Redwood National Park Public Scoping Meeting
Forest Restoration – Middle Fork of Lost Man Creek E.A.
December 13, 2011, 6:30 – 8:15 pm, Humboldt Area Foundation, Eureka, CA

Park Staff in attendance:  Jason Teraoka (Forester), Aida Parkinson (Ch. Fish and Wildlife, Compliance Specialist), Leonel Arguello (Ch. Vegetation Management), Scott Powell (Forestry Technician), Stassia Samuels (Plant Ecologist, note taker)
Members of the public in attendance:  Larry and Marla Zuber (Orick residents), Charlie Rylee (Orick resident)

1. Park forester gave PowerPoint presentation summarizing the background, problem and alternatives (Alt 1- no action, Alt 2- the proposed action, similar to South Fork of Lost Man Creek (SFLMC) project).
2. Questions and responses to the introduction and description of the SFLMC project:
a.  Attendee asked what was the pre-logging percentage of PSME vs SESE on the early plots (Viers?)?
i. Park staff response: We don’t know the actual numbers, but approximately 300 trees/acre of SESE vs. 120 t/a of PSME for adjacent stands.
b.  Attendee expressed concern that thinning causes trees to grow faster, creating larger rings making the trees, redwoods in particular, more brittle while exposing them to more winds, ultimately resulting in a higher than normal rate of blowdown, and degrading the quality of the wood in the long term.
i. Response:  Park staff noted that the issue was raised at the public scoping for the previous thinning project (SFLMC), and HSU plant physiology professors were consulted in response.  The HSU professors did not know of any evidence to support this idea.  Park staff further stated that 
1. The proposed and previous thins are light enough that trees are not so widely spaced that they are being exposed to high winds, and as the trees grow taller, they also grow wider and are less vulnerable.  
2. There has been no evidence of weakened trees or higher than normal windfall in thinned stands over the last 15 years.
3. These trees are not starting under the same conditions as the existing old-growth, so we won’t really know, but we are not concerned about commercial value, rather restoration value.
c. Attendee asked what percentage of the thinned trees are killed by bears, and do they damage the redwood or the Douglas fir more frequently?  He noted that you can see a lot of bear damage in the stands below Ladybird Johnson Grove parking lot.
i. Park staff response:  We have seen very low bear damage rates.  In 2005 we found 15-20% with bear damage, but very few have died.  Last week the park forester saw maybe 2 with fresh bear damage that might die.  
d. Attendee questioned the use of the phrase “trees were sold to the contractor” during the SFLMC project and suggested changing the language.  He argued that we did not “sell” the trees because it was the contractor who sold the trees to the mill.
i. Park staff responded that we had a bid showing, opened it up to several contractors and they came back with a bid on what they would pay the government to go in and thin to prescription, and in exchange for that, they would dispose of the wood, at whatever profit they could make.  So essentially we sold the rights to the timber and public dollars did not have to pay for the thinning operation as a result.
3. Questions and responses to the introduction proposed Middle Fork of Lost Man Creek (MFLMC) project:
a. Attendee asked how we would determine when to use cable yarding and when to do lop and scatter?
i. Park staff responded that the contractors would use ground based in areas where we can get a tractor in, cable yarding in the steeper areas that we can still access and lop and scatter for areas with no access.  We are not building access roads.
ii. LZ asked for clarification as to whether ground based would be used over lop and scatter if it were possible, and park staff responded that yes, if there was access.  
4. Questions and responses at the end of the presentation:
a. Attendee made the following points:
i. He doesn’t understand why the park is favoring redwood over Douglas-fir, they are both natural, so why would we cut one over the other?  He made the point that we don’t go out hunting the deer to favor the elk, so why do it with the trees?  
ii. He recommended that the park chooses Alternative 1, no action.  He suggests that park staff “stay out of it and let it go, that’s how old growth works”.  
iii. He further recommends that "Any gate that has a lock on it should be welded shut,” and that park staff “should have to walk like anyone else”.  
iv. He then stated that Redwood National Park (RNP) is a park and that parks staff are treating it like a tree farm, and that in 1968 RNP was formed to be set aside as it was at that time, not as park staff want it now or what it will be 100 years from now.  Nature will take care of it.  He further opined that everything he had seen in the park plan says that every living thing is to be protected, whether it is a blackberry vine or a redwood tree.  
1. Park staff responded they understood his point, but that that the current condition of the second growth is like a tree farm because of their history and that these are already unnatural stands.  Park staff further stated that they are trying to put the stands on a trajectory to move them forward (toward old-growth).  
2. Park staff point out that RNP was also established to restore the impaired conditions that were inherited (restoring roads, protecting fish.) and the park has a clear mandate to restore the watershed. Our General Management Plan also allows us to take actions  that restore the landscape.  If you look at the park now, it is not a natural landscape.  The park service’s opinion is that if we leave it alone it is not a natural park, it is a legacy.  We (park staff) believe that the work we are doing will improve the conditions above and beyond if we left it alone.  
3. Park staff stated that the evidence shows that thinning is improving conditions, and that the park is committed to ensuring that restoration actions are not making things worse.  
v. Attendee stated that he is sure the general public would want the park to leave it (the second growth) alone.  
1. Park staff responded that we are soliciting public input through the public scoping process, including this meeting and the scoping letters that were mailed out.  
vi. Attendee asked how many letters were sent out because he knows a lot of interested people who did not receive them.  
1. Park responded that 125 people were on the mailing list and were sent letters, and that anyone who did not receive one should contact the park to be added to the mailing list. 
vii. Attendee asked if the park is required to submit a logging plan?
1. Park staff responded that no, as a federal agency our NEPA addresses those standards that would go into a state THP, and that the public can comment in the NEPA process.
b. Attendee stated that in his opinion the park should have done this years ago before the roads were removed.
i. Park staff explained how in the early days of the park formation cutting redwood trees was politically unpopular and the park was prevented from doing so, while the road rehab program was well-funded and supported early on.  Vegetation management and the road rehabilitation program are working more closely now and are able to plan more strategically.
c. Attendee left and park staff asked LZ if he had any ideas or recommendations based on his sub-contract work on the previous project (SFLMC).
i. Attendee responded that there were some areas that were lop and scattered that could have been done with a tractor and the park could have either made some money or at least have had that value cover the cost of cutting it.
ii. He also suggested that cable yarding may not pay its way if the price of timber is low. 
1. Park staff responded that we were conservative the first time, and wish it could have been done before the roads came out.  
2. Park staff also stated that there is no actual funding for the 414 acres of proposed lop and scatter in the new plan right now, so we may leave that un cut, or incorporate it into the cable yarding acreage, which raises the contractor’s price.  We have to look at the value of the wood, all our funding is gone.
d. In conclusion, there was a brief discussion of thinning done for Louisiana Pacific and Green Diamond and interest expressed by the park in seeing the results of some of that thinning. 


