PROPOSED ACTION


CHAPTER 2

ALTERNATIVES
Introduction
This chapter describes the alternatives for managing hazardous fuels, sustaining forest health, conducting vegetation management, and enhancing and diversifying wildlife habitats in the County Line Fuels Project Area.  The Proposed Action (Alternative 2) and Alternatives 3 and 4 (the Action Alternatives) and the No Action Alternative (Alternative 1) for this project are described in this chapter.  Table 2-1 displays the comparison of alternatives by issue and activity.  The County Line Fuels Project vicinity is shown on Map 1 at the end of Chapter 1
Alternative Development Process
To prepare this analysis, a group of resource specialists, known as an interdisciplinary team (IDT), met and discussed how best to accomplish the objectives described in the Purpose and Need section of Chapter 1.  The IDT members and resource specialists consulted for this project are listed in Chapter 4.  The IDT identifies issues raised in the public scoping process and from internal comments.  In consideration of these issues, the IDT designs alternatives that also address the project’s Purpose and Need.  The National Environmental Policy Act regulations mandate consideration of all reasonable alternatives for a proposed action, including identification and discussion of alternatives eliminated from detailed study.

To develop alternatives, the IDT first reviewed all the comments and concerns expressed by the public and internal sources during the scoping process.  These comments and concerns were then consolidated into relevant issues.  Once relevant issues had been identified, the IDT develops strategies that can be used to resolve the issues while responding to the Purpose and Need objectives.  The IDT also identified indicators or measurements used to compare how each alternative responds to the issue for which it was developed.

The Proposed Action and the two Action Alternatives were designed to meet the objectives and to address and resolve issues of public concern.  Each alternative represents a site-specific mix of proposals that responds to these issues.  From this range of alternatives, the District Ranger has a basis for judging the trade-offs between implementing each alternative, including the No Action Alternative.
Alternatives Considered in Detail
This assessment will evaluate the No Action Alternative (Alternative 1) and the Proposed Action (Alternative 2) and two Action Alternatives (Alternatives 3 and 4), which are described below.  All the action alternatives are consistent with the standards and guidelines of the Forests’ Plan.  Table 2-1 displays a summary comparison of alternatives by issue and activity (See Appendix A for specific treatment unit descriptions).
Treatment Activities by Alternative

Table 2-1
	Treatment Totals*
	Alt. 1 - No Action
	Alt. 2 - Proposed Action
	Alt. 3
	Alt. 4

	Mechanical
	
	
	
	

	Commercial Thin Treatment - acres
	0
	315
	304
	304

	Clearcut Treatment - acres
	0
	305
	0
	150

	Sanitation Treatment - acres
	0
	349
	0
	24

	Shelterwood Treatment - acres
	0
	103
	417
	288

	Barren Restoration Treatment - acres
	0
	241
	362
	106

	Total**
	0
	1,313
	1,083
	872

	
	
	
	
	

	Wildlife/Plant
	
	
	
	

	Opening Maintenance - Mechanical - acres
	0
	16
	42
	38

	Developed Water Source - number
	0
	4
	4
	4

	Aspen Clearcut Treatment - acres
	0
	26
	31
	31

	NNIP Treatment - acres
	0
	24
	22
	11

	
	
	
	
	

	Prescribed Fire
	
	
	
	

	Broadcast Burn - acres
	0
	309
	460
	168

	Opening Maintenance - Burn - acres
	0
	104
	78
	82

	Control Line Required - miles
	0
	14
	16
	6

	Pile and Burn - acres
	0
	356
	77
	88

	Total**
	0
	769
	615
	344

	
	
	
	
	

	Fuelbreaks
	
	
	
	

	Linear Fuelbreaks - miles/acres
	0
	1.65 / 20
	3.5 / 77
	3 / 64

	
	
	
	
	

	Change in Condition Class (CC)
	
	
	
	

	Condition Class 3 - acres
	5,014
	107
	332
	543

	Moving Towards CC 2 - acres
	0
	1,098
	752
	797

	Moving Towards CC 1 - acres
	0
	361
	482
	226

	
	
	
	
	

	Acres removed from HMNF’s timber base***
	0
	241
	362
	106


      * All acres and miles are approximate.

    ** Some stands would be treated with more than one type of management activity.  Therefore,
         the totals given may add up to more than the actual acreage of the Project Area being
         treated.
  *** Stands would be changed from a land suitability classification (LSC) 500 - land suitable
         for timber production, to an LSC 600 - resource uses preclude timber for other
        management unit objectives.
Alternative 1
No Action

Alternative 1 is the No Action Alternative.  Under Alternative 1, none of the proposed vegetative treatments or other management activities would occur in the Project Area on National Forest System lands.  Some activities, such as resource protection, would continue within the Project Area.  Selection of Alternative 1 does not preclude future analysis or implementation of on-going management proposals within the Project Area.

Alternative 1 Summary:

· Under Alternative 1, none of the proposed vegetative treatments or other management activities would occur in the Project Area on National Forest System lands.
· Provides a baseline against which to describe the environmental and social effects of the action alternatives.
· Responds to those who want no management activities to take place in the Project Area, such as clearcutting and controlled burning.
· Does not achieve the project’s Purpose and Need objectives.
· Does not achieve the Forests’ Plan desired condition for vegetative management.
Alternative 2

Proposed Action

Alternative 2 is the Proposed Action that was described during scoping but slightly modified.  This alternative would implement the most vegetative treatments and controlled burning use in the Project Area, and management activities would occur to improve wildlife habitat.
Alternative 2 Summary:

· Conducts vegetative, wildlife, and fuels treatments that include approximately:
315 acres of red pine thinning

305 acres of clearcut harvesting

349 acres of sanitation harvesting

103 acres of shelterwood harvesting

241 acres of barren restoration

16 acres of mechanical opening maintenance

4 developed water sources
26 acres of aspen clearcut harvesting
7 acres of NNIS treatment
309 acres of broadcast burning
104 acres of broadcast burning opening maintenance

356 acres of pile burning

1.65 miles (20 acres) of linear fuelbreaks
· Achieves the project’s Purpose and Need objectives.
· Achieves the Forests’ Plan desired condition for vegetative management by conducting vegetative treatments.
· The 241 acres of barren restoration would be removed from LSC 500, land suitable for timber production, to an LSC 600, where resource uses preclude timber for other management objectives.

Alternative 3

Action Developed from Comments

Alternative 3 was developed from comments received during the scoping period and from IDT members.  It responds to comments regarding the large areas of sanitation and clearcut harvesting and replacing those treatments with shelterwood harvesting.  Additional stands would be treated for barren restoration.  In addition, this alternative reduces the amount of pile burning and increases the use of mechanical treatments to treat wildlife openings.  There would also be an increased use of fuelbreaks on stands that have been dropped from other mechanical treatments.
Alternative 3 Summary:

· Conducts vegetative, wildlife, and fuels treatments that include approximately:
304 acres of red pine thinning

417 acres of shelterwood harvesting

362 acres of barren restoration

42 acres of mechanical opening maintenance

4 developed water sources

31 acres of aspen clearcut harvesting
8 acres of NNIS treatment

460 acres of broadcast burning
78 acres of broadcast burning opening maintenance

77 acres of pile burning

3.5 miles (77 acres) of linear fuelbreaks

· Achieves the project’s Purpose and Need objectives.
· Achieves the Forest Plan’s desired condition for vegetative management by conducting the vegetative treatments.

· The 362 acres of non-linear fuelbreaks would be removed from LSC 500, land suitable for timber production, to an LSC 600, where resource uses preclude timber for other management objectives.

Alternative 4

Action Developed from Comments

Alternative 4 was developed from comments received during the scoping period.  It responds directly to the issue of the safety of using controlled burning, reducing the risk by limiting the amount of both broadcast and pile burning.  It also responds to comments on the large areas of sanitation and clearcut harvesting by reducing those treatments and replacing them with shelterwood harvesting.  This alternative reduces the amount of prescribed burning and uses mechanical treatments to achieve fuel reduction targets.  It also increases the use of linear fuelbreaks on high priority areas.
Alternative 4 Summary:

· Conducts vegetative, wildlife, and fuels treatments that include approximately:
304 acres of red pine thinning

150 acres of clearcut harvesting

24 acres of sanitation harvesting

288 acres of shelterwood harvesting

106 acres of barren restoration

38 acres of mechanical opening maintenance

4 developed water sources 

31 acres of aspen clearcut harvesting
8 acres of NNIS treatment
168 acres of broadcast burning

82 acres of broadcast burning opening maintenance

88 acres of pile burning

3 miles (64 acres) of linear fuelbreaks

· Achieves the project’s Purpose and Need objectives.
· Achieves the Forest’s Plan desired condition for vegetative management by conducting the vegetative treatments.
· The 106 acres of non-linear fuelbreaks would be removed from LSC 500, land suitable for timber production, to an LSC 600, where resource uses preclude timber for other management objectives. 
Activities Common to All Action Alternatives
The following mitigation measures would be required to implement treatment activities throughout the Project Area.  Mitigation measures are designed to counteract environmental impacts or to make impacts less severe.  These may include: avoiding an impact by not taking a certain action or part of an action; minimizing an impact by limiting the degree or magnitude of an action and its implementation; rectifying the impact by repairing, rehabilitating, or restoring the affected environment; reducing or eliminating the impact over time by preservation and maintenance operations during the life of the action; or compensating for the impact by replacing or providing substitute resources or environments.  Some mitigation measures may apply only to specific treatment unit(s).  Mitigation measures specific to a treatment unit are described in detail on the treatment unit cards (Appendix A).
Resource Protection

· Recommendations included in the Water Quality Management Practices on Forest Land (MDNR 1998) and Forest Service Handbook 2509.18 would be incorporated to provide protection of soil and water resources.
· Protect known heritage resource sites in accordance with State Historic Preservation Office guidelines.  Mitigation measures used to avoid site disturbance would be applied to all action alternatives.  Site specific heritage resource mitigation measures are incorporated into the individual treatment units cards (see Appendix A).  If any unknown heritage resource sites would be found when ground disturbing activities are taking place on the project, the activity would stop until a professional heritage resource specialist is informed and adequate protection measures are applied to avoid potential impacts.

· Protect known threatened, endangered, or sensitive species and the immediate habitat in which they are found.  If any of these species are found during project implementation, the activities within the immediate area would stop until the district’s wildlife biologist or botanist is informed and adequate protection measures applied to avoid potential impacts.  The Project Area is within potential Indiana bat habitat on the Huron-Manistee National Forests.  Where applicable, conservation measures in the Biological Opinion (pages 21-23) and the Forest Plan (pages II 23-26) will be used for the protection, restoration, and maintenance of the Indiana bat or its habitat (USDI 2006, HMNF 2006).
Operating Requirements

· A burn plan would be written that details the operational objectives and the preferred weather conditions that provide for public safety, private property protection, and maximize smoke dispersal.  Each burn plan will include details which ensure that organic matter retention and mineral soil exposure requirements of FSH 2509.18, Chapter 2 are fulfilled.
· Reserve existing snags that are not a safety hazard in all treatment units to maintain cavity nester habitat.
Rehabilitation

· Rehabilitate landings after harvest activities are completed to reduce the amount of logging residue, reduce compaction, reduce non-native invasive species colonization, and promote revegetation.  Plant only native species or non-persistent non-native species where revegetation is needed.

· All plowed control lines constructed to conduct controlled burns would be rehabilitated to reduce erosion and promote revegetation and reduce the visual impact.  The furrowed control lines would be leveled with displaced soils or rolled back into place.
Monitoring
Monitoring would be conducted to determine if resource management objectives for the Project Area have been met.  Monitoring results would be used to verify the effectiveness of selected mitigating and protective measures in a timely manner.  This process ensures that project elements are implemented as designed and that standards and guidelines are implemented to protect soil, water, and other resources.  The following monitoring would be performed for all action alternatives:

Implementation Monitoring
Mitigation Measure Implementation

Objective: Ensure mitigation measures for each treatment unit are being implemented.

Desired Results: Mitigation measures are effective in addressing resource issues.

Methods: All treatment units would be visited by district personnel.  Reviews would be documented in inspection reports regarding contract compliance.

Responsibility: District assistant rangers for timber, recreation, and wildlife.
Contract Administration

Objective: Ensure that mitigation measures are implemented for treatment units with commercial harvesting.

Desired Results: All contract requirements are met.

Methods: All treatment units would be visited by the timber sale administrator.
Responsibility: District timber sales administrator.
Invasive Plants

Objective: Ensure that the spread of invasive plants is minimized.

Desired Result: No spread of invasive plants due to treatments would occur.

Methods: Ocular inspection within the first two years after the treatment of a unit.
Responsibility: District botanist.
Controlled Burn Implementation

Objective: Ensure controlled burn parameters are implemented to maintain control of the controlled burn.

Desired Results: Completion of controlled burn goals and objectives without containment and/or control problems.

Methods: A controlled burn plan would be developed which sets environmental and fire equipment/personnel parameters required to meet the goals and objectives of the burn.  All personnel would be briefed on burn objectives and safety measures.  Personnel would be assigned to monitor fire behavior and the effectiveness of burn control measures.  Upon completion of every burn, fire behavior and effectiveness of control actions would be documented.

Responsibility: Assistant fire management officer - fuels/suppression.
Effectiveness Monitoring
Reforestation
Objective: Ensure that reforestation occurs within five years of treatment.

Desired Result: Adequately reforested stands.
Methods: Stocking surveys within the first five years after the treatment of a unit.
Responsibility: District silviculturist.
Forest Plan Monitoring

The National Forest Management Act requires that national forests monitor and evaluate their forest plans.  Forest plan monitoring is conducted over the entire forest on a periodic basis.  Samples for Forest Plan monitoring may or may not be taken in the Project Area; however, monitoring results are designed to answer questions regarding the implementation and effectiveness of mitigation.  Forest Plan monitoring results can be found in the 2008 Monitoring and Evaluation Report found on the HMNF’s website.
Alternatives Considered but Eliminated from Detailed Study
The IDT considered a range of alternatives during the analysis before a reasonable set of alternatives was considered for detailed study.  Two alternatives were eliminated from detailed study and are described as follows:
Original Proposed Action - The County Line Fuels Project Proposed Action was described in the March 24, 2008 scoping letter and in Chapter 1.  After additional site-specific resource information became available on the project, some of the proposed treatments were either dropped, modified, or added.  Portions of stands were dropped from treatment or modified because of resource concerns or added because additional acres were found that needed treatment.

Elimination of all prescribed burning - Multiple comments were received expressing concern with the use of prescribed burning in the Project Area and an alternative which completely eliminated the use of broadcast burning was discussed.
This alternative was subsequently dismissed because of the importance of the use of prescribed burning in maintaining wildlife openings in the Project Area, as well as the creation and maintenance of barrens.  Broadcast burning is an effective and ecologically sound method of managing openings and barrens.  Pile burning is an effective way of eliminating fuels when mechanical methods and harvesting are not a viable option.  Therefore, the objectives stated in the Purpose and Need could not be met without the use of prescribed fire.
Use of shelterwood harvests in excess of 40 acres - Initially there was an alternative that allowed the 40 acre limit on regeneration harvesting in the Project Area to be exceeded in heavily damaged stands.  However, due to changes in the planning rules the Forest Service follows and direction from the Forest Plan, this option was not viable.
Elimination of all non-native invasive plant treatments - Initially there was an alternative that eliminated the treatment of invasive plants.  However, it was felt that there were enough invasive plants that posed a great enough threat to warrant their management, utilizing both herbicide treatments; and/or manual or mechanical methods.  Eliminating small infestations before they become a greater problem would be more cost effective while the Forest Service was in the area than allowing them to continue to spread.  
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