
Appendix B 

Responses to Comments 
 
Background A Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) was prepared by the Forest 

Service, and mailed for public comment in September and October 2007.  
The 45-day comment period ended November 19, 2007.  Eighteen 
comment letters were received from the following individuals or 
organizations on the Iyouktug Timber Sales DEIS.  A letter designator and 
comment number were assigned for tracking purposes.   

This appendix displays the annotated comments followed by the Forest 
Service’s response to those comments.  In many of the responses to 
comments the reader is referred to specific locations in the Iyouktug DEIS 
and/or FEIS where a particular topic or analysis is displayed or discussed.   
These references are arranged with the chapter first, the referenced 
resource section second, followed by the specific section or sections 
within that resource section.  This method was used because page numbers 
changed between the DEIS and FEIS, whereas the section headings 
generally did not change.   

The complete citations for literature cited in this appendix is found in 
Chapter 4 of the FEIS. 

 
 

List of those who commented on the Iyouktug DEIS and letter designator 
BC Bob Christensen 
BS Barbara Sachau 
DEC 
 

Kevin Hanley 
Alaska Dept. Natural Resources (ADNR) 
Dept. Environmental Conservation (DEC) 

EH Ernestine Hanlon 
EPA 
 

Christine Reichgott 
United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)  

ISES 
 

Gregory P. Streveler 
Icy Strait Environmental Services  

JB Judy Brakel 
JM James Makcovjak 
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NMFS 
 

James W. Balsiger 
National Marine Fisheries Service 

OHMP Sheila A. Cameron (for Jackie Timothy) 
ADNR, Office of Habitat Mgmt. and Permitting (OHMP) 

OPMP Erin Allee 
ADNR, Office of Project Management/Permitting (now the Division of 
Coastal & Ocean Management) 

PB Paul Barnes 
Paul Olson 
Sitka Conservation Society 

Larry Edwards 
Greenpeace 

Gabe Scott 
Cascadia Wildlands Project 

Gregory Vickrey 
Tongass Conservation Society 

SCS 
 

Bruce Baker 
Juneau Group of the Sierra Club 

 

SEACC 
 

Erika Bjorum 
Southeast Alaska Conservation Council 

SL Steve Lewis 
TU Mark Kaelke 

Trout Unlimited 
USDI Doug Mutter (for Pamela Bergmann) 

United States Department of the Interior 
WC Wanda Culp 
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Responses to BC – Bob Christensen  

 
BC-1 – Your position on the Forest Service mission and positive feedback on the EIS are noted 
and appreciated.  Thank you for providing maps and unit-specific information. 

BC-2 – The designation of lands for National Forests began with the Forest Reserve Act of 1891 
and the lands targeted for these reserves were based on their timber production value rather than 
the other values associated with them today.   The goals of the management of the National 
Forests have changed over time along with the public’s values.   This can be seen in LUD 
allocations of the 1979 Forest Plan, which was almost immediately amended by ANILCA (1980) 
which designated many timber production areas as Wilderness, such as Admiralty Island, 
Petersburg Creek-Duncan Saltchuck and Tebenkof Bay.   The LUDs of the 1979 Forest Plan 
were further amended by the Tongass Timber Reform Act (1990) which added more Wilderness 
Areas and Legislated LUD II lands which are to be managed in perpetuity in a roadless state.    A 
portion of NE Chichagof is allocated to the LUD II designation.  

During the environmental analysis which resulted in the 1997 Forest Plan., the land use 
allocation was once again scrutinized.    Many of the timber production LUDs were assigned to 
areas where there had already been timber harvest, in part to respond to the scoping comments to 
not develop roadless areas and in part to use the existing infrastructure.  However, many other 
areas (2.7 million acres) were changed from timber production LUDs (LUD III and IV in the 
1979 Forest Plan) to LUDs with other resource objectives, such as old-growth habitat of wildlife, 
semi-remote and remote recreation, and special interest areas designed to protect zoological, 
botanical, scenic, geological or cultural values.   Approximately 25% of the NE Chichagof area 
was allocated to Old-growth reserves at that time which resulted in the modification of the Eight-
Fathom EIS decision.   

Prior to the development of a proposed action for the Iyouktug project an interagency review of 
the old-growth habitat reserves by biologists from the State of Alaska, US Fish and Wildlife 
Service and the Forest Service was begun in the Iyouktug area.   This interagency review was 
also one of the major focuses of the 2008 Forest Plan Amendment.   The intent behind this 
review was to ensure that the best areas were chosen for inclusion in the Conservation Strategy.   
Other LUD allocations were also considered for the Iyouktug project area at this time in the 
Forest planning process.   

During the analysis for the FP amendment the LUD allocations were again analyzed and several 
adjustments were made to the 1997 Forest Plan LUDs based on public comment.  Please refer to 
the 2008 Forest Plan Amendment ROD (USDA Forest Service 2008). 

We understand that you do not agree with our timber LUD locations.  Designating LUD areas is 
outside the scope of this analysis, and is part of the Forest Planning process.  LUDS were created 
considering all resources, not focused only on timber.  Management within timber LUDS 
includes multiple use management.   Please see the information on LUDs in the DEIS and FEIS, 
Chapter 1, Relationship to the Forest Plan.   

BC-3 – The Forest Plan Standards and Guidelines are science–based and were determined to 
meet the goals and objectives of the Forest Plan for all resources, including timber.   To increase 
the standards and guidelines for other forest values may affect the timber economics and/or 
outputs.  Therefore Alternative 2 was designed to meet the Forest Plan direction; Alternatives 3, 

Appendix B Responses to Comments

8 Iyouktug Timber Sales FEIS



4, and 5 provide different levels of other resource protection above the Forest Plan standards in 
many areas within the proposed project area.    These increased protection measures also show to 
some degree the cost of these protection measures.     

Appendix A of the Iyouktug FEIS explains the obligation to help stabilize the timber industry 
part of the communities of Southeast Alaska.  Part of the purpose and need for this project 
(Chapter 1) is to provide a long-term stable supply of timber for local and regional sawmills and 
timber operators from suitable timber lands.  Changing economic factors and rapid market 
fluctuations make it difficult to predict absolute economic values over the next five to 10 years.  
The economics of these proposed sales are discussed in the DEIS and FEIS in Chapter 3, Issue 
#3, Timber Economics, Timber Financial Efficiency Analysis section and provides a relative 
comparison among alternatives based on current market conditions. This section of the FEIS has 
been updated to provide additional information.         

BC-4 –Alternatives were designed by the IDT to provide a reasonable range of management 
options.  Alternative 4, for example, does not harvest timber in the North Fork of Iyouktug 
Creek.  Alternative A was a smaller-scale alternative using only existing roads. It was eliminated 
because it did not meet the needs of this project.  The scale of harvest varies by alternative and a 
wide range of alternatives are developed in Chapter 2 of the DEIS and FEIS.  Chapter 3, 
Environment and Effects, provide information concerning the existing environment of the 
Iyouktug project area, and potential environmental consequences of the proposed action and 
alternatives to it.  Please also see responses to BC-7, 9, 10, 12, 13, and 14 where we discuss your 
concerns with specific units.  Several alternatives were considered that would be similar to your 
proposal of a modified Alternative 5; Alternative D considered ground-based harvest only, with 
no harvest in roadless (including no harvest in the “North Iyouktug” area), Alternative F looked 
at small sales only, and Alternative J considered restoration projects in the Iyouktug area.  
Alternatives D, F, and J were eliminated from detailed study for the reasons described in Chapter 
2 of the DEIS and FEIS, Alternatives Considered but Eliminated from Detailed Study section.  
The decision maker can consider modifications to alternatives similar to what you have 
suggested in the Record of Decision (ROD). 

BC-5 – The scale of the Iyouktug proposed harvest is not unusual when compared to other 
current timber sale proposals across the Tongass National Forest such as Navy and Logjam. For 
example, the Woodpecker Timber Sale proposed to partial harvest 1,140 acres in the preferred 
alternative and 1,850 acres in one of the other alternatives. Looking at larger project areas allows 
a landscape approach to management and is more cost-efficient for NEPA analysis. These larger 
areas also potentially provide more timber than a smaller area which can allow for a longer 
implementation period that provides a more reliable timber supply.  Regardless, the scale of the 
proposed Iyouktug harvest was considered and the DEIS and FEIS, state that some partial 
harvest, in combination with other harvest, would result in a reduction in connectivity (Chapter 3 
(and the Wildlife and Subsistence Resource Report), Habitat Connectivity and Old Growth 
section, Environmental Consequences on Connectivity section).  However, this document also 
describes how partial harvest will maintain some level of connectivity especially as compared to 
clear cut harvest.  Information was added to this resource report to clarify this. 

In addition, the DEIS and FEIS, Chapter 2, identify a range of alternatives with varying degrees 
of impact. Alternative 1 maintains the existing condition, with all of the travel corridors 
remaining intact. Alternative 3 was developed to minimize impacts to deer habitat and 
connectivity. Although corridors are reduced in width in all of the action alternatives, landscape 
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level connectivity is maintained as required in the Forest Plan (USDA 1997a). Forest Plan 
Standards and Guidelines do not require any specific number, width or distribution for corridor 

BC-6 – Monitoring results from the Alternatives to Clearcutting Study, five years post-harvest in 
wind prone areas reveal approximately 5 percent loss of basal area with the 25 percent single tree 
selection prescription and 6.4 to 8.5 percent basal area loss with 25 percent selection in clumps 
(McClellan, 2007).  Based on these results, minor (5-8%) amounts of windthrow can be expected 
to occur following harvest within proposed single tree selection units with moderate to high wind 
risk ratings.   

Regarding windfirmness of partial cut forests, proposed prescriptions are consistent with Harris 
(1989) and McClellan (2007).   The FEIS Chapter 3, Silviculture and Vegetation, Direct and 
Indirect Effects on Windthrow Risk were updated to clarify how wind risk was considered in the 
analysis. 

Wind disturbance and windthrow risk were analyzed and taken into account with selection of the 
proposed units, units design and harvest prescriptions.  Please see FEIS, Chapter 2, Activities 
and Design Elements Common to All Action Alternatives, Windthrow.   

Measures to minimize the probability of windthrow in partial harvest units have been considered 
and where risk indicates a need, addressed on individual unit basis in Unit Cards and 
prescriptions.  Please see the FEIS, Chapter 3, Timber and Vegetation Section, Single Tree 
Selection and direct and indirect effects on windthrow risk.    

BC-7 – Thank you for providing maps and unit-specific information. The areas identified were 
all considered in the wildlife and the silviculture vegetation analysis. The DEIS and FEIS 
specifically address connectivity in the North Fork of Iyouktug Creek (Chapter 3, Habitat 
Connectivity and Old Growth section). The DEIS and FEIS Chapter 3, Silviculture and 
Vegetation section and Unit Cards describe silvicultural prescriptions. Please see response to 
BC-9 through 20 for more specific information. 

BC-8 – The DEIS and FEIS address the reduction in prime habitat for deer (Chapter 3 and the 
Wildlife and Subsistence Resource Report), Management Indicator Species and Other Wildlife, 
Environmental Consequences for Deer, Affected Environment for Deer. Approximately 47 
percent (not over 50 percent) of the prime deer habitat has been harvested.  The Direct and 
Indirect effects on Sitka Black-tailed Deer section supports your comments that the carrying 
capacity of the habitat has been reduced and was updated to addresses the effects of high snow 
winters that may result in catastrophic die-offs of deer. 

The DEIS and FEIS state that the action alternatives would reduce habitat connectivity (Chapter 
3 and the Wildlife and Subsistence Resource Report), Habitat Connectivity and Old Growth, 
Environmental Consequences on Connectivity section. Although there are no standards and 
guidelines addressing the fragmentation of habitat in the Timber Management LUD, connectivity 
was used as a critical habitat element to address fragmentation. Please see response to BC-5 for 
additional information on connectivity.    

The medium quality habitat for deer is displayed in the DEIS and FEIS, Figure 3-6.  Although 
medium quality habitat for deer was not specifically addressed, the deer analysis considered 
more than just high value habitat (reference the DEIS and FEIS, Chapter 3, Management 
Indicator Species and Other Wildlife, Environmental Consequences for Deer section). 
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Almost 700 acres of young growth, 20-23 years old, is currently planned for thinning in the 
Iyouktug area (VCUs 2080 and 2090).  Thinning can include gaps and corridors, and are applied 
based on site-specific objectives and needs.  Although future thinning was considered in the 
DEIS cumulative effects analysis, the FEIS has been updated to provide more specific 
information. Please see Chapter 3, Silviculture and Vegetation, Cumulative Effects on 
Vegetation.  

BC-9 –  Thank you for referencing specific units in your comments.  Please see response to BC-
5 and BC-8 for additional information on connectivity.  The DEIS and FEIS disclose a reduction 
in connectivity, and specifically addressed the North Fork of Iyouktug Creek (Chapter 3 (and the 
Wildlife and Subsistence Resource Report), Habitat Connectivity and Old Growth section). 
Although this section does not specifically mention all of the units identified in your comments, 
all units were reviewed for this analysis (reference the Unit Cards in Appendix B of the DEIS). 
These analyses, in addition to additional analysis in the DEIS and FEIS, take into consideration 
the value of south facing slopes (Units 119, 122, 123, 124, 125, 184 and 185) and the reduction 
in canopy in the North Fork of Iyouktug Creek (Chapter 3 (and the Wildlife and Subsistence 
Resource Report), Management Indicator Species and Other Wildlife, Environmental 
Consequences for Deer, Direct and Indirect effects on Sitka Black-tailed Deer section). Because 
Units 114, 116, 117 and 118 are on northeast facing slopes and occur mostly above 800 feet in 
elevation, these units have lower value as deer winter habitat.  Also, not all of these units are 
proposed in any one of the action alternatives. 

Your recommendation pertaining to the units in the North Fork of Iyouktug Creek was 
considered. Alternatives were designed with an “integrated” approach to management.  All 
resources were considered when reviewing the units and an interdisciplinary balanced approach 
was used in developing alternatives. Although units in the North Fork of Iyouktug would have 
some impact to deer habitat and connectivity, they would also have a lower risk to other 
resources (e.g. karst). In addition, these are wind generated stands and other commenter’s 
recommended that we harvest in this wind prone area rather than wind protected areas where 
gap-phase (old-growth forest) processes dominate.  

Please see response to BC-8 for information on thinning. 

BC-10 –  The DEIS and FEIS address the reduction in prime habitat for deer in Chapter 3 (and 
the Wildlife and Subsistence Resource Report), Management Indicator Species and Other 
Wildlife, Environmental Consequences for Deer, Direct and Indirect effects on Sitka Black-
tailed Deer section  (also see response to BC-8). Although this section does not specifically 
mention all of the units identified in your comments, all units were reviewed during this analysis 
(reference the Unit Cards in Appendix B of the DEIS).  A map of prime deer habitat was added 
to the Wildlife and Subsistence Resource Report. Although Units 191 and 193 contain high value 
habitat, they do not include prime habitat as defined in the DEIS and FEIS.  The Wildlife and 
Subsistence Resource Report specifically addresses Units 189 and 193 as including high use by 
deer in the Management Indicator Species and Other Wildlife, Sitka black-tailed Deer section, 
Deer Summer Habitat portion. Please see responses to BC-5, BC-8, BC-9, BC-11, and BC-19 for 
more information on corridors and connectivity. 

The DEIS and FEIS considered the impacts of blow down (referred to as windthrow) on 
connectivity and deer habitat (Chapter 3 (and the Wildlife and Subsistence Resource Report), 
Habitat Connectivity and Old Growth, Environmental Consequences on Connectivity section, 
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and Management Indicator Species and Other Wildlife, Environmental Consequences for Deer, 
Direct and Indirect effects on Sitka Black-tailed Deer section). Although windthrow was 
considered in the effects analysis, the Wildlife and Subsistence Resource Report did not make 
this clear and the Analysis Methods, Effects Analysis section was updated to reflect this analysis. 
In addition, some of the Unit Cards in Appendix B of the DEIS mention specific management 
recommendations for wildlife retention to address concerns with windthrow. 

BC-11 – Thank you for the information and photos regarding Unit 103.  The analysis supports 
your statement that Unit 103 is not displayed as high quality habitat in the interagency deer 
model. The deer model was used in the DEIS and FEIS to compare the percent change in habitat 
capability between alternatives (Chapter 3 (and the Wildlife and Subsistence Resource Report), 
Management Indicator Species (MIS) and Other Wildlife and Subsistence, Black-tailed Deer 
section).  The model was designed as a tool to assess habitat capability across a large scale to 
provide a measure to estimate and compare the relative effects of alternatives on deer winter 
habitat. Because the model was not designed to identify the exact location of quality deer habitat, 
results may not display Unit 103 as high quality deer habitat. In addition, the model uses GIS 
data to assess habitat quality. The GIS data has some limitations and lacks the refinement for 
specific unit analyses. The quality deer habitat that you identified in Unit 103 may have been too 
small to be defined as quality habitat in GIS.     

The model was not the only means used to assess effects of alternatives on deer habitat. Field 
observations from wildlife biologists and other professionals were utilized to document deer use 
and movement patterns, research papers were consulted and incorporated, consultation and 
personal communications were held with ADFG and FWS personnel, ADFG data was studied 
and incorporated, in addition to public scoping comments and local knowledge. All of the 
following data were used to assess the effects to deer and deer habitat:  habitat capability 
(derived from the deer model), high value deer habitat (derived from the deer model), prime 
habitat (derived from GIS data), quick cruise plots (field data) and observed use (field data). Unit 
103 was identified to contain quality habitat for deer including prime habitat. 

A new food-based model, which shows more promise for use at a local scale, is being developed 
by Pacific Northwest Research Station, University of Alaska, and other scientists. This model, 
which is referred to as the Forage Resource Evaluation System for Habitat – Deer 
(FRESHDEER) is still in the development stage.  The current interagency deer model is used as 
one method to estimate effects.   

BC-12 –  Please see responses to BC-5, BC-8 and BC-9 for information on connectivity. 
Although this section does not specifically mention the units identified in your comments, all 
units were reviewed in relation to deer winter habitat during this analysis (reference the Unit 
Cards in Appendix B of the DEIS).  Because a range of alternatives with a varying degrees of 
impact were developed (refer to the DEIS and FEIS, Chapter 2), Units 163 and 165 are only 
proposed for harvest in Alternative 2.  Please see response to BC-6 and BC-10 for information 
on the windthrow analysis. 

BC-13 -  The DEIS and FEIS address the reduction in habitat for deer in Chapter 3 (and the 
Wildlife and Subsistence Resource Report), Management Indicator Species and Other Wildlife, 
Environmental Consequences for Deer, Direct and Indirect effects on Sitka Black-tailed Deer 
section.  Although the units identified in your comments (Units 914, 915, 923, 960, 953 and 954) 
may not have been specifically mentioned, they were considered in addressing the effects to deer 
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habitat (refer to Unit Cards in Appendix B of the DEIS).  The lower elevations of Units 923, 953, 
954 and 960 had a higher model HSI value. Because most of Units 914, 915 and 960 occur above 
800 feet in elevation, are prescribed for only 25 percent single tree selection, and have a lower 
HSI value, the analysis assumed that they would have less impact to deer winter habitat. 
Although these units are not considered as high quality deer winter habitat, they were recognized 
as providing quality summer habitat for deer (reference Figure 24 in the Wildlife and Subsistence 
Resource Report).  

Also, not all of these units are proposed for harvest in one alternative.  The DEIS and FEIS, 
Chapter 2, identify a range of alternatives with varying degrees of impact.  

BC-14 –  Because you are referencing the Suntaheen 1600 foot knob, we assumed that you were 
referring to Units 909, 910, 916, 917, 919, and 983 and not Units 914, 915, 923, 953, 954 and 
960 located on the Suntaheen 1663 foot knob.  The interagency deer model, high value habitat 
and prime habitat analysis addressed in the DEIS and FEIS takes into consideration the value of 
south facing slopes in Chapter 3 (and the Wildlife and Subsistence Resource Report), 
Management Indicator Species and Other Wildlife, Environmental Consequences for Deer 
section.  Although not all of the units identified in your comments were specifically mentioned in 
the analysis, they were considered in addressing the effects to deer habitat (refer to Unit Cards in 
Appendix B of the DEIS).  Because Units 909, 916, 917 and 983 occur above 800 feet in 
elevation and Units 909, 919 and 983 are prescribed for only 25 percent single tree selection; the 
analysis determined that there would be minor impact to deer winter habitat. 

Also, not all of these units are proposed for harvest in one alternative.  The DEIS and FEIS, 
Chapter 2, identify a range of alternatives with varying degrees of impact.  

BC-15 -  The DEIS and FEIS, Chapter 3 (and the Wildlife and Subsistence Resource Report), 
Habitat Connectivity and Old Growth section and the Iyouktug Interagency Old Growth Reserve 
(OGR) Review address the quality of the habitat in the OGR.  The interagency team considered 
the interagency deer model, field data, and personal knowledge when developing the proposed 
location for the small OGRs (see response to BC-11 for information considered in addition to the 
deer model). Figures 21 and 22 were added into the Wildlife and Subsistence Resource Report, 
and display that the small and large OGRs contain high value deer habitat and prime habitat.  
Figure 23 displays that six of the highest score quick cruise plots (80-99) were within the 
proposed small OGR.  Figure 25 displays that high deer use was observed in the proposed small 
OGRs. Although the small OGRs may not contain the highest quality POG forest within the 
analysis area, these areas were considered important to maintain connectivity between the large 
and small OGRs and north of the analysis area. 

Please see response to BC-10 for information on the windthrow analysis. 

BC-16 –  We appreciate your support of the quick cruise surveys.  As for your concerns with the 
project meeting project/landscape scale management goals, the analysis and project adhere to the 
management goals and objectives of the Forest Plan.  Please see response to BC-9 for 
information on the interdisciplinary balanced approach used to develop the alternatives.  

Please see response to BC-11 for information on the data used to quantify impacts to carrying 
capacity (the deer model) and other data used to assess connectivity, deer habitat and deer 
availability for subsistence uses. 
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BC-17 – In soils terminology, the term “moist soil” refers to soil moisture available at different 
negative atmospheric pressures (in other words, soil moisture available to plants).  In soils 
terminology, most if not all, soils on the Iyouktug Project Area would be classified as moist year-
round.  We believe you are referring to natural soil drainage class.  Natural soil drainage is the 
ability of a soil to process water in its natural setting.  About 49% of the Iyouktug project area is 
considered wetland which is hydric or very poorly or poorly drained soils. The balance is a range 
of somewhat poorly drained to well-drained soils. These soils support a range of forest types and 
productivity classes.   

Additional information about windthrow risk assessment as it relates to soils has been added to 
the Silviculture Resource Report. 

BC-18 – Harvest prescriptions, buffers and best management practices are based on the 
professional experiences of the specialists on the Interdisciplinary Team and prescribed to 
minimize future wind damage.  This experience is based on training, research, practical work and 
observations from within the project area over time. Please also see response BC-6.   

The prescriptions and wind risk in the DEIS were reviewed for the units referenced in your 
comments.  The FEIS and unit cards have been updated to reflect the changes in prescription to 
be responsive to windthrow concerns.       

BC-19 - The units proposed for harvest in the North Fork of Iyouktug Creek were addressed in 
BC-7 and BC-9 and the effects of windthrow were addressed in BC-10. Although the units 
identified in your comments may not have been specifically mentioned, the DEIS and FEIS, 
Chapter 3, Habitat Connectivity and Old Growth, Environmental Consequences on Connectivity 
section, and Management Indicator Species and Other Wildlife, Environmental Consequences 
for Deer, Direct and Indirect effects on Sitka Black-tailed Deer section, considered the impacts 
of windthrow on connectivity and deer habitat (reference the Unit Cards in Appendix B of the 
DEIS).  This analysis was updated to clarify that windthrow was considered.   

Although Units 819, 820 and 915 do not include prime winter habitat as defined in the analysis, 
the analysis supports your comments that these units may provide other deer habitat or may 
provide connectivity to prime habitat.  Unit 819 was specifically addressed as including heavily 
used trails in the analysis.  Units 909, 915, 960 and 983 are prescribed for only 25 percent single 
tree selection; the analysis determined that there would be minor impact to connectivity.  

Not all of these units are proposed for harvest in one alternative. The DEIS and FEIS, Chapter 2, 
identify a range of alternatives with a varying degrees of impact.   

BC-20 - Unit 111 has a wind risk rating of high.  The prescription in the DEIS calls for up to 50 
percent basal area removal (ST50).  Given the wind risk, the prescription has been changed to 
ST25.  Although 108 was not mentioned in your comment the same change was made for Unit 
108. 

BC-21 – The USFS Soil data hazard rating, MM-Haz, is calculated by slope stability, soil 
drainage and landform. MM-Haz is a general rating applied to a relatively large soil map unit 
polygon (Soil Resource Report). Soil maps and associated hazard ratings are one of the tools soil 
scientists use to focus field investigations.  The Forest Plan Standards and Guidelines use mass 
movement hazard ratings and slope as a criterion for tentatively suitable lands.  Slopes over 72 
percent gradient and/or very high mass movement probability ratings do not meet tentatively 
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suitable criteria.  Landslide prone terrain within the Iyouktug proposed harvest areas has been 
identified and either avoided or mitigated based on Forest Plan direction.  

Field surveys were conducted to identify slopes over 72% and other unstable areas.  Field 
investigations include an assessment of slope stability (landslide risk).  Within the Iyouktug 
proposed harvest areas 304 acres of landslide prone terrain was deleted from harvest 
consideration (DEIS, FEIS Direct and Indirect Effects on Soil, Harvest on Slopes Over 72 
Percent).  Field investigations are used to identify potentially unstable sites within harvest units.  
Field investigations occurred in all of the units mentioned in comment BC-21.  Based on field 
investigations Units 125, 138, 143, 184, 185, 817, 903, 914, 916 and, 917 were modified to avoid 
landslide prone terrain (DEIS, Appendix B).  Please refer to the Unit cards in the DEIS for site 
specific stability discussions for all units in the project area.  

When designing leave areas for slope stability concerns windfirmness of the leave area is 
considered.   

BC-22 – For economic reasons we would harvest higher value trees including yellow-cedar as 
described in the DEIS and FEIS, Chapter 3, Timber Economics, Silvicultural Prescriptions.  
Higher value however, is a relative term, and does not necessarily equate to the largest trees or 
the trees with the highest value for wildlife.  All species would be harvested.  Please see Chapter 
3, Timber Economics, Table 3TE-4.   

A relatively small percentage of the Iyouktug unit pool contains cedar and a smaller percentage 
is proposed for harvest.  The FEIS, Chapter 3, Silviculture and Vegetation, Direct and Indirect 
Effects to Species Composition and Long-term Productivity, has been updated to clarify 
information regarding retention of trees under the single tree selection prescription and the 
number of units containing cedar that are proposed for harvest. 

The following sections in the DEIS, FEIS, and Iyouktug project record provide additional 
information and analysis pertaining to yellow-cedar:  

• Chapter 2, Alternatives considered but eliminated from detailed study, Alternative L – 
Avoid harvesting units with cedar Characteristics;  

• Chapter 2, Activities and design Elements common to all action alternatives - Cedar 
component 

• DEIS, Appendix B, project design, general mitigation measures and unit layout 
instructions – silvicultural prescription guidelines for all STS units. 

• DEIS Appendix B, unit cards. 

• Individual unit prescriptions in the project record. 

BC-23 –  Yellow-cedar is generally characterized as a slow-growing long-lived species.  
Rotation length has been extended beyond the more typical 85-100 years to account for slower 
growth rates of yellow-cedar and other species on the North Tongass.   Additional information 
has been added to the Silviculture Resource Report and summarized in the FEIS under Chapter 
3, Silviculture and Vegetation section.  Please see the Forest Vegetation and the Direct and 
Indirect Effects to Species Composition and long-term productivity. 

Harvest of some yellow-cedar is considered appropriate and allowed within Forest Plan 
development LUDs. The Iyouktug project area is judged to be suitable for long-term yellow-
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cedar survival and regeneration.  The amount and distribution of yellow-cedar was analyzed and 
taken into account during selection and design of the proposed units, and when developing 
harvest prescriptions.  Silvicultural prescriptions were designed for long-term maintenance of 
yellow-cedar within the project area.  

Our knowledge of yellow-cedar distribution is based on extensive project level stand exam 
inventory and other broader forest level inventory data.  The Silviculture Resource Report and 
FEIS have been updated to clarify this information.  Please see the FEIS, Chapter 3, Affected 
Environment for Forest Vegetation, Species Composition.  

Based on post-harvest natural regeneration surveys conducted within VCU’s 2080 and 2090 (in 
previously clearcut stands containing yellow-cedar prior to harvest), the percent composition of 
yellow-cedar regeneration averages approximately 3.6 percent (pers. com. Budke 2007).  This is 
slightly greater than the 3.4 percent yellow-cedar composition within the project area unit pool.  
Yellow-cedar is also frequently observed while conducting precommercial thinning inspections 
in 20-30 year old young-growth stands on the Sitka and Hoonah Ranger Districts.  These are 
stands that would be expected to contain yellow-cedar based on presence of cedar in adjacent or 
nearby old-growth.  Particular attention is given to yellow-cedar during thinning inspections, 
since all thinning contracts on the Hoonah Ranger District specify that it is not to be cut.  
Consequently, based on these data and field observations yellow-cedar regeneration is expected 
to occur naturally within proposed units and at rates similar to pre-harvest levels.  Yellow-cedar 
regeneration will be monitored three years following harvest as well as when assessing thinning 
needs.  Please see FEIS Chapter 3, Direct and indirect Effects on Species composition and Long-
term Productivity.     

In addition to stand exam data, IDT field visits by other resource specialists and field crews 
provided valuable site-specific information on resource conditions including the presence of 
large yellow-cedar trees or yellow-cedar groves that did not fall within stand exam plots.  This 
information has been included in the unit prescriptions.  Since we do not know the location or 
number of all large yellow-cedar trees within the proposed units, the single tree selection 
silvicultural prescriptions are designed to account for this and require retention of yellow-cedar 
trees in multiple diameter classes including large trees over 30 inches DBH.  In consideration of 
your recommendations we feel this is adequate to provide for long-term representation of 
yellow-cedar, including large trees over 36 inches, within proposed units. Please see the FEIS, 
Chapter 3, Affected Environment for Forest Vegetation, Species Composition.  General marking 
guidelines for use during layout are included in individual unit prescriptions. Please also see BC-
22.    

BC-24 -  The unit cards and prescriptions identify that we intend to retain some large trees.  
However, we do not intend to provide buffers around large (ancient) trees.    Please see response 
to BC-23   

BC-25 – The 2008 Forest Plan Amendment analysis responded to cumulative effects including 
activities on non-forest lands in response to the 9th Circuit Court ruling.  For the Iyouktug 
project, the IDT defined cumulative effects analysis areas by resource in the specialist reports; 
cumulative effect areas were chosen at an appropriate scale by resource to analyze the impacts of 
the proposals.  The IDT is aware of the approximately 3,520 acres of past harvest in Spasski 
Watershed (see Figure 2-1, 3-2, and 3-6) and past harvest in other areas; these watersheds are 
outside of those cumulative effects areas, but were included in the Forest Plan Amendment 
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analysis (USDA Forest Service 2008b).   More information on cumulative effects is in Chapter 3 
cumulative effects sections in the DEIS and FEIS and in the Specialist Reports in the project 
record. 

BC-26 –  Thank you for your suggestion on the placement of the OGRs.  The location of deer 
winter habitat as well as connectivity were considered during the review of the OGRs (please see 
response to BC-15).  During this review, numerous options for the placement of the small OGRs 
were discussed and considered.   The  Interagency Team recommended the proposed location for 
the OGRs to maintain quality habitat and overall landscape connectivity.  The Forest Plan 
Amendment (USDA Forest Service 2008b) reviewed OGRs Tongass-wide and adopted the 
interagency recommendations for the Iyouktug Project Area.  

Changes to the unit pool will aid in maintaining connectivity along Whitestone Creek (Forest 
Road 8531); Unit 901 was dropped, Unit 903 is an up to 40 percent individual tree selection and 
Unit 904 is not included in all the action alternatives.   

BC-27 – Please see response to BC-23 regarding slower growth rates, regeneration and rotation 
lengths.  This response applies to higher elevation units as well.    
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Response to BS – Barbara Sachau 

 
BS-1 – We appreciate and share your concern for natural resources.  As described in the 
Alternative Development Process section of Chapter 2 of the DEIS and FEIS, the IDT developed 
the Proposed Action and alternatives to be sensitive to resources and related concerns.  Forgoing 
harvest completely on Forest Service System land, however, is outside the scope of this analysis 
as described in Chapter 1, Issues, Other Issues and Concerns.     
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Responses to DEC-– Kevin Hanley, Department of Environmental Conservation (DEC)  

 
DEC-1 - Thank you for providing a review of the DEIS.  Partial harvest was proposed to address 
multiple resource concerns and processes.  

DEC-2 – The Forest Service is aware of the listing of the waterbody as impaired and of the LTF 
remediation plan (DEIS and FEIS, Chapter 3, Potential Adverse Effects on Marine EFH).                       
The Forest Service will abide by all stipulations in Huna Totem’s permit for operating the 
Marine Access Facility (MAF), and will be in compliance with Huna Totem’s approved 
remediation plan.  Barging logs is an option that may be considered to help prevent further bark 
accumulation on the subtidal substrate.  Please also see the letter from and response to NMFS. 
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Responses to EH – Ernestine Hanlon  

 
EH-1 – The timber industry in Southeast Alaska needs to be considered on a more regional scale 
than on a community by community basis.  The purpose of the Iyouktug Timber Sale includes 
serving the existing timber operators in Hoonah as well as other users of Southeast Alaska timber 
both existing and potential.  Looking at only supplying the current need eliminates the possibility 
of any future expansion for the timber industry. 

EH-2 - The DEIS and FEIS, Chapter 3 (and the Wildlife and Subsistence Resource Report), 
Management Indicator Species and Other Wildlife and Subsistence sections, Sitka Black-tailed 
Deer portion, address the impacts to deer winter habitat and to hunting. This section confirms 
your statement that subsistence hunting would be affected by the proposed project.  

EH-3 – The DEIS and FEIS alternative maps in Chapter 2 show the distance from estuaries to 
the project area. The Chapter 2, Activities and Design Elements Common to All Action 
Alternatives, Beach and Estuary Fringe section clarifies that no harvest or roads are proposed in 
beach or estuary fringe.  We do not expect cumulative watershed effects to result in changes in 
downstream vegetation in the Iyouktug project area.  

EH-4 – We considered a no action alternative that proposes no harvest in the project area 
(Chapters 2 and 3).  Please also see the response to BC-25.   
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Responses to EPA – Christine Reichgott, United States Environmental Protection Agency 
(EPA)  

 
EPA-1 – EPA’s rating of the Draft EIS as Environmental Concerns – Inadequate Information 
(EC-2) and your request that additional information and mitigation measures to address these 
concerns be added to our EIS is noted. 

We feel the analysis within the Water Quality, Fisheries and Wetlands sections located in 
Chapter 3 adequately describe the potential impacts relating from this proposed project.  
Furthermore, we feel the design measures described in unit and road cards in Appendix B and C 
of the DEIS and also in the project record, including the implementation of Best Management 
Practices (BMPs) are expected to maintain water quality within standards established by the 
State of Alaska. 

Additionally, EPA’s comment about the lack information on water quality limited water bodies 
(303d listing) is also noted.  Currently, the only water body within the project area listed on 
Alaska’s 303(d) list is the Long Island MAF (referred to by the State as the East Port Fredrick 
LTF).  The listing of this water body and its status has been added to the Water Quality section 
of the FEIS.  See also DEC-2 for more discussion on this topic. 

EPA 2 - EPA’s concern for potential sediment loading in terms of meeting or exceeding water 
quality (WQ) standards is noted.  EPA’s primary concern is the potential cumulative adverse 
impacts in water quality and high quality salmon fisheries from this project. 

The DEIS and FEIS conclude that BMP implementation is expected to maintain water quality 
with standards established by the State of Alaska.  While short-term, local sedimentation is likely 
during the replacement of pre-existing stream crossing structures and during installation of new 
road segments and stream crossing structures, properly placed and maintained structures affect 
only the local channel segment and are expected to be minor.  Additionally, fish stream crossings 
will be bridged to minimize channel disturbance. 

The site-specific application of BMPs, with a monitoring and feedback mechanism, is the 
approved strategy for controlling nonpoint source pollution as defined by Alaska’s Nonpoint 
Source Pollution Control Strategy (Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation (DEC) 
2007).  In 1997, the State approved the BMPs in the Forest Service’s Soil and Water 
Conservation Handbook  (FSH Handbook 2509.22, R10 Supplement, October 1996) as 
consistent with the Alaska Forest Resources and Practices Regulations.  We are using the most 
current BMPs (USDA Forest Service 2006d).  The DEIS and FEIS conclude that water quality 
effects will be temporary and localized, will be minimized by the application of BMPs (shown 
site-specifically in unit and road cards in the ROD), and will not impair existing or designated 
uses or exceed State Water Quality Standards.  Forest-wide BMP implementation monitoring 
results indicate a high rate of successful BMP implementation.  We continue to work 
cooperatively with the State of Alaska to develop and apply water quality monitoring protocols. 

See response to EPA-1 above for additional information on mitigation and design measures. 

EPA-3 - Thank you for your review and comments.  
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Responses to ISES-– Gregory P. Streveler, Icy Strait Environmental Services 

 
ISES-1 - We are providing timber from the suitable and available timber base within 
development LUDs in the project area.  Please see Chapter 3, Silviculture and Vegetation 
section, Chart 3SV-1. 

ISES-2 – Please see responses to BC-22 and BC-23.  In addition, yellow-cedar third-year 
seedling survival percentages following planting on the Tongass from 1994 to 2001 have ranged 
from 67 to 92 percent with a weighed average of 84 percent.   Silvicultural prescriptions will 
specify yellow-cedar planting in specific clearcut units and larger openings within some single 
tree selection units to increase yellow-cedar composition. Please see FEIS, Chapter 3, Affected 
Environment for Forest Vegetation and Species Composition. 

ISES-3 - Please see response to BC-23. 

ISES-4 – We considered your recommendation to avoid clearcutting units with more than 10% 
basal area of cedar. However, the prescriptions as proposed in the FEIS will adequately provide 
for yellow-cedar regeneration in clearcut units.  Yellow-cedar is intolerant of shade and can 
successfully regenerate naturally following clearcut harvest and larger openings created through 
single tree selection harvest (Deal 2006).  
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Responses to JB – Judy Brakel 

 
JB-1 - Please see response to ISES-1. 

JB-2 - Please see response to ISES-2. 

JB-3 - Please see response to ISES-3. 

JB-4 - Please see response to ISES-4. 
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Responses to JM – James Mackovjak  

 
JM-1 – The DEIS and FEIS, Chapter 1, Purpose and Need and Proposed Action sections 
describe the proposed project, the Decision to be Made and whether and how to make timber 
available from the Iyouktug project area in accordance with Forest Plan goals.  The scale of 
harvest varies by alternative and a wide range of alternatives are developed in Chapter 2.  
Chapter 3, Timber Economics and Environmental Consequences on Timber Economics, 
addresses economics. In addition, please see response to ISES-1. 

JM-2 –  Thank you for your comment about the importance of preserving productive deer 
habitat.  The DEIS and FEIS, Chapter 3 (and the Wildlife and Subsistence Resource Report), 
Management Indicator Species and Other Wildlife, Sitka Black-tailed Deer section, and 
Subsistence section addresses the impacts of past and proposed harvest to deer winter habitat and 
subsistence hunting.  Please see the response to BC-25 for information on how the cumulative 
effects analysis areas were defined.  The analysis and project adhere to the management goals 
and objectives of the Forest Plan and ANILCA requirements. 

JM-3 -  Please see responses to BC-4 and JM-1.   

JM-4 - Current law allows timber harvested from Federal lands in Alaska to be shipped out of 
Alaska only if the “the supply of timber for local use will not be endangered” (16 USC Section 
616, enacted in 1926). Shipment outside the state of unprocessed timber from National Forest 
System lands in Alaska is allowed with prior approval by the Regional Forester after the sale is 
awarded if the request meets certain criteria.  Such approvals have been granted in the past on a 
case-by-case basis at the request of the purchaser.   

Recent trends in timber markets and manufacturing costs have made it very difficult for timber 
purchasers in Alaska to profitably process small diameter Sitka spruce and western hemlock 
timber harvested on the Tongass National Forest.  Under current Congressional appropriations 
direction, Tongass timber cannot be offered for sale unless it has a positive appraisal.  Several 
factors are making it very difficult for the Tongass National Forest to offer economic timber 
sales.  Timber values are lower in Alaska than elsewhere, largely due to higher operating and 
transportation costs in Alaska. Other factors that contribute to low timber values include: current 
market conditions and high manufacturing costs in Alaska; the process the Alaska Region 
historically used to approve shipments of unprocessed timber out of Alaska; and the impact that 
process had on timber appraisals.  

Unless the Tongass can offer a reliable supply of timber with a positive appraisal, the few 
remaining locally owned mills in Southeast Alaska will find it very difficult to stay in business.  
Closure of the remaining mills, even on a temporary basis, would run counter to the objective of 
supporting local economies and wood processing capacity in Southeast Alaska.  

Allowing limited interstate shipments will allow timber to be appraised using higher lower 48 
market values.  This policy would substantially improve the likelihood that timber will achieve a 
positive appraisal, and continue to be offered for sale from the Tongass.  For these reasons, the 
policy is needed to ensure the continued existence of adequate wood processing capacity in 
Alaska. 

JM-5 – The DEIS and FEIS, Chapter 1, Purpose and Need, and Chapter 3, Employment in 
Southeast Alaska section show our support for local mills.  The DEIS and FEIS, Chapter 3, 
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Timber Economics and Environmental Consequences on Timber Economics section address 
locally sawn timber sales. Chapter 3, Employment in the Project Area section addresses the Icy 
Straits Lumber and Milling Company.  Please also see response to BC-3.    

JM-6 – The Hoonah Ranger District currently offers small sales along existing roads that are 
available for purchase by any timber operators including D & L Woodworks. 

JM-7 – We are proposing offering small sales from the Iyouktug project over an extended period 
of time.  Please see responses to JM-5 and JM-6. 
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Responses to NMFS – James W. Balsiger, National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS)  

 
NMFS-1 - Thank you for reviewing Essential Fish Habitat in the Iyouktug Timber Sales DEIS.  
The citation noted as missing from the DEIS related to canopy removal and water yield is in the 
Watershed and Fish resource report and has been added to the EFH section in the FEIS. 

NMFS-2 - Several of the items and measures you noted in your letter are found in the DEIS, 
Chapter 3; Watershed and Fish section under Direct and Indirect Effects on Water Quality – 
Temperature and EFH; these items and measures are also in the FEIS under the same headings.  
The Forest Service believes the use of BMPs, including the measures noted in your response are 
good measures and will insure protection of water quality and fish habitats.   

NMFS-3 - The Forest Service is aware of the listing of the waterbody as impaired and of the 
LTF remediation plan (DEIS and FEIS, Chapter 3, Potential Adverse Effects on Marine EFH).  
The Forest Service will abide by all stipulations in Huna Totem’s permit for operating the 
Marine Access Facility (MAF) and will be in compliance with Huna Totem’s approved 
remediation plan.  Barging logs is an option that may be considered to help prevent further bark 
accumulation on the subtidal substrate. 

NMFS-4 - Please see response to NMFS-2. 

NMFS-5 – Please see response to NMFS-3.  We considered your recommendation, and it will be 
addressed in the decision. 

NMFS-6 – We have written a response to NMFS related to the EFH.  A copy of that letter is in 
the Project Record. 
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Responses to OHMP-– Sheila A. Cameron (for Jackie Timothy), Office of Habitat 
Management and Permitting (OHMP)  
 
OHMP-1 – Thank you for reviewing the Iyouktug Timber Sales DEIS.  The Forest Service will 
comply with fish habitat and passage related activities as outlined in the Memorandum of 
Understanding (MOU) 04MU-111001-094 between the Alaska Region of the U.S Forest Service 
and OHMP.   

OHMP-2 - Forest Service Staff will coordinate with OHMP biologists during the concurrence 
process to gather the appropriate information for each stream crossing concurrence 

OHMP-3 – We have updated the information about the number of red and gray pipes in the 
FEIS, Road Cards, and the Watershed and Fish Resource Report.  These sections now provide 
information on how red and gray culvert removal/replacement will be addressed through this 
timber sale and in the future.  An updated list of all fish stream crossings, their locations and 
their passage status, within the project area and along the haul route, has been added to the 
Watershed and Fisheries Resource Report.  Currently there are 5 red, 5 gray, and 29 green pipes 
within the project area.  One of these red pipes will be addressed in 2008 during routine road 
maintenance.  Of the four remaining red pipes, three would be removed under Alternatives 2 and 
4 and two would be removed under Alternative 3.  One red pipe, which would be removed under 
Alternatives 2, 3, and 4, is also proposed to be removed under the ATM decision.  One gray pipe 
will be removed under Alternatives 2, 3, and 4.  Additionally, there are 2 red, 2 gray, and 13 
green culverts along the haul route outside the project area boundary.  Between 2000 and 2005, 
14 red pipes have been replaced within the project area.  Ten of these culverts are now green, 
three are gray and one is red (additional culvert information is included in the Iyouktug project 
record); this red culvert is the beforehand mentioned culvert that is scheduled for repair in 2008.  
There is currently no schedule for re-assessing gray culverts.  Gray pipes within the project area 
and elsewhere will be resurveyed, classified as red or green, prioritized and replaced if needed, 
as funds become available.  Also, the narrative you noted in the Direct and Indirect Effects on 
Water Quality – Sediment; Stream Crossings and Road Miles section has been revised to more 
clearly convey the information. 

Most Streams within the project area were mapped using a coarse scale inventory.  This 
inventory used aerial photo interpretation and limited field verification.  Field surveys as part of 
this project only accurately updated the number and location of streams within the boundaries of 
ground based equipment harvest units.  Also, field surveys of proposed roads as part of this 
project and those conducted as part of past Road Condition Surveys (RCS) were used to generate 
the narratives.  These surveys included walking proposed and existing roads identifying stream 
crossings, recording their channel type, stream class and morphological measurements along 
those routes.  Streams in these locations were not fully mapped, but GPS points were taken at 
each stream crossing point and can be found in the project record.  Consequently, the narratives 
in the road cards provide the most accurate information to date regarding the number and types 
of stream crossings.  Additionally, for road cards covering existing road segments, only streams 
crossings that would entail structure replacement or reconstruction are listed.  All other stream 
crossing structures along these existing road segments are currently structurally sound and would 
remain and be used, as is. 
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Responses to OPMP – Erin Allee, Office of Project Management and Permitting  

 
OPMP-1 - Thank you for reviewing the Iyouktug DEIS and for providing the determination that 
no additional Alaska Coastal Management Program (ACMP) review is required because this 
project falls within the General Consistency Determination (GCD). 

OPMP-2 - If the Iyouktug Timber Sales is changed in any significant way, or if the actual use 
differs from approved use contained in the original project description, the Forest Service will 
notify the State in accordance with the ACMP MOU.   

OPMP-3 -  If previously unknown cultural and paleontological resources are discovered during 
the project, activities in the vicinity will cease and the operator will protect the discovery and 
notify the Forest Service (District Ranger).  The Forest Service in consultation with Native 
organizations and the Alaska State Historic Preservation Officer will determine a course of 
action (see chapter 2 DEIS, Activities and Design Elements Common to All Action Alternatives, 
Heritage Resources).     
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Responses to PB – Paul Barnes  

 
PB-1 - Please see response to EH-1    

PB-2 – The Forest Plan allocated LUDs and established standards and guidelines for resource 
protection to provide for all users of the Forest.   While the Iyouktug project area has lands to 
provide for timber production, there is also land allocated to Old-growth Habitat Reserves for the 
benefit of wildlife.   It is impossible to meet all resource needs on every acre.   

Please also see responses to BC-3, BC-4, BC-25, and EH-1 and the Chapter 3 Affected 
Environment and Environmental Effects. 

PB-3 -  A smaller timber sale alternative (Alternative A at around 5 MMBF) and an alternative 
containing only small sales (Alternative F) were considered in the DEIS and FEIS, but were 
eliminated for the reasons described in Chapter 2, Alternatives Considered but Eliminated from 
Detailed Study.  Please also see response to BC-4. 

PB-4 - Please see responses to EH-1 and JM-4.  Potential buyers include local mills in Hoonah 
and Gustavus as well as purchasers from other parts of the Tongass National Forest. 
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Responses to SCS – Paul Olson, Larry Edwards, Gabe Scott, Gregory Vickrey, Bruce 
Baker, Sitka Conservation Society, Greenpeace, Cascadia Wildlands Project, Tongass 
Conservation Society, Juneau Group of the Sierra Club  

 
SCS-1 – Thank you for reviewing the Iyouktug DEIS and for providing references.  The 
documents you placed in the “ftp” site were provided to the IDT and placed in the project record.  
The IDT reviewed the documents provided and used what they considered to be the best 
available science (Iyouktug project record).    

SCS-2 – We recognize you support the No-action Alternative.  Please see responses to BC-4, 
BC-5, and EH-1.   

SCS-3 – This project is in compliance with the Forest Plan.  Please also see responses to BC-4, 
6, 17, 18, 23, and 27; these comments are also further discussed below.  

SCS-4 - The emphasis for the Timber Production LUD is timber management.  Multiple uses are 
maintained throughout the Forest.  All Forest Plan Standards and Guidelines were incorporated 
into the Iyouktug project through project design.  These comments are also further discussed 
throughout these responses.   

SCS-5 – The Forest Service corrected the deficiencies identified by the U.S. Court of Appeals 
for the Ninth Circuit by completing the 2008 Tongass National Forest Land and Resource 
Management Plan (Forest Plan) Amendment.  As described in detail in the Final EIS and Record 
of Decision for the Forest Plan Amendment, the amended Forest Plan provides extensive 
protection for roadless areas.  All of these documents are available at http://tongass-fpadjust.net/.   

The Iyouktug Timber Sales project is consistent with the 2008 Forest Plan amendment, as 
described in the transition language in the 2008 Forest Plan Amendment Record of Decision 
(USDA Forest Service 2008b and see Chapter 1 of the Iyouktug FEIS, Forest Plan Amendment).   

Related to climate change, please also see responses to SCS-26 through SCS-29. 

SCS-6 – The Forest Plan Amendment did further analysis on the allocation of LUDs in roadless 
areas.  Alternative 1 in the Forest Plan Amendment would have assigned non-development 
LUDs to all inventoried roadless areas.  The decision whether the inventoried roadless areas in 
the Iyouktug project area will be managed for timber production was made at the Forest Plan 
level.  The Iyouktug roadless areas are lower value roadless areas in the 2003 Roadless SEIS and 
the Iyouktug project area is within the Phase 1 portion of the suitable land base in the 2008 
Forest Plan Amendment.   

SCS-7 - A revised market demand analysis was done for the Forest Plan Amendment process.    
This market demand analysis was used to determine the 2007 market demand as stated in the 
Iyouktug DEIS Appendix A and has been used to update the market demand for FY 2008 
(Iyouktug FEIS Appendix A).    

See the responses from SCS-54 to 59 for more information.   

SCS-8 – The IDT and the Responsible Official considered many alternatives in addition to 
Alternatives 1 through 5.  As described in the DEIS and FEIS, Chapter 3, several “downsized” 
options and alternatives that build no new roads and/or do not enter roadless areas were 
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considered. Alternative A considered harvesting timber using only using existing roads.  
Alternative B considered harvesting timber using only existing roads and helicopter yarding.  
Alternative D avoided entering roadless areas and used only ground-based systems.  And 
Alternative F looked at small sales only.  These and additional alternatives were eliminated from 
detailed analysis for the reasons described in the DEIS and FEIS, Chapter 2, Alternatives 
Considered but Eliminated from Detailed Study section.  Please also see responses to BC-4 and 
EH-1.   

SCS-9 –  Alternatives 3, 4, and 5 respond to all the significant issues to varying degrees (DEIS 
and FEIS, Chapter 2, Issue Comparison).  As stated in the DEIS and FEIS, Alternative 3 was 
designed to comprehensively address both Issues 1 and 2: “Alternative 3 was developed to 
minimize impacts to deer habitat and connectivity while providing for an economic timber 
supply.” (DEIS, page 2-9).   In addition, Alternative A considered harvesting timber using only 
using existing roads; this would provide the most economical alternative, would not enter 
roadless area, and would impact the least acres of forest.  Alternative A responds to all of the 
issues; however, it does not meet the need for this project and was eliminated (see the DEIS and 
FEIS, Chapter 2, Alternatives Considered but Eliminated from Detailed Study section and the 
project record for more information).  Please also see response to BC-4.   

SCS-10 –  Alternative 2 was the proposed action used to solicit scoping comments.  It was 
designed to meet the purpose and need, not to address the issues.  The other action alternatives 
address the issues in various ways.  Alternative F proposed timber harvest only through small 
sales; it was eliminated because it was not substantially different from Alternative 5 (DEIS and 
FEIS, Chapter 2, Alternatives Considered but Eliminated from Detailed Study).  

SCS-11 – Alternatives 1 and 4 do not enter roadless areas.  Alternatives 3 and 5 both focus on 
economic viability.  Although Alternatives 2, 3 and 5 impact roadless areas, the analysis in 
Chapter 3, Roadless Area Resources, IRA Area Affected By Harvest and Roads section in the 
DEIS and FEIS is a conservative estimate of Roadless Area impacts.  In these alternatives, most 
of the timber harvest in the IRAs is helicopter harvest with a single tree selection prescription.   

Several additional alternatives were considered that did not go into roadless or build new roads, 
but these alternatives were eliminated for the reasons described in Chapter 2, Alternatives A, C, 
and D, Alternatives Considered but Eliminated from Detailed Study. 

SCS-12 – The DEIS and FEIS (and the Wildlife and Subsistence Resource Report) supports your 
statements that Alternative 3 proposes to harvest in roadless areas and to construct fewer miles of 
roads than Alternatives 2 and 5.  The Management Indicator Species and Other Wildlife section 
also address the effect roads have on marten, deer and bear. However, a range of alternatives 
with varying degrees of impact are presented to the decision maker (DEIS and FEIS, Chapter 2).  
Although road construction is proposed in all of the action alternatives, all of the roads in 
Alternative 3 would be closed and stored, or decommissioned after harvest activities to eliminate 
motorized use.  There are no standards and guidelines for miles or density of roads for wildlife 
that occur in this analysis area. 

The DEIS and FEIS Chapter 3 (and the Wildlife and Subsistence Resource Report), Habitat 
Connectivity and Old Growth section supports your statement that corridors will be reduced as a 
result of the action alternatives. Please see responses to BC-5, BC-8, BC-9 and BC-10 for 
additional information on connectivity. 
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SCS-13 –  The ADFG emergency order closing the doe hunting season on Northeast Chichagof 
Island and the subsequent Federal closure have been added to the FEIS, Chapter 3 (and the 
Wildlife and Subsistence Resource Report), Habitat Connectivity and Old Growth section, 
Management Indicator Species and Other Wildlife, Affected Environment for Deer section, and 
the Subsistence section. Although the analysis already recognized that record snowfalls during 
the winter of 2006-2007 “likely” resulted in a substantial winter kill of deer, the analysis was 
updated to reflect that the winter did result in a substantial winter kill of deer.   

The DEIS and FEIS, Chapter 3 (and the Wildlife and Subsistence Resource Report), Habitat 
Connectivity and Old Growth, Management Indicator Species and Other Wildlife, and 
Threatened, Endangered, Petitioned, and Sensitive Wildlife Species sections considered and 
clarified road construction and associated activities as part of the analysis of “harvest activities”.  
The Wildlife and Subsistence Resource Report, Analysis Methods, Analysis Assumptions 
section was updated to reflect that “harvest activities” were assumed to encompass all activities 
associated with the harvest of timber including but not limited to an increase in human activity, 
felling, bucking and yarding of timber, noise and activity associated with the use of all 
equipment, construction and use of roads and gravel pits, construction and use of decking, 
landing and yarding areas, construction and use of helicopters and helicopter landing areas and, 
as part of the cumulative effects, the potential for windthrow.  Although there are no standards 
and guidelines addressing fragmentation of habitat in Timber Management LUDs, connectivity 
was used as a critical habitat element to address fragmentation. Please see response to BC-5, BC-
8, BC-9, and BC-19 for additional information on connectivity.    

SCS-14 – The DEIS and FEIS, Chapter 3 (and the Wildlife and Subsistence Resource Report), 
Management Indicator Species and Other Wildlife, Environmental Consequences for Deer 
(please see response to SCS-12) and the Environmental Consequences on Subsistence, Sitka 
Black-tailed Deer, Access section address the effects of roads on deer.  A range of alternatives 
with varying degrees of impact is presented to the decision maker (DEIS and FEIS, Chapter 2).  
Alternatives A and B (described in Chapter 2) do not include any new roads. These alternatives 
were considered and eliminated from detailed analysis.   

SCS-15 -  Through the analysis process, it was determined that the significant issue would focus 
on habitat connectivity that directly effects deer habitat and populations which in turn effects 
subsistence harvest.  Subsistence was initially considered for an issue (please see Chapter 1, 
Other Issues and Concerns).  The DEIS and FEIS, Chapter 3, Habitat Connectivity and Old 
Growth section, Management Indicator Species and Other Wildlife sections, and Subsistence 
section all address the effects to deer and deer habitat.   

SCS-16 - The DEIS and FEIS, Chapter 2, already consider an alternative in detail that addresses 
connectivity as a critical habitat element to address fragmentation. (please see response to BC-5, 
BC-8, BC-9, and BC-19 for additional information on connectivity).  

Recent information about the deer winter mortality is not considered a “significant new 
circumstance” because the DEIS took into consideration that the 2006/2007 winter would result 
in a high mortality of deer and the FEIS was updated to reflect the most recent information 
(please see response to SCS-13).   

The viability of the deer population was not considered an issue driving an alternative because 
viability is assessed at the forest level and not the project level.  The Forest Plan contains a 
comprehensive conservation strategy using a system of old growth reserves (OGRs) designed to 
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provide old growth habitats in Old Growth LUDs in combination with other non-development 
LUDs to maintain viable populations of native and desired non-native fish and wildlife species 
and subspecies that may be associated with old growth forests (USDA 1997c, p. 3-76).  This 
strategy, in addition to the implementation of Forest Plan standards and guidelines, was 
developed to maintain species viability (please see response to SCS-5).  

SCS-17 – A range of alternatives with varying degrees of impact is presented to the decision 
maker (DEIS and FEIS, Chapter 2).  Alternative 4 was developed to minimize impacts to the 
roadless character while Alternative 3 was developed to maintain deer habitat and connectivity.  
Alternative 5 was developed to address economic viability.  Every alternative does not have to 
address every issue. Each alternative was analyzed to determine how it addressed the issues, and 
all alternatives respond to the issues to varying degrees. The decision maker can choose and 
modify any alternative in the ROD.  Please also see response to SCS-9.  

SCS-18 – The DEIS and FEIS, Chapter 2, Alternatives Considered in Detail and Alternatives 
Considered but Eliminated from Detailed Study address the range of alternatives.  Alternative A 
(harvest using only existing roads) was eliminated mainly because it does not meet the purpose 
and need of the project.  Additional reasons for dropping this alternative relate to the 
transportation system. Bridge replacements/ reconstruction would be needed to support large log 
trucks on currently open roads in this and other alternatives; if these replacements do not occur, 
the volume of Alternative A would be substantially lower than 5 MMBF.  In addition, one of the 
Forest Plan goals for the Timber Production land use designation (LUD) is “to plan a 
transportation network of roads and helicopter access that will eventually access most of the 
suitable timber lands for standard logging or helicopter yarding systems.”  By harvesting only 
units along existing roads, this alternative would increase road construction and helicopter 
yarding costs of future projects while removing the lowest cost units with this entry.  As stated in 
Chapter 2, this alternative would not meet Forest Plan goals and would raise costs of future 
projects. 

The DEIS and FEIS address the timber supply in Chapter 1, Purpose and Need, and Decisions to 
Be Made, and in Chapter 3, Affected Environment for Timber Economics (Employment).  
Appendices A, Reasons for Scheduling the Environmental Analysis, in both the Iyouktug and 
Couverden EISs (USDA Forest Service 2005c) further describe why timber sales were proposed 
in each of these places.  In addition, as described in the Couverden ROD, larger economic timber 
sales may be offered from the Couverden area, potentially making less timber available to small 
operators in the Hoonah area.   

Please also see response to BC-5. 

SCS-19 – Any operator can hire helicopters to yard timber.  However, helicopter logging is the 
most expensive logging system.  A small sale using helicopter costs more per mmbf because 
helicopter mobilization costs are the same for large or small volumes of timber.  Please see FEIS, 
Chapter 3, Timber Economics, Environmental Consequences on Timber Economics, Logging 
Systems section for information on the economics of the proposed timber sales and Chapter 2, 
Alternatives Considered in Detail; Chapter 1, Purpose and Need, Proposed Action, and the 
Decision to be Made sections for the range of considered alternatives.  In addition, please see 
responses to SCS-8 and 50. 

SCS-20 – Various levels of open roads were considered in the Iyouktug Timber Sales analysis.  
While Alternatives 2, 4, and 5 leave all new road open, Alternative 3 would close and store all 
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new roads in the project area DEIS and FEIS, Chapter 2, Alternatives Considered in Detail).  The 
request to close additional roads is noted but is not done through this project (see DEIS and 
FEIS, Chapter 2, Alternatives Considered but Eliminated from Detailed Study, Alternative J).  
Additional road closures and other restoration activities will be considered in the future ATM 
analysis.  The Hoonah Ranger District Access and Travel Management Plan EA will examine the 
district-wide road system.   

In terms of individual requests: All of the action alternatives close (and store) reconstructed 
roads, and decommission all temporary roads.  Road closure methods to be used in the Iyouktug 
project area include installation of a barrier, classification of system roads as closed, not 
identifying a road as open on the Motor Vehicle Use Map, and some of the physical actions that 
decommission temporary roads and store Maintenance Level 1 roads (see Appendix C of the 
DEIS and the Glossary in Chapter 4 of the FEIS).  Gating of roads was not considered; usually 
gating is used for seasonal or administrative access.  Snowfall in the area closes the roads to 
vehicles seasonally from December to May.  A Forest Road Order is an option to close roads 
except for subsistence users, but would require substantial law enforcement costs.   This has not 
been proposed for this project. ANILCA does assure access, but does not assure motorized 
access.  Roads can be left open for subsistence, but that is not currently being proposed; the 
future ATM analysis may consider that as an option.  No karst features were noted during field 
reconnaissance on proposed roads; none on the roads in Project Area have existing problems 
with sinkholes.  Prioritizing habitat impacted is important due to the amount of time and money 
necessary to fix a single pipe.  Red pipes that had the most significant impact to anadromous and 
resident fish have been fixed in two phases of replacement.  Fourteen red pipes have been 
retrofitted or replaced within the Iyouktug project area since 2000 (six in 2000 and eight in 2004-
05) and several others were fixed by removing the structures on the 85311 Road.  Please also see 
response to OHMP-3. 

SCS-21 – Two alternatives that do not build any new roads were considered but eliminated from 
detailed study for the reasons described in the DEIS and FEIS (Chapter 2, Alternatives 
Considered but Eliminated from Detailed Study, Alternative A and Alternative B).   

SCS-22 - 36 CFR Parts 212, 251, 261, and 295 Travel Management; Designated Routes and 
Areas for Motor Vehicle Use; Final Rule defines forest roads as: A road … wholly or partly 
within or adjacent to and serving the National Forest System that the Forest Service determines 
is necessary for the protection, administration, and utilization of the National Forest System and 
the use and development of its resources.  Our analysis considered the future need for protection, 
administration and utilization of National Forest as well as resource concerns.  Small and larger 
sales included in the Iyouktug alternatives may occur over an extended time period; these sales 
would depend on using roads for a longer time frame than temporary roads would allow.  
Depending on the alternative selected, the amount of remaining suitable and available productive 
forest land in the project area would range from 9,970 to 6,668 acres.  Please see the FEIS, 
Chapter 3, Affected Environment for Forest vegetation, Chart 3SV-1 and Direct and Indirect 
Effects on Forest Structure and Health, Table 3SV-5.  No future harvest is planned, but potential 
future harvest is also not precluded in the Iyouktug project area due to Forest Plan LUD 
objectives.  Please also see response to BC-23.  

SCS-23 – At the time of the Couverden decision, small sales were identified as a subset of the 
selected alternative; the Couverden decision also includes large sales (USDA Forest Service 
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2005c).  Small sales are also a component of the Iyouktug Timber Sales project along existing 
and new roads.   Please also see responses to SCS-10, 18, and 21. 

SCS-24 –The range of alternatives is addressed in responses to SCS-8, 9, 10, 11, 17, and 37.   

Please see responses to BC-5, BC-8, BC-9, BC-19, SCS-12 and SCS-13 for information on 
fragmentation and connectivity and SCS-13 for information on the analysis of roads related to 
wildlife. 

The DEIS and FEIS, Chapter 3 (and the Wildlife and Subsistence Report), Habitat Connectivity 
and Old Growth section discloses the effects to connectivity.  The connectivity analysis 
considered the location of Old Growth Reserve LUDs and beach and riparian buffered habitat, 
and changes to productive old growth habitat, coarse canopy habitat, and road density.  A range 
of alternatives with a varying degrees of impact is presented to the decision maker (DEIS and 
FEIS, Chapter 2). Alternative 1 maintains the existing condition, with all of the travel corridors 
remaining intact and no new road construction. Alternative 3 was developed to minimize impacts 
to deer habitat and connectivity by excluding specified units and closing roads after harvest 
activities. The construction of roads was considered as part of the harvest activities in this 
analysis (please see response to SCS-13). This alternative was not developed to address or 
eliminate all wildlife concern. Although corridors are reduced in width in all of the action 
alternatives, landscape level connectivity is maintained as required in the Forest Plan (USDA 
Forest Service 1997a). Forest Plan Standards and Guidelines do not require any specific number, 
width or distribution for corridors.  

Road construction was not considered to fragment habitat because deer generally are not deterred 
by roads even with steep cut-banks and these are not high use roads.  Alternative 3 was design by 
deferring or modifying units to retain corridors of old-growth forest to allow deer easier travel 
between elevations for winter and summer habitat and within lower elevation habitat in the 
winter. 

A range of alternatives with a varying degrees of impact is presented to the decision maker 
(DEIS and FEIS, Chapter 2). Alternative 1 maintains the existing condition, with all of the travel 
corridors remaining intact and no new road construction. Alternative 3 was developed to 
minimize impacts to deer habitat and connectivity by excluding specified units and closing roads 
after harvest activities. 

An alternative that would have responded to all issues was considered but eliminated.  Please see 
Chapter 2, Alternatives Considered but Eliminated from Detailed Study, Alternative A, and 
response to SCS-9.   

SCS-25 – Please see responses to BC-4, and SCS-9, 11, 17 and 24.  The Forest Plan also has 
standards and guidelines that provide base levels of protection for various resources in the action 
alternatives    

SCS-26 - Climate change, like timber market demand, is best analyzed at a broader scale than on 
a project-by-project basis.  The current timber demand is calculated for the Tongass National 
Forest and not on the project basis.  The analysis takes into account timber harvest on non-
National Forest lands and that timber which is shipped to other markets, both lower 48 and 
overseas.    See Tongass National Forest Timber Sale Procedures, (Alexander) 2008.   Likewise, 
analysis of climate change needs to be analyzed on a scale that is meaningful.    
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Because of this, climate change has been identified as part of the National Strategic Plan for FY 
2007-2012.  As Chief Kimball said in September 2007 speech  -  “ In this connection, I propose a 
national effort to reach two forest-related goals. This would not be just a Forest Service effort, 
but a concerted national effort based on public/private partnerships:  

• The first goal would be to sustain and strengthen the role of America’s forests as a net 
carbon sink. All forests, public and private, currently take up enough carbon from the 
atmosphere to offset about 10 percent of America’s carbon emissions. I propose a 
national effort to double that amount by 2020.  

The second goal would be to increase the amount of America’s energy that comes from forests. 
Our scientists tell us that with the technologies now becoming available, we could replace as 
much as 15 percent of our current gasoline consumption with ethanol from wood —and not just 
any wood, but wood that is not now being used for other purposes and in some cases being 
burned. I propose that we set that as a national goal as well.”   

The Forest Plan Amendment analysis discusses the likelihood of the effects across the Tongass 
and in adjacent ownerships.   This amendment to the Tongass Forest Plan responds to the 
Renewable Resources Assessment and Program (RPA) by updating the framework for 
management actions, refining the goals, objectives, standards and guidelines to adapt to trends 
and changes, and monitoring to measure accountability.  Even at this scale, the uncertainty of 
what may happen does not provide qualitative measures that can be used to compare alternatives.  

At the project level, perhaps the only indicator of the effects to climate change can be equated to 
the amount of timber harvested and the amount of road construction.  However, the magnitude of 
this project is so small compared to all the factors that contribute to climate change that the 
effects would be negligible if measurable at all.    

Two aspects of climate change are air quality and carbon sequestration.  Air quality in 
Southeastern Alaska is currently rarely affected by natural or arson-related fires or the use of 
prescribed burns to eliminate logging slash or control insects.   The possibility of fires is 
expected to increase but at a scale that would not have noticeable effects within the foreseeable 
future.   Emissions from vehicles would be limited to local traffic, traffic associated with logging 
and fishing operations and cruise ships.  Cruise ship monitoring has occurred in Juneau, which 
receives 1,000 cruise ships per season and air quality thresholds are within federal and state 
standards.  The negligible direct effects from the Iyouktug project are expected to be temporary 
and can be compared by the amount of proposed timber harvest and road building.  This 
information is found in the Findings and Disclosure Section of the Iyouktug FEIS under Clean 
Air Act.  

Carbon sequestration, the removal of carbon dioxide from the atmosphere, is harder to evaluate.   
The productive mature forests in Alaska are considered to be carbon ‘sinks’  meaning that it 
stores more carbon than is released by natural processes.  The regeneration that follows timber 
harvest has rapid growth which also locks carbon into the system.  Whether the net carbon losses 
or gains occur with the harvest of old-growth forests is currently unknown.  

SCS-27 – As your comment indicates and NFMA (Sec. 219.4) confirms, the RPA program is 
managed at the national level.  NFMA further discusses how the objectives of the RPA program 
are incorporated into the Forest planning process.  The cumulative effects for climate change 

Appendix B Responses to Comments

110 Iyouktug Timber Sales FEIS



were discussed in the Forest Plan Amendment FEIS and included those effects from both Forest 
Service and non-Forest Service activities to indicated that the current information is incomplete 
and provided the following summary -  “In summary, general agreement exists that the climate is 
warming and indications are that summer precipitation may decline. However, there is 
considerable uncertainty surrounding specific predictions and even more uncertainty regarding 
the effect of these changes on the extent of fire, tree mortality, blowdown, air quality, fish and 
wildlife, subsistence, and recreation (USDA Forest Service, 2008b). 

The Iyouktug project incorporates the information in the Forest Plan Amendment FEIS (USDA 
Forest Service, 2008b) on climate change by reference and no further project-specific 
information is available at this time except as indicated through observations addressed in other 
resource sections.   Acknowledgement of incomplete information is in the Introduction to 
Chapter 3 of the Iyouktug FEIS, under Available Information.  Please also see response to SCS-
26. 

SCS-28 – Analysis was done to identify the highest quality deer winter habitat.  These 
comparative habitat values will not change significantly within the reasonably foreseeable future 
and would not affect the ranking of the alternatives whether the interagency deer model was 
modified to class all areas as high snow levels as suggested by the State in their comments on the 
Forest Plan Amendment DEIS.  Therefore, an SEIS would not provide the decision maker with 
more information and is not required. 

Some studies (Juday et. al, 1997) indicate that there has been a decrease in snow levels at lower 
elevations which has resulted in less deer mortality in recent years.  Also, the Forest Plan Beach 
and Estuary Standards and Guidelines do not allow this low elevation forest to be harvested.    In 
addition much of the lower elevation lands in northeast Chichagof are within old-growth 
reserves.   

SCS-29 –  Please see responses to SCS-26 and SCS-27.  

SCS-30 –  The DEIS and FEIS, Chapter 3, Habitat Connectivity and Old Growth, Environmental 
Consequences on Connectivity section discloses the effects of the action alternatives would 
reduce habitat connectivity.  Please see responses to BC-5, BC-8, BC-9, BC-19, SCS-12 and 
SCS-13 for more information on connectivity. 

SCS-31 – The DEIS and FEIS, Chapter 3 (and the Wildlife and Subsistence Resource Report), 
Habitat Connectivity and Old Growth, Affected Environment for Connectivity, Coarse Canopy 
section and the Management Indicator Species and Other Wildlife, Environmental Consequences 
to Deer section (prime habitat) section address the effects of past logging activities and of 
harvesting coarse canopy (big tree forests) to deer. Please see responses to BC-5, BC-8, BC-9, 
BC-19, SCS-12 and SCS-13 for more information on connectivity. 

SCS-32 - Please see response to SCS-13 and SCS-16 for information on the effects of the 
2006/2007 winter on deer.  Your comment states that “Hoonah residents report” that there are 
“no deer to harvest”.  Although it is apparent that deer are harder to hunt for this year, deer have 
been observed and have been harvested on Northeast Chichagof Island and in the Iyouktug area 
during the 2007 hunting season.  Of the 40 people that attended the Hoonah ADFG public 
meeting on October 10, 2007, ten people raised their hands to say that they had been hunting and 
six of these were successful (personal communication, Phil Mooney, ADFG).  Recent 
information from the “Staff Analysis Special Action Request WSA07-05” that was an enclosure 
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to the USDI letter to Mr. Denby S. Lloyd, Commissioner, states that Hoonah residents expressed 
concern about the deer population because there was a lack of deer along the road system.  Since 
the August 1, 2007 opening of the deer season, hunters found that deer were not present in large 
numbers at low elevations, that fawns were rarely seen, and that fawns seen in early August were 
relatively small in comparison to previous years.  However, this report also states that “deer 
taken” in August by hunters, in sub-alpine elevations, were of both sexes and generally in good 
condition; therefore supporting that deer are present and have been harvested.    

In reference to the project area as the “only sanctuary nearby” for deer; old growth reserves and 
other habitat maintained as a result of the Forest Plan conservation strategy will provide habitat 
for deer and other wildlife species.  There are two small and a large old growth reserve in the 
project area and the project area is bordered by the large old growth reserve to the south.  There 
is also a medium old growth reserves that surround the head of Port Frederick east of the town of 
Hoonah.  

The DEIS and FEIS, Chapter 3 (and the Wildlife and Subsistence Resource Report), 
Management Indicator Species and Other Wildlife, Environmental Consequences to Deer section 
supports your statement that the action alternatives would further affect the deer populations in 
the Iyouktug area. 

SCS-33 – Please see response to BC-7, BC-9 and BC-19 for information on the reduction in 
connectivity in the North Fork of Iyouktug Creek.    

Alternative 3 was developed to minimize impacts to deer habitat and connectivity.  The 
alternative was not developed to address or eliminate all wildlife concern. Please see response to 
SCS-24 for additional information. Although roadless areas may provide habitat for deer, it is the 
LUD, not the roadless classification that designates the level of management or protection. The 
analysis and the project adhere to Forest Plan Standards and Guidelines. 

SCS-34 – Although we considered your recommendation to identify the location of travel 
corridors, the Forest Plan Standards and Guidelines do not require any specific number, width or 
distribution for corridors.  Connectivity was addressed at the landscape and elevational levels 
and is maintained as required in the Forest Plan (USDA Forest Service 1997a). 

SCS-35 – The DEIS and FEIS, Chapter 3 (and the Wildlife and Subsistence Resource Report), 
Management Indicator Species and Other Wildlife, Environmental Consequences to Deer section 
supports your statement that the action alternatives would further affect the deer populations in 
the Iyouktug area.  The FEIS (and the Wildlife and Subsistence Resource Report) was updated to 
include recent information about the effects of the 2006-2007 winter to deer (please see response 
to SCS-13 and SCS-16).  This analysis does rely on the assumption that the Forest Plan 
conservation strategy will maintain viable populations.  The conservation strategy and population 
viability was addressed in the Forest Plan and Forest Plan Amendment and found to be adequate 
to maintain viable populations of wildlife (please see response to SCS-5 and SCS-16).  The 
analysis and project were completed in compliance with the Forest Plan.  

This comment, and many of the following comments, pertains to the interagency deer model.  
Most of the model questions and concerns will be addressed in this response to comment. Your 
comments conclude that there has been an “erroneous application of the deer habitat capability 
model” (SCS-35), that the model is not an appropriate tool for use to assess deer available to 
hunters (SCS-86), that the model should consider high snow years not average snow (SCS-90 
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and 91), that 25 percent partial harvest should have been included in the model (SCS-85) and 
because it was included the model does not overestimate the effects, that TimTyp or size density 
and not volume strata should have been used in the application of the model (SCS-97, 98, 99, 
105),  that the deer multiplier was applied incorrectly (SCS-100), that the shortcomings of the 
model should have been disclosed and considered (SCS-101), that cumulative effects were 
underestimated because the model assumed past harvest to be volume class 5 (SCS-102), and 
that the quartile analysis that is derived from the model is flawed (SCS-103 and 104). 

The Wildlife and Subsistence Resource Report, Management Indicator Species (MIS) and Other 
Wildlife, Sitka Black-tailed Deer section discloses the parameters and assumptions used for the 
deer model.   The model was designed as a tool to assess habitat capability across a large scale 
and to provide a measure to estimate and compare the relative effects of alternatives on deer 
winter habitat. The model was not designed to reflect actual deer numbers or to identify the 
precise value or location of habitat.  Therefore the percent change in habitat capability was used 
in the deer analysis (DEIS and FEIS, Chapter 3 and the Wildlife and Subsistence Resource 
Report, Management Indicator Species (MIS) and Subsistence sections, Black-tailed Deer 
portion).  

We recognize your concern that the interagency deer model is an appropriate tool for use in this 
analysis and that the short comings should be defined.  The deer model was developed and is 
maintained and updated at a Forest level; therefore the shortcomings of the model were 
considered and disclosed during the Forest Planning process.  During the 2005 Forest Plan 5-
year review, concerns with the deer model were identified (Concern Item 04-7 and 04-23).  The 
model was reviewed and adjusted to incorporate the new vegetation mapping model (size density 
model) during the recent Forest Plan Amendment process.  However, this update is not yet 
approved for use at the project level. 

Because the model works better for larger sized landscapes, a new food-based model, which 
shows more promise for use at a local scale, is being developed by Pacific Northwest Research 
Station, University of Alaska, and other scientists.  This model, which is referred to as the Forage 
Resource Evaluation System for Habitat – Deer (FRESHDEER) is still in the development stage 
therefore is not yet approved for use.  Until that time, the current deer model is used as one 
method to estimate effects.   

Consistent application and use of the deer model across the forest is important to be able to 
compare projects forest-wide and to the Forest Plan.  The currently approved deer model was run 
using the guidelines as currently directed.  The parameters of the model, including using average 
winter estimates, volume strata, and the deer multipliers were applied as directed. In the 2005 
letter of direction, the Forest Supervisor directed to follow the procedures of the 2000 
Monitoring Report that included using 100 deer for an HSI of 1.0. This letter also directed that 
we follow the procedures in the MOU between the State of Alaska and the USDA Forest Service 
on Coastal Zone Management Act/Alaska Coastal Management Program agreement with the 
State of Alaska. The quartile analysis was applied consistent with this direction. As for your 
request that the model consider severe snow years, the model currently predicts snow depth to be 
moderate to high (no low) throughout the project area.   

The DEIS incorrectly stated that the assumptions made for the model include that stands 
harvested in the past were volume class 5.  The model assumes that past harvest were at a 
minimum volume class 5 (no volume class 4); this also considers soils and slope. This was 
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corrected in the resource report. Assumptions made for the model also include that low-impact 
harvest prescriptions such as individual tree selection where only 25 percent of the basal area is 
removed by helicopter were not classified as harvested for this model analysis because this 
harvest method was assumed to maintain POG forest, a diversity of plant communities in the 
understory, and cover in the overstory (Deal 2007; Deal and Tappeiner 2002; Deal 2001).  This 
level of harvest is not expected to change the volume strata estimate of the stand (please see 
response to SCS-83 for additional information on why this harvest method was excluded). 
Individual trees or clumps of trees no more than 2 acres in size would be harvested. Although 
snow interception capability in and around gaps would be reduced, gaps in the canopy can also 
result in an increase in understory forage diversity and availability (Deal 2007) which would 
improve summer habitat for deer.  In addition, 73% of the 25% single tree selection in 
Alternative 2 is proposed to occur above 800 feet in elevation in habitat that is not considered as 
high value or prime deer winter habitat.   

Since the model assumes that every harvest is a clearcut, including up to 25% single tree 
selection would overestimate the model results because this harvest method would not change 
the volume strata associated with the POG forest.  The model continues to over estimate effects 
because the model classifies harvest of up to 40% as clear cut harvest. Yet that harvest method 
would retain 60% of the POG forest and therefore some habitat for deer.  

It is important to consider that the model was not the only means used to assess effects of 
alternatives on deer habitat.  All of the following data were used to assess the effects to deer and 
deer habitat:  habitat capability (derived from the deer model), high value deer habitat (derived 
from the deer model), prime habitat (derived from GIS data), quick cruise plots (field data) and 
observed use (field data).  Field observations from wildlife biologists and other professionals 
were utilized to document deer use and movement patterns and to identify specific concerns. In 
addition, research papers were consulted and incorporated, consultation and personal 
communications were held with ADFG and FWS personnel, ADFG data was studied and 
incorporated, and public comments and local knowledge were considered when assessing the 
effects of alternatives on deer habitat.  

SCS-36 – The Inventoried Roadless Areas (IRAs) would still provide benefits to wildlife and 
other resources in all Alternatives. These areas would still qualify for wilderness based on the 
size remaining. The DEIS and FEIS, Table 2-2 comparison of alternatives by significant issue 
notes that in most cases, the effects will be negligible to minor.  There will be a moderate effect 
to roadless values in a few instances.   

SCS-37 – Impacts to roadless areas were considered to be a significant issue, and Alternative 4 
was designed to avoid inventoried roadless areas (DEIS and FEIS, Chapter 1, Significant Issues 
and Chapter 2, Alternatives Considered in detail).  We did design and analyze a roadless 
alternative so that the Decision Maker could understand the trade-offs between roadless and non-
roadless alternatives.   Timber harvest is proposed within Forest Plan Land Use Designations that 
allow for timber harvest and follows our Forest Plan.   The goals and objectives and outputs from 
the Forest Plan were based on using the entire suitable land base within the development LUDs 
rather than concentrating the effects on the roaded areas.   

Under NEPA, an agency’s consideration of alternatives is sufficient if it considers an appropriate 
range of alternatives, even if it does not consider every available alternative. An agency need not, 
therefore, discuss alternatives similar to alternatives actually considered, or alternatives which 
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are infeasible, ineffective, or inconsistent with the basic policy objectives for the management of 
the area.  By providing a range of alternatives even if some are not studied in detail, we provide 
the decision maker with enough information to make an informed decision. The decision maker 
can consider modifications to alternatives in the Record of Decision (ROD). 

SCS-38 – The Roadless characteristics, or special Roadless values, are analyzed in Chapter 3, 
Roadless Areas of the DEIS and FEIS.  Please refer the discussion of the values of the roadless 
areas in Chapter 3 of the FEIS and in the Forest Plan SEIS, Appendix C.    The effects to the 
roadless areas are by extensions from the existing road system and much of the roadless areas 
remain intact.  The analysis shows these areas retain most of their special values. See also 
response to SCS-36 and 37.  

SCS-39 - The timber sale that was associated with this study was partially exported and partially 
manufactured locally.  At that time, market conditions were such that helicopter logging was 
economically feasible and several other sales that relied entirely on helicopter-logging were sold, 
harvested and manufactured locally.   Usually the Alaska yellow-cedar was exported as part of 
the current Alaska Regional policy. 

Since the study, several sales have been sold that included both ground-based and helicopter 
logging systems.  Some of this wood has been processed locally within Southeast Alaska and 
some has been exported, primarily Alaska yellow-cedar.   Most of the helicopter-logging has 
been contracted to a company that specializes in this type of operation and would not have the 
same employee turn-over experienced during this study.    

Helicopter-logging is still the most expensive system and is used when other resource values can 
be realized such as scenery or retaining structure for wildlife or where road construction would 
be more expensive than the use of helicopters.    Helicopter logging has fewer effects on roadless 
areas than building roads especially when combined with the silviculture prescription that will 
retain 60-75% of the stand.    

SCS-40 – The entire Tongass was evaluated and reviewed for possible Wilderness 
recommendation in the 2003 Tongass Forest Plan SEIS. All Tongass National Forest lands were 
assessed to determine if they were suitable for wilderness consideration based on the Wilderness 
Act and procedures in the Forest Service’s forest planning directives. Appendix C (SEIS 
Volumes II and III) includes documentation of the analysis and evaluation for each inventoried 
roadless area, and describes the relative contribution each roadless area would make to the 
National Wilderness Preservation System. The SEIS documents the results of a very intensive 
additional roadless area evaluation for the Tongass conducted in 2002 and 2003. This included 
updated mapping and evaluation of all unroaded lands, which led to the 109 inventoried roadless 
areas analyzed in the Final SEIS.  All inventoried roadless areas were evaluated and none were 
recommended for Wilderness. 
 
In NFMA, Congress directed that forest management continue under existing plans while the 
first NFMA forest plans were being developed [16 U.S.C. 1604(c)]. Likewise under NEPA, the 
Council on Environmental Quality has recognized that the “no action” alternative for forest plans 
is the current management direction, not a halt of all activities [CEQ’s “40 Questions” #3].    

We considered and analyzed the effects to the IRA special values in Chapter 3 (Roadless 
Resources).  The Forest Plan conservation strategy, in addition to the implementation of Forest 
Plan standards and guidelines, was developed to provide quality habitat for wildlife.  Based on 
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Table 1-1 in the DEIS and FEIS, 75 percent of the area is designated for timber production, and 
24 percent of the project area is already roaded (based on Table 2-2).  Please also see response to 
SCS-36. 

SCS-41 – In terms of roadless, please see responses to SCS-6, SCS-36 and SCS-40.  
Wildlife is addressed in the DEIS and FEIS, Chapter 3, Habitat Connectivity and Old Growth, 
Management Indicator Species (MIS) and Other Wildlife Species, Subsistence, Threatened, 
Endangered, Petitioned, and Sensitive Wildlife Species sections.   
 
SCS-42 – Although only specifically mentioned in relation to goshawks (DEIS and FEIS, 
Chapter 3, Threatened, Endangered, Petitioned, and Sensitive Wildlife Species, Goshawk 
section), helicopters activities were considered as part of the “harvest activities” for all of the 
wildlife analysis (please see response to SCS-13).  The analysis assumed that harvest activities 
would displace most wildlife species addressed, especially directly within or adjacent to the units 
being harvested.  Because helicopters, outside of the harvest unit or decking areas, are usually 
moving through an area and not stationary, disturbances would generally be short term.  

The project would adhere to Forest Plan Standard and Guidelines that require no continuous 
disturbance within 600 feet of an active goshawk nest from March 15 to August 15 (USDA 
Forest Service1997a). Although there are no shorebird rookeries currently identified to occur in 
or around the project area, if they are identified, helicopters will be required to maintain a 
constant flight direction and airspeed and a minimum flight elevation of 1,500 feet (458 meters) 
(USDA Forest Service1997a).  

Although there are no bald eagle nests currently identified within the areas of proposed activities, 
if actives nest are identified in areas of proposed activities, repeated helicopter activities within 
¼ mile of active bald eagle nests will be avoided (USDI and USDA Bald Eagle MOU).  We 
added information on these Standards and Guidelines to the Unit Card introduction to respond to 
your comment. 

SCS-43 – Effects of partial harvesting are discussed and analyzed in Chapter 3 of the FEIS, 
Silviculture and Vegetation, Species Composition and Long-term Productivity.  The use of 
helicopters allows us to harvest through single tree selection.  Please see responses to BC-22 and 
BC-23. 

Please see response to SCS-31 for information on harvesting large trees.  Please see response sto 
SCS-33 and SCS-41 for information on the roadless areas and wildlife.  Please see responses to 
SCS-5, SCS-16, and SCS-35 for information on maintaining species viability. 

SCS-44 –Please see responses to SCS-17, 36 and 40. 

SCS-45- The entire project area was surveyed during 2005 and 2006; this information is on file 
in the project record.  It is possible but unlikely that significant areas of karst were overlooked 
given the field reconnaissance by geology, soils, and hydrology resource specialists who were 
responsible for identifying and mapping these resources, at least within any area considered for 
harvest or adjacent to these areas. 

Designation of Special Interest Areas for Geology is beyond the scope of this project and was 
part of the Forest Plan Amendment decision.  These Special Interest Area LUDs were not 
designed to include all karst. 
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SCS-46 – On October 19, 2007, the Tongass National Forest implemented a supplement to the 
Forest Service Manual concerning invasive plant species (Supplement No.: R10 TNF – 2000-
2007-1).  This document clarifies the responsibilities of the Forest Service in managing for 
invasive plant species on the Tongass National Forest.  The release of this document occurred 
after the DEIS for the Iyouktug Timber Sale was published.  In response to this direction, an 
invasive plant risk assessment for the Iyouktug project was completed and included in the project 
record with the Botany resource report.  This risk assessment clarifies the management concerns, 
objectives and mitigation measures proposed to address invasive plant species for the Iyouktug 
project.  

Prior to 2007 there were no Forest Service procedures in place to control or eradicate invasive 
plant species on Chichagof Island.  A Decision Memo to control invasive plants by manual or 
mechanical means was signed in 2007 (USDA Forest Service 2007d).  As of 2007, the Forest 
Service, and contractors, have completed weed surveys on most of the major road systems on 
Chichagof Island, including the main roads of the Hoonah road system.   A weed control plan is 
being developed to address high priority weed populations for the Hoonah Ranger District.   

Limited control measures have already begun in the city of Hoonah to address some of the high 
priority weed concerns known in the area.  From a practical and strategic perspective, the most 
effective weed control efforts should occur in Hoonah because this is where most of the still 
controllable, high priority weeds are currently found.  Partnerships with the City of Hoonah and 
other public and private entities are being formed to address the weed concerns in or near 
Hoonah.  The primary objectives for the Iyouktug area will be to prevent the introduction of new 
invasive plant species and to limit the spread of existing weed species beyond the road corridor, 
where possible.  Many of the weeds found in the Iyouktug area were introduced by roadside 
seeding about 30 years ago.  These plants are now well established along the road corridor and 
successful eradication is likely not possible. Control measures will therefore focus on controlling 
the spread of existing populations rather than eradication. 

Invasive weed species currently in the Iyouktug project area do not appear to pose a threat to rare 
plant populations known from the area.  Habitat for the known rare plant species is typically 
unfavorable to weed species because of shade, high organic component to the soil or poorly 
drained soils and lack of disturbance.  Most weed species are not expected to spread much 
beyond the road prism.   Reed canary grass, Phalaris arundinacea, is one of the most invasive 
and widespread weed species in the project area and is known to invade open forest, young 
second growth and some wetlands.  So far it has not been associated with rare plant populations 
found even a short distance away from roads.   

No herbicide use is currently proposed for the project area. However, the Forest Service plans to 
evaluate future control measures using an Integrated Pest Management approach, including use 
of herbicides, through future NEPA analysis.   

SCS-47 –Climate change may influence the range and distribution of both rare plant species and 
invasive species. 

SCS-48 – The impact of the Timber Sale on the IRAs was addressed in the DEIS and FEIS in 
Chapter 3, Roadless Area Resources.  The impacts on Whitestone IRA would be minor because 
there is no proposed harvest or road building in the Whitestone IRA area regardless of the type 
or amount of recreation use.  The current outdoor recreation industry is road-based (DEIS and 
FEIS in Chapter 3, Recreation). 
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SCS-49 – Please see responses to SCS-7, SCS-36, SCS-40, and SCS-41.  

SCS-50 - Alternative 5 is a ground-based alternative that does not include helicopter harvest.  
The other action alternatives include helicopter harvest as only a portion of the total volume.  
The inclusion of helicopter volume allows for flexibility in responding to yearly fluctuations in 
the timber market and as well as demand.   Please see The FEIS-chapter 3 timber economics 
Section and responses to BC-3, SCS-19 and SCS-54. 

SCS-51 - The average helicopter logging cost of $338 per MBF includes the decrease in 
helicopter logging costs based on the regional cost collection procedures.  Based on Christian 
and Brackley, as retention increases, helicopter logging costs also increase.   In other words 
ST25 units are generally less economic than ST40 units.  Brackley also concludes that other 
factors such as crew training, experience, equipment had a greater impact on helicopter logging 
productivity than the silviculture prescriptions themselves.   

SCS-52 – Please see responses to BC-4 and SCS-18. 

SCS-53 – NEAT_R was applied to be consistent across the Forest.  NEAT_R includes 
maintenance costs imbedded in the logging costs, but does not include storage/decommissioning 
costs or opportunity costs (FEIS, Chapter 3, Timber Economics, Timber Financial Efficiency).   
NEAT_R is used for comparing the relative differences among alternatives and is not meant to 
reflect absolute values.  

Logging costs include cost for road maintenance; work is performed by the Purchaser.  The 
Purchaser is also responsible for post harvest road storage and decommissioning.  These costs 
would be included in the Purchaser’s sale bid included in total logging costs.  We recognize that 
the cost to decommission or place a road in storage, when the Purchaser is on site, is far less than 
long term costs of road maintenance or decommissioning.  Mobilization costs of equipment to 
and from site after the Purchaser has left are considerable considering current and future costs of 
fuel.  Also work would have to be accomplished under a Public Works Contract with higher 
labor, equipment and administrations costs.  For this reason, we state in the action alternatives 
that the roads we close will be closed and placed into storage “after timber sale harvest” (we 
expect that roads will be closed by the Purchaser right after harvest, rather than waiting until 
after silvicultural activities, such as stocking surveys, have occurred). 

SCS-54 – Brooks and Haynes (1997, p. 3) warned against equating timber demand with actual 
harvest: 

“As with our previous projections, the volume of projected National Forest harvest is 
neither the volume likely to be harvested nor, necessarily, the volume that ought to be 
offered for sale.  It is the volume of National Forest timber harvest that is consistent with 
projected consumption of Alaska products…we do not intend to imply that ‘gaps’ will be 
created by levels of National Forest harvest that differ from our projections.” 

 
In deciding how much timber to offer for sale in any given year, the agency uses the Morse 
methodology (Morse 2000).  That methodology has the advantage of being self-correcting in that 
when actual harvest falls below demand projections, offerings for future years are reduced.  The 
methodology also adjusts for changes in mill capacity due to openings and permanent closures of 
facilities. 
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The effect of underestimating timber demand is much more serious than overestimating demand.  
When the agency underestimates timber demand, mills can close for lack of adequate timber 
supply.  Conversely, if the agency prepares more timber than is demanded, the excess timber will 
not be sold and no environmental impacts will occur.  Timber demand on the Tongass has 
always been volatile, and can differ significantly from actual harvest in any given year or series 
of years. 

To evaluate the status of the timber flow, Morse (2000) established that it is important to assess 
the ratio of contract volume to harvest.  This ratio can indicate how many years of supply 
(volume under contract) mills have compared to what they are sawing (i.e., harvest).  During the 
1981-1995 time period, historical ratios of volume under contract to harvest for the independent 
sale program (in other words, not including volume in the long-term contracts associated with 
the pulp mills in Ketchikan and Sitka) ranged from 1.0 to 3.4 with an average of 1.8 (Morse 
2000).  As shown in Table B-1, the ratio of contract volume to harvest peaked in 2002, at 6.8, but 
dropped closer to the three-year supply objective in 2003.  In 2004 and 2005 the ratio dropped to 
1.7, but rose again in 2006 to 2.6, closer to the three year goal for volume under contract. 

Table B-1:  Historical Available Timber Volumes and Harvest (Fiscal Years, MMBF). 

  1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006
Volume Under 

Contract 
226 465 498 395 313 332 322 230 193 78 83 111 

Harvest 221 120 107 120 146 147 48 34 51 46 50 43 

Contract 
Volume / 
Harvest ratio 

1.0 3.9 4.7 3.3 2.1 2.3 6.7 6.8 3.8 1.7 1.7 2.6 

Source:  USDA Forest Service, Alaska Region.  Data on file with: Regional Economist, 
Ecosystems Planning, USDA Forest Service, PO Box 21628, Juneau, AK 99802-1628. 

The ratio of volume under contract to harvest is only one indication of whether there is sufficient 
timber volume under contract to ensure industry viability.  There can be increasing contract 
volume to harvest ratios while there are declining contract volumes.  Some volume under 
contract in 2002 and 2003 was in sales cancelled in 2004 and 2005.  In 2002 on the Tongass 
National Forest, an injunction was placed on permitting timber harvest and road building in 
inventoried roadless areas, which included the signing of decision documents for timber sales in 
inventoried roadless areas (Sierra Club v. Rey, J00-0009CV (JKS)).  Although the injunction 
ended in spring 2003, the effects lasted throughout the rest of the year.  Volume under contract in 
2003 dropped to 193 MMBF from 230 MMBF of available volume in 2002 (see Table B-1).  In 
2002, an additional 65 MMBF was under injunction and so unavailable for harvest.  Volume 
under contract continued to decline in 2004 to 78 MMBF and rose to 83 MMBF in 2005 and 111 
MMBF in 2006.  The decline in volume under contract in 2004 and 2005 from levels in previous 
years was largely due to cancelled timber sales. 

In 2004, Section 339 of the Department of the Interior and Related Agencies Appropriations Act 
for fiscal year 2004, Public Law No. 108-108, provided that the Secretary of Agriculture may 
cancel, with the consent of the timber purchaser, a number of timber sale contracts on the 
Tongass National Forest awarded between October 1 1995 and January 1 2002.  A given sale 
could be cancelled provided that the Secretary determined, at the Secretary’s sole discretion, that 
the sale would result in a financial loss to the purchaser, and the costs to the government of 
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seeking a legal remedy against the purchaser would likely exceed the cost of terminating the 
contract.  By the end of FY 2005, a total of seventeen sales (with approximately 122 MMBF) on 
the Tongass National Forest were cancelled.  It is the intent of the Tongass National Forest to 
reconfigure cancelled timber sales and re-offer that portion of the volume that is economically 
viable. 

The last of the long-term lease timber sale volume was harvested in 2000.  The industry in 
Southeast Alaska has changed considerably in response to the shift in industry structure, and has 
seemed to stabilize somewhat in the past five years.  For the past five years, Tongass National 
Forest-related employment in logging and sawmilling (there is essentially no employment in 
pulp and paper any longer in Southeast Alaska) has ranged from 199 in 2003 to 158 in 2006.  
Total industry employment in southeast Alaska, including some self-employed sawmill owners, 
has ranged in the past five years from a high of 561 in 2003 to a low of 421 in 2006.  A current 
dip in employment is to be expected as wood products markets throughout North American are 
low, due to the mortgage loan industry problems. 

Brackley and Haynes (in press) state that current production levels and shipments in southeast 
Alaska demonstrate how the industry has transitioned to operate in current market opportunities.  
They state that the availability of high quality wood, as evidenced by stress grading and high 
visual qualities, give Alaska wood manufacturers an advantage over producers in other western 
North American regions.  Southeast Alaska wood manufacturers’ shifts to higher proportions of 
shop lumber, larger sizes of dimension lumber, heavy timbers and cants enable Alaska producers 
to supply products of relatively higher value to both domestic and export markets.  This 
production of high quality wood, in conjunction with burgeoning populations, projections of 
lessening production in some competing regions, and demand in end markets, means demand for 
southeast Alaskan wood will increase in the long run.   

SCS-55 – The Brooks and Haynes (1997) model was not rejected by the 9th Circuit Court in 
Natural Resources Defense Council v. United States Forest Service(421 F .3d 797) in August 
2005.  The Ninth Circuit held that the revised Tongass Land and Resource Management Plan 
(Forest Plan) was defective because the Forest Plan Record of Decision (ROD) and FEIS 
misinterpreted the Brooks and Haynes projections. 

The Threemile Timber Sale depended on the Brooks and Haynes (1997) long-term calculation of 
derived demand as input to the annual sale model offer calculation (Morse 2000).    The U.S. 
District Court for the District of Alaska in Organized Village Of Kake, Southeast Alaska 
Conservation Council, Natural Resources Defense Council, Sierra Club, The Wilderness Society, 
and Center For Biological Diversity v. United States Forest Service, Case No. J04-029, said the 
1997 derived demand projections needed to be updated, and the updated derived demand 
projections used in the Morse (2000) calculations of annual timber sale offer levels.  The Brooks 
and Haynes (1997) demand projections were updated by US Forest Service Pacific Northwest 
Research Station scientists in Brackley et al. (2006), and those updated projections were used to 
calculate annual offer levels as input to planning in the Iyouktug EIS.  

SCS-56 - Brackley and Haynes (in press; footnote 2) detail how the demand studies from the 
USFS PNW Research Station have defined Pacific Rim.  They state that the “demand studies 
traditionally considered the Pacific Rim as the major producing areas of the three contiguous 
Pacific coast states, British Columbia, Alaska, Russian Far East, and the major consuming 
regions of Japan, Korea, Taiwan, and China (Haynes and Brooks 1990)”.  Brackley et al. (2006) 
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recognized that the US is a net importer of timber.  A mill in Alaska has the option to ship 
products to traditional export markets (Japan), emerging new markets, or the lower 48 states.  
Demand for wood products is global in nature and increasing amounts of wood products are 
being imported into the United States.  Alaska products constitute a small proportion of the total 
US market; very small shifts in how much of the US market Alaska supplies can mean a big 
change in Alaska. 

Brackley and Haynes (in press) state that several short and long-term changes point to an 
increase in demand for wood products from all sources, including Alaska.  Lumber production in 
sawmills in western Canada has slowed, in addition to longer-term factors, such as interest in 
renewable energy applications and a projected steady increase in US population and concurrent 
increasing demand for softwood products. They state that the probability of a future decrease in 
demand for lumber from all Pacific Rim markets is virtually zero.  In fact, they argue that 
projected consumption in domestic markets alone will increase substantially.  Therefore, there 
was no compelling reason for the Brackley et al. (2006) study to include a scenario showing 
demand falling, which would be contrary to the best scientific information available.  

Estimated demand for Alaska sawn products declined considerably between Brooks and Haynes 
(1997) and Brackley et al. (2006).  The lowest projection of derived demand for sawn products 
from Alaska in Brooks and Haynes (1997) for the period 2003 to 2007 was 130 million board 
feet (MMBF).  The lowest projection in Brackley et al. (2006) for the same period was 30 
MMBF.  These differences were due to changing assumptions from one projection to another, 
and shifts in the structure of the industry as it adjusted after the end of the long-term contracts. 

Brackley and Haynes (in press) state that “the existing model is a robust system that remains a 
valid approach to model demand for Tongass timber because of the limited data on lumber 
shipments and values and production costs.”  They go on to explain that Alaska producers are 
sawing lumber products that are, on average, better quality and enter higher priced markets, than 
lumber manufacturers are producing in the western pacific states and in Canada.  These high 
quality products have similar prices in domestic and foreign markets.  Using historic data with 
scenario assumptions to model movement of these products in both domestic and foreign 
markets is a valid approach. 

Brackley and Haynes (in press) state that “the RPA timber Assessments (Haynes et al. 2007) 
provided the background for the many assumptions needed in the demand model. The size of the 
U.S. market … suggests that Alaska softwood lumber producers have access to a large domestic 
market assuming they can compete with other producers. That is, the relatively small amount of 
southeast Alaska production should be able to find markets in domestic or export markets for 
clear (shop and factory grades) and other high quality lumber (large sizes of dimension lumber 2 
by 10, 2 by 12, and heavy timbers). These markets have the higher prices needed to cover the 
higher Alaskan costs. Since these high value markets are not modeled directly in the RPA timber 
assessment, the Pacific Rim market data are a reasonable proxy for describing the demand for 
high value products produced in southeast Alaska. In the demand model, the demand facing 
Alaskan producers is than made up of two parts: one part that is assumed to go to Japan and 
another part that goes to U.S. domestic markets.” 

Brackley and Haynes (in press) state that “current production levels and shipment patterns in 
Southeast Alaska demonstrate how the industry has transitioned to operate in current market 
opportunities”.  They go on by saying that shifts to “higher proportions of shop lumber, larger 
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sizes of dimension lumber, heavy timbers, and cants should give Alaska producers an 
opportunity to supply products of relatively higher value to both domestic and export markets.” 

Brackley and Haynes (in press; footnote 16) state that “there is not [an] official source of 
information for shipment of lumber from Alaska to domestic markets. Exports to foreign markets 
are based on export declaration forms submitted to the U.S. Department of Commerce as 
reported by Warren (for two most recent publications see Warren 2006 and Warren 2007).  Total 
production from the mills is estimated from several sources.  Given estimates of total production 
and exports, domestic production is determined by the subtracting exports from total 
production.”  They also state that “other than some observations of past flows, there is no 
consistent historically reported annual data series for shipments from southeast Alaska to the 
lower 48 states.”   

SCS-57 - Brackley et al. (2006) selected four scenarios they deemed reasonable and possible, 
given their assumptions.  The Limited Lumber Production and the Expanded Lumber Production 
scenarios assume the wood processing industry in Southeast Alaska is focused only on 
processing of sawlogs.  The primary difference between these two scenarios is the assumption 
that Alaska will increase its market share in the North American export market from 0.39 percent 
to 1.14 percent in the Expanded Lumber scenario, while the Limited Lumber scenario maintains 
the same market share for Alaska products in the North American market as a whole.  The 
Medium Integrated Industry and High Integrated Industry scenarios both assume markets for low 
grade material will increase in the future, equivalent to chip and utility processing facilities being 
built in Southeast Alaska.  These two scenarios assume an increase in Pacific Rim lumber 
imports, but not to the extent assumed in the first two scenarios.  These two integrated industry 
scenarios also assume varying increases in the Alaska share of the North American export 
market.  The Medium integrated scenario assumes markets for chip and/or utility material will 
increase in 2008, while the High integrated scenario assumes markets for chips and/or utility 
material will increase in both 2008 and again in 2012.  Although Brackley et al. (2006) in their 
publication postulated that these markets would be the result of processing facilities built in 
Alaska, any market stimulation that results in higher demand for chip or utility material would 
have the same result.  The recent policy change regarding appraisal of lower grade material for 
shipment to the lower 48 states could be regarded as the equivalent of building a processing 
facility for lower grade material, in terms of demand stimulation.  In fact, Brackley and Haynes 
(in press) regard recent developments such as the limited shipment policy and the startup of a 
veneer mill in Ketchikan as increasing long-term demand, and pushing the most likely scenario 
toward something between their expanded lumber and medium integrated scenarios. 

Brackley et al. (2006) chose to discuss how their scenarios might look “on the ground”, to give 
an idea to the reader as how demand might actually be stimulated under the assumptions in the 
model.  The structure of the model itself, however, is simply driven by changes in relative 
market shares, given other assumptions discussed above.  They based this discussion of how 
changes in demand might take place based on efforts to plan and build various facilities in 
southeast Alaska to utilize lower grade material that have been under discussion for some time.  
However, as mentioned, the demand stimulation could also take place as a result of other events, 
such as policy changes in timber sale appraisals or construction of new manufacturing facilities 
like the Ketchikan veneer mill. 
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SCS-58 – See response to SCS-54 regarding equating demand with harvest. 

Brackley and Haynes (in press; pagination not set (may be 29)) state that  

“Several comments focused on why we did not consider a scenario of decreased demand. 
We did not because we consider the low scenario as representing present conditions. That 
is, a set of conditions representing a future where the markets have adjusted for both the 
collapse of the Asian markets and the structural shifts in the U.S. market, resulting from 
reductions in federal timber flows. In addition, several events have occurred since the 
release of the original report that demonstrates the demand for forest products is 
increasing. One event has been the ability of southeast lumber producers to find markets 
for their chips at pulp mills in British Columbia as lumber production has slowed at 
sawmills in western Canada reducing the availability of chips. Another event is an 
increasing demand for low-grade fiber as a feedstock for energy applications and 
products such as wood pellets (Perlack et al. 2005). Third, the ongoing congressional 
efforts to consider legislation on climate change, high energy costs (oil is in the vicinity 
of $90-$95 a barrel as we write), a need to reduce carbon emissions, and conversion to 
sources of renewable energy all suggest increased demand for wood. Most of these have 
the potential to create new markets for residual products produced from sawmills and 
also change the competitive positions of the various producing regions in North America. 
Finally, U.S. demand for softwood products is expected to increase at just below 1 
percent per year mirroring the expected growth in population (from the RPA Timber 
Assessment, Haynes et al. 2007).” 
“Given the range of these events, we judge that the probability of a future decrease in 
demand for lumber to the Pacific Rim is almost zero; the probability of no change in 
demand small; and, the probability of an increase in demand extremely high. If demand 
to the export markets does decrease or remain constant, Alaska producers will ship 
products to the domestic market as consumption—especially in residential construction 
(including new, repair, and alteration)—is expected to increase.” 

SCS-59 – The purpose and need for the Iyouktug project responds to the goals and objectives in 
the Forest Plan.  Please also see response to EH-1.   

SCS-60 – As described in the DEIS, page 3-43, purchasers may elect to process all the sawlogs 
locally or to ship up to 50% of the total sawlog volume to markets outside Alaska.  Timber sales 
are sold to purchasers with different business goals and under changing market scenarios. 
Historically, the percentage of the volume harvested on the Tongass that has been shipped out of 
state has fluctuated widely.  Given those variables, it is not possible to precisely predict what will 
be manufactured locally; hence, a range of employment and income figures is considered the 
most reasonable approach to display potential effects on jobs and income.  See also response to 
comment JM-4 for more information on interstate shipments. 

SCS-61 - The fact that such benefits and activities as commercial fishing, tourism, mining, 
recreation, and subsistence are not assigned monetary values and quantified in the economic 
efficiency analysis does not lessen their importance in the overall decision-making process.  
Decision makers routinely choose alternative that do not maximize present net value.  The Forest 
Service Manual states that decision makers must “(c)onsider economic efficiency, along with 
other factors (emphasis added), in making decisions and in implementing and reviewing 
projects, programs, and budgets” (FSM 1970.3(3)). 
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A large portion of the EIS is spent evaluating potential effects that cannot be reasonably assigned 
a monetary value at this time.  The type of benefits identified on this subject may be generally 
classified as ecosystem services.  Ecosystem services are those services and benefits provided by 
healthy ecosystems.  Definitions of ecosystem services can be broad and include both use and 
non-use values.  A number of different definitions have been identified, including a typology 
developed by the Millennium Ecosystem Assessment (2005), which is featured on the Forest 
Service’s Ecosystem Services website.  The Assessment identifies four general categories of 
ecosystem services: provisioning, regulating, cultural, and supporting.  Interest in ecosystem 
services has increased in recent years, and economists have made useful progress in developing 
and improving methods and techniques that can be used to value non-market ecosystem services. 

Recognizing the potential utility of the ecosystem services concept, the Forest Service recently 
proposed that ecosystem services be used as a framework for describing and evaluating the many 
benefits associated with NFS lands and established an Ecosystem Services web site 
(http://www.fs.fed.us/ecosystemservices/) that provides detailed information and resources, 
identifies and discusses Forest Service efforts in this area, and issues a regular Ecosystem 
Services newsletter.  In addition, the Forest Service’s Pacific Northwest Research Station (PNW) 
recently issued a technical report that attempts to define an economics research program to 
describe and evaluate ecosystem services (Kline 2006).  Kline (2006, pg. 7) identifies several 
key challenges or steps that are involved in applying the ecosystem services concept.  These 
include defining a typology of ecosystem services or, in other words, defining what to measure 
and how to measure it.  An important aspect of this measure involves, in Kline’s (2006, pg. 10) 
words: “translating ecosystem complexity into manageable sets of well-defined ecosystem 
metrics.”  The next challenge is to determine how these metrics are affected by specific Forest 
policy and management actions and, then, identifying these effects in terms of measurable units 
or outputs that can be assigned monetary values in a way that will allow meaningful comparison 
between alternatives.  The third challenge is to measure the value of these units or outputs in 
monetary terms that accurately reflect the societal values of these services. 

As Kline (2006, pg. 15) notes, “total ecosystem values provide little guidance to policy or 
management decisions unless these decisions can be expressed as marginal or incremental 
changes in ecosystem services.”  Evaluating the impacts of the alternatives on, for example, 
subsistence in these terms would require that the potential impacts to subsistence be quantified in 
pounds of edible resources potentially foregone and in the case of deer, for example, would 
require estimating the actual number (or at least a reasonable range) of deer that would be 
affected, negatively or positively, by the alternatives.  This type of analysis would also be 
required for salmon, marine mammals, moose, berries, and so on.  The ecological impact 
assessments presented in this EIS follow standard scientific approaches to these types of analysis 
and typically assess impacts in terms of probability and risk, not in numbers of affected deer or 
salmon, etc.  The difficulties associated with identifying production relationships and the 
corresponding units of measurements is, as noted earlier, generally considered one of the main 
challenges currently facing ecosystem services analyses.  Kline (2006, 11) notes that, in general, 
“ecologists have not been forthcoming with the types of ecosystem output measures economists 
typically desire or expect for formal economic analysis” and because “ecology is not particularly 
well suited to prediction, production relationships may be highly or purely uncertain.” 

The draft report prepared by Phillips and Silverman (2007) and included in the Wilderness 
Society comments provides a rough approximation of total economic values of “wildlands” on 
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the Tongass and Chugach National Forests.  These values are not sufficiently refined for use in 
policy and management analysis.  They are a mix of different kinds of values (total worth, 
marginal value, market and nonmarket, etc.) from a variety of studies.  Even if these total 
economic value estimates were more accurate, they would provide little guidance with respect to 
evaluating the alternatives in this EIS because the ecological impacts of the project alternatives 
are not expressed as marginal or incremental changes in a way that can be assigned monetary 
values.  This reflects the current state of knowledge and available secondary data.  The Forest 
Service, as noted above, has developed and is in the process of further refining a research agenda 
based on ecosystem services that will allow these types of non-market ecosystem services values 
to be incorporated into management decisions in the future.  We are just not there yet.   

With respect to the Tongass National Forest, scientists from the PNW Research Station in Juneau 
have recently initiated an ecosystem services research program that is aimed at using the Tongass 
as a case study of the impacts of forest management on the long-term provision of ecosystem 
services and goods.  The initial phase of this program has involved working with the MIMES 
(Multiscale Integrated Models of Ecosystem Services) model developed by leading ecosystem 
services researchers at the University of Vermont.  Initial work has focused on developing a 
simplified, dynamic model of forests and ecosystem services and goods.  Future research plans 
involve adapting MIMES to model the impacts of management decisions on the flow of 
ecosystem services and goods. 

SCS-62 – Tourism is addressed in the DEIS and FEIS in Chapter 3, Recreation, Affected 
Environment for Recreation Use and Tourism Trends.  Please also see response to SCS-108.  

SCS-63 –The Alaska Department of Commerce (the original reference comes from the Alaska 
Department of Fish and Game) Alaska Wild Food Harvest by Census Area was not used in this 
analysis because this data does not reference Hoonah individually but combines the communities 
of Skagway, Hoonah and Angoon.  Regardless, the DEIS and FEIS, Chapter 3 (and the Wildlife 
and Subsistence Resource Report), Subsistence section does address the importance of 
subsistence to the community of Hoonah and tiers to the Forest Plan that assessed subsistence 
specifically for the community of Hoonah.   

SCS-64 - Please see response to SCS-61  

SCS-65 – Please see responses to SCS-46 and 47 and the Invasive Plant Risk Assessment in the 
Project Record. 

SCS-66 - These existing roads cross small areas of moderate vulnerability karst lands.  There is 
little to no threat of introducing sediment to the karst hydrological system in moderate 
vulnerability karst lands (DEIS, Karst and Geology, Karst Vulnerability).  No karst features were 
found along these road segments.  Each road segment has been analyzed in relation to karst 
features by the Tongass Karst specialist.  

SCS-67 – The DEIS and FEIS, Chapter 3 (and the Wildlife and Subsistence Resource Report), 
Management Indicator Species and Other Wildlife, Environmental Consequences for American 
Marten, support your statement that the area is a high risk Biogeographic Province and that more 
roads would increase trapping efficiency for marten.  The Cumulative Effects on Marten, Effects 
Common to All Action Alternatives section states that Forest Plan Standard and Guideline 
retention requirements will be implemented.  These standard and guidelines require that a 
minimum of 10% of the stand structure will be maintained in high value marten habitat.  Partial 
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harvest of up to 25% of the stand meets retention requirements because 75% of the stand 
structure will be maintained.  Structure retained would include large trees that would meet 
marten standard and guidelines (see response to BC-22).  In addition, the standards and 
guidelines only apply to vegetation management that creates openings greater than 2 acres in 
size.  Partial harvest would remove individual or clumps of trees no more than 2 acres in size.  

SCS-68 – The DEIS and FEIS, Chapter 3 (and the Wildlife and Subsistence Resource Report), 
Management Indicator Species and Other Wildlife, Affected Environment and Environmental 
Consequences for American Marten sections address the factors considered to address the effects 
of alternatives on marten and their habitat.  Although the marten model does not consider 
trapping pressure, prey densities or fragmentation, the model was not the only means used to 
assess effects of alternatives on marten habitat. Field observations from wildlife biologists and 
other professionals were utilized, research papers were consulted and incorporated, consultation 
and personal communications were held with ADFG, ADFG data was incorporated, and public 
scoping comments and local knowledge were considered. High value marten habitat, trapping 
pressure and road densities were specifically address in this analysis. Indirect and cumulative 
effects considered the effects to prey species habitat. The resource report was updated to reflect 
information about the deer mortality that resulted from the 2006-2007 severe winter. Although 
there are no standards and guidelines addressing the fragmentation of habitat in Timber 
Management LUDs, connectivity was used as a critical habitat element to address fragmentation.  

SCS-69 – The DEIS and FEIS, Chapter 3 (and the Wildlife and Subsistence Resource Report), 
Management Indicator Species and Other Wildlife, Affected Environment and Environmental 
Consequences for American Marten sections describe the factors considered in the application of 
the marten model.  Although your suggestions for the marten model were considered, because 
the marten model is maintained and updated at a Forest level, the model was run using the 
guidelines as currently directed.  This is important to maintain a consistent application and use 
across the forest. Therefore the model was run using volume strata (not timtype) and was not 
adjusted to include road density.  Although there are no Forest Plan Standard and Guideline for 
road densities or coarse canopy habitat for marten, a separate evaluation of road densities 
(reference the Trapping and Road Density section) and coarse canopy habitat, using volume class 
from TimType data (refer to the DEIS and FEIS, Chapter 3, Habitat Connectivity and Old 
Growth, Affected Environment for Connectivity, Coarse Canopy section) was completed.  

SCS-70 – Thank you for providing an example of a patch size/fragmentation analysis for marten.  
Although we considered your recommendation, this is a Timber Management LUD and there are 
no Forest Plan Standards and Guidelines addressing the fragmentation of habitat in any LUD. 
Connectivity was used as a critical habitat element to address fragmentation.  Please see response 
to BC-5, BC-8, BC-9 and BC-10 for additional information on connectivity.  Please see response 
to SCS-68 for information on other data considered in addition to the marten model. 

SCS-71 – Although you recommend completing an area wide assessment of marten home 
ranges, a trapping refugia model has not been developed to address this issue. An assessment of 
marten home ranges was not completed at the project level because this was addressed in the 
development of the Forest Plan conservation strategy.  Both access management on National 
Forest lands and hunter/trapper harvest regulations administered by ADFG can be used to 
manage marten habitat. 
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Old-growth reserve (OGR) LUDs (please see response to BC-15, BC-26 and SCS-35) were 
designed to support areas large enough to maintain marten home ranges.  The Iyouktug project 
area includes, or is bordered by 2 small OGRs to the north and by a large OGR to the north, east 
and south.  The action alternatives propose to implement the interagency OGR recommendations 
that will improve the size and location of the small OGRs.  Because the majority of these 
reserves are unroaded, they would provide a “trapping refugia”.  In addition, the DEIS and FEIS, 
Chapter 3 (and the Wildlife and Subsistence Resource Report), Management Indicator Species 
and Other Wildlife, Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences for American 
Marten sections describe how a potential increase in trapping pressure would effect marten. 

SCS-72 –  The Wildlife and Subsistence Resource Report, American Marten, Affected 
Environment section, supports your statements that prey availability (including deer and salmon) 
is important to marten and reference Flynn’s work in numerous places.  The Effects Analysis 
section states that the availability of prey, mostly as it relates to habitat, was considered as an 
indirect effect to marten.  The effects to prey species were also addressed indirectly in the 
analysis of Endemic Species that focused on the Keen’s mouse. The deer mortality that occurred 
as a result of the 2006/2007 winter would have provided marten with an increased food source in 
2007.  However, if deer numbers continue to decline, then this food source may not be as 
available in future years. As for the availability of salmon to marten, a riparian management area  
buffer will be maintained around all fish bearing streams and a portion of Suntaheen Creek was 
included in the proposed OGR to maintain quality salmon habitat.  

SCS-73 – As you stated, some total road density information is available in the DEIS and FEIS, 
Chapter 3 (and the Wildlife and Subsistence Resource Report), Management Indicator Species 
and Other Wildlife, Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences for American 
Marten, Trapping and Roads Density sections.  The analysis defines the rational for assessing 
open road densities and this is consistent with other analysis completed across the forest.  If you 
are interested in more information on total road densities, the data is available in the project 
record in document IY 5p 219 (Stangl 2007-existing road miles for wildlife analysis).  Please see 
response to SCS-69 for additional information about the road density analysis. 

SCS-74 – Your recommendation to apply the “Flynn Curve” to the marten analysis was 
considered.  The Flynn Curve describes a marten and road density analysis that was described by 
Rod Flynn, Alaska Department of Fish and Game, in March of 2006.  Flynn submitted this two 
page “Marten and roads” document to an individual biologist on the Tongass National Forest.  
Although Flynn has completed some peer reviewed studies on marten, this document has not 
been peer reviewed or published and was not considered as an ADFG agency recommendation. 
Because this model has not been accepted for use on the Tongass, it was not applied to the 
marten road density analysis for this project. 

SCS-75 – The roads data that you display from the Transportation section is based on all roads 
occurring in the project area and includes some decommissioned roads.  It does not match the 
wildlife road densities because this data was based on a larger analysis area (the WAA).  

SCS-76 – Your reference to the Forest Plan Standard and Guidelines addressing marten 
mortality concerns is correct. The DEIS and FEIS, Chapter 3 (and the Wildlife and Subsistence 
Resource Report), Management Indicator Species and Other Wildlife, Affected Environment  for 
American Marten, Trapping and Road Density section states that the current marten data does 
not support that marten populations are unsustainable. Therefore road densities restrictions were 
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not assessed.  ADFG was consulted before and after the DEIS was published. ADFG has not 
identified a mortality concern with marten at this time (reference the personal communication 
record with Phil Mooney of ADFG in the project record).  This information was documented and 
added to the project record.   

In addition, a range of alternatives with varying degrees of impact will be presented to the 
decision maker (DEIS and FEIS, Chapter 2). Although Forest Plan Standards and Guidelines do 
not require any specific miles or density of roads for marten, all of the newly constructed roads 
are proposed for closure or decommissioning in Alternative 3 to eliminate motorized use and 
reduce the effects to marten.  Please also response to see SCS-11. 

SCS-77 – The Forest Plan Standards and Guidelines state that, “Where road access has been 
determined, through the analysis, to significantly contribute to unsustainable marten mortality, 
implement effective road closures to reduce mortality” (USDA Forest Service 1997a).   Road 
access has not been determined to significantly contribute to unsustainable marten mortality in 
this area.  Please see response to SCS-76 for information on alternatives that address road 
closures. 

SCS-78 –  Thank you for the information on the increase in prices for marten pelts.  The Wildlife 
and Subsistence Resource Report, Management Indicator Species and Other Wildlife, American 
Marten, Affected Environment, Trapping and Road Density section was updated to reflect some 
of this information.  The trapping data used in the DEIS and FEIS, Chapter 3 (and the Wildlife 
and Subsistence Resource Report), Management Indicator Species and Other Wildlife, Affected 
Environment for American Marten, Trapping and Road Density section was acquired from 
ADFG in 2007 (personal communication, Phil Mooney). Although the price increase of marten 
pelts that occurred between 2004 and 2006 was not specifically addressed in the marten analysis, 
this information does not change the results of the analysis.  The action alternatives will continue 
to have a “moderate” effect to marten as a result of cumulative activities that will noticeably 
affect and possibly have long term affects on individuals and their habitat. Also, in compliance 
with the Forest Plan, if marten concerns are identified in the future, we will cooperate with 
ADFG to manage marten (USDA Forest Service 1997a). 

SCS-79 - The DEIS and FEIS, Chapter 3 (and the Wildlife and Subsistence Resource Report), 
Management Indicator Species and Other Wildlife, Affected Environment and Environmental 
Consequences for Brown Bear section, discloses the effects on bears and bear habitat as a result 
of the action alternatives.  Although this was initially considered as an issue, an increase in 
mortality as a result of an increase in road access was considered in the analysis (DEIS and FEIS, 
Chapter 3, Environmental Consequences for Brown Bear and the  Wildlife and Subsistence 
Resource Report, Brown Bear, Affected Environment, Human-Induced Mortality section the 
Effects Analysis section).  

SCS-80 – Although your recommendation for additional stream buffers for bear was considered, 
the brown bear analysis was completed in compliance with the Forest Plan Standards and 
Guidelines.  Standards and guidelines do not require a 500-foot buffer on all Class I streams and 
because brown bear populations in this area are healthy, this recommendation was not adopted.  
Areas along specified streams were intentionally included in the proposed OGR to maintain bear 
foraging habitat.   

SCS-81 – Your recommendation to exclude a portion of Unit 108 from all alternatives to address 
bear foraging habitat was considered.  Your recommendation can be considered in any 
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alternative the ROD.  Additionally, Alternative 3 excludes portions of Unit 108; this would 
maintain bear foraging habitat.   

SCS-82 – The DEIS and FEIS, Chapter 3 (and the Wildlife and Subsistence Resource Report), 
Management Indicator Species (MIS) and Other Wildlife address all MIS species. Analysis for 
birds was also addressed in the DEIS and FEIS, Chapter 3 (and the Wildlife and Subsistence 
Resource Report), Migratory Bird section.  These analyses considered the current population 
trend data and the reduction in productive old growth forest, coarse canopy forest and 
disturbance of MIS bird species.  These analyses were completed in compliance with the Forest 
Plan Standards and Guidelines. 

SCS-83 – The Wildlife and Subsistence Resource Report, Endemic Terrestrial Mammals, 
Affected Environment section discloses effects related to your comments.  The analysis assumes 
that 25 percent single tree helicopter harvest would cause little change to Keen’s mouse habitat 
because, as described in the DEIS and FEIS, Chapter 3, Habitat Connectivity and Old Growth 
section, this harvest method would maintain a diverse and abundant plant understory comparable 
to plant communities typically found in old growth stands (Deal 2007; Deal and Tappeiner 2002; 
Deal 2001, p. 2074).  The research referenced was based on the review of partial harvest stands 
that removed large trees. In addition, Smith (2005) found that Keen’s mouse thrived in a variety 
of habitats and that young growth appeared to be the highest quality habitat for this species. 

SCS-84 – The DEIS and FEIS discloses the effects of the project to deer populations and 
subsistence harvest.  The DEIS and FEIS, Chapter 3 (and the Wildlife and Subsistence Resource 
Report), Subsistence section discloses that in combination with other past, present and 
reasonably foreseeable future actions, the action alternatives (if implemented through project-
level decisions and actions) may result in a significant restriction of subsistence uses of deer, due 
to potential effects on abundance and distribution, and on competition. The Subsistence analysis 
and the Chapter 3 (and the Wildlife and Subsistence Resource Report), Management Indicator 
Species (MIS) and Other Wildlife, Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences for 
Deer analysis was completed in compliance with current Forest Plan Standard and Guidelines 
and direction. Please see response to SCS-35 for additional information on the application of the 
deer model. 

SCS-85 – Please see response to SCS-35 for information on the deer model analysis. 

The DEIS and FEIS, Chapter 3 (and the Wildlife and Subsistence Resource Report), 
Management Indicator Species (MIS) and Other Wildlife, Affected Environment for Deer 
defines high value habitat and prime habitat.  High value habitat was based on the model.  
However, prime habitat was defined using high volume strata, elevation, and aspect and not the 
deer model. Please see response to BC-11 for information on other data used to assess the effects 
of alternatives on deer habitat. 

SCS-86 – Please see response to SCS-35 for information on the deer model. The DEIS and FEIS, 
Chapter 3 (and the Wildlife and Subsistence Resource Report), Subsistence section discloses that 
the model was not designed to reflect actual numbers of deer but to define habitat capability. 
However, these data provide the best available information and can be used to assess the 
differences between alternatives. 

SCS-87 – Please see response to SCS-35. 
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SCS-88 – As you recognized, deer harvest was used to assess the effects to subsistence harvest 
in the DEIS and FEIS, Chapter 3 (and the Wildlife and Subsistence Resource Report), 
Subsistence section. This information was updated and corrected to reflect deer harvest and to 
better define hunter demand. 

SCS-89 – Please see response to SCS-88. The subsistence analysis was updated to reflect some 
of your comments.  

SCS-90 – Please see response to SCS-35 for information on the application of the deer model. 

SCS-91 – Please see response to SCS-35 for information on the application of the deer model 
including why the deer model was not run with the assumption that all areas are at risk of deep 
snow. 

SCS-92 - Please see response to SCS-35 for information on the application of the deer model 
including why the deer model was not run to consider four consecutive severe winters. 

SCS-93 – Please see response to SCS-88 for updates made to the subsistence analysis and SCS-
35 for information on the application of the deer model.  

SCS-94 - Please see response to SCS-35 for information on why 25 percent partial harvest was 
excluded from the deer model.  

SCS-95 - Please see response to SCS-35 and SCS-83 for information on why 25 percent partial 
harvest was excluded from the deer model.  

SCS-96 - Please see responses to BC-22 and BC-23 for information on single tree prescriptions. 
Please see response to SCS-35 and SCS-83 for information on why 25 percent partial harvest 
was excluded from the deer model.   

SCS-97 - Please see response to SCS-35 for information on the application of the deer model 
including why the deer model was not run using TimTyp or size-density instead of volume strata. 
Doerr et al. 2005 is a peer-reviewed document from the Journal of Wildlife Management. This 
document, along with Caouette and DeGayner (2005) from the Landscape and Urban Planning 
Journal, are considered the newest and best available science when discussing this topic.  

SCS-98 – Please see response to SCS-35 for information on the application of the deer model 
including why the deer model was not run using the size density model.  

SCS-99 - Please see response to SCS-35 for information on the use of the size density model.   

SCS-100 - Please see response to SCS-35 for information on the application of the deer model 
including why the deer multiplier was not changed for the deer model. 

SCS-101 - Please see response to SCS-35 for information on the application of the deer model 
including the shortcomings of the model. 

SCS-102 – Please see response to SCS-35 for information on the application of the deer model 
including why the model was run assuming that past harvest was volume class 5.  

SCS-103 – Please see response to SCS-35 for information on the application of the deer model 
and the analysis of high value habitat. The analysis was completed in compliance with current 
direction and meets Forest Plan Standards and Guidelines.  The analysis defines the reductions in 
deer habitat for a range of alternatives so that the decision maker can make an informed decision. 
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SCS-104 – We considered your recommendation to map unit boundaries with quartiles.  
Although this information was not displayed in the resource report, a map showing unit 
boundaries with quartiles was added to the project record.   

SCS-105 – The DEIS and FEIS, Chapter 3 (and the Wildlife and Subsistence Resource Report), 
Management Indicator Species (MIS) and Other Wildlife, Affected Environment for Deer 
supports your statement that prime habitat was defined using volume strata.  Please see response 
to SCS-35 for information on the use of volume strata. The DEIS and FEIS, Chapter 3 (and the 
Wildlife and Subsistence Resource Report), Habitat Connectivity and Old Growth Reserves 
analysis also considered the effects to larger trees (volume class 6 and 7) habitat. 

SCS-106 – Please see response to SCS-103. 

SCS-107 – The DEIS and FIES, Chapter 3, and Wildlife and Subsistence Resource Report, 
Subsistence, Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences for Deer section address 
the effects of an increase of roads on deer. 

SCS-108 – The recreation economic information is not in the timber economic section, but it can 
be found in the Recreation section of Chapter 3.  The determination was made to keep the 
economics sections with their particular resource because this economic information completed 
the resources section’s discussions on existing and impacted environments.   

The original paragraph in the DEIS related to outfitters and guides was incorrect, and new 
information has become available since the DEIS was written.  We have clarified this paragraph 
in the FEIS in response to your comment (Chapter 3, Recreation, Environment and Effects, 
Affected Environment for Recreation Use and Tourism Trends). 

SCS-109 – The DEIS, Chapter 3 Recreation, Affected Environment for Recreation Opportunity 
Spectrum (ROS) section explains the Tongass Forest Plan’s (1997) goals and objectives for 
managing the recreation resource in the three different LUDs within the project area.  The 
definitions for Recreation Opportunity Spectrum (ROS) can be found in the Recreation Resource 
Report, Appendix A. 

The term moderate change to the recreation resource comes from a comparison of the changes to 
the ROS acreage and setting indicators: Visual Quality, Access, Remoteness, Visitor 
Management, On-site Recreation Development, Social Encounters and Visitor Impacts.   The 
actual change of the ROS designation in acreage of the project area is small, the largest being 
Alternative 2 which changed 8% of the land from Semi-primitive to Roaded Modified, a total of 
3,369 acres of a 40,651 acre sale.  This is an acceptable recreation resource change to Timber 
Production and Scenic Viewshed LUDs.  This would be considered a low impact to recreation 
resource.  But the other consideration was the amount of existing disturbance within the sale area 
which pushed the level of impacts to moderate. 

SCS-110 - Please see response to BC-6 and BC-7.  Measures to minimize the probability of 
windthrow of buffers or unit edges have been considered and where risk indicates a need, 
addressed on individual unit basis in unit cards and prescriptions.  Please see the FEIS, Chapter 
3, Timber and Vegetation Section, Single Tree Selection and direct and indirect effects on 
windthrow risk.    

SCS-111 – Please see responses to BC-6 and BC-20.  Given the variability and changes in 
weather, it is not practical to guarantee or predict that future large scale wind damage will or will 
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not occur in the project area under any of the proposed alternatives, including the no action 
alternative. 

SCS-112 – Please see responses to BC-22 and BC-23.   

SCS-113 – Yellow-cedar is also harvested using ground-based systems and is used locally. 
Current market demand projections assume approximately 50 percent of harvested yellow-cedar 
is processed locally (Lerum 2008).   Please also see response to SCS-19.     

SCS-114 – Natural regeneration is expected to be abundant; all past harvest areas on the Hoonah 
Ranger District have been certified as naturally regenerated based on field surveys.  Please also 
see response to BC-23.   

SCS-115 –Please see responses to BC-6, BC-22 and BC-23.  None of the proposed activities are 
on high vulnerability karstlands nor near any rare wetlands or soils described in the EIS (the 
unique soils in this project area). Thus, these areas are not at a higher risk of windthrow than 
under natural conditions for these activities. 

SCS-116 – Please see responses to BC-6 and BC-18.   

SCS-117 –  The DEIS and FEIS, Chapter 3, Direct and Indirect Effects on Forest Vegetation 
discuss silvicultural prescriptions and species and diameter classes proposed for harvest.  Table 
3SV-5 displays the acres of proposed harvest by volume strata. Please also see responses to BC-
22, BC-23, and SCS-31. 

SCS-118 -  The IDT and the Responsible Official evaluated the potential effects on subsistence 
uses and needs as required by ANILCA (see Chapter 3 DEIS, Subsistence).  Chapter 3 of the 
DEIS and FEIS, Subsistence, Subsistence Findings, discloses that the alternatives for this project 
would likely result in a significant possibility of a significant restriction on subsistence deer 
resources and uses.  The updated the analyses of community subsistence use in the Forest Plan 
Amendment concluded the same. 

A formal subsistence hearing was held in Hoonah, Alaska but no one testified.  A formal hearing 
was also scheduled in Angoon, Alaska but weather precluded the hearing officer from attending.  
A Forest Service representative, however, was present and one individual did show up for the 
hearing.  The hearing officer later called this individual and his testimony was taken and 
recorded by phone.  The transcript of this testimony is in the Iyouktug project record.   The FEIS, 
Chapter 3, Subsistence section was updated to reflect the public hearings and the subsistence 
findings.  Please also see responses to SCS-118, BC-4, EH-1, and JM-3.    

The DEIS and FEIS, Chapter 3 (and the Wildlife and Subsistence Resource Report), Subsistence  
analysis was updated to disclose the information on deer habitat capability.  Please see responses 
to SCS-88 and 89. 

SCS-119 –  The DEIS and FEIS, Chapter 3 (and the Wildlife and Subsistence Resource Report), 
Threatened, Endangered, Petitioned, and Sensitive Wildlife Species, Goshawk section addresses 
the effects to goshawk nest sites and the measures taken to maintain a no harvest buffer around 
nest sites. The biologically preferred goshawk nest buffer was not incorporated into an 
alternative because it was up to the decision maker’s discretion as to what buffer would be 
considered in the analysis.  

SCS-120 – The DEIS and FEIS, Chapter 3 (and the Wildlife and Subsistence Resource Report), 
Threatened, Endangered, Petitioned, and Sensitive Wildlife Species, Goshawk section, describe 
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the effects to foraging habitat as a result of changes to productive old growth forest. Although 
not specifically mentioned, winter habitat would include the same parameters as nesting and 
foraging habitat that was addressed in the analysis.  

SCS-121 – The DEIS and FEIS, Chapter 3 (and the Wildlife and Subsistence Resource Report), 
Threatened, Endangered, Petitioned, and Sensitive Wildlife Species, Goshawk section, describe 
the effects of harvest activities to the goshawk and its habitat.  Please see response to SCS-42 for 
a clarification of harvest activities considered in this analysis. 

SCS-122 - The level of analysis presented in the FEIS is consistent with Forest Plan direction.  

SCS-123 – The Iyouktug Roads Analysis and other documents and information were used to 
propose the road management for the Iyouktug DEIS.  The Roads Analysis is not a decision 
document.  The Iyouktug Roads Analysis (Matter 2003) includes information and decisions from 
the 2002 Access and Travel Management Plan EA decision and past, current, and anticipated 
management on the Hoonah Ranger District.  The 2001 EA presented alternatives for the 
management of roads on the Hoonah Ranger District and informed the public of those 
alternatives.  This EA also considered a range of options for road maintenance and options for 
future road maintenance.   Another ATM analysis is scheduled for 2009, and it will re-evaluate 
the 2002 decision.  Roads and road management options for roads built, reconstructed, or with 
bridge replacements in the Iyouktug project area will be covered with the decision on this 
project.  Please also see response to SCS-20. 

SCS-124 - The Forest Service Manual [FSM 1970.6] states, in part, that "the responsible line 
officer determines the scope, appropriate level, and complexity of economic and social analysis 
needed."  The Iyouktug project is a timber sale project, and was proposed to respond to the goals 
and objectives identified by the Forest Plan for the timber resource and to help move the project 
area toward the desired condition identified in the Forest Plan for the lands within the Timber 
Production and Scenic Viewshed LUDs. 

The Forest Service is not required to quantify, in monetary terms, all of the costs and benefits 
associated with non-market impacts, and in fact, under most planning and project conditions, all 
costs and benefits cannot be monetarily valued. 

The analysis of the project’s potential effects on these non-market values is reasonable and 
consistent with Forest Service Manual and Handbook guidance regarding social and economic 
analyses. 

The financial efficiency analysis displayed in Table 3TR2 compares the estimated Forest Service 
direct expenditures with the estimated financial revenues of each project alternative.  The Forest 
Service is not required to quantify the non-market benefits and costs associated with every 
timber sale.  However, the Forest Service is required to “ensure that unquantified environmental 
amenities and values [are] given appropriate consideration in decision-making along with 
economic and technical considerations” [42 USC 4332(2)(B)].  As stated above, the Iyouktug 
Timber Sale EIS discusses the potential effects of the project on the non-market values, such as 
subsistence, wildlife, recreation, fisheries, water quality, soils, and wetlands as well as the 
impacts to the inventoried roadless areas. 

SCS-125 – A logging/transportation plan was developed prior to the Position Statement and used 
in the Iyouktug Roads Analysis.  That plan was used as a basis for planning the Iyouktug Timber 
Sale EIS and further refined during on the ground investigation to access proposed units in the 
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sale area.  As explained in Chapter 2, Alternative Development Process, as we designed this sale, 
we attempted to limit the amount of road building to improve economics and to reduce impacts 
of roads on resources. 

SCS-126 –  Please see response to SCS-21.  

SCS-127 – Please see response to SCS-20 for information on closing and decommissioning 
roads. Although Appendix K of the Forest Plan states that roads should be minimized to the 
extent feasible, it does not exclude roads from OGRs.  The Iyouktug Interagency Old Growth 
Reserve Review Team acknowledged that open roads will be maintained within the small OGRs 
within the project area.  The interagency team felt that the habitat value of these areas was 
important enough to include them in the OGR even with open roads.   

SCS-128- A portion of Road 8534 would be closed after the timber harvest through the 2002 
ATM decision (USDA Forest Service 2002b).  Please also see response to SCS-66.  Road 85093 
is not in the Project area.   

SCS-129 - Please see responses to SCS-20, SCS-123, and SCS-125.  The past analyses of roads 
informed and drove the overall project design (Chapter 2, Alternative Development Process), 
while the issues drove the alternatives.  We recognize the importance of limiting road 
construction and open roads while also designing a project that meets the Purpose and Need for 
the project.  As stated in the Iyouktug Roads Analysis (Matter 2003), “Since opportunities do 
exist for future expanding resource and roading activities, the minimum road system for the 
IRAP2 area is not in place.”   

SCS-130 - The 2003 Iyouktug Roads Analysis is available by request from the project record 
(Matter 2003).  While additional roads have been identified and analyzed in the DEIS, the 
Iyouktug Roads Analysis is a beginning point for the project.     

SCS-131 – In response to your comments, the IDT reviewed the conditions of several roads.  
The Roads Analysis Process included Road 85305 (Matter 2003, p. 23); it states "Assign road 
#85305 to the access road at the Suntaheen fish pass at MP 11.15 on #8530."  A review of both 
the ATM decision (USDA Forest Service 2002b) and the Roads Analysis showed that NFS road 
85305 was incorrectly identified in the DEIS for closure.  Because no such decision was made, 
this closure was removed from consideration in all alternatives, including the no action 
alternative.   The IDT analyzed this change in the FEIS (Chapter 2 and Chapter 3), and in the 
analysis in the project record. 

In the decision for the Iyouktug project, the decision maker will decide which roads built, 
reconstructed, or with bridge replacements in the Iyouktug project area would be open or closed 
(and place into storage); further analysis related to the roads rule will occur during the upcoming 
Access Travel Management analysis process.  Related to roads analysis, please also see 
responses to SCS-20, 123, 130, and 132.    

SCS-132 – The Iyouktug ROD will include a decision on road management objectives for roads 
constructed, reconstructed, or with bridge replacements in the Iyouktug project; this will 
determine which of these roads are open or closed by vehicle class (see DEIS, Appendix C, Road 
Cards).  Engineering and motorized access by vehicle class of every road on the Hoonah Ranger 
District will also be analyzed in the ATM update planned for 2009.     
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SCS-133 – The information on roads currently open in the Iyouktug area was provided by Chris 
Budke, an Iyouktug IDT member, based on in-the field knowledge of the roads and current road 
use.  The Iyouktug Roads Analysis covers a larger area than the Iyouktug Timber Sale EIS, 
resulting in more miles of road being included in the Roads Analysis.  Information on roads is 
available in the EIS as well as in the Project Record. 

SCS-134 – The 2002 ATM, Roads Analysis (Matter 2003), RCS, and annual road maintenance 
plans identify maintenance issues (Iyouktug project record).  There are no known erosion 
problems affecting water quality on any of the open or closed roads in the Iyouktug project area.  
Any known items of concern on roads, such as bridges that need to be replaced and red and gray 
pipes have been identified and discussed in the DEIS and updated in the FEIS and in the project 
record.  Additional information about current road conditions and maintenance needs has been 
added to the project record and the FEIS.  Priorities for maintenance are tied to maintaining 
roads to Maintenance Level Standard.  Please also see response to SCS-123.  This information 
will be considered in the FEIS for this project.   

SCS-135 – In the decision for this project, the decision maker will decide which roads built, 
reconstructed, or with bridge replacements in the Iyouktug project area would be open or closed 
(and place into storage).  Temporary road decommissioning will be part of the timber sale 
contract. National Forest System roads will be closed/put into storage or kept open as determined 
in the ROD.  If a change was determined to be necessary for keeping roads open, a new NEPA 
analysis/decision would have to occur.   

SCS-136 –  The DEIS and FEIS, Chapter 3 (and the Wildlife and Subsistence Resource Report) 
considered the effects of increased road use as part of the effect of harvest activities on wildlife. 
Please see response to SCS-42 the definition of harvest activities. The effects of roads are 
specifically addressed in the DEIS and FEIS Chapter 3, Environmental Consequences for 
American Marten and for Brown Bear sections. All new roads were considered as opened during 
harvest activities for all wildlife analysis.  Please see response to SCS-168 for sediment.  In 
terms of the transportation system, roads actively used in association with timber harvest 
activities will receive road maintenance commensurate with the use.  The changes in the 
Iyouktug road system are not expected to impact long-term access or travel management on the 
existing Hoonah road system because roads proposed for continued maintenance are determined 
necessary for the protection, administration and utilization of the National Forest System lands 
and the use and development of its resources.    

SCS-137 – In the case of Iyouktug, we determined that the road closure activities of roads 
covered by the 2002 ATM Decision was not a connected action and should be analyzed as part 
of cumulative effects because it was a different decision than Iyouktug and by analyzing it this 
way it shows the impact of this ATM decision on the project area.  Whether the closure of Road 
8534 is considered ongoing or part of this action, the effects of keeping Road 8534 and other 
roads open was analyzed.  As stated in Chapter 2 of the DEIS and FEIS, Alternatives Considered 
in Detail section, Road 8534 would be used and closed/stored after timber sale harvest (ATM 
decision, USDA Forest Service 2002b).   The use of the road and the future closure/storage was 
analyzed in the DEIS and FEIS action alternatives.  Our expectation of its future closure is 
justified.  The Hoonah Ranger District has a good record of for placing roads into storage; 
approximately 10-20 miles of road have been placed into storage by Public Works Contract 
every year since the 2002 ATM decision (see the Iyouktug Project Record for road maintenance 
plan accomplishments for examples).  A portion of the Forest’s annual maintenance funding is 
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set aside to continue this activity on ATM identified ML1 roads (not needed for current 
administrative use).  See also response to SCS-20 

SCS-138 – The harvest rotations/cutting cycle in the Iyouktug area are expected to be 75 years 
(for shovel units) and not less than 110 years for clearcut units (please also see response to BC-
23).  Whether timber is harvested on a short or long rotation is irrelevant as far as reconstructing 
roads go.  If a road is needed for future harvest activities it will be designated as an NFS road.  
Please see response to SCS-20 and SCS-137. 

SCS-139 - Please see response to DEIS and FEIS Chapter 3 and see SCS-20.  Also please note 
that the RMO and 2002 ATM identified 8534 as important for subsistence users out to the point 
it will be placed into storage post-sale. 

SCS-140 – A transportation map is included in the DEIS and FEIS as the first map in 
Appendices, Appendix C, Road Cards.  A transportation map would be included in the ROD.  
Individual road cards display or describe known concerns such as bridge replacement locations, 
culvert locations, and red pipes (see DEIS Appendix C and response to OHMP-3).     

SCS-141 – Road miles for new and existing roads are based on current GIS data (electronic files 
including GIS comprise the Forest Transportation Atlas).  New road locations were visited on the 
ground, recorded in road logs, and transferred to GIS using notes, orthophotos, and on-the-
ground knowledge.  GIS and INFRA are the most up to date information available and allow 
comparison within and across resources.  Decommissioned temporary roads are no longer 
considered roads, but do remain in our analysis and on the current GIS roads layer along with 
Maintenance Level 1 roads that are placed in storage.  See also the response to SCS-133. 

SCS-142 – Please see response to SCS-141.  We will be revising the Hoonah Ranger District 
ATM plan in 2009 and will work on updating our road atlas, INFRA, GIS, and maps for the 
ATM effort. 

SCS-143 – The last segment of road 8534 is a ML 1 road and is in storage. 

SCS-144 - Please also see response to SCS-136.  In the past several years, there has been 
adequate funding to maintain the roads in HRD as per the 2002 decision.  The proposal for the 
new ATM will use the average annual road maintenance budget projections as sideboards for 
what roads can be maintained at what levels.  It is expected to provide a forest transportation 
system that will be economically feasible given the reduced road maintenance budget.  As stated 
in Transportation System in Chapter 3 of the DEIS and FEIS, the proposals in this EIS are based 
on, and compatible with, the past analysis, and the road management objectives from this 
decision will be included in the new ATM plan.  The financial analysis of all roads and their 
maintenance will be included in that analysis.   

SCS-145 –  The cost of long-term road maintenance is considered in this analysis by comparing, 
between the alternatives, the miles of road left open in the project area after the timber sale and 
2002 ATM decision are implemented (see Chapter 3, Transportation System, Roads Analysis 
Process and Cumulative Effects of Alternatives).  However, the wording in the FEIS (Chapter 3, 
Transportation System, Cumulative Effects of Alternatives) has been adjusted in an attempt to 
clarify the fact that, cumulatively, there would be less road open, and thus less maintenance 
needed after Alternatives 3, 4, and 5 were implemented, than for Alternative 2 (the Proposed 
Action) or Alternative 1 (No Action).  Alternative 2 leaves more road open cumulatively because 
of the abundance of new open roads in Alternative 2; Alternative 1 leaves more road open 
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cumulatively because Road 8534 would not be closed due to the prior ATM decision.  Please 
also see Chapter 2, Table 2-1, footnote 5 and the responses to SCS-123, 136 and 137. 

SCS-146 – Please see responses to SCS-136 and SCS-144. 

SCS-147 –   In response to your comments, the IDT reviewed the condition of non-system roads 
(roads identified as unauthorized in the DEIS) and other roads.  Chapter 3 of the FEIS now 
explains the condition of non-system road (called “unauthorized roads” throughout the Iyouktug 
analysis); approximately 6.6 miles of the 7 miles of non-system road are decommissioned to the 
standards in place at the time of harvest.  Approximately 0.4 miles of the non-system road are 
open roads accessing existing rock quarries; these are the only unauthorized.roads (by today’s 
standards and definitions) in the Iyouktug project area (Transportation section).  As described in 
Chapter 2 of the FEIS because of the need for rock pits for this project, as well as for future road 
maintenance, all action alternatives now propose reclassifying 0.4 miles of existing, open, 
unauthorized roads that access rock pits to NFS roads.  Using today’s road vocabulary, this 
reclassification is called construction.    

The footnote in Table 3TR-1, displays that we recognized and correctly categorized the “re-use” 
of an old temporary road as new construction of a temporary road.  It does not mean that the 
former temporary road was not decommissioned.    

Each year the Hoonah Ranger District prepares a road maintenance plan for District road work 
and maintenance needs and to provide a way to report accomplishments.  It includes costs, 
accomplishments, and deferred maintenance needs.  Several years of road maintenance plans as 
well as an estimate of deferred maintenance needs and costs have been added to the Iyouktug 
Project Record to provide additional information.   Please also see responses to SCS-137 and 
SCS-145. 

SCS-148 – Field reviews shows roads are maintained to standard and are mainly in good 
condition, with normal, annual road maintenance needs (small slumps or slide clearing, ditch 
cleaning, or removal of blowdown) dealt with regularly.  Please see response to SCS-134 and 
SCS-137. 

SCS-149 – We have not received any notice of violation of water quality standards from the 
State of Alaska related to road maintenance needs in the project area.  Timber sales are not 
required to bear the costs of culvert repair.  Limited funds are allocated by Congress for this 
purpose, and will be appropriated according to priorities across the forest.  Please also see 
response to SCS-20 and OHMP-3.  

SCS-150 - Please see response to SCS-145  

SCS-151 -  For existing roads, activities such as blading, minor slump and slide removal, 
cleaning of drainage structures and brushing are considered maintenance items to make a road 
suitable for use .  For the Iyouktug analysis, items like culvert installation or replacement, bridge 
replacement, subgrade repair and surfacing are considered reconstruction items. 

SCS-152 – Bridges are inspected for safety every 2 years.  Existing bridges in the Project Area 
will no longer support commercial traffic or recreational traffic in the near future because they 
are at the end of their useful life.   

SCS-153 - “Temporary roads” describes roads used on a timber sale and then decommissioned 
after harvest.  Temporary roads are authorized by the timber sale contract and then are required 
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to be decommissioned as part of that contract; they are constructed to the minimum necessary 
standards to satisfy environmental concerns and to get the specific job done.  They are of 
minimum width and have a minimum amount of fill material placed on the surface.  They are 
decommissioned after use.  Roads that may be left open are NFS roads; the wording in the 
Transportation Specialist Report was corrected to reflect the correct terminology.  
Decommissioning is part of the timber sale contract to be accomplished by the Purchaser. 

SCS-154 – Activities are similar for road decommissioning and road storage, but there are minor 
differences between the two actions.  Temporary road decommissioning involves removal of all 
culverts; whereas some culverts (for ditch relief) may be left in place on roads in storage (see 
definition of road decommissioning and road storage in the FEIS, Chapter 4, Glossary).  Related 
to wetlands, temporary roads are temporary in use but the fills are permanent.  The impacts of all 
roads on wetlands are described in the Wetland Resource Reports and Wetland section in 
Chapter 3 of the DEIS and FEIS.  Under the Clean Water Act a temporary fill is not the same as 
a temporary or permanent forest road. Temporary roads are permanent fills under the Clean 
Water Act.   

The terminology related to unauthorized and temporary roads, as used in the Iyouktug analysis, 
was clarified in the FEIS, Chapter 3, Transportation section.  By adding the footnote in Table 
3TR-1, we displayed that we recognized and correctly categorized the “re-use” of an old 
temporary road as new construction of a temporary road.  We analyzed the effects of all roads for 
the Iyouktug project.  Additional information regarding the condition of non-system roads has 
been added to the Iyouktug project record.  Please also see response to SCS-147.   

SCS-155 – Temporary roads are used for short-term access; they would not be designated for 
ongoing use because they would be decommissioned after timber harvest.  One of the reasons 
that temporary roads are decommissioned is to avoid future resource damage (see definition of 
road decommissioning in the DEIS and FEIS, Chapter 4, Glossary).  There will be BMP 
implementation monitoring of road closures to assure that these roads are closed.  We have a 
high compliance rate with BMPs, as demonstrated by our 2006 annual BMP monitoring report 
(USDA Forest Service 2007e).     

SCS-156 – The DEIS and FEIS, Chapter 3, Management Indicator Species (MIS) and Other 
Wildlife Species and Subsistence sections assessed the affects of all temporary roads during 
project activities. All temporary roads were considered open during project activities and closed 
and decommissioned once activities were completed. 

SCS-157 – Management within Timber LUDs, following Forest Plan Standards and Guidelines, 
allows for the construction, use, and maintenance of roads as an appropriate means for 
accomplishing timber harvest activities.  We do not refute your claim that road construction or 
reconstruction have some impact on the environment and resources; however, we disagree to the 
severity the impact.  See Chapter 3, Direct and Indirect Effects on Water Quality-Sediment and 
on Fish for further information on these expected impacts.  See also EPA-1, EPA-2, SCS-136, 
SCS-148, SCS-149, and SCS-155. 

Additionally, with the exception of the Reid & Dunne study these articles are about roads 
constructed of native surface and not shot rock used in road building practices in Alaska.  Rock 
quality here is high as evidenced it must be drilled and blasted rather than ripped.  Reid & Dunne 
cites the importance of high quality aggregate to reduce erosion; their study was also done during 
winter haul in 1984, current Timber Sale Contracts requires haul to be stopped when rutting of 

Appendix B Responses to Comments

138 Iyouktug Timber Sales FEIS



road surface occurs.  Surfaced roads to be stored or decommissioned act as a sediment trap and 
should be left in place with drainage structures removed. 

SCS-158 – The timber economics section speaks to the analysis of helicopter harvest (DEIS and 
FEIS, Chapter 3).  Helicopters are considered during transportation planning. Also helicopter 
activities were considered during project design and described in the DEIS and FEIS (see 
Chapter 2, Alternative Development Process and Design Elements Common to All Action 
Alternatives, Timber Harvesting).  As described in Chapter 2, all sites would be located in pre-
existing developed sites or in areas that are proposed for development.  

Please see response to SCS-42 for information on helicopter activities and wildlife. Forest Plan 
Standards and Guidelines for goshawks will be applied. There are no standards and guidelines 
pertaining to the management of bear dens. The majority of harvest activities are expected to 
occur during the summer months when bears are not in dens. 

SCS-159 – Bridges to be replaced in Alternative 1 will be replaced regardless of the proposed 
timber sale because these roads have been identified in the 2002 ATM decision to remain in use.  
As mentioned in the Stream Crossing and Bridges section (DEIS, Chapter 3, Transportation 
System)  there is a possibility of using one or two bridges several times, installing and pulling the 
bridge as a road is constructed and then placed into storage or decommissioning reducing the 
costs by over $20,000 per installation. 

SCS-160 – Please see Table 3WF-6 in the DEIS.  This table displays cumulative (past, present 
and future) canopy removal by subwatershed.  It lists one subwatershed (Middle Suntaheen) with 
cumulative canopy removal of 28% in one alternative, Alternative 2.  Please see the analysis of 
direct and indirect effects on water quality-temperature regarding your concern on increased 
stream temperatures. 

The application of BMPs during layout, implementation, and maintenance will maintain water 
quality to State of Alaska standards for all alternatives and limit instream impacts.  This will 
avoid compromising spawning and rearing habitat. 

SCS-161 – The text explaining the relevance of Walters and Prefontaine (2005) has been 
updated in Chapter 3 of the FEIS and corresponding resource reports in the project record.  The 
Prince of Wales (POW) study was used to demonstrate that stream temperatures within the 
Iyouktug watersheds should not be showing any increases due to past timber harvest due to the 
similarity of stand age between the past harvest in Iyouktug and those of the POW study.  We 
agree that maintaining intact riparian stands play a primary role in maintaining stream 
temperatures.  All significant stream channels (Class I-III) within proposed units under this 
proposed project will receive buffers as per the Stream Channel Protection Measures outlined in 
Appendix B of the DEIS.  Class IV streams will be protected by following Best Management 
Practices also outlined in Appendix B of the DEIS. 

Additional study of angular canopy density is not warranted and outside the scope of this 
analysis.  Currently, RMAs adjacent to harvest units are in a natural undisturbed condition, 
comprised of old growth riparian forest.  Stream course protection, additional RAW zones and 
partial harvest prescriptions are designed to maintain buffer windfirmness. 

SCS-162 – Windthrow was considered an important factor in this analysis and all action 
alternatives. Riparian buffers were designed to minimize windthrow through site-specific 
Reasonable Assurance of Windfirmness (RAW) zones adjacent to RMAs.  The combination of 
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RMA and RAW zone buffers, as well as partial harvests, are intended to maintain the overall 
integrity of the current riparian vegetation. 

According to the 2006 Annual Monitoring and Evaluation Report, monitoring results have 
shown that post harvest windthrow is present in 25% of buffers associated with harvest units 
harvested during the 6 years from 2000 through 2005 across the forest.  The average amount of 
windthrow in the buffers is 2.3 percent. The amount of windthrow is expressed as the cumulative 
number of trees windthrown divided by the original number standing trees in a buffer. The 
cumulative amount of windthrow in the buffers is highly variable and ranges from 0 to 73 
percent (USDA Forest Service, 2007).  See also SCS-160 and SCS-161. 

SCS-163 – There is no research or information to indicate that current riparian buffers are 
inadequate in protecting stream temperatures.  Furthermore, the effects of climate change on the 
natural resources of the Tongass are highly uncertain, especially over the long run, and likely to 
be small, especially over the next 10 to 15 years.  While there is general agreement among 
scientists that the climate is warming, there is considerable uncertainty concerning the exact 
effects of climate change on the forests of Southeast Alaska and how best to deal with possible 
changes to the many resources on the Tongass.  There is a risk that climate change may trigger 
other changes (wind, windthrow, air and water temperature changes, etc.), however, there is 
considerable uncertainty concerning specific predictions of how the climate may change, and 
even more uncertainty regarding the effects of climate change on resources of the Tongass 
National Forest.  The state of current knowledge and the uncertainty about specific effects of 
climate change, gives us no reason to believe that the Iyouktug project will exacerbate climate 
change or its effects.  We think the Forest Plan provides for resiliency in the face of uncertain but 
anticipated change, and believe that knowing more information on climate change is not essential 
to making a reasoned decision about Iyouktug. 

SCS-164 – High stream temperatures in Southeast Alaska are likely to occur during warm, 
rainless weather and resulting low stream flow periods regardless of watershed harvest levels or 
extent of past riparian harvest.  This confirms the importance of current riparian management 
practices of the Forest Plan.  Shade provided by intact riparian forests moderates the effects of 
climate on stream temperature.  Please see response to SCS-161 and SCS-163. 

SCS-165 – Your request for additional collection of stream flow and water temperature data in 
the project area is noted, however we feel that sufficient data was collected to complete our 
analysis. 

SCS-166 – Qualitative descriptions of effects labels are found in the Environmental 
Consequences for Watershed and Fish section in Chapter 3.  Additionally, hydrology and 
fisheries technicians identified specific concerns while conducting field surveys of streams and 
fish habitat in the project area.  These concerns included issues such as channel type, steep, 
unstable side-slopes (for fish/watershed), and slope gradient (soils/wetlands).  Responses to these 
concerns, BMPs that will be applied, and mitigation measures can be seen in the unit cards for 
specific concerns; pinpointing locations and mitigation measure for specific sites, as well as 
maps for each unit with specific information on slope gradient (slopes greater than 72% shown 
on maps), stream classes, stream channel type and existing harvest unit with year harvested. 

SCS-167 – Please see the response to OHMP-3 and SCS-149 for information on red pipes.  The 
ATM identified some of your concerns and some of these problems have been addressed.  The 
slide and slump problems on road 8534 was repaired under Equipment Rental Contract during 
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the summer of 2007.  Other issues will be addressed during the sale (if needed).  The decision 
maker will consider the effects of past practices and cumulative watershed effects in his decision.  
Please also see Chapter 3, Direct and Indirect Effects on Water Quality-Sediment and on Fish for 
further information on these expected impacts.  See also SCS-20, SCS-149, SCS-155, and SCS-
157. 

SCS-168 – Thank you for directing our attention to a potentially misleading citation in the DEIS.  
We have clarified this section in the FEIS.  The studies cited in Hicks et al. (1991) measured 
sediment increases associated with intensive logging, without use of BMPs, in two watersheds 
between 1957 and 1964.  Activities during this seven-year period included clearcut harvest of 
22% and 29% basin area (including riparian harvest) and construction of 23 and 12 miles of 
road.  Sediment increases were partly attributed to landslides in steep clearcuts and use of a 
quarry that discharged sediment directly into the stream.  The effects described represent a 
worst-case scenario of logging that is no longer practiced in the Tongass NF.  Because the 
Iyouktug project would incorporate state-of-the-art BMPs in full compliance with current state 
and federal regulations, we do not anticipate measurable increases in sediment or any 
exceedences of state water quality standards for the growth and propagation of fish. 

SCS-169 – The Iyouktug Record of Decision explains how this project complies with the Clean 
Water Act.  The project would not violate water quality standards.  Please see responses to DEC-
2, EPA-1, EPA-2, SCS-149, and SCS-168. 

SCS-170 – The 2006 Forest Plan Monitoring and Evaluation Report summarizes ‘grab’ sample 
turbidity compliance monitoring conducted during culvert installation and replacement.  
Turbidity data reported in FY 2006 demonstrates compliance with State water quality criteria. 
The elevated turbidity levels typically recovered to background levels within 48 hours. At the 
sites where this did not occur, additional mitigation was applied to decrease the turbidity levels. 
We routinely consult with ADEC on corrective actions when turbidity is elevated.  Analysis of 
continuous turbidity data is underway in case study watersheds on Prince of Wales Island. 
Progress reports are summarized in the 2005 and 2006 Forest Plan Monitoring and Evaluation 
Report.  Please see also EPA-2 and SCS-149. 

SCS-171 – We have not violated water quality standards for turbidity or sediment.  The cited 
USFS reports (Paustian 1987 and the 2004 M&E report) do not conclude that water quality 
standards were violated.  We have not received any notice of violation of water quality standards 
from the State of Alaska.  Please see also EPA-2 and SCS-149. 

SCS-172 – The Forest Plan does not require sediment monitoring.  We continue to work 
cooperatively with the State of Alaska to develop and apply water quality monitoring protocols. 

SCS-173 –  Please see response to SCS-163. 

SCS-174 – As a federal agency operating under the silvicultural exemption from the 404 
permitting process, we follow applicable laws and regulations including Executive Order 11990 
and the Code of Federal regulations, which defines actions to be taken to meet the silvicultural 
exemption.   

The intent of EO 11990 and subsequent regulations is to avoid new construction in wetlands to 
the extent practicable and when wetlands can not be avoided, to include all practicable measures 
to minimize harm to wetlands which may result from such use.  In making this finding, the head 
of the agency may take into account economic, environmental, and other pertinent factors.  
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The project area is nearly half wetland but less than half of the roads are located on wetlands. 
This data is presented as an indicator that road construction is avoiding wetlands to the extent 
possible (at the project scale) as required by federal regulations.  Please see DEIS and FEIS, 
Wetland Avoidance section.  Further avoidance of wetlands would lead to more roads on steeper 
slopes and thus is not environmentally preferred to road construction on wetlands. Wetland 
avoidance at the road segment scale is discussed on the individual road cards (DEIS, Appendices 
B and C). 

SCS-175 –  The graphics provided after the comment period were reviewed and considered by 
the IDT.  The graphics are included in the Iyouktug project record. 

Appendix B Responses to Comments

142 Iyouktug Timber Sales FEIS



Responses to Comments Appendix B

Iyouktug Timber Sales FEIS 143



Appendix B Responses to Comments

144 Iyouktug Timber Sales FEIS



Responses to Comments Appendix B

Iyouktug Timber Sales FEIS 145



Appendix B Responses to Comments

146 Iyouktug Timber Sales FEIS



Responses to Comments Appendix B

Iyouktug Timber Sales FEIS 147



Appendix B Responses to Comments

148 Iyouktug Timber Sales FEIS



Responses to Comments Appendix B

Iyouktug Timber Sales FEIS 149



Appendix B Responses to Comments

150 Iyouktug Timber Sales FEIS



Responses to Comments Appendix B

Iyouktug Timber Sales FEIS 151



Responses to SEACC – Erika Bjorum, Southeast Alaska Conservation Council 

 
SEACC-1 – Please see responses to SCS-5 and BC-25.  

SEACC-2 – Please see response to BC-25.  Since none of the proposed harvest units or other 
timber sale activities affect or would have any influence on the Spasski watershed, or have an 
affect on the sport fishery in the Spasski drainage, cumulative impacts would be minimal to non 
existent on this resource with activities occurring in the Iyouktug drainage.  With regards to 
fisheries, even if the previous timber harvesting in the Spasski drainage affected this resource, 
activities in Iyouktug would have no influence on the Spasski watershed.  Forest Plan Standards 
and guidelines will be adhered to in Iyouktug with regards to fisheries and watershed resources 
and will not adversely affect the watershed or fisheries resource.       

SEACC-3 - Please see responses to BC-25 and SEACC-2.  Since cumulative effects were 
analyzed, no supplemental EIS is necessary.  

SEACC-4 – While landscape analyses are desirable and valuable resources in timber sale and 
other project planning, they are not required.  Please also see responses to BC-25 and SEACC-
45.  Please keep the Hoonah District Ranger informed of the progress on your Northeast 
Chichagof analysis.  

SEACC-5 – Please see responses to BC-15 and 26 for information on the development of the 
proposed Old Growth Reserves.  The interagency team assessed landscape connectivity when 
reviewing the location of the small OGRs.   Please see response to BC-8 for information on 
thinning. 

SEACC-6 – Please see responses to BC-3 and JM-5.   

SEACC-7 – Please see responses to BC-4, EH-1, and JM-3. 

SEACC-8 – The DEIS and FEIS Chapters 2 and 3 supports your statement that Alternative 3 
was designed to minimize impacts to deer. The DEIS and FEIS, Chapter 3, Habitat Connectivity 
and Old Growth, Environmental Consequences on Connectivity section states that it is important 
to not only consider the change in habitat (productive old growth forest) but also the location of 
the of the habitat being changed. Whereas the reduction of POG habitat is quantifiable, factors 
including the location, elevation and observed habitat use of a proposed unit were considered in 
the connectivity analysis but were not easily quantified. As an example, consider the harvest of 
Units 189 and 819. These units are proposed in all of the action alternatives (including 
Alternative 5) except for Alternative 3. These units were excluded from Alternative 3 because 
the highest amount of deer use was observed in Unit 189 and heavily used trails were observed 
in Unit 819. Although Alternative 3 shows a higher level of reduction in POG forest than 
Alternative 5, the overall impact to specific areas of quality deer habitat are reduced by dropping 
these units. 

SEACC-9 –  Thank you for your support of Alternative 5. Please see response to SEACC-8 for 
information on how connectivity was addressed for Alternative 5.  

SEACC-10 – The impacts on deer population are analyzed and reported in the DEIS and FEIS, 
Chapter 3 (and the Wildlife and Subsistence Resource Report), Subsistence section.  
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SEACC-11 - Thank you for the information that you provided. This information would have 
been taken into consideration during the analysis of the Forest Plan Amendment.   

SEACC-12 – Your statement is supported in the DEIS and FEIS, Chapter 3 (and the Wildlife 
and Subsistence Resource Report), Subsistence section.  The Subsistence analysis was updated to 
reflect response to comments (see response to SCS-88 and 89). Although the 10 percent carrying 
capacity threshold is used as a guide to assess the level of effects, the Forest Plan does not 
include a threshold for deer carrying capacity.  

SEACC-13 - Please see response to SCS-13 to see how the analysis was updated to reflect the 
recent doe hunting closures.   

SEACC-14 – This project is consistent with Section 810 (a)(3) of ANILCA.    

SEACC-15 –The DEIS and FEIS, Chapter 3 (and the Wildlife and Subsistence Resource 
Report), Management Indicator Species (MIS) and Other Wildlife, Sitka Black-tailed Deer 
section address the effects of the proposed project on deer and deer habitat. This analysis was 
updated to reflect the recent doe hunting closure (see response to SCS-13) and information from 
response to comments (see response to SCS-88 and 89).  

SEACC-16 – Please see response to BC-5 for information on the range of alternatives designed 
to address deer habitat and connectivity.    

SEACC-17 – Please see response to SCS-35 for information on the use of the deer model. 

SEACC-18 – We appreciate your support for the other factors considered in the deer analysis 
and for your recommendation to drop units that occur in prime deer winter habitat.  Prime deer 
winter habitat occurs inside and outside proposed harvest units.  Based on the response to 
comments, a map of prime deer winter habitat was added to the Wildlife and Subsistence 
Resource Report.  

SEACC-19 – Thank you for your support in using the quick cruise plots.  The Wildlife and 
Subsistence Resource Report, Management Indicator Species (MIS) and Other Wildlife, Sitka 
Black-tailed Deer section discloses the locations of the quick cruise plots.  The map and 
additional information is not located in the DEIS because this document provides only a 
summary of the total analysis (see Chapter 1 of the DEIS and FEIS, Availability of the Project 
Record section).  

SEACC-20 - Your recommendation and support for connectivity as a significant issue has been 
noted. Population viability is addressed at the Forest level. Please see response to SCS-16 and 35 
for information on maintaining population viability. 

SEACC-21 -  Please see responses to BC-15, BC-26 and SCS-35 for information on the OGRs. 

SEACC-22 – Please see response to BC-8.  Table D-1 displays acres of ongoing and future 
precommercial thinning.  Table D-1 in Appendix D of the FEIS has been updated to clarify acres 
of precommercial thinning and timeframes.   

SEACC-23 – Thank you for referencing specific units in your comments, your support of 
analyzing connectivity and for your recommendation to further reduce the effects to 
connectivity. Please see response to BC-5 for information on the range of alternatives designed 
to address connectivity.  Please see response to BC-9 for information on Units 116, 117, and 118, 
units in the North Fork of Iyouktug Creek. 
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SEACC-24 – Thank you for referencing specific units in your comments.  Please see responses 
to BC-6, BC-9, BC-18, BC-19, BC-20 and BC-21. 

SEACC-25 – Your recommendation to drop Units 818, 819 and 914 to maintain connectivity 
was noted. Unit 819 was dropped from Alternative 3. Unit 914 was dropped from Alternative 5. 
Please see response to BC-5 for information on the range of alternatives designed to address deer 
habitat and connectivity.    

SEACC-26 – The type/morphology of individual trees is important. However, there are several 
landscape and topographic (abiotic) features such as aspect, elevation, and wind direction that 
are more important in determining wind risk (Ott 1995, Nowacki and Kramer 1998, Harris 
1989).  Unit 103 has a moderate to high wind risk, but does not have evidence of catastrophic 
windthrow as found in other parts of the Iyouktug project area. 

Your comment references Table S-1 in the DEIS, however the acres that you reference in your 
comment are for all wind risk categories not just moderate to high as your comment indicates.  
Please refer to Table 2-3 for proposed harvest in moderate-high and high wind risk areas.  Wind 
risk rating for each alternative by prescription is located in the Iyouktug Timber Sales Project 
Record, IY 5f 358. 

Please also see responses to BC-6 and BC-18. 

RAW zones take into account harvest method, terrain, topography, soils and other resource 
concerns.  The Hanus Bay study site included in the Alternative to Clearcutting (ATC) Study 
(McClellan 2007) is in an area known as having high wind risk potential. Please see response to 
BC-6 for more information on how this has been addressed in the DEIS and FEIS and 
information regarding ATC windthrow monitoring five years post harvest.    

SEACC-27 - Please see response to BC-6 for information on partial harvest. The DEIS (p. 3-82) 
and FEIS, Chapter 3 (and the Wildlife and Subsistence Resource Report), Management Indicator 
Species (MIS) and Other Wildlife, Affected Environment for Deer, High Value and Prime Deer 
Winter Habitat section does not support that the reduction in prime habitat was overestimated. 
However, the Environmental Consequences for Deer section does assume that the effects to 
habitat capability may be overestimated (see response to SCS-85 for more information). Please 
see response to BC-6, 10 and 19 for information on how the effects of windthrow were 
considered. 

SEACC-28 – Please see responses to BC-22 and BC-23. 

SEACC-29 – Yellow-cedar representation within the project area as a whole is estimated based 
on FIA data (Wilson 2002).  Please see FEIS, Chapter 3, Silviculture and Vegetation, Direct and 
Indirect Effects on Species Composition and Long-term Productivity and the Silviculture 
Resource report have been updated to clarify this.   

SEACC-30 – Please see response BC-22 and BC-23.  Please also see the FEIS Chapter 3, 
Silviculture and Vegetation, Forest Health and Natural Disturbance, Yellow-cedar decline.   

SEACC-31 - Please see responses to BC-22 and BC-23.   

SEACC-32 - Please see responses to BC-6, BC-22 and BC-23.    

SEACC-33 - Please see responses to BC-22, BC-23, and ISES-2.  

SEACC-34 - Please see responses to BC-22 and BC-23. 
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SEACC-35 - As displayed in the DEIS and FEIS, Issue #3 (Timber Economics), under 
Environmental Consequences on Timber Economics, Projected Employment and Income, not all 
jobs are considered to be affected by the interstate shipping. If the maximum volume permitted 
under the interstate shipping policy was shipped out of Alaska, one-half of the sawmill jobs 
would occur out of state; logging jobs would not be affected by interstate shipping.   

Allowing limited interstate shipments will allow timber to be appraised using higher lower 48 
market values.  That would substantially improve the likelihood that timber will achieve a 
positive appraisal, and continue to be offered for sale from the Tongass.  Unless the Tongass can 
offer a reliable supply of timber with a positive appraisal, the few remaining locally owned mills 
in Southeast Alaska will find it very difficult to stay in business.  Closure of the remaining mills, 
even on a temporary basis, would run counter to the objective of supporting local jobs, 
economies, and wood processing capacity in Southeast Alaska.  Please also see response to 
comment JM-4. 

SEACC-36 - District Rangers held two meetings and one field visit with local interest groups on 
the Iyouktug project (DEIS and FEIS, Chapter 1, Public Involvement).  The site-specific 
comments and questions that came out of these meetings were helpful in developing alternatives 
and design measures for this project and in clarifying the analysis.   There are several venues for 
public involvement in project and forest planning including the Tongass Futures Roundtable.  On 
the Tongass National Forest, we encourage the public, in general, to present management ideas, 
proposals, and options to us for consideration. 
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Responses to SL – Steve Lewis  

 
SL-1 - Please see responses to BC-4 and EH-1.  

SL-2 – We recognize the need for local timber, which was one reason for including local 
sawmills and timber operators in the Purpose and Need for this project (Chapter 1, DEIS and 
FEIS).  Please also see response to BC-4 and EH-1.  

SL-3 - The DEIS and FEIS, Chapter 3 (and the Wildlife and Subsistence Resource Report), 
Management Indicator Species (MIS) and Other Wildlife, Sitka Black-tailed Deer section 
address the effects of the recent heavy snows.  These sections were updated to include recent 
information about deer mortalities that resulted from the 2006-2007 winter.     

SL-4 – In our Essential Fish Habitat analysis and consultation with National Marine Fisheries 
Service (DEIS, Chapter 3 Environment and Effects, Watershed and Fish, Essential Fish Habitat 
section), we did not find that waters in, and thus productivity of False Bay would be damaged.  
The analysis on potential adverse effects on marine EFH can be found in the DEIS, Chapter 3 
Environment and Effects, Watershed and Fish, Essential Fish Habitat section.  Our analysis 
concluded that by following Forest Plan Standards and Guidelines and leaving buffers on all 
Class I, II, and III streams as well as the 1,000 ft beach buffer will protect water quality and 
aquatic habitat in areas where there is upland harvest (DEIS, Chapter 3, Watershed and Fish, 
Essential Fish Habitat).  Effects to the humpback whale are address in the DEIS and FEIS 
Chapter 3, Threatened, Endangered, Petitioned, and Sensitive Wildlife Species.   

SL-5 - Please see response BC-22 and BC-23.  Please also see the FEIS Chapter 3, Silviculture 
and Vegetation, Forest Health and Natural Disturbance, Yellow-cedar decline. 

SL-6 - Please see responses to BC-4 and EH-1. 

SL-7 – Please see the response to SL-3. The deer analysis considered the effects of past harvest 
and supports your statement that deer habitat will be affected by the action alternatives. 

SL-8 – Please see the response to SL-4. 

SL-9 – Please see responses to SL-2, BC-4 and EH-1. 
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Responses to TU – Mark Kaelke, Trout Unlimited  

 
TU-1 – The IDT and the Responsible Official considered many alternatives in detail (DEIS and 
FEIS, Chapter 2, Alternatives 1 through 5) as well as alternatives which were eliminated from 
detailed analysis for the reasons described in Chapter 2, Alternatives Considered but Eliminated 
from Detailed Study section.  As identified in the Introduction of Chapter 2, Alternative 3 is the 
preferred alternative.  Please also see response to BC-4 and EH-1.  The effects to bear foraging 
habitat was addressed in the DEIS and FEIS, Chapter 3, Management Indicator Species (MIS) 
and Other Wildlife, Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences for Brown Bear. 

TU-2 – The effect of roads on sedimentation and fish habitat are described in Chapter 3 of the 
DEIS and FEIS, Watershed and Fish, Environmental Consequences, Direct and Indirect Effects 
on Water Quality-Sediment and on Fish.  The effects on potential to over harvest fish from roads 
was updated in the FEIS, Environmental Consequences section, based on your comment.  Many 
of the standards and guidelines in the Forest Plan were based, to a large extent, on the 
recommendations of the Anadromous Fisheries Habitat Assessment (AFHA).  AFHA is 
considered the most comprehensive scientific review available for the Tongass.  The 1997 ROD 
noted that the standards and guidelines and other direction included in the Forest Plan meet or 
exceed all of the recommendations by AFHA. 

TU-3 - The effects of roads on fish habitat are disclosed in Chapter 3 of the DEIS and FEIS.  The 
potential impacts of the Iyouktug project on fishing have been considered and added to Chapter 3 
of the FEIS, Watershed and Fish section. 

TU-4 – The potential for timber harvest to affect fish habitat is discussed in Chapter 3 of the 
DEIS and FEIS. 

TU-5 - Your comments regarding allocating reserves free of timber harvest that would include 
entire watersheds rather than only parts of watersheds were considered.  We agree with the 
panel’s recommendation that reserving entire watersheds would effectively protect fish habitat, 
however, in the Essential Fish Habitat Potential Adverse Effects on Freshwater EFH section 
analysis (DEIS and FEIS, Chapter 3 Environment and Effects, Watershed and Fish) we did not 
find fish stocks to be at risk.  The Forest Service analyzed cumulative effects at a scale 
appropriate for each resource.  The analysis determined that Forest Plan standards and guidelines 
and non-development LUDs maintain fish and wildlife and their habitat (DEIS and FEIS, 
Chapter 1, Purpose and Need, Issues and Essential Fish Habitat, Chapter 3, Watershed and Fish).  
Furthermore, the 2008 Forest Plan Amendment has designated Old Growth Reserves which 
encompass entire watersheds to the north and south, adjacent to the project area. 

TU-6 – The Forest Plan does not require Watershed Analysis unless riparian standards and 
guidelines are modified or public water supply is involved.  Neither applies to this project.  
Nonetheless, a detailed, field-based assessment was completed and is directly relevant to the 
effects analysis.  It is summarized in the DEIS and FEIS Watershed section 

TU-7 –Protecting the upper reaches of watersheds for downstream fish habitat is important 
regarding the amount of wood and sediment delivery to downstream fish habitat.  AHMU class, 
channel types and process groups are used to assign appropriate buffers (see Table B-1, 
Appendix B of the DEIS, page 3) not only for Class I and II fish streams, but on high gradient 
Class III streams that flow into fish habitat and have sufficient flow or sediment and debris 
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transport to directly influence downstream water quality or fish habitat capability (Aquatic 
Habitat Management Handbook, FSH 2090.21).  Streams in the Iyouktug Timber Sales units 
were field verified by hydrology and fisheries technicians.  Stream class, channel type and 
process group were determined in the field and specific recommendations for protection are 
documented in the unit cards. 

TU-8 – Thank you for providing information on brown bears and mortalities. The DEIS and 
FEIS, Chapter 3 (and the Wildlife and Subsistence Resource Report), Management Indicator 
Species and Other Wildlife, Environmental Consequences for Brown Bear section address the 
effects of human caused mortalities and roads to bears and their habitat.   

TU-9 – Your statement is supported in the DEIS and FEIS, Chapter 3 (and the Wildlife and 
Subsistence Resource Report), Management Indicator Species (MIS) and Other Wildlife, 
Environmental Consequences for Deer section. 

TU-10 – The analysis was updated to reflect recent information about deer mortalities and the 
doe hunting closures that resulted from the 2006-2007 winter. Please see response to SCS-13 for 
more information.  

TU-11 – Please see responses above regarding specific concerns on fish, bear and deer on 
Northeast Chichagof.  The Decision Maker will consider your preference for Alternative 5. 
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Responses to USDI – Doug Mutter (for Pamela Bergmann), United States Department of 
the Interior, Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance  

 
USDI-1 – Your recommendation to implement the interagency proposed Old Growth Reserves 
(OGRs) and to maintain connectivity is supported in the DEIS and FEIS.  The Interagency 
proposed OGRs were proposed for all of the action alternatives.  Connectivity was addressed and 
the action alternatives meet Forest Plan Standards and Guidelines.  The Forest Plan Amendment 
adopted the interagency recommendation for OGRs for the Iyouktug project area. 

USDI-2 – Although we considered your recommendation to maintain 500 acres of forest habitat 
around the goshawk nest sites to maintain the post-fledging area, this exceeds what is required in 
the Forest Plan.  The goshawk nests are currently buffered to meet Forest Plan Standards and 
Guidelines.  The goshawk buffers maintain a minimum of 84 percent (122 acres) of the average 
post-fledging area (146 acres) as defined in the reference that you provided..  

USDI-3 –Your recommendation to inventory and monitor goshawk nest sites is supported in the 
DEIS and FEIS, Chapter 2, Monitoring, Project-specific Monitoring section.  This section states 
that goshawk nests will be surveyed to assess activity and location before harvest activities 
occur.  A discussion of the survey method is in the Wildlife Resource Report.   

USDI-4 –  Your recommendation to modify harvest methods to maintain important deer winter 
range and corridors has been noted.  Please see response to BC-5 for information on the range of 
alternatives developed to address the issues.  Alternative 3 was developed to minimize impacts to 
deer habitat and connectivity by dropping units or portions of units in lower elevation winter 
habitat. 

USDI-5 – Chapter 1 of the DEIS and FEIS address and support the information you cite on 
encumbered lands.  Please see response to BC-25 for information on how the cumulative effects 
analysis was completed. 

USDI-6 – Thank you for providing information on the National Bald Eagle Management 
Guidelines.  Although there are no bald eagle nests currently identified within the areas of 
proposed activities, if active nests are identified in areas of proposed activities, the Bald Eagle 
MOU between the Forest Service and the Fish and Wildlife Service will be followed.  

USDI-7 – Your recommendation that forest owls be considered in the analysis was considered.  
Although the owls were not addressed as a specific issue in the analysis, the habitat for this 
species was addressed. The analysis addressed the effects to productive old growth forest (refer 
to the DEIS and FEIS, Habitat Connectivity and Old Growth Reserve section) and habitat for the 
goshawk (refer to the DEIS and FEIS, Threatened, Endangered, Petitioned, and sensitive 
Wildlife Species section), marten, migratory birds’ and endemic species (refer to the DEIS and 
FEIS, Management Indicator Species (MIS) and Other Wildlife Species section) that use similar 
habitats to the owl or provide prey for this species.  The Forest Plan Standards and Guidelines for 
Raptor Nest Protection will be applied to active owl nest sites. 

USDI-8 – Thank you for providing information on the marbled murrelet.  Although the marbled 
murrelet was not addressed as a specific issue in the analysis, the habitat for this species was 
addressed.  Murrelets generally occur in near shorewaters (usually within 3 miles of the 
shoreline) and prefer forested habitat for nesting. Therefore, the analysis addressed the effects 
murrelet habitat including to productive old growth forest (refer to the DEIS and FEIS, Habitat 

Responses to Comments Appendix B

Iyouktug Timber Sales FEIS 167



Connectivity and Old Growth Reserve section) and habitat for the goshawk, osprey, trumpeter 
swan, Vancouver Canada goose (refer to the DEIS and FEIS, Threatened, Endangered, 
Petitioned, and sensitive Wildlife Species section) and migratory birds’ that use similar habitats 
to the murrelet (refer to the DEIS and FEIS, Management Indicator Species (MIS) and Other 
Wildlife Species section).  Proposed activities will not occur within 1 mile of the shoreline and 
the DEIS and FEIS (and the Wildlife and Subsistence Resource Report), defines the effects to 
productive old growth forest. If any murrelet nests are identified during project activities, the 
Forest Plan Standards and Guidelines for the Marbled Murrelet will be applied. 
 
USDI-9 – Please see responses to SCS-160 and 161.
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Responses to WC – Wanda Culp  

 
WC-1 – Many of the points raised in your comments on the Iyouktug Timber Sale project are 
addressed at the forest planning level.  Forest plans are programmatic in nature; they do not 
authorize activities such as timber harvest or road building that affect the environment, but the 
Tongass Forest Plan does provide critical protection for the habitat that supports hunting, fishing 
and other traditional uses with management direction.  The goals and objectives in the Forest 
Plan ensure the sustainability of the Tongass National Forest and the ecological, social and 
economic values derived from the forest.  The land use designations provide expectations and 
limits on how and where activities can be conducted.  The standards and guidelines in the Forest 
Plan regulate how projects, such as timber harvest and road building, can occur with resource 
protection.   It is under all this higher-level management direction that the Iyouktug project is 
planned.  Where laws, such as ANCSA and ANILCA, apply to the Iyouktug project, they are 
discussed in the Iyouktug DEIS and FEIS (see Chapter 1, Non-National Forest System Lands, 
and Applicable Laws and Executive Orders, and Chapter 3, Subsistence section, and Findings 
and Disclosures).  

The 2008 Tongass Forest Plan has several new goals added to maintain viable plant communities 
and populations and a mixture of habitats capable of supporting the full range of naturally 
occurring plants.  It also includes a new goal to consult with Tribes to protect and maintain 
sacred sites across the Forest.  The fish and riparian standards and guidelines and comprehensive 
wildlife conservation strategy in the Tongass Forest Plan ensure the maintenance of viable 
populations of animals.  The system of large, medium and small old-growth reserves protects 
much of the existing productive old-growth habitat on the Tongass.  Together, the old-growth 
habitat reserves and standards and guidelines protect 91% of the existing productive old-growth 
habitat on the Tongass.  All of this is part of the cumulative effects analysis that was done at the 
broader forest-wide scale, under which the project effects analysis for Iyouktug now takes place.  
Relative to the Iyouktug Timber Sales, the IDT analyzed cumulative effects; analysis was done 
at a scale appropriate for each resource (please see response to BC-25 for more information).  

Work with the Hoonah Indian Association resulted in an area of concern being dropped from the 
Iyouktug project area (FEIS, Chapter 3, Heritage, pg. 3-65).  Subsistence and traditional and 
cultural uses of the area were important considerations, especially the habitat connectivity and 
Old Growth for the Sitka black-tailed deer, which was one of the driving issues in the analysis 
that resulted in Alternative 3 being developed to reduce the impacts to deer habitat and 
connectivity as much as possible.  

Concerns about protecting roadless areas was another driving issue in the Iyouktug analysis that 
resulted in Alternative 4 being developed to have no further impacts on the roadless areas.  Using 
issues to develop different alternatives helps show the trade-offs of the decision that will be 
made.  These are among the many factors the Forest Supervisor will consider when he decides 
how to best balance the needs and uses of the natural resources within the Iyouktug project area, 
under the broader considerations already made in the Tongass Forest Plan. 
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