Appendix 1
Response to Comments

Public Comments Received

During the 30-Day Comment Period

for the Marilla Too Project
and

USFS Responses

The following individuals commented on the Marilla Too Project during the 30-day comment period.  Public comments received, where appropriate, were addressed in the Environmental Assessment (EA), were used to improve and clarify the EA, and will be considered when making the decision for this project.  In this appendix, the US Forest Service (USFS) Response follows each public comment.  The references used in the responses can be found in the Planning Record.   

Public Comment
          
   Comment    
Response 



        (Page)
  (Page)
1. Steve and Cheryl DeMeter
A1-2
      A1-3
2. Dale V. Hiltz
A1-4

   A1-6
3. David J. Kaczmarek
A1-7
      A1-8
4. Dave Miehlke – email sent 3/14/2011
A1-9
      A1-10
5. Dave Miehlke – email sent 4/8/2011
A1-11

   A1-14
6. Mark Patterson
A1-17
      A1-21
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USFS Response to Comments – Steve and Cheryl DeMeter
1.1
We acknowledge your preference to leave Treatment Unit 415/8 the way it is and your opinion that this unit is a nice beautiful opening.  
1.2
 The proposed treatment for Unit 415/8 does not include burning this opening.  The proposed treatments include maintaining the existing 7 acre opening by brushing to remove encroaching vegetation, pruning apple trees, controlling non-native invasive plants, and creating snags for cavity nester habitat along the edges of the opening.  
1.3
Thank you for bringing to our attention that the previous road closure (berm) off of Keith Road has been breached.  We have made a note of this and are planning on reclosing this road this fall.  
We appreciate your taking the time to comment and your involvement with this project.  Your comments will be taken into consideration.
[image: image2.png]March 20,2011

Dale V. Hiltz
PO. Box 565
Stanton ML 48888

RE. Marilla Too Project, through the
N.W. % of the N.W. % of Section 32

Dear Patricia O’ Connell;

1 received your information package on March 17 after it was apparently sent to
‘Wisconsin with my Michigan address onit. The Post Office there then rerouted it to my
Stanton address and My mail pick up service then sent it to my in Florida where [ am
now. Perhaps you might check your maling list o sce if there is some sort of mix up.

Thope I am not to late to add some suggestions to the Project regarding my
property and my neighbor to the North of my Propery Line. ( Daniel Arcavetti. 1 am not
sure that’s the right spelling, as my information is back in Michigan.

Your Project might like to consider terminating Witala RD. at my South Property
Line (dead end) and my neighbors North Property Line, (dead end), there by climinating.
‘something less then Y mile of that section of private properties and especially the very
steep sandy hill north of the section line and frequent wash outs along that stretch. Witala
£d. could possibly be relocated to the improved USFS road (outlined in red on the
enclosed map) that may be more productive for your needs and as  more scenic
snowmobile trail

1 have spoken Mr Arcavitti in the past and he at the time was very receptive of
the idea, but of coarse he must be consulted also .

“This suggestion might not be feasible but  flt it should be addressed on record as
o gain government road accessibility and reduce maintenance costs.

My family and T have been making habitat improvements also, such as selective
ree cuttings, tree planting and food plots and we plan on doing this for generations.

Sincerely;

Dale V. Hiltz
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 The EA described that there were 32 NNIP treatment units.  Because Treatment Unit 404/25 was dropped, the number of NNIP treatment units is reduced to 31.
USFS Response to Comments – Dale V. Hiltz
2.1
We apologize if we used your wrong address for mailing you the environmental analysis document for this project. Your comments will be considered.
2.2
You suggested that you would like to see Witala Road closed at your south property line, and Witala Road and the designated snowmobile trail relocated onto National Forest System lands.  Because Witala Road is a county road, the US Forest Service does not have the jurisdiction or authority to close this road.  You would need to discuss your recommended road closure with the Manistee County Road Commission.  You also suggested routing Witala Road onto Forest Road (FR) 7977.  This road is not a through-road, is only about ½ mile long, and terminates on National Forest System lands.  Therefore, your suggested road and snowmobile trail relocation option would not be implemented with this project.

2.3
We acknowledge your habitat improvement efforts on your private property.     
We appreciate your taking the time to comment and your involvement with this project.  Your comments will be taken into consideration. 
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USFS Response to Comments – David Kaczmarek
3.1
Your support of Alternative 4 and acknowledgement of the benefits of aspen management is noted.

We appreciate your taking the time to comment and your involvement with this project.  Your comments will be taken into consideration.
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To: Mark Patterson
| From: Dave Miehike; 600 Sherman Oaks #619; Ludington, Mi. 49431

| mark

| Just did a glance at this EA and find it lacking in many respects considering the amount
of work put in the paperwork by publics and the government.

| Fallure to consider the Huron Manistee Nation Forests SEIS, (Meister lawsLit) ongoing
in the semi-primitive non-motorized efacto-widemess (Manistee River area) in and
adjacent to the project area.

Seems like rather minor vegetative treatments in this area and Brandybrook area and
the govemments overiding agenda/concem with establishment of more restrictive (in
perpetutity) research natural area designations Forest wide.

USFS preoccupation with maintaining OLD GROWTH to the detriment of active
management of the resources.

Failure to consider recreation/altematives with this project as being beyond the scope of
purpose and need.

Both of us being appellants to the 2006 HMNF Forest plan | find it troubling how easy it
is for the USFS to dismisspublics input on scoping comments to maintain a hidden
agenda.

I respect your expert opinion s a former USFS Forester in this area and would
appreciate a copy of any further comments you make on this project.

Dave Miehike





USFS Response to Dave Miehlke

4.1
This email was addressed to Mark Patterson; therefore, the Forest Service did not write a response.  
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‘Subjact Marilla Too Prjectest of Hodenpylo-Tippy Dams.

To: Jim Thompson, District Ranger, Manistee-Cadillac District USFS/HMNF
From: David Miehlke, 600 Sherman Oaks Ct. Ludington M| 49431( 231-845-7535)
Jim

‘Some comments to the EA in addition to the numerous scoping comments | have made
on this project which | request that be made part of the record by reference.

1 will make these comments during the official comment period because of the
procedural CATCH 22 situation that | have experienced on past appeals; that if the
comment/issue was not madelraised during the 30 day comment pericd the Forest
service will dismiss the points off

1. Comments on; altematives considered but eliminated from detailed study pages
2.9 0212,

A pg.2-10
Cut more timber near the (county road-upper river road)
This also would tie into the evaluate.larger project area on pg 2-11

The preoccupation of the( USFS POLICY Jfor ecosystems management to include
watershed areas seems to be disregarded in this area along upper river road adjacent

(very close) to the Manistee River between Tippy and Hodenpyle Dams with aspen
types beyond rotation.

[REQUEST #1]

A possible a field trip to review this area near the Manistee Recreational River.





[image: image7.png]{ B. pg.210

Motorized and nonmotorized trails projects.

The entire area was open to alltypes of recreation under the previous CONSUMERS
ENERGY ownership

Stipulations were made by Consumers that the Red Bridge area would remain open to
the PUBLIC at no cost. Many primitive campinglaccess areas and two tracks have been
closed by the USFS.

‘This reflects on a lack of input from regional and HMNF recreatonal planners an
typical of all the projects | have been involved with on this District/Forest.

The majority discriminatory favoritism given by the USFS to non-motorized recreation in
this area is blatant and abitrary.

‘The inordinant investment in the non-motorized trails and suspension bridge near
Hodenpyle Dam | belive is to rationalize the ARBITRARY designation of
SEMI-PRIMITIVE NON MOTORIZED area along the noted Manistee River
Recreational motorized river segment..

C. pg.210

Management area change

| My comments to the SEIS to be included by reference on this topic.

“This ties into the SEIS for the Forest Plan now underway (pre-EA) and should be a
consideration for the Marilla Too Project.

£ D. pg210
Powerline as Barrens and Savannah.
Currently the White River SPNM Habitat is being created by dozing and manual

methods and the burming (a weak argument) option down there was found to be a
failure.

E. pg.2-10
Indiana Bat--—-
To mitigate/remove the restrictions on firewood gathering (tied to two wood comments

on pg. 2-11 )vegetative treatments, bat boxes in adequate numbers could be placed
along the powerlinelupper river road on USFS property.





[image: image8.png]F. pg.2-11
Harvest Aspen in Brandy Brook Area

| Opposed to the ARBITRARY designation of CRNA on top of a already VERY restrictive
| SPMand OLD GROWTH DESIGN in this area.

7 7 | The de-facto wildemess's created by the (lands in holding management) of these
Candidate Reseach Nartural Areas ircumvents the intent of the
Wilderness Act which states that The US Congress will designate Wildemess Areas...

The CNRA designations on the forest Plan of 2006 were due to a white paper created
by (THE NATURE CONSERVANCY) without other public inputs required per the NEPA
_ process and Multiple Use Sustained Yields.

[REQUEST #2]

| Please state the change in Regulations or Law that allows the Reglonai Forester (and
‘ not) The Chief of the Forest Service the Authority to designate -——in perpetuity}

Research Natural Areas.

[6 Pg212

| Loss of aspen managementtype.

Is this more burecratic double talk to refer to a VERY flawed Forest Plan that favors
.| preservation over active mangement and multiple uses?
Weak arguments as to harvesting, no consideration of mitigation such as winter harvest

gl
i while ground frozen snow covered.

“Lands in holding (indeterminate) CRNA management is de-facto wildemess" like the
| study wild rivers that never get studies completed.

QUESTION?
Recreation within CRNA is (not encouraged) Forest Roads Closed to motorvehicle use(

eg. SPNM areas)
Which designation has priority Semi Primitive Motorized or CRNA?





USFS Response to Dave Miehlke

5.1
Comments you have submitted on the Marilla Too Project are included in the Planning Record for this project and will be considered. 
5.2
You submitted a comment during scoping suggesting that we cut more timber near the Upper River Road area.  The Upper River Road area is located in the Manistee River Semiprimitive Nonmotorized Area. The Forest Plan objective for this management area is to manage up to 25 percent or 200 acres per decade of the aspen type to provide visual and vegetative diversity.  A timber sale was conducted in this area in the late 1990s and early 2000s that harvested primarily aspen and red pine stands.  The next timber harvest in the Upper Manistee River area would likely be planned in the next ten years and would likely include aspen management.  

You have suggested evaluating a larger project area including areas between Tippy Dam and Hodenpyl Dam.  Most ground disturbing projects require conducting resource surveys typically one to two years before beginning the environmental analysis, including plant, animal, and heritage resource surveys.  These help with evaluating resource impacts of the proposed activities.  There are limitations on how much acreage can be surveyed each year, based on budget and personnel constraints.  Planning projects, such as the Marilla Too Project, included acreage limitations of the proposed treatments.  Therefore, the project area will not be expanded.

5.3
We met with you on a field trip on Tuesday May 17 to discuss some of your trail suggestions within the Marilla Too Project Area.
5.4
You sent in a comment during scoping recommending expansions to the motorized and nonmotorized trails in the area.  The reason there was not any recreational trail projects proposed in the Marilla Too Project is that these activities do not meet the Purpose and Need objectives for this project, which are to: 1) Provide early successional habitat, maintain aspen, and improve aspen age class diversity; and 2) Sustain forest and ecosystem health.  Enhancing and expanding trails or recreational opportunities are not part of the objectives for the Marilla Too Project. 
You are correct that Consumers Energy owned land in the Red Bridge area and they allowed the public to use their land at no cost.  Since the Forest Service acquired the land in this area, no fees have been charged at National Forest sites or for recreational use of National Forest System land in the Red Bridge area.  You are correct in that some primitive camping/access areas and roads have been closed by the Forest Service in the Manistee River Semiprimitive Nonmotorized Area.  This area continues to be open to the public.  In areas where roads have been closed, foot travel is welcome.
Before camping/access areas or roads are closed on National Forest System land, Forest Service specialists, including Recreation Planners, provide input on all management activities.  Typically, regional Recreation Planners are not involved with site-specific project activity planning.  If specific issues arose, Regional Planners would be consulted on an as-needed basis.  
In regards to Forest Service direction favoring non-motorized recreation emphasis, the portion of the Marilla Too Project Area you are referring to is currently designated the Manistee River Semiprimitive Nonmotorized Area.  As such, Forest Plan management direction focuses on promoting a Semiprimitive Nonmotorized experience. 
During the Forest Planning process, the Forest Service analyzed alternatives for managing this area.  Specific goals and objectives were designed to maintain and enhance the area’s values.  The designation of the Semiprimitive Nonmotorized Area was based on the analysis completed during the Forest Planning process.  The investments into the non-motorized trails and suspension bridge were completed to meet the goals and objectives of the area.
5.5
You submitted a comment during scoping that recommend changing the management area designation in the Red Bridge to Hodenpyl area from 6.1 (Semiprimitive Nonmotorized Area) to 2.1G (Roaded Natural Rolling Plains and Morainal Hills, Grouse Emphasis Area).  Changing management area designations would require a Forest Plan amendment and is outside the scope of this project.
The Forest Plan SEIS that is currently underway, as directed by the U.S. Court of Appeals for the Sixth Circuit, is assessing the environmental impacts of an alternative that would ban firearm hunting and snowmobile use within Semiprimitive Nonmotorized and Primitive Areas on the Huron-Manistee National Forests.  The Marilla Too Project EA is a separate site-specific environmental analysis with different Purpose and Need objectives that is implementing current Forest Plan direction.   At this time, there are no proposed project activities that would conflict with the SEIS analysis.
5.6
The project near the White River you are referring to is a separate project and is outside the scope of the Marilla Too Project.
5.7
A commenter requested during scoping that the HMNF expand the areas on the Forest where firewood can be cut and gathered, especially near Pole Road.   However, the area that the commenter requested to be open to firewood gathering is within the Indiana bat Tippy Management Zone which is closed to firewood gathering.  The Forest Plan specifies that firewood permits will be prohibited within the five-mile radius around Tippy Dam in the Tippy Management Zone.   
Approximately 20,000 bats hibernate in Tippy Dam, including about five different species who have different habitat requirements regarding roosting habitat.  The Indiana bat has been known to occasionally use bat boxes, but they are not their preferred roosting habitat.  Therefore, placing bat boxes would not meet the roosting habitat needs of swarming and breeding bats.
5.8
The Brandybrook area includes a CRNA, but this area is not included in the Marilla Too Project Area.  The Marilla Too Project Area does not include a Candidate Research Natural Area (CRNA).  Forest Plan CRNA designations are outside the scope of the Marilla Too Project.
5.9
As specified in the Forest Service Manual 4063.03, “The general provisions of the Organic Administration Act of 1897 (16 U.S.C. 551) authorize the Secretary of Agriculture to designate Research Natural Areas.  Under regulations at 7 CFR 2.60 (a), the Secretary has delegated this authority to the Chief, who, pursuant to 36 CFR 251.23, selects and establishes Research Natural Areas as part of the continuing land and resource management planning process for National Forest System lands (36 CFR 219.25 and FSM 1922).”

As specified in the Forest Service Manual 4063.04b, “It is the responsibility of Regional Foresters, with the concurrence of Station Directors, to approve all new Research Natural Areas and to sign the implementing designation order.”

5.10
The loss of aspen management/type comment you are referring to is in regards to a scoping commenter suggesting that the Brandybrook area is a higher priority area for aspen management than the Marilla Too Project Area.  Harvesting aspen in the Marilla Too Project was chosen to continue managing aspen in the Grouse Emphasis Area and to continue developing vegetative age-class diversity.    
The Brandybrook area includes a CRNA, but this area is not included in the Marilla Too Project Area.  The Marilla Too Project Area does not include a Candidate Research Natural Area (CRNA).  CRNA designations and aspen management in the Brandybrook area are outside the scope of the Marilla Too Project.

5.11
Management Area designations were made during development of the Forest Plan.  No Management Area designation has priority over another.  Each Management Area has different management direction, as described in the Forest Plan, and includes goals, objectives, desired future conditions, management prescriptions, and their associated standards and guidelines that implement Forest Plan direction for these areas.

[image: image9.png]District Ranger April 6,201
U.S. Forest Service
Manistee Ranger Station
412 Red Apple Road

Manistee, MI 49660

‘To: District Ranger Jim Thompson:

"Reference is made to the Environmental Assessment for the Marilla Too Project dated

March 2011.

Aliernative 4 is a much-improved proposal. T think itis prudent to focus on aspen
regencration, red pine thinnings and wildlife habitat projects and eliminate red pine
“shelterwood” and several white pine planting proposals. I do have some continued

T have recently discussed the proposed creation of a large opening in Compartment 410 —
Stand 53 with Wildife Biologist Chris Schumacher. Chris informed me that most of the
area involved is essentially open and that some decent white pine planied in 1998
survived on the western edge and is to be excluded from burning and thus to be retained
and not destroyed by this activity. Chris Schumacher’s word has always been good 5o 1
trust what he intends to happen here. However I do have some concerns:

* When 1 read the prescription for “Unit 410/53” on page A-17 of Appendix A, [
don’tsec any mention about protecting white pine. 1 find this disturbing bocause
for similar prescriptions for wildlife openings on page 25 of Appendix A, several
opening treatments stipulate, “protect spruce planting.” If you are not willing to
state, “protect whitc pie planting” in writng, then maybe someone clse has &
different idea about where the fire line is going to be placed and what is going to
get burned.

« Secondly, back on page A-17 I notice that there are two lternative prescriptions
for “Unit 410/53.” One prescription is for Altemative 3 with no burning and an.
acreage figure of 14 acres and another prescription applying to Altematives 2
and 4 that involves burning and the acreage figure i 18 acres. Solam
concemed that the cxira 4 acres in the bum prescriptions may include the whitc
pine inclusions. So what i frue please?

« Ifyou wonder why waste ink on 3 or 4 acres of white pinc, I willtell you. Tdon’t
think the white pine should have been planted here. However, once you have.
spent in cxcess of $200 per acre in tax money and the white pine is now good.
‘growing stock, [ am very much against buming it up.






[image: image10.png]Tam opposed to planting white pine in Compartment 404 ~ Stand 25.

T have expressed my concemns on your policy for white pine management many times
before but I will try again.

‘On page 1-6 of Propased Actions, the justification or “need” to plant white pine as siated
“Improve species diversityin three hardwood stands by underplanting additional white
pine trees in the hardwood understory.” T understand that you have dropped two of the
three white pine planting projects from the inital proposal and I appreciate your
responsiveness as far as it goes. But frivolous prescriptions are frivolous prescriptions
and in such cases dropping two out of three isn’t satsfactory.

Tjust cannot buy this justification atall. First, this stand of mixed hardwood is
satisfactorily stocked with natural regeneration. 1 understand that the Forest Service can
justify almost any action by citing the sacred words *improve diversity.” Let me see if I
‘understand this diversity business.

o First, you do not need to have maximum species diversity on every acre of every
forested stand in our National Forests. There is plenty of diversity across the
National Forests. It is not necessary to “fix” every natural stand and every
plantation that someone perceives to have “a litle to much of this” or “a bit to
litle of that.”

» Your Firc Organization bums over large, continuous acreages of National Forest
Iands, sometimes areas of several hundred acres in size, and thercby climinates
most of the white pine stocking from seedling size t0 § or  feet in height and
even Kills some white pine in the 3-6 inch diameter at breast height class. When
‘you remove all that white pine in the smaller size classes plus the other pine.
species as well over hundreds of acres, how does that increase specics diversity?
£ you really believe species diversity is eriically important, then why do you
allow your Fire Organization to pursue these large-scale burning activities that are
clearly counter productive to “species diversity?” Scems to me the burning
program that you carry out each spring cteates uniformity and reduces diversity in
terms of pine stocking levels across broad landscapes and no doubr, creates
openings in the canopy.

« The mixed hardwood type in question in Compartment 404 ~ Stand 25 s probably
typical of many naturaily regenerated hardwood types in that some small
‘openings are present throughout the stand. Why isn't natural regeneration okay,
including the small, semi-open areas? Why does it bother you that nature or if
you prefer, “the ccology” lcaves a few small areas a lttle bit open? The proposed
planting wil filln the small openings that provide diversity in ground flora and
fauna that benefits wildlife in ways such as becoming free of snow i early spring
and providing food sources not readily available clsewhere within the stand area.
Stating: “Refain 20% of canopy gaps unplanted” to me is a pscudo “mifigation
measure” that would allow you to plant 80% of the lttle open habitat niches in the
stand and truly reduce an important feature of within stand diversity





[image: image11.png] The Project Area has a notable amount of white pine growing stock, both natural
and some plantations in various upland areas and the Manistee River Valley. This
is not an area where white pine has been extirpated from the locality. I suggest
that white pine is often a minor but common component of the forest in the.
Project Area. 1 cannot understand the fixation or obsession with planting white
pine for “species diversity” or any other reason.

o Although T do not necessarily believe that vegetation on adjoining private
ownership should be given undo consideration in decision making, yet it is worth
noting that there is a huge amount of planted pine on the 300 plus acres of Tribal
Lands immediately to the west of Compartment 404  Stand 25 in Sections 30 and
31, 1find this a bit exasperating; if you look at the copy of the aerial photo on
page A-10 of Appendix A - that 300 acre plus “dark area” immediately west
of stand 25 indicates, and is in fact, a substantial pinc component mixed with
hardwoods. And you wish to plant the little canopy openings in Stand 25 to
more pine to create more diversity?

« Lam opposed to this planting proposal that will involve a relatively expensive
project to hand plant small openings to pine and thus reduce the minor but
worthwhile within stand diversity provided by these smal open areas.

I continue to oppose to your Non-Native nvasive Plant (NNIP) program. I note on page
A-43 you intend to herbicide honeysuckle and Common lilac in Unit 415/8. 1am very
opposed to this treatment. I have expressed my skepticism with this program, in part, due
0 the long laundry list of species that are “unsuited for life,” particularly species that I
consider (o have become “naturalized” here long ago. Apparently I had forgotten that
Common lilac was on the “kill”lst. When I take my grandchildren to the north woods
‘and there happens to be an old house place with lilac bushes on National Forest land, I
‘want those kids t0 be able to see and smell the ilac and watch the bees busy at work. 1
don’t want the lilac dead. I don't understand how you can look at  llac in bloom and.
want it dead.

Tam going to digress for a moment about thislilac business. Lilac is invariably
associated with old house places and farmsteads. A year or two ago, the Forest Service
made a big issue of someone digging up a farmstead on National Forest land over near
the village of Manton, Michigan. 1 know it isillegal to dig stuff up on farmstcads on
National Forest land but afte the third newspaper article and several TV storics on the
digging incident, T thought to myself, “good grif, it s just scrap metal - it i junk!” Now
Tbelieve it is clear that filac and honeysuckle planted by the original homesteaders i just
s much a part of that “culturalsite” as the scrap iron from some old farm implement.

So if someone picks up a rusty piece of iron around a farmstead it is @ huge crime but if
the Forest Service introduces poison into our soils to killlilac and honeysuckle, it is
virtuous. Itis a sad day when an illegal activity is less harmiful to our National Forests
‘and our soils than Federally sanctioned program. That s what happens when the
proponents of Junk Science and Naturalistic Religion usurp an Agency’s mission.

I suggest you drop these prescriptions to herbicide honeysuckle and lilac.





[image: image12.png]| Thave read your red pine thinning prescriptions on pages A-31, A-41, A-45 and A-51.
‘You have not provided information on total basal area of stocking for the various stands
to be thinned so that limits my ability to comment.

Iftotal basal area s s than 200 square feet (most likely this i the case for previously
thinned stands) and average tree diameter at breast height is 12 inches or less (1 would
think 10 inches would be the maximum average in these stands) then you should thin to
90 t0 120 square feet. Many of your prescriptions indicate residual basal areas of 120-
140 square feet and in many cases that will not provide adequate growing space to
achieve optimum growth. Texpect thatin the previously thinned red pine plantations,
youare likely working with stocking levels between 140 and 180. If you remove only 20
10 40 square feet of basal area in such stands, you will not create optimum residual
stocking. When you invest so much time and money in these projects and considering
that you will notlikely returm to this area for 15 years or more, it i very important to do a
‘ery good job o red pine thinnings.

In addition, your prescriptions keep emphasizing “thin from below.” There are two

‘problems with this. Based on what I have observed in the field, this preseription is

| interpreted o take out many or most smal diameter red pine without regard to holding &
reasonable spacing. The result is holes or low stocking areas in the plantation and other
areas being left overstocked rather than creating a reasonably spaced condition
throughout, Sometimes this results in an apparent “shelerwood” treatment in  first
thinning where in excess of 50% of stand stocking is removed in the firs thinning. This
isn't good silviculture. Instead you need to emphasize uniform spacing and the necessity
of taking some co-dominant trees out 5o other co-dominant rees can have room to.
‘expand their crowns. Thinning only from below doesn’t tend to provide crop frees with
significant space to expand their crowns if the trees removed are generally suppressed
‘with crowns below the main canopy.

“Thank you for your time.
Y] P~

Mark R. Patterson

1490 Greenwich

Manistee, MI 49660





USFS Response to Mark Patterson

6.1
 Your opinion that Alternative 4 is improved (with some concerns) is noted.

6.2
You are correct in that the treatment prescription for Unit 410/53 does not specify that white pine should be protected.  The intent of the opening prescription for this unit is to brush the opening portion of the stand to remove encroaching vegetation, plant grasses and wildflowers, and to conduct a prescribed burn.  As described on page A-58 of the EA, Compartment 410 Stand 53 has a LSC Code of 500 (forested stand); however, the central portion of this stand includes a frost pocket bowl-shaped opening and old landing site, as shown on the photos below.  Therefore, the LSC for the opening portion of this stand would be changed to 200 (opening).  The white pine that was planted is located on the west side of the stand and has an irregular edge.  Hardwood is located on the east, south, and north side of the stand.  The prescribed burn control line would be placed around the opening edge and may extend slightly into the hardwood and white pine edge.  As described on page A-17 of the EA for this unit, a larger area around the existing opening would be burned to create a safer control line.  Therefore, it is likely possible that a few white pine could be burned along the periphery of the prescribed burn.  The intent of the opening prescription is not to cut or burn the white pine, rather to maintain the existing opening.  

[image: image13.jpg]
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Unit 410/53 - Opening showing hardwood and white pine edge surrounding opening

6.3
Under Alternative 3, a prescribed burn would not be conducted in Unit 410/53.  A prescribed burn would be conducted under Alternative 2 and 4.  The reason that the acreage is bigger under Alternative 2 and 4 is that the prescribed burn control line would be placed on the periphery of the opening to create a more manageable, safer control line, which is the reason for the larger acreage.  However, we likely over-estimated the amount of acreage that would be burned.  As stated above, the prescribed burn control line would be placed around the opening edge and may be placed slightly into the hardwood and white pine edge.  Therefore, it is possible that a few white pine could be burned.  The intent of the opening prescription is not to cut or burn the white pine, rather to maintain the existing opening.  

6.4
Your opposition to planting white pine in Compartment 410 Stand 25 (Unit 404/25) is noted.  Alternative 2 and 4 includes this proposed project activity and it is excluded under Alternative 3.  These alternatives were developed to respond to your concern and to offer a range of alternatives. 
6.5
You are correct in that National Forest System land does not need to have maximum species diversity on every acre of every forested stand.  Establishing white pine as a component of Compartment 410 Stand 25 is consistent with the Desired Future Condition of Management Area 2.1, as described in the Forest Plan (page III-2.1-3).   Tables 3-3 and 3-4 of the Marilla Too EA display the current estimates and desired amounts of broad forest cover types within the Marilla Too Project Area, and indicate that white and red pines are present as dominant species, and that to achieve the future objectives, establishing white pine where it has a reasonable opportunity to reach maturity and co-dominance is appropriate.  The canopy structure in Stand 25 provides for acceptable survival and growth for this species to provide for a variety of habitat objectives. 

The Forest Plan provides vegetation composition objectives for 2016 (after the first decade), based on natural capability of the land, for the desired amounts of vegetation classes on all Manistee National Forest lands.  These amounts are displayed in the Marilla Too EA on Table 3-4: Desired, Existing, and Project Area Vegetation Composition Objectives.  The age class tables, Project Area acreage, and vegetative treatment acres have been derived from GIS information and/or the FACTS database.  Slight variations in acreage estimations may exist.  

Table 3-3: *Acres of Forest Types by Age Class, 2010 (NFS Land Only)

	
	Age Class

	
	0 -10
	11-20
	21-30
	31-40
	41-50
	51 -60
	61-70
	71-80
	81-90
	91-100
	100+
	None
	 

	Forest Type
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Total

	Red and White Pine
	
	91
	
	
	21.8
	105
	426
	374
	16.6
	
	
	
	1034

	Jack Pine - Oak
	
	14
	
	22.8
	
	
	31.9
	90.2
	
	
	
	
	159

	Red Pine - Oak
	
	
	
	
	
	
	231
	148
	
	16.7
	
	
	395

	Northern Hardwoods
	
	
	
	
	
	32.5
	
	19.8
	30.1
	103.2
	17.8
	
	203

	Mixed Lowland Conifer
	
	31
	81.4
	
	
	9
	
	
	
	112.2
	113
	
	347

	Black and White Oak
	
	
	
	11.9
	
	
	
	
	
	36.8
	224.2
	
	273

	Northern Red Oak
	33
	53
	
	
	44.7
	
	
	
	246.4
	706.7
	1199
	
	2283

	Mixed Oak/Upland Hardwoods
	4.8
	287
	357
	473
	636
	51.9
	
	5.3
	993.2
	618.1
	853.4
	
	4278

	Mixed Lowland Hardwoods
	
	
	32.1
	
	
	
	
	
	16.5
	136.5
	108.9
	
	294

	Quaking/Bigtooth Aspen
	319
	379
	843
	1034
	312
	306
	13.1
	29.6
	194
	16.2
	
	
	3446

	Upland Opening/Lowland Brush
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	436
	436

	Total
	357
	856
	1313
	1542
	1014
	504
	702
	667
	1497
	1746
	2516
	436
	13,147


Table 3-4: Desired, *Existing, and *Project Area Vegetation Composition Objectives
	Vegetation Class
	Forest Plan Desired in 2016

(Manistee NF 

after first decade)
	Manistee NF Existing
	Project Area

Existing 2010

	Aspen/Birch
	10-16%
	13%
	26%

	Barrens & Savannahs
	2-5%
	N/A
	N/A

	High-Site Oaks
	15-21%
	18%
	50%

	Lowland Conifers
	0-5%
	2%
	3%

	Lowland Hardwoods
	4-10%
	8%
	2%

	Long-Lived Conifers
	17-23%
	21%
	11%

	Low-Site Oaks
	13-19%
	16%
	2%

	Northern Hardwoods
	8-14%
	10%
	2%

	Openings 
	4-10%
	7%
	3%

	Short-Lived Conifer
	2-8%
	5%
	1%


Consideration in achieving vegetation composition goals on the Manistee National Forest includes reviewing existing vegetation on non-federal tracts; however, because of the variety of forest cover conditions and ownership goals, the Deciding Officer usually places greater emphasis on National Forest land cover conditions than on adjacent land tracts when managing the National Forest System lands.   

The expense of planting white pine in small tracts is expected to be considerably offset by a partnership with privately funded interests that seek to plant trees on the National Forests.  In the past few years, the Arbor Day Foundation has funded 100% of the seedling purchase price and labor cost on similar projects. 

6.6
Your opposition to controlling honeysuckle and lilac is noted.  Under Alternative 2, 3, and 4, three, zero, and two Treatment Units respectively where honeysuckle is present would be controlled.  One Treatment Unit where lilac is present would be controlled under Alternative 2, 3, and 4.  

“Naturalized” species are not necessarily a beneficial component of a natural system.  Many non-native invasive species are considered “naturalized” simply because they have invaded natural areas, not because they become a valuable component of an ecosystem.  Non-native invasive plants, regardless of how pretty they are, have a negative impact on native plants and animals.  They displace native plant communities and the insect and wildlife species associated with them.  Non-native plants typically do not support the biomass or diversity of insects that native plants do, which impacts the species that would typically feed on those insects, and so on through the food web.  Many non-native invasive plants have expanded to the point where it is not feasible to control their populations.  However, we have the opportunity to prevent many non-native invasive species from reaching uncontrollable levels.  Failing to control their populations because they are pretty would be to ignore the negative impacts they have on their environment.  The brief application of herbicide and the short half-life of glyphosate in the soil has a minimal impact when compared to the long-lasting impact that non-native invasive plants could have on native plant communities over the long-term.  Honeysuckle has proven to be invasive in many habitat types throughout Michigan, including the Manistee National Forest.  Lilac has proven to be invasive in southern and eastern Michigan and has the potential to be invasive on the Manistee National Forest as well.  Both of these species are on the Huron-Manistee National Forests list of Non-Native Invasive Plant List (revised 2/18/2010).

A cultural resource site is located in the upland opening Treatment Unit (415/8) where the non-native invasive plants lilac and honeysuckle that you mentioned also occur.  Honeysuckle and lilac were likely planted in the cultural site and are generally considered part of the historic integrity of the site.  However, the Zone Archeologist and District Botanist recently visited this site and determined that the honeysuckle and lilac are spreading within and outside the site to the point that they are degrading the integrity of the cultural resource feature.   Therefore, the honeysuckle and lilac would be treated within the cultural resource site and within Treatment Unit 415/8.  NNIP autumn olive, black locust, and Scots pine is also present within this unit and these species would also be controlled.
6.7
All prescriptions for red pine plantation thinnings have been written and reviewed by the Zone Silviculturist.  These prescriptions are based on existing conditions documented by professional and technical staff personnel.  Residual density objectives are then based on decades of Forest Service research personnel, in this case, described in A Revised Managers Handbook for Red Pine in the North Central Region, which the Forest Service relies on as the basis of technical and scientific information to manage this species; the document is cited in the literature for the Marilla Too Project.  I have included the relevant title page and page 19, which displays the stocking chart which is used to formulate thinning prescriptions.  The prescribed red pine residual stocking levels generally fall within the middle area of the chart.  Although the prescribed residual stocking level may not achieve optimal growth for every tree, consideration is given to other resource objectives; including reducing the potential for post thinning damage, habitat management to provide for standing dead stems and snags, esthetic, and long-term ecological considerations.  Management of National Forest System land is not undertaken with the objective to solely maximize the economic return from the sale of timber products.  Other resource objectives are considered as well.
The particular red pine thinning units mentioned have diameters of 7-8” with basal areas ranging from 140 to 220.  Eight of these 13 stands (16 treatment units) fall at or above maximum levels on the stocking chart – these stands are quite dense and particularly susceptible to wind damage if heavily thinned, which is reflected in their higher residual basal areas.

The red pine thinning prescriptions call for row thinning and thinning from below.  “Thin from below” is generally interpreted as removing small diameter, damaged, and poorly-formed trees, in favor of retaining large, well-formed, future “crop” trees.  While these prescriptions do not explicitly state any spacing requirements, spacing is an important factor in the on-the-ground design.  
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