Objection Response POWLLA # 19-10-00-0021
[bookmark: _GoBack]Issue: You allege that the draft ROD and FEIS violated the  Tongass Forest Plan. Specifically, you claim that many of the proposed activities and directions on how to implement those activities within the Timber Production land use designation (LUD) violate Timber Production LUD Standard and Guideline TIM5, including: silvicultural prescriptions that reduce volume or increase cost of harvest; other resource considerations that adversely impact timber objectives; and the use of the Forest-wide “legacy” standard and guidelines.
Response: In my review I found that the Selected Alternative would offer the most timber volume and the most old-growth volume, which in turn would offer the most flexibility and opportunity for the Forest Service to design timber offers that could help meet industry demands, market conditions, and local needs identified through public involvement (FEIS, p. 3-121). I also found that rather than violate the Forest Plan, the FEIS adheres to Forest Plan Standards and Guidelines when addressing silvicultural prescriptions, resource considerations relative to timber objectives, and the use of the Forest-wide “legacy” standard and guidelines.
The FEIS and draft ROD abide by the direction given in the Forest Plan; to do otherwise would be a violation of the National Forest Management Act.

SUMMARY: 
I have reviewed your objections and note that your concerns have been addressed in the FEIS. My review constitutes the final administrative determination of the Department of Agriculture; no further review from any other Forest Service or Department of Agriculture official of my written response to your objection is available (36 CFR 218.11(b)(2). The Responsible Official may sign the Record of Decision for this project once all instructions are completed.
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