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Comments: Dear Mr. Walker,

 

 

 

My name is Sarah and I'm a lifelong Ketchikan resident. As I grew up here in the old growth rainforest I was

unaware of just how rare and beautiful a place the tongass rainforest truly is, so it is likely that you do not

understand the large- scale impact of this proposed timber sale. A great number of these trees have been

growing on this land since long before the United states of America was even a concept. They have been present

for the rise and fall of indigenous cultures, the earthquakes, landslides, the formidable weather of southeast

Alaska, and more than we could ever know. PLEASE. I URGE YOU to respect the ancient beings of this land.

PLEASE understand that in order to responsibly log these trees they must be allowed to grow for the next 500+

years undisturbed, does that seem reasonable to you? These trees are our elders and literally hold the secrets of

life. Think about the important history you're erasing in exchange for what? Money? Think. Please. I STRONGLY

urge you to select the "no-action" alternative (Alternative 1) on the South Revilla Integrated Resource Project.

 

 

 

I'm writing to provide public comment on the U.S. Forest Service's South Revilla Integrated Resource Project

(#53477) on the Ketchikan Misty Fjords Ranger District.

 

 

 

PLEASE select the "no-action" alternative (Alternative 1) on the South Revilla Integrated Resource Project.

 

 

 

Currently, the Forest Service's proposed action (Alternative 2) would provide the most potential timber volume,

and make the most high-volume acres available. Specifically, this would result in the cutting of 5,115 acres of old-

growth. Additionally, the proposed action would build 14.4 miles of new roads and 34 miles of new temporary

roads. 34.1 miles of currently closed roads would also receive maintenance, be used for log hauling, and closed

again after logging operations cease.

 

 

 

I'm concerned with the impacts to wildlife management and subsistence resources due to the fact that the

proposed alternative (Alternative 2) would eliminate 4,606 acres of productive old-growth, 402 acres of which (or

21.8%) are high volume deer winter range. I'm also concerned with the fact that wildlife travel corridors would be

lost in at least 38 areas. I believe these impacts are in direct conflict with the intent of the project listed under the

"Purpose and Need for Action" section of the DEIS which states: "sustain and improve aquatic and terrestrial

habitat conditions that support commercial, sport, and subsistence resources." YOU CAN'T HUNT FOR SPORT

OR SUBSISTANCE WHEN THE WILDLIFE HABITAT HAS BEEN DECIMATED.

 

 

 

I'm concerned about fish habit because of the potential impacts to flow patterns on 12 out of the 31 project area

watersheds and the 114 additional stream crossings (32 crossing on Class I or Class II streams). Additionally,



bark accumulation at Log Transfer Facilities will be highest under the currently proposed action (Alternative 2).

Lastly, I'm concerned with the potential cumulative effects (tied to potential logging of Alaska Mental Health Trust

Lands that are currently considered for exchange) near Gunsight Creek, North Saddle Lake, and Salt Lagoon. I

believe these impacts are in direct conflict with the intent of the project listed under the "Purpose and Need for

Action" section of the DEIS which states: "sustain and improve aquatic and terrestrial habitat conditions that

support commercial, sport, and subsistence resources." YOU CAN'T FISH WATERS FOR SPORT OR

SUBSISTENCE WHEN THE WATERS HAVE BEEN DETRIMENTALLY AFFECTED.

 

I'm concerned that the proposed action (Alternative 2) would have the most effects on scenery resources.

Specifically I'm concerned with the impacts to the Saddle Lakes Recreation Area, because the DEIS reports "the

Forest visitors in these areas would be seeing landscapes where harvest activities dominate the scenery." I

believe these impacts are in direct conflict with the intent of the project listed under the "Purpose and Need for

Action" section of the DEIS which states provide access to forest resources by commercial, subsistence, and

recreation users." No one wants to recreate in a clearcut.

 

 

 

Finally, the Draft Environmental Impact Statement explains the Forest Service has already "sunk" $5,109,625

into the project. The additional estimated cost to the Forest Service for the proposed action (Alternative 2) is

$5,127,000 for sale preparation and $3,359,000 for sale administration. Considering that the law prevents the

agency from offering timber sales that appraise negative, I'm doubtful this sale will find any buyers.

 

 

 

For these reasons, I STRONGLY urge you to reconsider the currently proposed action and instead select the no-

action alternative (Alternative 1).


