URBAN FORESTRY TREE BOARD PROCEEDINGS
October 22, 2020
On-Site Meeting at the Superior Municipal Forest
Members Present: Ruth Ludwig, Jane Anklam, Justin Holmes, Nick Nelson
Members Excused: Richard Kaufman, Robert-Jan Quene
Also present: Linda Cadotte, Russ Behlings, Ryan Magana, Jodi Saylor, Jim Anklam
Chairperson Justin Holmes called the meeting to order at 5:01 p.m.
1. Introductions
On site tour of the current and proposed Dwight’s Point and Pokegama Wetlands State
Natural Area boundaries
Director Cadotte handed out maps of the proposed shift, the trail system and plotter
points that Terri Aselson (Wisconsin DNR) surveyed. She also shared information from
an email from Terri.
“I have attached a pdf map that is georeferenced so could be used in the field. Pink is the
Lowland brush. I highlighted a couple spots that could be considered for harvest. The stuff on
the far west is the furthest away from the infrastructure so this is good and bad, but could be
harvested. The worst aspen that I think we saw is within the current SNA. A decision would have
to be made on this in order to manage at current placement. If the boundary was moved then it
would in my opinion would be a viable option and done first.”

If that boundary were moved a determination would need to be made about management
within the boundary. If we leave the boundary as is, then we would need to identify the
correct criteria for if and when we would manage within that boundary.
“This area is east of billings drive in the odd colored shaded area. Just for the board’s piece of
mind if you are on the ground looking at stuff we would in most cases never suggest a harvest on
the side slopes or in the drainage bottoms. This would all be retained and always passively
managed. The highest priority area east of billings is a primary Aspen type with Black ash and
minor associated of red and white pine. We would suggest retaining the conifer. I believe there
was also scattered white birch that could be marked as a seed source. I can tell you the aspen
was already falling down and dying out.”

Before they could do a detailed plan, they would need to hear the results of the natural
area and how detailed they would need to get. They originally recognized Dwight’s Point
ski trail as a good area to focus on, however that is not in the proposed change of
boundary. We would not necessarily need to look at that unless we were looking at
allowing management within the boundaries.
“The natural red pine in there is looking poor and could be harvested before it is dead.”

The red pine that are dead or dying, do not necessarily mean that we need to start to
manage. It is a sign of what is supposed to happen in a natural area. If we were to want to
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harvest those, now would be the time due to their condition. It is also an option to leave
those alone to let nature take its course.
The proposed boundary from the map Magana proposed was not based on anything
ecological, it was just based on the road itself. It is the Natural Area’s position to keep the
SNA as natural as possible and so that was a proactive measure to throw out a proposed
boundary. This line was a neat and clean line that could be moved if wanted. If the
boundary is shifted or not, the preference would be to have a more passive use within the
boundaries. The SNA is not looking to reduce the recreational use within the boundary.
Adding things like more formalized camping, which would increase use and potentially
involve putting in toilets, would make the area more like a state park. It is a discussion
that could be entertained.
Behlings explained how a more clearly defined boundary, from a maintenance
standpoint, would make it much easier to determine how things were handled. Using the
road would make it very easy to determine what is in the SNA and what is not.
There are a few reasons the site was originally developed. It has undeveloped shoreline,
wetlands and in the uplands, a boreal forest. Most of the site has aspen and birch as well
as the “white” boreal trees. Aspen and birch are good for a lot of different things like
wildlife and economics. The SNA is not only interested in older age, but also larger size
class of trees. To maximize growth, some trees would probably be taken out which
accelerates that natural occurrence of trees dying out. Economically, white pine is lower
value. These are legacy trees which are almost always reserve. They also look for things
like standing dead, fallen over dead or course woody debris (cwb) of multiple age classes.
There may some potential areas that could be “carved” out, meaning, keep them within
the SNA but take out other areas. One option typically within an actively managed forest
is to use “z code” which are stands that would be omitted from management. Those areas
would not be checked on, they would be left to natural processes. If the decision to shift
the boundary was made to go closer to the road, some areas could still be identified as the
“z” stands that would not be managed even outside the SNA boundary. It would still be
ecologically a good thing as even though outside the boundary, the areas would still be
performing their ecological cycles. When a stand is “z” out, there has to be a really good
reason why you would go back in and start to manage it. Behlings brought up an area, as
an example, that includes a large ravine. It would not be feasible to manage that area as
access would be nearly impossible and would likely cause more damage than good trying
to get to it.
When it comes to fires and prescribed burning, public safety is always the main concern.
Prescribed fires could be done if they are determined to be beneficial. If a fire were
causing a hazard, equipment could be brought in as necessary to handle it.
Ludwig asked what is meant by “active management” as many likely have a different
idea of that. Active management from the forestry standpoint is harvesting. Types of
harvesting would be under the guidelines – best practices, economics, ecological
sustainability and more that would have to qualify. The state has a book that could be
adopted as a general set of guidelines for management and harvesting.
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Changing the boundary would not necessarily mean active management would begin
right away. However, to determine what active management might happen, the boundary
needs to be clear. Within the SNA, there would be no active management. Outside the
SNA there may or may not be active management. We need to first figure out the SNA
boundary, then the next step would be to determine if we want to look at active
management. If yes, then the guidelines we would want for active management would
need to be determined.
Some of the pros and cons or consequences of changing the boundary were mentioned
 There would be a clear delineated boundary which would make management and
maintenance easier.
 Once the boundaries are decided on, Director Cadotte can put together an agreement
with all of the information on what active management could involve.
 Once the boundary is set the DNR can write a management plan.
 Harvesting could generate revenue. Would not know what kind of revenue until a
plan is in place and we can’t go forward on the plan until we have a boundary.
 Reduced acreage within the SNA. This is not a pro or con but it is a consequence.
 People like to visit SNA areas, this could lead people to that SNA area versus the
other side where it is not SNA. Again, not a pro or a con but a consequence.
 It could be that nothing happens.
 Cleaning up the boundaries on a map is a consequence versus an arbitrary line.
 Following a road line is a consequence.
 It makes it easier with the naked eye to differentiate what is SNA and what is not.
 Cleaning up the boundary could add or eliminate steps in construction or repair of an
asset. The City could do anything they would like, but within the SNA there is one
more level to go through to get approvals. That involves more work and a longer
process.
Councilor Holmes asked Director Cadotte to put on the next agenda the action item of
deciding whether to move the current SNA boundary or leaving the boundary as is.
Director Cadotte would then need to bring two plans based on usage if the line were
moved or not.
2. A special meeting will be scheduled in the first week of November or relatively soon.
Potential dates will be sent out next week.
Councilor Holmes announced the meeting adjourned at 6:20 p.m.
Minutes submitted to the Council Meeting of November 17, 2020.
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