. However, we also considered cumulative
effects that look beyond national forest system lands. Chapter 3 of the Final EIS contains a cumulative effects
section for each resource, and Appendix H of the Final EIS provides information on likely future actions and
expected impacts in northern Minnesota and the State as a whole. This information is quoted from the Minnesota
Generic Environemental Impact Statement on timber harvesting, and from the Minnesota Forest Resource
Council’s landscape program.

PC#1.0.8-4

Public Concern: The Final EIS and Plans should integrate the Landscape Ecosystem Objectives
with wildlife mitigation measures, because integrated management direction is needed to
disclose effect and effective management at the site level.

Agency Response:

The wildlife mitigation measures are linked to the Landscape Ecosystem Objectives. The LE objectives provide
forest-wide, coarse filter management direction. Where that direction was not considered to adequately provide
for habitat or protection of species, mitigation measures and fine filter management direction was included. The
Revised Plans acknowledge that additional information is needed when implementing landscape ecosystem
direction. This language is contained in the LE overview, located in Chapter 2 of the Revised Plans on the first
page of the Landscape Ecosystem section.. The Final EIS is not intended to analyze or disclose site-level effects,
rather, it is to look at the forest-wide effects of a programmatic strategy (the Revised Plan and alternatives).
Determining site level management and mitigation and disclosure of site level effects is done at project-level
implementation.

PC# 1.0.8-5
Public Concern: The Final Plans should clarify the relationship between Landscape Ecosystem
objectives and Management Area direction.

Agency Response:

There has been quite a bit of comment about how both landscape ecosystems (LE’s) and management areas
(MA’s) are linked together to provide forest management direction. The section of the plan that provides an
overview of the Landscape Ecosystems in Chapter 2 contains some explanation of the relationship between LEs
and MAs. We have added more explanation of the LE/MA relationship to the Revised Plans and placed it at the
beginning of Chapter 3, the introduction to Management Area Direction. The Landscape Ecosystem approach
used in setting vegetation objectives examined all forest lands including the BWCAW (Appendix G of the FEIS).
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This approach examined historic tree composition throughout the ecological section, including within the
Wilderness. Rates of disturbance characteristic to each LE were calculated based on historic information and
observations. This also included the Wilderness. While the composition, age, and within stand diversity
objectives were set for lands outside the Wilderness, these objectives were made in full consideration of the
contributions of Wilderness. We utilized current vegetation information contained within the BWCAW Fuel
Treatment EIS (USDA 2000) to specifically guide us in accounting for the Wilderness.

PC# 1.0.8-6
Public Concern: The Final EIS and Superior Plan should rename the Dry-Mesic Pine Landscape
Ecosystem, because “Dry” and “Mesic” do not make sense when used together.

Agency Response:

We used this name because it is also used by the Minnesota Forest Resources Council and in the plant community
literature that underlies the concept of landscape ecosystems. We try to use language that is similar to that used
by other land managers in northern Minnesota.

Role of Interest Groups (1.1)

PC# 1.1-1
Public Concern: The Chippewa and Superior National Forests should not be overly-influenced
by environmental groups.

Agency Response:

We strive to treat all people and all comments fairly. When a member of the public provides comments or
concerns, we evaluate the concern and determine if a change is needed, regardless of who made the comment.
We have received many thoughtful and worthwhile comments that have resulted in a better Revised Plan and
Final EIS. These comments came from a wide variety of publics and interest groups, including environmental
groups.

PC# 1.1-2
Public Concern: The Chippewa and Superior National Forests should not have their overall
multiple uses impacted by special interest groups.

Agency Response:

We believe the Revised Plans do a good job of fulfilling the concept of multiple use. The comments we have
received from various groups have helped develop better Revised Plans. Even when we did not agree with a
comment, or did not make the change requested by a commentor, the comment was helpful to us because it made
us stop and reconsider if we had taken the correct approach.  Essentially, every group is some sort of special
interest group.

PC# 1.1-3
Public Concern: The Chippewa and Superior NFs should be managed for all citizens, not just
for commercial logging interests.

Agency Response:
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The Revised Plans were developed to try to provide resources and conditions to meet the needs and desires of the
various users of the Chippewa and Superior National Forests. It is important to manage the vegetation of the
national forests to meet a variety of needs, including to provide for biological diversity, wildlife habitats,
recreational opportunities, and timber production, among others. The use of timber harvest is a key (but certainly
not the only) tool in our management toolbox to accomplish the desired vegetative conditions. It may often be
more safe or economical than other treatment methods, which may include prescribed fire or mechanical
treatment. Also see responses to PC 1.1-1 and 1.1-2.

PC#1.1-4

Public Concern: The Chippewa and Superior NFs should not be allowing resources to be
wasted and incurring high management costs because of trying to cater to all interest groups in
every area of the forest.

Agency Response:

We Dbelieve the Revised Plans do a good job of addressing the various needs and desires of the many people who
use and have interest in the Chippewa and Superior National Forests. We cannot completely satisfy everyone,
nor is it wise resource management to try to do so. We do try to provide a range of conditions and opportunities
so that most people will have opportunities to use the forest as they desire. We do not believe the Revised Plans
allow resources to be wasted. When a stand of trees is not harvested, there is a reason to defer harvest, perhaps to
meet an older forest objective or to provide needed wildlife habitat.

PC# 1.1-5
Public Concern: The Chippewa and Superior NFs should be managed by trained professionals
of the Forest Service, rather than being influenced by untrained pressure groups.

Agency Response:

We take our responsibility of managing the nation’s national forests seriously. We are proud of our staff, their
professional expertise and their ability to manage the national forests in Minnesota. We believe that a part of
being a professional is to earnestly listen to others who use and have concerns about how the forests are managed.
We continue to learn and adapt, and we expect to regulary monitor and make changes to the Revised Plans when
they are needed. Listening to and learning from the owners of the national forests (the American people) is a
key part of being adaptive.

PC# 1.1-8

Public Concern: The Chippewa and Superior NFs should base their resource management
decisions on opinions expressed by those who live or recreate in the Forests, rather than those
expressed by people who've never visited the Forests.

Agency Response:

We give attention to all the comments that we receive. The Chippewa and Superior are national forests, and as
such, belong to all Americans, whether they visit the forests or not. We do not automatically accept or reject any
comment, without first giving it careful consideration and weighing the consequences of making the requested
change.

PC# 1.1-9

Public Concern: The Chippewa and Superior NFs, in finalizing their Plans, should listen to the
views of conservation groups like Minnesota Deer Hunters Association, Ducks Unlimited, and
the Ruffed Grouse Society.
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Agency Response:

We do recognize and appreciate the comments of these groups, and have given them careful consideration.
Changes in the Final EIS and the Revised Plans were made as a result of the comments these groups provided. It
is also true that changes were made as a result of the comments that governments, agencies and various interest
groups provided, including conservation organizations, timber industry groups, recreation groups, and others.

Decision-making Role/Authority (1.1.1)

PC#1.1.1-1
Public Concern: The Forest Service should reduce the number of regulations that restrict
people’s use of the Forests.

Agency Response:

We understand people’s desire to be unencumbered by regulations when using and enjoying the national forests.
As managers of the nation’s forests, we try to limit rules and regulations where possible. We are also
responsible to provide for safety of forest users and visitors, for protection of forest resources, and for providing a
wide spectrum of recreational opportunities. Sometimes it is necessary to establish rules to provide for safety,
resource protection, or to separate conflicting uses. We know that not all people will agree that specific rules are
necessary, we trust and hope that forest users will abide by them, so that all users can have safe and enjoyable use
of the national forests now and in the future. The Revised Forest Plans set a broad strategy for managing the
national forests. As such they contain less specific management direction (generally in the form of Standard and
Guidelines) than the 1986 Forest Plans.

PC#1.1.1-3
Public Concern: The Chippewa and Superior NFs should produce a separate EIS for each
Forest.

Agency Response:

We disagree. There were many similarities between the Chippewa and Superior Revision efforts that led to the
decision to produce a joint environmental impact statement. These included similar timing of revision efforts,
similar management issues, and a public that was generally interested in both national forests. Another
expectation was that, where reasonable, both forests should take a similar approach and do a similar analysis.
After the 1986 Plans were produced, there was concern that two national forests in the same area of the state had
produced plans that were often inconsistent in their approach for many resources. Doing a joint analysis has
helped increase consistency among the forests. It should be noted that there are distinct social, economic and
ecological differences between the forests. These differences have been documented in the Final EIS, and a
separate Forest Plan and Record of Decision will be issued for each national forest.

PC#1.1.1-5

Public Concern: The Forest Service should limit it's wildlife management efforts to vegetation
management, letting the States manage all other aspects related to game species populations,
hunting, fishing, etc.

Agency Response:
Generally on national forest system lands, the Forest Service has the responsibility of managing wildlife habitat,
and the State has the responsibility of managing the wildlife populations. The State of Minnesota sets rules
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associated with harvest, including season dates, bag limits, and methods for harvest of wildlife and fish. They
also set goals for numbers of species. The Forest Service cooperates with the State on national forest system
lands, to provide for diverse and sustainable populations of both game and non-game wildlife. The Revised Plans
were developed with an objective of providing various vegetative ages, types and spatial arrangements to insure
habitat for all wildlife species, and to provide quality hunting experiences associated with game species. The
Forest Service has worked with the Minnesota Department of Natural Resources throughout the development of
the Plans, and considers the MN DNR a key cooperator in implementation of the Revised Plans.

PC# 1.1.1-6
Public Concern: The Chippewa and Superior NFs should control land use along Lake Superior
and inland lakes to assure these lands remain a desirable place to live or visit.

Agency Response:

The Forest Service does not have authority to control land use on non-federal lands. The Revised Plans only
provide direction for national forest system lands — those lands owned by the federal government. Non-federal
lands within the national forest boundaries are just that — non-federal, and therefore not covered by the
management direction of the Revised Plans. .Non-federal lands are generally owned by the State of Minnesota,
the counties, tribal governments, or private companies, groups or individuals. There are very few acres of national
forest system lands along the shores of Lake Superior. The development or use of private lands along Lake
Superior or on inland lakes is generally regulated by State, county and local rules and zoning ordinances.

PC# 1.1.1-7

Public Concern: The Chippewa and Superior NFs should take advantage of the new
administrative decision-making tools, including Categorical Exclusions, to accomplish forest
management projects.

Agency Response:

The Revised Plans set broad strategy for desired conditions and objectives (what the forest should look like in the
future). Project level decisions determine what practices and processes should be used to work toward those
desired conditions. However, the Forest Service will consider the entire range of decision-making tools
(including recent Categorical Exclusion categories) and will use the tool appropriate to the site and the decision
being made

PC# 1.1.1-10
Public Concern: The Chippewa and Superior NFs should finalize their Plans using good
science and sound ecological principles.

Agency Response:

We believe the Revised Plans do so. In addition, we expect to keep the Plans current and updated by adjusting or
amending them as changed conditions or new information and techniques become available. As new information
is available, it is applied to project-level planning and helps highlight when or where Forest Plan change is
needed.

PC#1.1.1-11
Public Concern: The Chippewa and Superior NFs should strive to reduce the influence of upper
level (Regional Office and higher) management on Forest-level decisions.
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Agency Response:

The planning regulations (36 CFR 219.10) state that “the Regional Forester shall establish regional policy for
forest planning and approve all forest plans in the region.” Therefore, the Regional Forester (at the Regional
Office) is the person ultimately responsible for making the decision on Revised Plans. However, that does not
mean that Revised Plans and the Final EIS do not reflect local knowledge and conditions. The development and
management of the revision process occurs at the local forest level, and is done by forest-level staff. Starting
from the need for change from the current plan, up to the development of the final documents, forest-level staff
are the main preparers of the documents. We work closely with Regional Office staff to keep them informed of
progress and for their review of documents. This relationship helps the Regional Forester and his staff to be
knowledgeable and aware