
Whyte Forest Management Project 

Scoping Comments and Agency Response 
 
Twelve people submitted comments on the Whyte Forest Management Project Scoping Report.  Table 1 contains the list of people who 
commented on the Scoping Report.  Each letter was assigned a number based on the order it was received.  Letters are displayed on the left half of 
the following pages, and the corresponding Forest Service responses are displayed on the right. 

 
 

Table 1.  List of Commenters 

Commenter Comment 
Number 

Page Number 

Lake County Highway Dept 001 2 
Al Ringer  002 3 
Ron and Wanda Rau  003 4 
Tom Gustin 004 6 
Jones David 005 7 
Art and Helen Wright 006 8 
1854 Authority 007 9 
Minnesota DNR, MN County Biological Survey, Lawson Gerdes 008 11 
US EPA, Kenneth Westlake 009 16 
Minnesota DNR, Craig Engwall               010  18 
Michael LeBeau 011 24 
David Jones 012 26 
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1-1

1-2

Response to 1-1:  We will notify you of any timber sales that may occur 
in the Kane and Marble Lake areas. 
 
Response to 1-2:  We agree that Forest Highway 11 is a scenic road and 
proposed vegetation management activities will take this into account.  
Specific scenic quality objectives are incorporated in the silvicultural 
prescriptions.  Team members visited the proposed harvest units along 
these roads to develop site specific activities to limit the impact of the 
harvest and to enhance future scenic quality. 
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Response to 2-1:  Providing and/or enhancing habitat for all threatened, 
endangered, and sensitive species was considered throughout the 
development of the project.  (See last paragraph on page 3 of the Scoping 
Report.)  The management indicator habitats (MIH) and landscape 
ecosystem (LE) objectives were developed as part of the Superior National 
Forest Land and Resource Management Plan and these take into account 
the needs of all the desired native and non-native wildlife species 2004 
Forest Plan Record of Decision, pp. 10, 11, and 12).  The Forest Plan also 
provides specific objectives, standards, and guidelines for lynx (Forest 
Plan, pp. 2-29- 2-31).  These were taken into account during the 
development of the Whyte Project.  In addition, both the favorable and 
adverse effects of the project on lynx and their habitat (and other threatened 
and endangered species) will be analyzed and disclosed in the 
environmental analysis.   
 

 

2-1 
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Response to 3-1:  There would be no Forest Service management activity 
within two miles of the Rau’s private land.  There would not likely be any 
impact on their land as a result of FS activities.   
 
We are not aware of the roads in this area that might provide access to the 
private parcel.   
 
Early October is a beautiful time to visit Minnesota.  The Lake County 
Land Department office in Two Harbors should have information to help 
you determine how best to access your private land. 
 
Note:  This letter was originally received by the Laurentian District 
Ranger via e-mail.  He responded via e-mail referring the Rau’s to the 
Lake County Land Department. 

 

3-1
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Response to 4-1:  Roads to be decommissioned are those that the Superior 
National Forest does not expect to need for more than a ten year period.  
Locations of these roads are inventoried and if needed in the future, the 
same road corridor may be used, after completing environmental reviews.  
If access to remote land is needed in case of an emergency, access would 
be considered on a case-by-case basis. 
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Response to 5-1:  Comment noted. 
 
 

5-1 
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6-1 

Response to 6-1:  Comment noted. 
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Response to 7-1:  Issues are defined as “A point of debate or disagreement 
with a proposed action based on some anticipated effect.  Significant issues 
are those that have a large geographic distribution, duration or effect, or 
intensity of conflict generated.”  (See How to Comment on the Whyte 
Scoping Report.)  The exercise of treaty rights and maintenance of tribal 
cultural practices are not in themselves “significant issues” as described 
above.  Whether an issue is significant or not is not related to the value of a 
particular resource.  We recognize the sovereign status of the Tribes and 
based on this, we met with the Tribes early in the planning process to 
provide project information and to establish a more collaborative approach 
on this project with the Tribes.  The notes of the March 17 and March 23 
meetings are located in the project file.  The effects of the project on 
cultural practices will be disclosed in the environmental analysis.  The site 
specific comments included in the letter are addressed below. 
 
Response to 7-2:  Providing quality moose, deer, and grouse  habitat is 
included in the overall objectives for the project.  The landscape ecosystem 
and management indicator habitat objectives provided in the Forest Plan 
(pp. 2-55 through 2-78) were used to develop the proposed action.  The 
effects to wildlife habitat are a prime consideration for providing young 
forest habitat in the project area.   

7-1
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Response to 7-3:  Based on our meetings with 1854 Authority and the 
Tribes, we understand the desire for access includes motorized access and 
not just non-motorized access.  The Forest Plan gives direction for 
temporary roads as follows:  “New roads built for resource management… 
are not intended for public motorized use.  Temporary roads will be 
decommissioned after their use is completed” (Forest Plan pg. 2-49, O-TS-
3).  Because temporary road use is already decided by the Forest Plan, it 
will not be considered further in this project.  Some of the temporary roads 
would remain open for use (non-motorized use only) for several years after 
harvest to allow time for site preparation and regeneration needs.   
 
The District Ranger directed the ID team to review the transportation 
system, including temporary and existing unauthorized roads, in the Stony 
Grade area and determine if any were suitable to be added to the system 
and remain open for an extended time after harvest.  See Chapter 2 of the 
environmental analysis document and section on Alternatives Considered 
but not carried forward.

 

7-2

7-3
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Response to 7-4:  Access to Seven Beaver Lake is not being addressed in the 
Whyte Project.  When the District develops a project to access Seven Beaver 
Lake, 1854 Authority and the Tribes will be consulted during project 
development. 
 
Response to 7-5:  Please notify us if you discover other heritage resources in 
the project area or have other concerns with the project. 
 7-4

7-3

7-5
espons
e   
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See next pages for letter and response. 
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Response to 8-1:  Thank you for providing the Biodiversity Significance 
Ranks for areas in the Whyte Project Area.  The District Ranger determined 
that young versus mature-old patches will be a significant issue because it is 
a debate with the proposed action based on the anticipated effects on patches 
and fragmentation.  The Team developed a specific alternative to address 
this.  See Chapter 2. 
 
Some of the suggested harvest prescription changes will be incorporated into 
the proposed action because it was the Team’s intent to conduct individual 
and group selection thinning in the sugar maple stands.  (See Project Record 
for details of the meeting with Lawson Gerdes and development of this 
alternative.)  The definition of thinning in Attachment 1 page 2 states that 
“Thinning prescription could consist of uniform removal of trees throughout 
the stand, or variable thinning to create small gaps in the stand to encourage 
regeneration of desired species.”  In addition, the first point on page 5 of the 
Scoping Report states that the project would improve the quality of 2442 
acres of maple dominated hardwoods through intermediate management 
including a combination of thinning and individual and group selection 
harvest.  The planning team will clarify which stands are to be treated 
through individual and group selection harvest.  This was clarified with 
commenter at the meeting held on July 14, 2006. 
 

8-1
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Response to 8-2:  The Forest Plan contains direction to “Maintain, 
protect, or improve habitat for all sensitive species” (O-WL-18), using a 
coarse and/or fine filter approach.  The Forest Plan also contains 
direction to “Avoid or minimize negative impacts to known occurrences 
of sensitive species” (G-WL-11).  Rare plant surveys were conducted in 
the project area in 2005 and 2006.  TES plants located during these 
surveys as well as previously known TES plant occurrences were 
considered during project design as well as the preliminary effects 
analysis.  Several stands with TES plants were dropped during project 
design.  For other TES plants, specific locations of rare plants are noted 
on unit cards with recommendations to retain a buffer around the plants 
or to drop a portion of the stand to protect the plants.  This information 
will be added to the mitigations section of the analysis document. 
 
 

8-1

8-2
cy Response  
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The attached information was included to help clarify why sites were 
ranked outstanding, high, or moderate. 
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Response to 9-1:  The season of harvest is listed on the unit cards and was 
developed through an interdisciplinary process, taking into account wildlife, 
recreation, soils, wetlands, and other resource concerns.   
The unit cards, which are available on the internet and at the District office, 
contain this information. 
  
Response to 9- 2:  The Forest Plan includes specific landscape ecosystem 
objectives and management indicator habitats.  (See Forest Plan pp. 2-51 
through 2-78.)  These vegetation goals will also provide habitat for the 
desired wildlife species.  The effects of this project in relation to meeting the 
landscape ecosystem objectives and management indicator habitats identified 
in the Forest Plan will be disclosed in the analysis.   
 
Response to 9-3:  Both plant and animal surveys were conducted for this 
project.  Surveys were done for various threatened, endangered, and sensitive 
species, including goshawk, boreal owl, lynx, and other wildlife species.  
Information on specific surveys conducted, can be found in the project 
record.  Please contact the Laurentian Ranger District. 
 
Response to 9-4:  Charts and tables will be used to display the pertinent and 
relevant effects related to the significant issues addressed in the analysis.  
Additional information will be available in the project record. 
 
Response to 9-5:  The fire regime condition class would be affected 

aril h timber harvest and mechanical site preparation activities.  

9-1
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rning may be done to prepare sites for regeneration and this is 
d on the unit cards.  Prescribed fire is proposed on 50 acres to restore 
gical effects of fire in an older red pine stand.  At this time, no other 

ed fire is planned. 
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Response to 9-6:  The Wild, Scenic, Recreational River Management Area 
provides direction on the appropriate management activities.  (Forest Plan pp. 
3-16 through 3-20)  Team members visited these stands and incorporated this 
direction into the specific prescriptions for the proposed harvest units in this 
management area.   The effects of management activities proposed in the Wild, 
Scenic, and Recreational River MA will be disclosed in the EA. 
 
Response to 9-7:  Roads are not proposed to be built in riparian areas.  Where 
it is necessary to cross drainages, appropriate crossing devises, such as bridges 
or culverts would be used.     
 
Response to 9-8:  The Superior National Forest has developed methods to 
decommission roads and these and other yet-to-be-developed methods would 
be used to effectively decommission roads.  The mitigation measures describe 
some of the activities that would be included when roads are decommissioned.  
The Forest Plan Revision, Final Environmental Impact Statement, Appendix F, 
provides specific direction on road decommissioning techniques that would be 
followed.  In addition, monitoring is done to determine success of 
decommissioning and is documented in an annual monitoring report.  
 
Response to 9-9:  Budgetary shortfalls are speculative and therefore will not be 
used in the analysis.  The project has been planned based on anticipated 
funding.  If adequate funding is not available, implementation of some of the 
project may be delayed.   
 
Response to 9-10:  Each resource area will designate the appropriate boundary 
for direct, indirect, and cumulative effects.  See analysis document. 
   
Response to 9-11:  The cumulative effects analysis will include the known 
activities occurring on other ownership in the project area.  The list of activities 
that might contribute to cumulative effects will be included in the analysis 
document.  Each resource specialist determines the appropriate spatial and 
temporal boundary for their resource area.  This will be disclosed in the 
analysis document or project record.   
 
 

 

9-7 

9-8 

9-9 

9-10 

9-11 

9-6 
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Response to 10-1:  We discussed the road on federal land proposed for 
decommissioning that is located in T57N, R9W, Sections 31 and 32. The 
site was accessed in the past by walking in and the site can still be 
accessed by foot.  There are no plans for additional moose browse 
projects at this time.  If access is needed in the future, the specific access 
needs would be addressed at that time.  
 
Response to 10-2:  District staff met with members of the DNR forestry 
to collaborate the development of the Whyte Project to the extent 
practical.  No specific changes were identified in this part of the 
comment letter so no further changes will be made to the proposal. 
 
 

10-2

10-1
 

 

18



  Whyte Forest Management Project 

Scoping Comments and Agency Response 

Response to 10-3:  Currently, 43 acres of aspen and 49 acres of paper 
birch are proposed to be harvested and converted to white pine.  In 
addition, 76 acres of aspen are proposed to be aspen/spruce/fir forest are 
proposed to be regenerated to existing forest type. 
 
Response to 10-4:  District staff met with members of the DNR to discuss 
transportation needs in the Project Area and the proposal includes adding 
some roads to the managed system to ensure the DNR has adequate access 
to State lands.  If additional access is needed, it would be addressed in a 
separate analysis. 
 
Response to 10-5:  This project does not address the recreational 
transportation needs in the area.  If comments about specific are made, the 
recreational need for the roads would be considered.  To date, there has 
been one comment from the public about a particular road closure.  The 
road we proposed to decommission is needed for access to private land.  
We will coordinate the recreational access needs with the other major 
landowners in the project, including the State of Minnesota and Lake and 
St. Louis Counties when specific projects are taken on by the District. 
 
Response to 10-6:  Thank you for this suggestion.  We agree this would 
provide structural and species diversity to the conifer thinnings.  This will 
be addressed on a site-by-site basis on the unit cards. 
 
Response to 10-7:  Comment noted.  

10-3

10-4

10-5
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10-7
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Response to 10-8:  Monitoring completed on some recent harvest areas 
showed that some harvest units being clearcut do retain high amounts of 
red maple and balsam fir and this may affect the desired aspen 
regeneration.  Therefore, we will modify the mitigation about retaining 
unmerchantable-sized trees in stands proposed to be clearcut.  The leave 
trees would be better identified, would include at least some of the largest-
sized trees on the site, and may be clumped to better reflect fire-
disturbance patterns. 
 
Response to 10-9:  Comment noted.   The majority of aspen and jack pine 
stands proposed for clearcut harvest would not be planted or seeded with 
other species.  Some planting of pine may occur along riparian or scenic 
areas. 
 
Response to 10-10:  Opportunities to create young forest in the riparian 
areas will be considered on appropriate sites and would be noted on unit 
cards.  
 
Response to 10-11:  The season of harvest is developed through 
interdisciplinary review including resource specialists in recreation, 
wildlife, wetlands, soil, and transportation.  Generally, if units can be 
logged during the summer without causing adverse impacts to other 
resources, this is noted on the unit cards.  Many prescriptions include site 

10-8

10-10
ments and Agency

preparation to obtain the necessary disturbance to regenerate some species.  
 
R  to 10-12:  We recognize the importance of creating moose 1
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abitat and creating situations where people are more likely to see moose.  
here are several clearcut harvests proposed that are adjacent to Lake 
ounty 2 and Forest Highway 11.  We do include mitigations to limit the 
ffect of the harvest on visual quality but still meet vegetation, wildlife, 
nd recreation objectives.  Harvest may occur up to the edge of the road 
ut the length of harvest along the road would be limited and legacy 
atches or reserve trees would be retained within the seen portion of the 
arvest to limit the size of the harvest that can be seen from the road. 

e are not aware of any 10-20 year old stands that include older-aged 
isual buffers along roads. 
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Response to 10-13:  Blocks of conifer and mixed hardwood/conifer 
would be maintained in riparian areas and as legacy patches in many of 
the harvest units.  
 
Response to 10-14:  The scenic quality mitigations state that the Forest 
Service would dispose of slash piles where appropriate and units where 
slash and other woody debris is to be piled, would be located out of sight 
of main travelways.  We will clarify that some debris piles would 
remain.   
 
Biomass is being considered on other Forest Service projects on a trial 
basis.  This project is not being considered for biomass production at this 
time. 
 
Response to 10-15:  Comment noted.  The collaboration with the DNR, 
State, and Counties was very beneficial. 
 
Response to 10-16:  Trout streams would be protected through the use 
of riparian management zones and filter strips.  Vegetation management 
is planned in several units as noted in Table 15 of the Scoping Report. 
 
 
 

10-16
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Response to 10-17:  Comment noted. 
 
Response to 10-18:  Comment noted.  We also appreciate the 
coordination and collaboration that has occurred to date. 
 

10-17
nd Agency Response  
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10-19

Response to 10-19:  Comment noted. 
 

nd Agency Response   
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Ms. Duffy, 

Response to 11-1:  Please note that we do not intend to clearcut any 
sugar maple stands at this time.  Management actions are designed to 
improve the quality of the stand and maintain the best quality sugar 
maple trees and create conditions suitable for young maple to grow up.   
 
Landowner was invited to meet with the planning team to discuss 
proposed management plans. 

 

I own land in the SW 1/4 of Section 31, Township 57, Range 9. Another  

person and I own that entire quarter section and are in the process of  

dividing or consolidating our shares. I will either end up owning all  

four parcels involved or will own the SW 1/4 and the S 1/2 of the SE 1/4  

of that quarter section. 

 

I'm writing now because I am in the early planning stages of a small  

scale timber harvesting scheme for my property. Our property is very  

similar to the land involved in proposed vegetation treatment unit  

number 137 which adjoins my SW 1/4. My plan for my project on my  

property is to create a value added, extremely low impact ongoing  

harvest which will yield a small but steady supply of certified  

sustainably harvested hardwood lumber and firewood that I can market  

through my existing business which focuses on sustainable building and  

energy issues. The project on my property will be a pilot and if  

successful I hope to turn it into something bigger. I know the property  

and area very well. I have a small cabin on the SW 1/4 were I lived and  

worked for around 10 years between 1978 and 1989. I operated a 1000 tap  

maple sugar business there for part of that time. I have done a very  

small amount of lumber production there both on my land and via a couple  

of small "Ranger Sales" that used to be available on Forest land. Most  

of my current planning is aided by research that I have been doing over  

the last several years. 

 

In my planning process over the last couple of years I have often  

considered approaching the Forest Service about a small timber sale on  

the maple stand which is covered by your unit 137 project. The main  

ridge that runs E/W across my SW 1/4 continues on into unit 137. It  

would be a logical extension of my efforts if it were possible to gain  

access to that Forest timber. I am, of course, not sure if my plans are  

compatible with your plan for that unit but I figured that it would not  

hurt to ask if there might be an opportunity to implement my project on  

a slightly larger scale while also accomplishing the Forest Plan  
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objectives. I am concerned at what I see happening on some state and  

county maple lands in terms of clearcutting for pulp, destroying the  

canopy and totally converting the ecosystem type in the process. I feel  

that our maple resources are undervalued and can provide a sustainable  

supply of high quality value added lumber product and firewood but only  

if managed very carefully. This is what I hope to verify in my project. 

 

I would love to discuss my plans with you in more detail if you are  

interested and of course learn more about your concept for the  

management of the land adjacent to mine. It is a unique area and a very  

robust stand although the terrain makes soil protection planning very  

important. 

 

Please let me know if there is any interest on your part in discussing  

this concept in any form. I am open to other concepts that may advance  

the goals of my sustainable forest products endeavors. Thank you for  

your time. 

 

 

Michael LeBeau 

5069 Lakewood Rd. 

Conservation Technologies 
Duluth, MN55804 
 
www.conservtech.com 
218-722-9003 ext. 21 
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