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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. 

Appendix B Responses to Comments

154 Iyouktug Timber Sales FEIS



   

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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