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Preface 
This Record of Decision explains my decision to select Alternative 4 as described in the Final 
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement to become Amendment #1 to the Revised Land 
and Resource Management Plan (2006 Forest Plan) for the Huron-Manistee National Forests. 
This Record of Decision documents the Forest Service’s formal decision and explains the basis 
for making this change to the 2006 Forest Plan. 

The Forest and Rangeland Renewable Resources Planning Act of 1974, as amended by the 
National Forest Management Act of 1976, 16 U.S.C. § 1600 et seq., specifies that land and 
resource management plans are to be developed for all of the National Forests. Land and 
resource management plans (also called Forest Plans) establish the direction for natural resources 
management on the National Forests. Each Forest Plan provides programmatic direction to guide 
the development of site-specific projects that may occur during the life of the plan. Additional 
environmental analysis is required to consider the site-specific effects of each proposed project. 

The July 16, 1986, Huron-Manistee National Forests Land and Resource Management Plan was 
revised after the Forest Service prepared the Final Environmental Impact Statement under the 
National Environmental Policy Act National Environmental Policy Act, 42 U.S.C. § 4321 et seq. 
The Regional Forester signed the Record of Decision for the 2006 Forest Plan on March 20, 
2006. Thereafter, the new management direction was implemented in the Huron-Manistee 
National Forests. 

The approval of the 2006 Final Environmental Impact Statement and the 2006 Forest Plan was 
administratively appealed. After the administrative appeal was denied by the Chief of the Forest 
Service, a lawsuit was filed in the U.S. District Court for the Eastern District of Michigan (Chief 
Judge Gerald E. Rosen (Detroit, Michigan)). Meister v. U.S. Dep’t of Agriculture, No. 07-13008 
(E.D. Mich. filed July 18, 2007). After the district court ruled in favor of the Forest Service, an 
appeal was filed with the U.S. Court of Appeals for the Sixth Circuit, which led to a ruling that 
reversed the prior district court decision. Meister v. U.S. Dep’t of Agriculture, No. 07-13008, slip 
op. (E.D. Mich. Mar. 30, 2009), rev’d, 623 F.3d 363 (6th Cir. 2010); see also Meister v. U.S. 
Dep’t of Agriculture, No. 09-1712, 2010 WL 5393839 (6th Cir. Nov. 17, 2010). The Meister 
panel, a three-judge panel sitting in Cincinnati, Ohio, found deficiencies in the Forest Service’s 
application of the agency’s planning tool, the Recreation Opportunity Spectrum, and in the 
agency’s evaluation of snowmobiling and firearm hunting activities. (Id.) The Meister panel held 
that the Forest Service’s approval of the 2006 Forest Plan “was arbitrary and without observance 
of procedures required by law” (Meister, 623 F.3d at 380). 

Despite the 2006 Final Environmental Impact Statement’s deficiencies, the Meister panel did not 
“set aside” the approval of the 2006 Forest Plan, but instead directed the Forest Service to 
perform additional analysis to address the deficiencies (Meister, 623 F.3d at 363, 380). On 
remand, the Meister panel ordered the agency to bring the 2006 Forest Plan into compliance with 
the National Environmental Policy Act and the National Forest Management Act (Id. at 380). 

The Forest Service decided to prepare a supplemental environmental impact statement to 
supplement the 2006 Final Environmental Impact Statement analysis and to correct the 
deficiencies that the Meister panel identified in its ruling. The reinstated 2000 Planning 
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Regulations, 36 CFR 219.35(b) (December 18, 2009) Federal Register Volume 74, No. 242 page 
67073 allow the use of the revision and amendment process found in planning regulations in 
effect prior to November 9, 2000. I have decided to conduct this forest plan amendment using the 
process found in 1982 Planning Regulations 47 FR 43037 (September 30, 1982) as allowed. 

As the responsible official for this decision, it is my duty to decide how best to manage the 
resources of the Huron-Manistee National Forests. In this situation, I must also be mindful of the 
guidance provided by the U.S. Court of Appeals for the Sixth Circuit and the U.S. District Court 
for the Eastern District of Michigan in the Meister case. 

My role as Regional Forester, as well as the role of the Forest Supervisor on the Huron-Manistee 
National Forests, has been to guide the Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement analysis 
process, to consider the comments submitted by the public, to facilitate the collaborative efforts 
with the cooperating agencies and the public, to ensure the integrity of the analysis, and to make 
the required decisions throughout the Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement process, 
including the approval of this final Record of Decision for Amendment #1 to the 2006 Forest 
Plan.  

I want to thank all who participated throughout the Supplemental Environmental Impact 
Statement planning process. The Huron-Manistee National Forests received more than 10,000 
comments from the public on the Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement documents, and 
hundreds of people attended the public meetings that were held throughout the Lower Peninsula 
of the State of Michigan. Overall, this input helped the Forest Service to identify the issues, to 
determine which of the issues were most important to the public, and to develop the alternatives 
that were considered during the Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement process. 

 

 

 

CHARLES L. MYERS 

Regional Forester 
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Introduction 
Lying between the shores of Lake Michigan and Lake Huron in the northern half of the Lower 
Peninsula of Michigan, the Huron-Manistee National Forests are two distinct units administered 
by the Forest Supervisor under the 2006 Forest Plan. The Huron-Manistee National Forests 
include seven Ranger Districts with offices located in Mio, Oscoda, Manistee, and Baldwin. The 
Forest Supervisor’s Office is located in Cadillac. The Huron National Forest on the eastern side 
of the State is approximately 60 miles wide and 12 to 30 miles long, abutting Lake Huron near 
East Tawas and Harrisville. The Manistee National Forest on the western side of the State is 
approximately 40 miles wide and 75 miles long, abutting Lake Michigan near Manistee.  

Located in a transition zone between forested lands to the north and agricultural lands to the 
south, the National Forest System lands in the Huron-Manistee National Forests were altered by 
glaciers thousands of years ago. The lands are now characterized by relatively low relief; 
abundant sand; clear water in the numerous creeks, rivers, and lakes; and diverse types of 
vegetation in the forests. The Forests contain rare ecological features, such as dry sand prairie 
remnants, coastal marshlands, dunes, and pine barrens. 

Approximately 70 percent of the State’s population (7.4 million people) resides within a two-
hour drive of the Huron-Manistee National Forests. These Forests serve as a “backyard” 
playground for many Midwest residents, given their proximity to several large Midwestern cities. 
The Forests are also a primary supplier of many local and regional resources such as recreation, 
timber products, and wildlife habitat. 

History of Acquisition of National Forest System Lands in Michigan  
The history of the lands that later became the Huron-Manistee National Forests plays an 
important role in its current management. The National Forests lie within the territories ceded by 
Indian tribes to the United States and are subject to the exercise of usufructuary rights by 
members of those tribes. In addition, the original disposal of these lands by the Federal 
government and later reacquisition have created a highly fragmented ownership pattern in which 
the Forest Service only manages approximately 50 percent of the land within the National 
Forests’ Proclamation Boundaries. 

As is the case with all the National Forests, the original inhabitants of the Huron-Manistee 
National Forests were Indians. In Michigan, the Chippewa and Ottawa tribes appear to have been 
most numerous, although there were other tribes and bands within the region. 

The region came into the possession of the new United States of America following the end of 
the American Revolution under the 1783 Treaty of Paris with England. In 1787, under the 
Articles of Confederation, the Congress passed the Northwest Ordinance that allowed for the sale 
of lands in the Northwest Territory to land companies and private citizens. The law also created a 
path for the territories to be settled and to apply for statehood. At that time, the actual settlement 
in the Northwest Territories remained dangerous because the tribes and bands resented the 
encroachment of white settlers into lands in the Northwest Territory. 

In 1794, General Anthony Wayne defeated the Western Confederacy, a confederacy of 15 tribes 
supported by British Canada, in the Battle of Fallen Timbers. After the battle, the tribes signed 
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the Treaty of Greenville on August 3, 1795 (7 Stat. 39 (C.J. Kappler Laws and Treaties.Vol. II. 
39-45)), which included an important provision that was carried over into future treaties between 
the United States and numerous Indian tribes. The Treaty of Greenville contained a clause that 
stipulated that signatory tribes retained “usufructuary” rights – these are rights to continue 
certain uses of the lands that were ceded to the United States. Article VII of the Treaty of 
Greenville stated: “[t] he said tribes of Indians, parties to this treaty, shall be at liberty to hunt 
within the territory and lands which they have now ceded to the United States, without hindrance 
or molestation, so long as they demean themselves peaceably and offer no injury to the people of 
the United States” (Kappler, Vol II at 42-43). 

Some of the lands in eastern Michigan that later became part of the Huron National Forest were 
ceded to the United States by the Chippewa under the 1819 Treaty with the Saginaw Chippewa 
(7 Stat. 203 (Kappler, Vol. II at 185-87)). The Treaty was signed on September 24, 1819, and the 
Presidential Proclamation was issued on March 25, 1820 (Kappler, Vol. II at 185). Article 5 
contains a usufructuary clause which states that “[t] he stipulation contained in the treaty of 
Greenville, relative to the right of the Indians to hunt upon the land ceded, while it continues the 
property of the United States, shall apply to this treaty; and the Indians shall, for the same term, 
enjoy the privilege of making sugar upon the same land, committing no unnecessary waste upon 
the trees” (Kappler, Vol. II at 186). 

Similarly, the lands included in the western portion of the Huron National Forest and the entire 
Manistee National Forest in western Michigan were ceded by the Treaty with the Ottawa and 
Chippewa Tribes that was signed on March 28, 1836 and the proclamation was issued on May 
27, 1836 (7 Stat. 491 (Kappler, Vol. II at 450-56)). Article XIII of the 1836 Treaty states that “[t] 
he Indians stipulate for the right of hunting on the lands ceded, with the other usual privileges of 
occupancy, until the land is required for settlement” (Kappler, Vol. II at 454). These retained 
usufructuary rights have been addressed in the recent Consent Decree. (See United States v. State 
of Michigan, No. 73-26 (W.D. Mich. Nov. 2, 2007 (Consent Decree)); see also United States v. 
Bay Mills Indian Community, 424 F.3d 438 (6th Cir. 2005)).  

Surveying of the Michigan Territory began in 1815 under the U.S. Surveyor General, and the 
process was completed in 1860. The surveys were completed according to the rectangular system 
adopted by Congress in 1785, rather than the “metes and bounds” system using common 
landmarks that was prevalent in the East Coast colonies (White, Albert C., A History of the 
Rectangular Survey System, Bureau of Land Management, Washington, D.C., 1926.). 

To dispose of the public lands, the General Land Office granted huge tracts to companies 
interested in developing transportation, including canals, railways, and roads. The descriptions 
that the surveyors provided of the lands in Michigan inspired people who saw the value of the 
available timber. At the time, western expansion was reaching toward the Great Plains, where 
few trees were available for construction. In the nineteenth century, timber was a vital 
component in America’s growth, from railroad ties and telegraph poles to fuel for iron and steel 
furnaces (Dickmann, Donald I. and Leefers, Larry A., The Forests of Michigan, University of 
Michigan Press, Ann Arbor, 2003). 

Because of the land disposal practices of the Federal government and the harvesting of vast tracts 
of the forests by the “timber barons,” the pine and hardwood forests were largely harvested 
within 60 years. Following the timber boom came efforts by settlers to farm in the northern part 
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of the Lower Peninsula of Michigan. These efforts frequently failed because the sandy soils were 
unsuitable for agriculture and the use of fire to clear off the slash left by timber harvests or to 
improve future crops often resulted in widespread wildfires. (Id.) 

As a result of recurring wildfires and failed agriculture, thousands of acres of land across 
northern Michigan fell into a cycle of sale, abandonment, tax default, and resale. In 1908, a state 
commission concluded that the lands that were unproductive for agriculture could function as 
state forests. At the same time, the Federal government began to change its policies toward 
ownership of public domain lands. Federal policymakers came to believe that the continued 
public ownership of these lands could serve the separate goals of preservation and conservation. 
(Id.) 

Some of the lands that later became the Huron-Manistee National Forests had not ever been sold 
and remained as part of the public domain. Beginning in 1902, the Federal government withdrew 
these public lands from public sale (Historical Summary of Land Adjustment and Classification 
Huron National Forest, Eastern Region of the Forest Service, 1962). 

On February 11, 1909, the Michigan National Forest was officially proclaimed by President 
Theodore Roosevelt. The Weeks Act, passed in 1911, allowed the Forest Service to buy land 
within designated “purchase units” with the consent of the respective State. The Consent Act was 
passed by the Michigan legislature in 1923. While the Weeks Act authorized the Federal 
government to purchase “forested, cutover or denuded lands within the watersheds of navigable 
streams,” the Clarke-McNary Act of 1924 expanded that authority to include lands suitable for 
the production of timber. (Id.) 
Congress established the Proclamation Boundaries for the Huron National Forest and the 
Manistee National Forest at the time that each of the forests were established. Both of the 
National Forests’ Proclamation Boundaries have been subsequently adjusted several times. A 
proclamation boundary establishes the perimeter of the area where the agency is authorized to 
acquire land. The Forest Service does not actually own all lands within a proclamation boundary. 
Some lands within the Forests’ Proclamation Boundaries are owned by the State of Michigan, 
other government or non-governmental organizations, corporations or private individuals. (Id.) 
In 1963, the name of the Lower Michigan National Forest was changed to the Huron-Manistee 
National Forests, with the Supervisor’s Office remaining at Cadillac. At that time, the gross area 
of both forests was 1,947,048 acres, of which a total of 863,280 was administered and managed 
by the Forest Service, approximately 44 percent of the total acreage within the two Forests’ 
Proclamation Boundaries. (Id.) By 2011, that percentage had increased to approximately 50 
percent.  

Net Acreage of the Huron-Manistee National Forests as of September 30, 2011: 
Huron National Forest 438,589 

Manistee National Forest 540,329 

Total    978,918 
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Impacts of Co-mingled Ownership on National Forest Management  
Only 65,243 acres, or about 6 percent, of the lands within the Huron-Manistee National Forests 
were “public domain” lands. (Id.) The remaining 94 percent of the National Forests were 
acquired from other forms of ownership. Some of the parcels were acquired from the State of 
Michigan after tax default via land exchanges or purchases. Other parcels were acquired through 
purchases from private individuals. A small percentage of the lands was donated. 

Much of the acquired lands had been extensively developed by their prior owners – these prior 
ownerships frequently involved the extensive development of infrastructure including numerous 
State and County roads and bridges. A cursory examination of a County map shows a road 
system that adheres closely to the rectangular survey system. Designated State or County roads 
in the region are typically spaced at one-mile intervals or less.  

An analysis using a geographic information system (GIS) database completed for the 2006 
Forest Plan indicated that more than 98 percent of the land within the Huron-Manistee National 
Forests that is actually owned by the Forest Service is within ½ mile of a State, County or Forest 
Service designated road (Final Environmental Impact Statement, Forest Plan, 2006). Federal law 
requires the Forest Service to provide access to private inholdings within National Forests when 
no other legal access is available, and this creates numerous private access roads and driveways 
all across the National Forest System lands (Alaska National Interest Lands Conservation Act 
(ANILCA) of December 2, 1980). (See Federal Land Policy Management Act, 43 U.S.C. 1701 et 
seq.; see also So. Utah Wilderness v. Bureau of Land Management, 425 F.3d 735, 740-42 (10th 
Cir. 2005); Wis. Valley Improvement Co. v. FERC, 236 F.3d 738, 742-44 (D.C. Cir. 2001). Other 
infrastructure within the Proclamation Boundary includes railroads, airports, established aircraft 
routes, oil and gas developments, gravel quarries and mineral extraction facilities, and towers for 
cellular phone transmissions or radio and television broadcasts. 

The continuing Federal acquisition of lands in State or private ownership that are within the 
proclamation boundaries of the Huron-Manistee National Forests has impacted the land 
ownership pattern. The Forest Service has made a concerted effort to acquire “in-holdings” 
within the proclamation boundaries to create larger contiguous blocks of Federal ownership and 
Forest Service management. However, there are numerous private parcels still located 
throughout the National Forests. These parcels are highly valued by their owners because of the 
direct access to National Forest System lands.  

The very activities of establishing the Huron-Manistee National Forests – replanting of trees on 
large tracts of cut-over land, developing  recreation sites, and improving wildlife habitat – has 
made the private lands adjacent to the National Forests especially attractive to private 
individuals. Many private hunting cabins and second homes have been held in families through 
multiple generations. Although these private “inholdings” may be entirely surrounded by 
National Forest System lands, the Forest Service has no authority to regulate any activities on 
those parcels. 

Unlike the popular perception of a National Forest as having thousands of acres of wild lands, 
the Huron-Manistee National Forests offer a much different outdoor experience. Because of a 
high density of existing roads and a high level of private property ownership, approximately 
707,146 acres were designated in the 2006 Forest Plan as Roaded Natural, which the Forest 
Service Recreation Opportunity Spectrum describes as “interactions between users may be low 
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to moderate but evidence of others users is prevalent” (ROS Users Guide, USDA-FS 1982). An 
additional 128,046 acres classified as Rural/Urban, indicating a moderate to high level of 
interaction with other visitors and that the sights and sounds of people are readily evident. (Id.) 

Semiprimitive Nonmotorized Areas on the Huron-Manistee National Forests 
A central question in the Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement is whether the Forest 
Service is properly managing Semiprimitive Nonmotorized and Primitive management areas on 
the Huron-Manistee National Forests to provide the desired recreation experience in conformity 
with the Recreation Opportunity Spectrum characteristics. 

Forest System lands are classified using the Recreation Opportunity Spectrum, a system of 
classifying the range of recreational experiences, opportunities, and settings available on a given 
area of land.  They range from Primitive (characterized by essentially unmodified environment 
where non-motorized trails may be present but structures are rare and the probability of isolation 
from the sights and sounds of humans is extremely high) to Urban (USDA-FS 1982, Page 22).   

During the development of the 1986 Forest Plan, the Huron-Manistee staff looked at 
opportunities to provide a variety of recreation opportunities and experiences using the 
Recreation Opportunity Spectrum.  “[T]he land and water areas of the Forest are inventoried and 
mapped by Recreation Opportunity Spectrum Class to identify which areas are currently 
providing what kinds of recreation opportunities. This is done by analyzing the physical, social, 
and managerial setting components for each area. The characteristics of each of these three 
components of the setting affect the kind of experience the recreationist most probably realizes 
(emphasis added) from using the area ROS Users Guide (USDA-FS 1982, page 14).” Six classes 
of recreation opportunities, ranging from the most remote and natural to the least remote and 
natural, are recognized along a continuum. These classes include Primitive, Semiprimitive 
Nonmotorized, Semiprimitive Motorized, Roaded Natural, Rural and Urban. Although numerous 
recreation opportunities and demands exist on National Forests, the Forest Service does not 
allocate set percentages of land to the various ROS classes. This direction is consistent with the 
ROS Users Guide, which states, “Recognition that NFS lands potentially have a large and 
diverse variety of recreation opportunities does not imply that equal or balanced allocations of 
classes be provided, nor does it mean that individual National Forests provide some of each 
class (USDA-FS 1982).” 
The current Semiprimitive Nonmotorized areas on the Huron-Manistee National Forests were 
designated because they were the largest blocks of nearly contiguous National Forest System 
lands ownership within the two Forests’ Proclamation Boundaries. Initial studies of the areas 
began in the late 1960s and continued through the mid 1980s using the direction of the Roadless 
Area Review and Evaluation Processes, referred to as Roadless Area Review and Evaluation I or 
RARE I and Roadless Area Review and Evaluation II or RARE II. 

Under the Roadless Area Review and Evaluation I process, the Huron-Manistee National Forests 
was determined to have only one area that qualified as “roadless;” the Nordhouse Dunes 
Wilderness area. Under Roadless Area Review and Evaluation II, the public had the opportunity 
to nominate areas they felt had the potential to be designated as wilderness, and the Forest 
Service then applied the Roadless Area Review and Evaluation II criteria to evaluate these areas 



Record of Decision  Huron-Manistee National Forests 

Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement 6 

for potential designation. Generally the public nominated areas where the Huron-Manistee 
National Forests had large blocks of nearly contiguous federal ownership. In addition, the 
National Forests added some areas that were previously identified as having nearly continuous 
federal ownership and offered the potential to close existing roads and trails. On the Huron-
Manistee National Forests, only one area, Bear Swamp, was identified in the Roadless Area 
Review and Evaluation II process. In 1983, following the decision in State of California v. Block, 
699 F. 2d 753 (9th Cir. 1982) which found the 1979 Roadless Area Review and Evaluation II 
evaluation failed to meet National Environmental Policy Act requirements, the Huron-Manistee 
National Forests conducted an additional review of our two Roadless Area Review and 
Evaluation II areas, Nordhouse Dunes and Bear Swamp, as part of developing the 1986 Forest 
Plan.  

The initial Recreation Opportunity Spectrum inventory had just been completed on the Forests at 
the time the 1986 Forest Plan was developed, and it was noted that the Forests had no areas that 
fell in the Semiprimitive Nonmotorized class and few that would meet the requirements for 
Semiprimitive Motorized. Through the planning process, the National Forests did identify a 
number of areas that were deemed to have the potential to move in that direction. A couple of 
these areas, along the Au Sable and Manistee Rivers, had recently been acquired from 
Consumers Energy. However, in the draft and final plans, the Huron-Manistee National Forests 
did not establish a goal of moving any of these areas into the Semiprimitive Nonmotorized 
category.  

The 1986 Forest Plan was subsequently administratively appealed by the State of Michigan and 
various interest groups, including forest industry corporations and environmental groups. The 
result was an administrative settlement agreement in which in the Forest Service agreed, among 
other items, to establish a goal of moving 13 areas toward the Semiprimitive Nonmotorized 
category. Parties to the settlement agreement recognized that none of the areas met the 
Recreation Opportunity Spectrum guidelines at the time of the settlement and that, in some cases, 
nonconforming uses were likely to remain because of the small size of the areas, private in-
holdings and activities on adjacent private and public lands. The parties also agreed that: 
“Semiprimitive area designation will not foreclose the opportunity to redesignate these areas into 
other management categories in the future. Future designations will be based on demand, 
analysis, and assessments to be conducted as a result of this agreement and through additional 
public input” (Final Statement of Agreement for Appeals 1730, 1731 and 1735. August 11, 
1988). 

After completion of the 1986 Forest Plan and the development of the settlement agreement, 
efforts were made to close roads and trails in many of the Semiprimitive Nonmotorized areas. 
The National Forests had some initial success, but in many cases, the roads were actually County 
roads and therefore closing them would require action on the part of the County involved. In 
some cases, the National Forests were able to exchange jurisdiction over roads with the counties. 
In other circumstances, the parties could not come to an agreement and these roads remain open 
County roads within the Semiprimitive Nonmotorized areas. Another challenge is that nine of the 
13 current Semiprimitive Nonmotorized areas contain at least some private land and structures 
that required access across National Forest System lands. Because the agency is legally required 
to provide access where no other legal access exists, these roads will remain. The Forest Service 
also made efforts to acquire some private parcels within the Semiprimitive Nonmotorized 
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designated areas. In some cases, land-for-land exchanges took place, but in most cases, the 
owners were not interested in selling or exchanging since these private parcels contain 
permanent homes or summer cabins. Many private parcels have been held by the same family for 
two or more generations, and title is now held jointly by multiple owners as the land has been 
split or transferred to other family members over the years. These are often used for family 
gatherings and traditional activities like deer hunting, camping, etc. 

The settlement agreement was an amendment to the 1986 Forest Plan, which was superceded by 
the approval of the 2006 Forest Plan. However, the Semiprimitive Nonmotorized areas created 
by the settlement agreement were carried forward in the 2006 Forest Plan. 

During revision of the 2006 Forest Plan, the Huron-Manistee National Forests reviewed the 
progress made in moving these areas toward the aspirational goal of meeting the Recreation 
Opportunity Spectrum for Semiprimitive Nonmotorized. Nearly all of the Semiprimitive 
Nonmotorized areas were found to be within the respective desired road density goal; however, 
closure of numerous user-created roads continues in many areas of the National Forests. In 
addition, there were other non-conforming characteristics related to State and private lands 
within and adjacent to the Semiprimitive Nonmotorized areas. The 2006 review determined that 
there were no significant plan-level issues with the management of these areas that warranted 
change during the Forest Plan revision process. An additional review was conducted during the 
2006 Forest Plan revision to assess the potential for additional Semiprimitive Nonmotorized 
areas; however, no logical additions to the Recreation Opportunity Spectrum class were 
identified. 

When current Semiprimitive Nonmotorized areas were identified, parties to the settlement 
agreement resulting from the 1986 Forest Plan acknowledged that the areas did not meet the 
Recreation Opportunity Spectrum characteristics currently, but the desired future condition 
would bring them as close to conformity as possible. After 25 years, a current analysis of the 
Semiprimitive Nonmotorized areas indicates that shortcomings remain. As discussed in the 
following section, the Forest Service must determine how best to address the current 
management situation. 
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Decision and Rationale 

Need for Change  
The Meister panel of the U.S. Court of Appeals for the Sixth Circuit issued an opinion in the 
Meister case, Meister v. U.S. Department of Agriculture, No. 07-13008 (E.D. Mich. Mar. 30, 
2009), rev’d 623 F.3d 363 (6th Cr. 2010). The panel found deficiencies in the analysis conducted 
by the Forest Service under National Environmental Policy Act and National Forest Management 
Act in preparing the 2006 Forest Plan of the Huron-Manistee National Forests (Meister, 623 F. 
3d at 380). 

As the Regional Forester, I am responsible for ensuring that the Forest Service provides a 
thorough response to the issues raised by the court. This Final Supplemental Environmental 
Impact Statement was prepared to address the findings of the Meister panel and  the deficiencies 
that the panel found in the 2006 Final Environmental Impact Statement and Forest Plan. The 
deficiencies and the Agency’s responses to the Meister panel’s findings follow: 

1. The Forest Service’s estimates of snowmobile and cross-country visitors to the Forests 
were arbitrary (Meister, 623 F. 3d at 380). 
Response: The Recreation Supply and Demand Analysis was completed as part of the 
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement . The following three primary data sources were 
used for this analysis: 

• The 2008-2012 Michigan State Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plan which 
provides current and forecasted supply and demand information for outdoor 
recreation in Michigan; 

• The 2007 National Visitor Use Monitoring survey results which includes current 
consumption or activity participation on the Forests from October of 2006 through 
September of 2007, which included statistically sound estimates of cross country 
skiing and snowmobiling; and 

• The Outdoor Recreation for 21st Century America (Cordell et al. 2004) which 
provides information on trends and the contemporary American’s participation in 
outdoor recreation. 

The State Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plan and the 2007 National Visitor Use 
Monitoring were not available at the time the Final Environmental Impact Statement for the 2006 
Forest Plan was completed. The National Visitor Use Monitoring is conducted every 5 years. 

I find that the addition of this new information enables a more accurate analysis of recreational 
use on the Huron-Manistee National Forests and satisfies the direction of the Meister panel. 
While site-specific surveys of users would have been highly informative to this process, the 
Forest Service was unable to complete that level of research within the timeframes set by the 
Meister panel and the district court. 
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2. The Service has not complied with the requirement that it coordinate recreational 

planning with the State of Michigan with the aim (to the extent feasible) of “reducing 

duplication in meeting recreation demands” with respect to gun hunting and snowmobiling 

(Meister, 623 F. 3d at 380). 

Response: The Michigan Department of Natural Resources was a cooperating agency on this 

analysis, and two members of the Michigan Department of Natural Resources staff were 

included on the Interdisciplinary Team. The Michigan Department of Natural Resources 

employees assisted in the development of the alternatives. Michigan Department of Natural 

Resources also provided data that was used in the preparation of the Recreation Supply and 

Demand Analysis. As a cooperator, Michigan Department of Natural Resources also had an 

opportunity to review and provide input into the draft documents.  

To coordinate recreation planning, the Forest Service and the Michigan Department of Natural 

Resources reviewed the present and the proposed recreation activities under State, County and 

municipal land use or outdoor recreation plans, particularly the State Comprehensive Outdoor 

Recreation Plan. The agencies considered the recreation opportunities that are already present 

and available on public and private lands with the aim of reducing any unnecessary duplication 

in meeting the public’s demand for recreational opportunities in Michigan. Forest Service 

regulation 36 C.F.R. § 219.21(e) requires the Forest Service, “(e) Formulation and evaluation of 

alternatives under paragraphs (c) and (d) of this section shall be coordinated to the extent feasible 

with present and proposed recreation activities of local and State land use or outdoor recreation 

plans, particularly the State Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plan, and recreation 

opportunities already present and available on other public and private lands, with the aim of 

reducing duplication in meeting recreation demands.” The Forest Service conducted a series of 

meetings with the Michigan Department of Natural Resources to discuss any feasible 

opportunities to reduce the duplication of recreation opportunities provided for those visitors 

who enjoy snowmobiling and hunting experiences in the Huron-Manistee National Forests’ 

Primitive and Semiprimitive Nonmotorized Areas. As part of this process, the agencies reviewed 

Recreation Opportunity Spectrum standards, current and projected demand for outdoor 

recreation experiences in these areas, the recreation opportunities provided in Michigan, and past 

history of cooperative planning efforts. This information is provided in detail within the 

Recreation Supply and Demand Study attached to the Final Supplemental Environmental Impact 

Statement (USDA-FS 2011, Page 66). 

Upon the conclusion of this process, the Forest Service and the Michigan Department of Natural 

Resources did not identify any potential opportunities to reduce “duplication in meeting demands 

for recreation opportunities” on National Forest System lands or State lands. The opportunities 

provided by the Forest Service, State of Michigan, and other providers of recreation 

opportunities provide for a wide range of coordinated recreation experiences in hiking, 

backpacking, cross-country skiing, snowshoeing, hunting, snowmobiling, and other activities in 

a variety of settings. The trail systems and other outdoor opportunities were created and modified 

over time to address user demands, resource concerns, and to reduce user conflicts. The 

snowmobile trail systems were designed through coordinated efforts between the Forest Service 

and the Michigan Department of Natural Resources to serve as a network of travel routes to 

connect local communities and to enhance the local economies. These opportunities are vital to 

meeting the current demand and the projected future expansion of public demand for these uses. 
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The current supply of these different recreation opportunities gives users a wide variety of 
choices as to where to recreate and also reduces the potential for crowding, user conflicts, and 
resource damages to National Forest System and State lands. The Forest Service and Michigan 
Department of Natural Resources also considered the quantity and quality of recreation 
opportunities for individuals seeking Primitive and Semiprimitive Nonmotorized areas. Based on 
ratings on user satisfaction and crowding indexes, these areas appear to be meeting the public’s 
demand for quality Primitive and Semiprimitive Nonmotorized experiences (USDA-FS 2011, 
Page 136). After considering all the information provided in these documents, I have concluded 
that the available supply of areas and trails on National Forest System and State lands where 
users may enjoy snowmobiling and hunting should meet the current and foreseeable demand for 
these recreation experiences.  This supply of areas and trails occurs without unnecessary 
duplication of opportunities on State and National Forest System lands. Based upon user 
satisfaction measurements in National Visitor Use Monitoring and other surveys, the current 
users appear generally satisfied with the recreation opportunities that are provided on the 
National Forests. Expanding some of the existing recreation opportunities may increase a 
particular user’s satisfaction based on reduced crowding and fewer user conflicts. However, any 
expansion would also be likely to adversely affect the satisfaction of other users by restricting 
their ability to enjoy their recreational pursuits where they regularly have done so in the past on 
State and National Forest System lands. 

The Multiple Use Sustained Yield Act of 1960, as amended, 16 U.S.C. §§ 528-531, directs the 
Secretary of Agriculture and the Forest Service to administer the renewable surface resources of 
the National Forests for multiple use and sustained yield of the various products and services 
obtained from the forests including outdoor recreation.  This outcome is defined as an 
achievement and maintenance of a high level of regular output of the renewable resources of the 
National Forest without impairment of the land’s productivity). The opportunity to produce 
cross-country skiing outputs, coupled with other valued outputs such as hiking, hunting and 
wildlife viewing on a single site, is what makes meeting this multiple use mandate feasible. After 
evaluating the information detailed in this Supply and Demand Analysis and additional 
information contained in the project file, the Forest Service and the Michigan Department of 
Natural Resources did not identify any feasible opportunities to reduce duplication of recreation 
opportunities in any areas without diminishing the variety and quality of multiple use recreation 
opportunities provided throughout the State. 

With the direct involvement of Michigan Department of Natural Resources in preparing these 
documents and the joint conclusion of the Michigan Department of Natural Resources and the 
Forest Service that there is no opportunity to reduce duplication in meeting demand for 
recreation opportunities, I find this analysis satisfies the direction of the Meister panel.  

3. The Service’s reasons for keeping certain trails open to snowmobile use were arbitrary 
(Meister, 623 F. 3d at 380). 

Response: In its opinion, the Meister panel stated: “There conceivably might be reasons for 
keeping pre-designation and club trails open to off-road vehicle usage—though presumably the 
reasons should be good ones, given the Service’s own recognition that these uses are 
‘nonconformities.’ If the Service were to articulate good reasons, we would defer to them” 
(Meister, 623 F. 3d at 377). 
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As part of the Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement process, the Forest Service and the 
Michigan Department of Natural Resources jointly evaluated the current snowmobile trail 
system on the Huron-Manistee National Forests. Information that was considered included trail 
history, trail system connectivity, resource impacts, public safety, area management direction, 
use levels, and trail relocation options. The Forest Service also solicited input from local 
governmental agencies, businesses, snowmobile associations, and the public. 

In evaluating the effects of the alternatives, the Interdisciplinary Team determined that the 
sections of snowmobile trail considered in this analysis provide valued economic benefits to the 
local communities, serve as a means to connect local communities, offer a unique recreational 
opportunity by providing connectivity within larger trail systems, and have wide public support 
for retention. No notable resource impacts or safety concerns have been reported. For more than 
30 years, the Huron-Manistee National Forests have coordinated with the Michigan Department 
of Natural Resources in development and management of the existing snowmobile trail system 
on the National Forest. The Forest Service and Michigan Department of Natural Resources will 
continue to monitor and address social and resource issues as they arise.  

The Meister panel raised this issue concerning the Forest Service decision on pre-existing 
snowmobile trails relative to a concern about user conflicts. In their decision, the court wrote: 
“Meister’s remaining claim under the Management Act (National Forest Management Act) is 
that the Service failed to comply with 36 C.F.R. § 219.21(g). That regulation provides: 

“Off-road vehicle use shall be planned and implemented to protect land and other 
resources, promote public safety, and minimize conflicts with other uses of the National 
Forest System lands. Forest planning shall evaluate the potential effects of vehicle use off 
roads and, on the basis of the requirements of 36 CFR part 295 of this chapter, classify 
areas and trails of National Forest System lands as to whether or not off-road vehicle use 
may be permitted” (Meister, 623 F.3d at 376). 

The Meister panel clarified that “The regulation requires it [the agency] only to ‘minimize 
conflicts’ between off-road vehicles and other uses, not to eliminate them” (Meister, 623 F.3d at 
376).  

Since adopting its 1986 Forest Plan, the Huron-Manistee National Forests worked to reduce user 
conflicts by restricting motorized use (including snowmobile use) on National Forest System 
lands to designated roads, trails and areas. In addition, current plan direction and management 
provides that: 

Snowmobile use is prohibited in the Primitive area.  

No designated cross-country ski trails are located in Semiprimitive Nonmotorized areas 
that include designated snowmobile trails. Designated cross-country ski trails are located 
in three Semiprimitive Nonmotorized areas: Hoist Lake, Reid Lake, and Wakeley Lake. 
Currently designated snowmobile trails occur within the boundaries of only two 
Semiprimitive Nonmotorized areas: Manistee River and Whitewater Creek. 

Non-motorized winter recreationists who desire to travel cross country by snowshoe or 
ski outside the designated trail system will not encounter conflicts with snowmobile users 
on National Forest System lands within the Primitive area or 11 of the 13 Semiprimitive 
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Nonmotorized areas as cross-country use of snowmobiles is prohibited. Snowmobile use 
is concentrated on trails for safety and resource protection. 

4. The Service violated the National Environmental Policy Act when it failed to consider 
closing the Semiprimitive Nonmotorized Areas (2006 Forest Plan Management Area 
(Management Area) 6.1) and the Nordhouse Dunes Wilderness Area (2006 Forest Plan 
Management Area 5.1) to gun hunting and snowmobile use (Meister, 623 F. 3d at 380). 

Response: The Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement is primarily an analysis of 
four alternatives, one of which (Alternative 2) would close Semiprimitive Nonmotorized Areas 
(2006 Forest Plan Management Area  6.1) to gun hunting and snowmobiling and close the 
Nordhouse Dunes Wilderness Area (2006 Forest Plan Management Area 5.1) to gun hunting. Six 
other alternatives were considered but eliminated from detailed study that would have addressed 
the issue of noise abatement through a combination of trail closures, quiet areas, quiet days or 
quiet seasons. 

In addition to the four deficiencies identified above, the Meister panel also found that the 
existing Semiprimitive Nonmotorized areas fail to meet their current Recreation 
Opportunity Spectrum characteristics because “Gun hunting is inconsistent with the 
“direction in forest plans” as set forth in the Recreation Opportunity Spectrum 
descriptions of the challenged areas, since those areas are supposed to present little chance 
of encountering noise by humans” (Meister, 623 F.3d at 379). 
Response: The 1982 edition of the ROS Users Guide identified hunting in a table describing 
“Activity Characterization” across the Recreation Opportunity Spectrum, from Primitive to 
Roaded Natural. The 1986 edition of the Recreation Opportunity Spectrum Book identified 
hunting in a similar table as an acceptable activity in Recreation Opportunity Spectrum 
classifications across the entire spectrum from Primitive to Urban. The two ROS User Guides 
did not differentiate between gun hunting and other types of hunting based on the creation of 
noise (Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement, Chapter 3, Figure 2, Page 97). 

The Meister panel’s determination that gun hunting is inconsistent with “direction in the forest 
plans” for the challenged areas identifies what the 1982 ROS Users Guide describes as “setting 
inconsistencies.” The ROS Users Guide direction in relation to these situations is clear: “To 
resolve setting inconsistencies for the current situation alternative, map the Recreation 
Opportunity Spectrum class which best reflects current management direction” (USDA-FS 1982, 
Page 29). 

Based upon the direction of the Meister panel, the Forest Service evaluated the challenged areas 
on the Huron-Manistee National Forests for conformance with their Recreation Opportunity 
Spectrum characteristics, as part of the Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement analysis. 
This review indicates that the challenged areas fail to meet their current Recreation Opportunity 
Spectrum designation because of several factors, of which the sound of gun hunting is only one. 
Characteristics upon which Recreation Opportunity Spectrum classifications were based are 
identified in the 1982 ROS Users Guide. Those characteristics include: 
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Size. The ROS Users Guide sets minimum standards for areas to “ensure that the 
appropriate experience opportunities are available.” The 1982 Recreation Opportunity 
Spectrum Users Guide, Page 20, states: “Size of area is used as an indicator of the 
opportunity to experience self-sufficiency as related to the sense of vastness of a 
relatively undeveloped area.”  

“Semiprimitive Nonmotorized: 2,500 acres (May be smaller if contiguous to 
Primitive Class.)”  

Three current Semiprimitive Nonmotorized areas (Bowman Lake, 1,145 acres; 
Cooke, 2,419 acres; and Wakeley Lake, 2,414 acres) currently are not in 
conformance with the Recreation Opportunity Spectrum characteristics. 

Remoteness: Semiprimitive Nonmotorized areas on the Huron-Manistee National Forests 
do not meet the Recreation Opportunity Spectrum characteristics because they do not 
meet the minimal requirements for remoteness as described in the 1982 ROS Users 
Guide, Page 18: 

Semiprimitive Nonmotorized: An area designated at least ½ mile but not more 
than 3 miles from all roads, railroads or trails with motorized use; can include the 
existence of primitive roads and trails if usually closed to motorized use.  

Seven of the 13 Semiprimitive Nonmotorized areas have fewer than 500 acres that 
are more than ½ mile from a road, railroad or trail with motorized use. Only one 
area has more than 50 percent of National Forest System lands located more than 
½ mile from an open public road. 

Evidence of Humans. The 1982 ROS Users Guide, Page 22, provides the following 
criteria for identifying Evidence of Humans in Semiprimitive Nonmotorized:  

“Natural setting may have subtle modifications that would be noticed but not 
draw attention of an observer wandering through the area. Little or no evidence of 
primitive roads and the motorized use of trails and primitive roads. Structures are 
rare and isolated.” 

Evidence of humans includes a variety of modifications, the most noticeable of 
which include structures and utility corridors or pipe pipelines. 

Structures located on private inholdings can be found within the following 
Semiprimitive Nonmotorized areas: Au Sable, Condon Lakes, Cooke, Hoist Lake, 
Manistee River, Wakeley Lake, Whalen Lake, White River, and Whitewater 
Creek. 

Utility corridors or pipe lines occur within the following Semiprimitive 
Nonmotorized areas: Au Sable, South Branch Au Sable, Wakeley Lake, and 
Whitewater Creek. 

Table 1 summarizes the Recreation Opportunity Spectrum characteristics described in the 2011 
review of Semiprimitive Nonmotorized areas on the Huron-Manistee National Forests. 
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Table 1. Recreation Opportunity Spectrum Characteristics of Semiprimitive 
Nonmotorized Areas on the Huron-Manistee National Forests 
Do Semiprimitive 
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Characteristics of Recreation Opportunity Spectrum 

Size (Minimum 
2,500 acres) 

Y N Y Y N Y Y Y Y N Y Y Y Y 

Remoteness (1/2 
mile from road) 

N N N N N Y N N N N N N N N 

 

Lack of Evidence 
of Humans 

N Y Y N N N N Y N N N N N Y 

 
 

In addition, the Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement identified the sources of 
“noise by humans” and encumbrances within and adjacent to the 14 analysis areas. These noise 
sources included occupied structures; firearm hunting on other public and private lands; Forest 
and County roads; railroads; utility lines or oil and gas facilities; and other motorized uses. As 
identified in Table 24 of Chapter 3 of the Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement, 
these noise sources and encumbrances occur to some extent in or adjacent to all of the 
Semiprimitive Nonmotorized and Primitive areas. For example, County roads are located inside 
seven of the 14 analysis areas and within one mile of the area boundary of all 14 areas. The 
Forest Service has no authority to regulate snowmobile or other legal motorized use on County 
roads so visitors to all Semiprimitive Nonmotorized and Primitive areas are likely to continue to 
hear the sound of snowmobiles. 

The 1982 ROS Users Guide offers an approach to resolving setting inconsistencies by reviewing 
the appropriate classification for the individual area. The User Guide states: 

 “Tend toward the physical setting. The physical setting often represents the more 
permanent (or less easily changed) component of the Recreation Opportunity Spectrum 
class.” (USDA-FS 1982, Page 29.) 

In other words, when there is a conflict between Recreation Opportunity Spectrum 
characteristics and the physical elements within a management area, the Forest Service should 
lean toward selecting the Recreation Opportunity Spectrum classification that most closely 
matches the actual physical setting. 

During the 2006 Forest Plan revision process, the Forest Service considered whether there were 
opportunities to designate additional Semiprimitive Nonmotorized acreage but determined that 
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no new areas were available. The Meister panel noted: “It [the Forest Service] had rational 
reasons for that conclusion” (Meister, 623 F.3d at 380). Without the feasibility of additional 
available Semiprimitive Nonmotorized acres, it is not possible to address existing deficiencies in 
Remoteness, Size and Evidence of Humans. Therefore, I find it necessary to change the 2006 
Forest Plan decision on current Recreation Opportunity Spectrum designations based on the 
physical setting, per the ROS Users Guide.  

The results of the 2011 Recreation Opportunity Spectrum review are described in Appendix A 
and C of the Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement.  

As Regional Forester, I must ensure that forest plans address the required components.  The 
Forest Service Manual (FSM 1920.11 (3)) states that: “Plan components should be realistic and 
achievable.” and further states at “3.c. Desired conditions may be long-term aspirations and, 
therefore, may only be achievable over many plan periods; however, desired conditions should 
be realistic.” Based on the 2011 Recreation Opportunity Spectrum inventory, I find that the 
current management area designations of Semiprimitive Nonmotorized on the Huron-Manistee 
National Forests are inconsistent with the settings revealed in the 2011 Recreation Opportunity 
Spectrum inventory, and the physical settings are unlikely to change. As a result, I have 
determined that an amendment to the 2006 Forest Plan is necessary to align the Recreation 
Opportunity Setting with the settings. Nevertheless, our goals and objectives continue to include 
provisions of a less roaded, more secluded experience, which we intend to accomplish through 
continued application of the 2006 Forest Plan standards and guidelines to these areas. 

The Purpose and Need for the Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement was to 
address the deficiencies that the Meister panel found in the 2006 Forest Plan. I find that an 
amendment to the 2006 Forest Plan is required to address the setting inconsistencies identified by 
the Meister panel and the 2011 review of the SPNM areas. 

Decision Overview – Selected Alternative   
I have selected Alternative 4 as described in Chapter 2 of the Final Supplemental 
Environmental Impact Statement, “Change Management Area Designation to Address 
Recreation Opportunity Spectrum Concerns and Maintain a More Secluded and Less 
Roaded Recreation Experience Relative to the Rest of the Huron-Manistee National 
Forests” as an amendment to the 2006 Forest Plan. In my judgment, Alternative 4 maximizes 
the net benefit to the public by: 

• Addressing the significant issues that were identified based on the initial public 
scoping following the Notice of Intent. 

• Resolving conflicts between Recreation Opportunity Spectrum classifications and 
existing noise conditions currently experienced in the Semiprimitive Nonmotorized 
(Management Area 6.1) as identified by the U.S. Court of Appeals for the Sixth 
Circuit and the 2011 Recreation Opportunity Spectrum review. 

• Retaining direction for 11 management areas that will continue to provide visitors 
with a more secluded and less roaded recreational experience relative to the rest of the 
Huron-Manistee National Forests within the existing co-mingled ownership pattern. 
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• Providing management direction that reflects recommendations received through the 
public comment process, including consultations with local tribes, State and local 
governments, and other federal agencies. 

• Continuing to provide balanced management direction for a range of outdoor 
recreation opportunities and experiences. 

• Conforming to the Michigan Wilderness Act of 1987, Pub. L No. 100-84 101 Stat. 
1274. 

I have determined that this is a non-significant amendment to the Forest Plan. Alternative 4 
proposes to address inconsistencies with the Semiprimitive Nonmotorized Recreation 
Opportunity Spectrum class characteristics identified by the Meister panel, while preserving 
areas where the Forests can manage for a more secluded recreation experience. Hunting and 
snowmobiling opportunities would be unchanged in this alternative.  

• Forest Plan Amendment to Change Management Area Designations: Currently 
there are 13 Semiprimitive Nonmotorized Areas in Management Area 6.1 and a 
Wilderness Area in Management Area 5.1. Under this alternative Management 
Area designation of 11 of the 13 Semiprimitive Nonmotorized Areas would be 
changed to Management Area 8.4 (Special Areas). The existing Standards and 
Guidelines for Management Area 6.1 (Semiprimitive Nonmotorized) would continue 
being applied to these 11 new 8.4 Special Area Management Areas as outlined in the 
Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement. The Goals and Objectives for 
each of the new Special Areas would be to provide a more secluded and less roaded 
recreation experience relative to the rest of the Huron-Manistee National Forests.  

• Management area designation of Manistee River and Whitewater Creek would be 
changed from Management Area 6.1 (Semiprimitive Nonmotorized) to Management 
Area 4.2 (Roaded Natural Sandy Plains and Hills) and would be managed under the 
Standards and Guidelines for Management Area 4.2.  

• Management area designation for Nordhouse Dunes Wilderness would remain 
Management Area 5.1 (Wilderness) and management would remain the same.  

See Appendix A for a complete list of management area descriptions and Standards and 
Guidelines under the Selected Alternative.  
Under the Selected Alternative, the Recreation Opportunity Spectrum classification for each of 
the 14 areas would also change. Based on the 2011 review as described in Table C-1 in 
Appendix C of the Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement, none of the 14 areas 
met the standards of their 2006 Recreation Opportunity Spectrum Classifications. Areas are 
shown in Appendix B, Selected Alternative Maps (Maps B-1 and B-2). The Selected Alternative 
changes the 2006 Recreation Opportunity Spectrum as follows: 

• Recreation Opportunity Spectrum for Nordhouse Dunes Wilderness will change to 
Semiprimitive Nonmotorized (current conditions); however, the Wilderness 
designation (Management Area 5.1 – Wilderness) and management direction would 
remain the same in the future.  
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• Recreation Opportunity Spectrum for Manistee River and Whitewater Creek will 
change to Roaded Natural (current conditions). Both areas would be managed under 
the Standards and Guidelines for Management Area 4.2 (Roaded Natural). 

• Recreation Opportunity Spectrum for the 11 new 8.4 Management Areas will change 
to Semiprimitive Motorized or Roaded Natural (current conditions), as identified in 
Table A-4 of Appendix A to this Record of Decision. These areas will be managed in 
the future, to the extent feasible, to provide a more secluded and less roaded 
recreation experience relative to the rest of the Huron-Manistee National Forests. 

Public comment in response to the Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement 
suggests that there was some confusion caused by the term “less roaded recreation experience” in 
the description of Alternative 4. The term “less roaded recreation experience” refers to a less-
roaded opportunity relative to the remainder of the Huron-Manistee National Forests. As 
described in the 2006 Forest Plan, the overall objective for these new 8.4 Management Areas 
would remain: “Close all Forest Service roads to public motorized vehicles except for emergency 
and administrative use.” As shown in Table 4 in Chapter 2 of the Final Supplemental 
Environmental Impact Statement, the road density objective for the new 8.4 Special Areas will 
be 0-1 miles of road per square mile. Closure of Forest Service roads would occur only after a 
subsequent site-specific National Environmental Policy Act analysis and decision. However, the 
agency recognizes that some roads and trails within and immediately adjacent to these 
management areas are not under Forest Service jurisdiction, and these prevent the attainment of a 
less-roaded recreation experience. 

From the start of this process, the Huron-Manistee National Forests sought to address the 
deficiencies in the 2006 Forest Plan identified by the Meister panel while also considering the 
interests and concerns of varying stakeholders. The analyses conducted recognize that the 
Huron-Manistee National Forests does not exist in isolation, but the National Forests are part of a 
larger landscape managed and influenced by many land owners. My decision applies only to 
National Forest System lands within the boundaries of the Huron-Manistee National Forests. It 
does not apply to any other Federal, State, County, municipal, or private lands, although in 
making my decision, I considered how likely future management of other ownerships might 
contribute to environmental effects resulting from the management of the Huron-Manistee 
National Forests. 

In reviewing the four alternatives that were considered in detail, I carefully studied the three 
Significant Issues that were identified based on the public comments received following the 
Notice of Intent. (Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement, Chapter 1)  In summary, 
the public expressed the following concerns that: 

1. Some management areas do not conform to their current Recreation Opportunity 
Spectrum characteristics;  

2. The Huron-Manistee National Forests should provide opportunities for quiet recreation 
experiences; and 

3. Existing recreation opportunities and uses should continue.  
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On that basis, I evaluated the four alternatives and selected Alternative 4 because: 

Alternative 1 (The No Action Alternative) does not address the setting inconsistencies as 
identified by the Meister panel and the 2011 Semiprimitive Nonmotorized review. 
Alternative 2 (Proposed Action – As Published in the Notice of Intent) does not address 
the Significant Issues identified during the public comment period following the Notice 
of Intent or resolve the setting inconsistencies as identified by the Meister panel and the 
2011 Semiprimitive Nonmotorized review. There are other obstacles to the 
implementation of a forest plan amendment based on this alternative. This determination 
is based on several specific factors: 

• Alternative 2 would curtail current recreation opportunities which was identified as a 
Significant Issue. However this alternative would not achieve its objective of 
providing circumstances for “little chance of encountering noise by humans.” 
(USDA-FS 2012, Pages 108-114) 

• Alternative 2 would not bring Semiprimitive Nonmotorized areas into conformance 
with Recreation Opportunity Spectrum characteristics because other non-conforming 
significant conditions related to the Semiprimitive Nonmotorized areas will remain. 
In addition, uses will continue on adjacent lands which cause human-created noises 
that could be heard by users within the Semiprimitive Nonmotorized areas. The 
sources of those noises are fully disclosed in the Final Supplemental Environmental 
Impact Statement (USDA-FS 2012, Pages 111-113) 

• Closing Forest Service designated snowmobile trails in Semiprimitive Nonmotorized 
areas would not eliminate the likelihood of a person in those management areas 
hearing the noise of snowmobiles. Snowmobile use would continue on nearby State 
or private lands and along the shoulders of County roads within and adjacent to the 
Semiprimitive Nonmotorized areas. Those uses are outside the control of the Forest 
Service. (USDA-FS 2012, Pages 133-134) 

• Analysis described in the Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement finds 
that amending the Forest Plan according to Alternative 2 could potentially increase 
the threat to the viability of the Karner blue butterfly, a Federally listed endangered 
species. This viability threat would be caused by the potential increase of deer browse 
on lupine, the butterfly’s host plant, that would possibly occur with a larger deer 
population. (USDA-FS 2012, Pages 56-58) 

• As identified in the Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement, tribal 
members may experience racial discord if the exercise of federally recognized treaty 
rights is perceived as “special rights.” (USDA-FS 2012, Pages 190-191) 

• With respect to implementing a ban on gun hunting within the Nordhouse Dunes 
Wilderness Area (Management Area 5.1), the Michigan Wilderness Act of 1987 
provided for inclusion of the Nordhouse Dunes in the National Wilderness 
Preservation System “subject to valid existing rights and reasonable access to 
exercise such rights certain lands in the Manistee National Forest.” (101 Stat at 1274 
(Sec. 1)) Insofar as certain Indian tribes retained usufructuary rights under the 1836 
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Treaty of Washington, a ban on gun hunting by tribal members would be inconsistent 
with the Act. (USDA-FS 2012, Pages 186-189) 

• With respect to implementing a ban on snowmobiling adjacent to the Nordhouse 
Dunes Wilderness Area (Management Area 5.1), the Michigan Wilderness Act of 
1987 states: “Congress does not intend that designation of wilderness areas in the 
State of Michigan lead to the creation of protective perimeters or buffer zones around 
each wilderness area. The fact that nonwilderness activities or uses can be seen or 
heard from areas within the wilderness shall not, of itself, preclude such activities or 
uses up to the boundary of the wilderness.” (101 Stat. at 1277 (Sec. 7)) Currently all 
mechanized use, including snowmobiling, is prohibited within the Nordhouse Dunes 
Wilderness boundary. Establishing a buffer zone to reduce the likelihood of a visitor 
hearing snowmobiles within the designated Wilderness area would be inconsistent 
with the Act. 

Alternative 3 (Change Management Area Designation to Align with 2011 Recreation 
Opportunity Spectrum Inventory) addresses Significant Issues 1 (management areas do 
not conform with Recreation Opportunity Spectrum characteristics) and 3 (existing 
recreation opportunities and uses should continue), but does not provide continued 
opportunities for a quiet experience as identified in Significant Issue 2 to the extent 
created by managing Semiprimitive Nonmotorized areas. 

Alternative 4 (Change Management Area Designation to Special Areas [Management 
Area 8.4] for 11 of the Areas Currently Designated as Semiprimitive Nonmotorized and 
Manage for a More Secluded and Less Roaded Recreational Experience Relative to the 
Rest of the Huron-Manistee National Forests) addresses all three Significant Issues by: 

1. Bringing the “challenged areas” into conformity with Recreation Opportunity 
Spectrum characteristics to the extent possible, 

2. Retaining the opportunity for a quiet recreation experience; and 

3. Allowing current and traditional recreation opportunities to continue. 

In addition, I find that Alternative 4 fulfills the Forest Service’s obligation to honor existing 
treaty rights and the current Memoranda of Understanding with Native American tribes. 

Evaluation of the Proposed Action 
The central question addressed by my decision is whether the Forest Service should prohibit gun 
hunting and snowmobiling in the Semiprimitive Nonmotorized and Primitive areas of the Huron-
Manistee National Forests. That is the theme of Alternative 2, the Proposed Action. 

When considering whether to prohibit any legal activity on National Forest System lands, the 
Forest Service must consider numerous issues. The decision must be based on a demonstrable 
need, such as public safety or prevention of resource damage. For simplicity, I have phrased the 
considerations here as questions and then answered each question separately below. 

• Does the agency have the authority to prohibit the activity? 
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• What guidance do the agency’s regulations and policies provide relative to such a 
prohibition? 

• What are the practical implications of prohibiting gun hunting and snowmobiling 
within the Semiprimitive Nonmotorized and Primitive areas? 

• Is the proposed prohibition in the public interest? 

Does the agency have authority to prohibit the activity?  
Gun hunting. The Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 states: “However, the 
Secretary concerned may designate areas of public land and of lands in the National Forest 
System where, and establish periods when, no hunting or fishing will be permitted for reasons of 
public safety, administration, or compliance with provisions of applicable law.” (43 U.S.C. § 
1732 (b)) 

The Final Environmental Impact Statement for the 2006 Forest Plan stated: “The Forest Service 
does have the authority to issue closure orders for specific areas related to, 

• public health and safety - 36 C.F.R. 261.53(e) 

• discharging a firearm, air rifle, or gas gun - 36 C.F.R. 261.58(m) 

• possessing any animal or parts, etc. - 36 C.F.R. 261.58(t) 

• hunting or fishing - 36 C.F.R. 261.58(v)” 
However, that authority is not without exception. As outlined in Chapter 3 of the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement, the Forest Service does not have the authority to prohibit 
members of federally recognized tribes from exercising treaty rights established by the 1819 
Treaty of Saginaw or the 1836 Treaty of Washington. 

Snowmobiling. The Forest Service has the authority to regulate the use of all motorized vehicles 
on National Forest System lands. Motorized use is prohibited or restricted in many areas of the 
National Forests. Travel Management, Subpart C, § 212.81 (Use by over-snow vehicles): states: 
“Use by over-snow vehicles on National Forest System roads and National Forest System trails 
and in areas on National Forest System lands may be allowed, restricted or prohibited.” (36 
C.F.R. § 212.81) 

National Forest System lands in the Huron-Manistee National Forests have been closed to 
snowmobiling except on designated trails since the 1986 Forest Plan. Restricting motorized 
travel to designated roads, trails and areas was the method chosen by the Forest Service to reduce 
potential user conflict with non-motorized users. 

What guidance do the agency’s regulations and policies provide relative to such a 
prohibition?  
Gun hunting. As stated in Forest Service Manual 2643.1, “Hunting, fishing, and trapping of fish 
and wildlife and associated practices on National Forest System lands are subject to State fish 
and wildlife laws and regulations. The exceptions include: 1) state fish and wildlife laws and 
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regulations that conflict with Federal laws; or 2) state laws and regulations would permit 
activities that conflict with land and resource management responsibilities of the Forest Service 
or that are inconsistent with direction in forest plans.”  

The basis for this policy is the Multiple-Use Sustained-Yield Act of 1960, 16 U.S.C. § 528-531. 
Although this Act states that one of the purposes for management of National Forests includes 
wildlife and fish, the Act also states that “nothing herein shall be construed as affecting the 
jurisdiction of responsibilities of the several States with respect to wildlife and fish on the 
national forests.” (16 U.S.C. § 528) In addition, the Federal Land Policy and Management Act 
provides “nothing in this Act shall be construed as authorizing the Secretary concerned to require 
Federal permits to hunt and fish …on lands in the National Forest System or as enlarging or 
diminishing the responsibility and authority of the States for management of fish and resident 
wildlife.” The Federal Land Policy and Management Act further states that, “except in 
emergencies, any regulations of the Secretary concerned relating to hunting and fishing pursuant 
to this section shall be put into effect only after consultation with the appropriate State fish and 
game department.” (43 U.S.C. § 1732(b)).  

According to the regulations 36 CFR 261.10 - Occupancy and use, “the following are prohibited 
… (d) Discharging a firearm or any other implement capable of taking human life, causing injury 
or damaging property as follows:  

(1) In or within 150 yards of a residence, building, campsite, developed recreation site or 
occupied area or  

(2) Across or on a NFS road or a body of water adjacent thereto or in any manner or 
place whereby any person or property is exposed to injury or damage as a result in such 
discharge.” 

Forest Service Manual direction (FSM 2643.1) specifies that hunting, fishing and trapping of fish 
and wildlife and associated practices on National Forest System lands are subject to State fish 
and wildlife laws and regulations, unless one or both of the following applies: 

1. State fish and wildlife laws and regulations conflict with Federal laws; or 

2. State laws and regulations would permit activities that conflict with land and resource 
management responsibilities of the Forest Service or that are inconsistent with direction 
in forest plans. 

The Forest Service does possess the authority to issue closures as necessary to accomplish 
certain purposes, for example, to provide safe areas around campgrounds, or to provide 
protection for endangered species such as the Kirtland’s warbler.  

While the agency has the authority to prohibit gun hunting in specific times and places for 
reasons that can be articulated, such closures are not specifically required in Semiprimitive 
Nonmotorized and Primitive areas by the Recreation Opportunity Spectrum. Hunting is 
identified as an acceptable activity within the Recreation Opportunity Spectrum characteristics 
for Primitive and Semiprimitive Nonmotorized by the 1982 and 1986 ROS Users Guides. 

Snowmobiling. The Forest Service Manual (FSM 7718.1) (Regulation of Over-Snow Vehicle 
Use) provides the following direction: 
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1. Over-snow vehicle use may be allowed, restricted, or prohibited on National Forest 
System roads, on National Forest System trails, and in areas on National Forest System 
lands (36 CFR 212.81). Restrictions and prohibitions are enforceable under 36 CFR 
261.14. 

2. Responsible officials also may restrict or prohibit over-snow vehicle use through issuance 
of an order under 36 CFR Part 261, Subpart B. 

3. Existing decisions allowing, restricting, or prohibiting over-snow vehicle use may remain 
in effect. 

4. Travel analysis may be used when planning for over-snow vehicle use (FSM 7712 and 
FSH 7709.55). 

5. Apply the requirements governing designations in 36 CFR 212.52 through 212.57 to 
proposed restrictions and prohibitions on over-snow vehicle use proposed under 36 CFR 
Part 212, Subpart C. 

7718.2 – Implementation of Restrictions and Prohibitions on Over-Snow Vehicle Use Pursuant 
to 36 CFR 212, Subpart C states: 

1. Units may specify the minimum required snow depth as part of any restrictions or 
prohibitions on over-snow vehicle use. 

2. Units may impose restrictions and prohibitions on over-snow vehicle use by vehicle class 
and, if appropriate, by time of year. 

3. Any restrictions or prohibitions on over-snow vehicle use on roads or trails should be 
documented … 

4. In addition to the criteria in 36 CFR 212.55 and FSM 7715.5, when evaluating over-snow 
vehicle use on NFS roads, units should consider: 

a. The need for and location of parking areas for winter recreation. 

b. Other intended uses, such as winter logging or access to private lands. 

The Forest Service does not have the authority to regulate or prohibit the use of snowmobiles on 
roads, trails or areas that are not under Forest Service jurisdiction. For example, under State law, 
snowmobiles in the State of Michigan are authorized to ride on the shoulders of County roads 
and on unplowed County roads. The Forest Service lacks authority to regulate this use even 
where a County road crosses National Forest System lands in situations where the County has 
legal jurisdiction over the right of way. 

What are the practical implications of prohibiting gun hunting and snowmobiling in the 
Semiprimitive Nonmotorized and Primitive areas?  
Gun Hunting. I concur with the analysis in Chapter 3 of the Final Supplemental Environmental 
Impact Statement that prohibiting gun hunting in Semiprimitive Nonmotorized and Primitive 
areas will not ensure that visitors would experience little chance of encountering noise by 
humans. The ban would not prevent tribal members from exercising their treaty rights on 
National Forest System lands. A prohibition on gun hunting within Semiprimitive Nonmotorized 
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and Primitive areas would not prevent the sound of gunfire from target practice on National 
Forest System lands. The Forest Service has no authority to prohibit or restrict gun hunting on 
private- or state-owned lands adjacent to the analysis areas. Firearm hunting and target practice 
could continue on private- or state-owned lands within or adjacent to the 14 analysis areas and 
would most likely be heard within the Semiprimitive Nonmotorized areas due to their relatively 
small size.  

Management and enforcement of a ban on gun hunting would create unreasonable challenges for 
the staff of the Huron-Manistee National Forests and Forest Service law enforcement personnel. 
No physical demarcations exist on the ground to indicate the perimeter of Semiprimitive 
Nonmotorized and Primitive areas; therefore, the likelihood of hunters crossing into prohibited 
areas exists.  

Snowmobiling. I also concur with the analysis in Chapter 3 of the Final Supplemental 
Environmental Impact Statement that prohibiting snowmobiling in Semiprimitive Nonmotorized 
areas will not ensure that visitors would experience little chance of encountering noise by 
humans. Currently, no designated snowmobile trails exist in 11 of the 13 areas. Snowmobile use 
could continue on private- or state-owned lands adjacent to and within the 13 analysis areas. 
Under State law, snowmobiles can operate on County road rights-of way. This legal snowmobile 
use on adjacent roads is another noise source within and adjacent to these Semiprimitive 
Nonmotorized areas. Snowmobile trails currently occur within two of the analysis areas 
(Manistee River and Whitewater Creek), and the Preferred Alternative proposes reclassifying 
those two areas as Roaded Natural rather than Special Areas because of the trails and other non-
conforming characteristics. 

In addition, the Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement identified numerous other 
noise sources that occur in areas outside Forest Service jurisdiction adjacent to the Semiprimitive 
Nonmotorized and Primitive areas. The type, number, and spatial distribution of noise sources, 
identified in the current Recreation Opportunity Spectrum inventory, would prevent any of the 
14 analysis areas from having a high probability of isolation from the sights and sounds of 
humans. Although the Forest Service does have the authority to regulate uses on National Forest 
System Lands, exercising agency authorities would not create quiet within the areas as desired 
by some National Forest System land users. 

Is the proposed prohibition in the public interest?  
Any ban or prohibition of a legal activity on National Forest System lands must serve the public 
interest. Rationale might include public health and safety, prevention of resource damage or 
reduction in user conflicts. Information contained in the Final Supplemental Environmental 
Impact Statement does not indicate a need for a prohibition or ban of either gun hunting in the 
Semiprimitive Nonmotorized or Primitive areas or snowmobiling in the Semiprimitive 
Nonmotorized areas. The staff of the Huron-Manistee National Forests has not received a large 
number of contemporaneous complaints about specific incidents of noise related to gun hunting 
or snowmobiling from users, visitors, other law enforcement agencies, or stakeholders.  

Gun Hunting. The staff of the Huron-Manistee National Forests and Forest Service law 
enforcement personnel do not have records of contemporaneous complaints about specific 
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instances of the sounds of gunfire during hunting season. As identified in the Final Supplemental 
Environmental Impact Statement, the Huron-Manistee National Forests has occasionally 
received complaints about the sound of target practice, identifiable by the consistency and 
duration of the shooting. As the Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement describes, 
the majority of gun hunting within the Semiprimitive Nonmotorized areas occurs during 
Michigan’s two-week gun hunting season for deer in late November. This is not typically a time 
when many “quiet” recreation activities occur such as bird watching or winter sports, because 
migratory birds do not remain in Northern Michigan into late November and there is typically 
insufficient snowpack for cross-country skiing or snowshoeing. There is no documented 
indication that gun hunting in the Semiprimitive Nonmotorized areas creates a public nuisance. 

The Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement also contains an analysis of public 
safety related to gun hunting. Although accidents related to gun hunting do occur in Michigan, 
statistics indicate that victims are most often the hunter himself/herself or another hunter nearby. 
Michigan Department of Natural Resources shows no fatalities among non-hunters related to 
hunting during the years 2005 to 2010. Five non-fatal injuries among non-hunters caused by 
hunting occurred during that time period throughout the entire state. These statistics do not 
indicate that gun hunting within the Semiprimitive Nonmotorized areas creates a hazard to public 
safety. Shifting hunting to other Management Areas (such as Roaded Natural or Rural) where 
hunters would be more likely to encounter other users could increase the possibility of accidents. 

Snowmobiling. In its decision, the Meister panel stated: “The regulation requires it [the agency] 
only to “minimize conflicts” between off-road vehicles and other uses, not to eliminate them.” 
(Meister, 623 F.3d at 380) The Huron-Manistee has worked to minimize conflicts by restricting 
motorized use such as off-road vehicles and snowmobiles to designated roads, trails and areas. 
Currently, no designated snowmobile trails exist within 12 of the 14 Semiprimitive 
Nonmotorized and Primitive areas. Snowmobile trails exist only within two of the analysis areas 
(Manistee River and Whitewater Creek). Both of those trails are part of larger designated trail 
systems. In both locations, snowmobiles could continue to use adjacent County roads within the 
respective Semiprimitive Nonmotorized area. The Manistee River trail is on a county road. The 
Forest Service could only remove the trail from the Forest Service system, but could not stop 
snowmobiles from continuing to run on the trail. Whitewater Creek snowmobile trail is on a 
Forest Service road, and thus, could be closed. However, snowmobiles could relocate one-mile 
east to a county road that occurs on the boundary of the Semiprimitive Nonmotorized area, and 
where snowmobiles would continue to run on the road right-of-way. Removing the trails from 
Manistee River and Whitewater Creek areas could  lead to increased conflicts with cars and 
trucks. 

Forest roads and parking lots are only plowed when they service winter recreation sites, such as 
trailheads for cross-country skiing and snowmobiles. As a result, the number of visitors to the 
National Forests is significantly reduced in the winter months. The staff of the Huron-Manistee 
National Forests and Forest Service law enforcement personnel have received few complaints 
about the sound of snowmobiling during winter months. There is no indication that 
snowmobiling in the Semiprimitive Nonmotorized areas creates a public nuisance. 

I find that the minimal number of actual users and/or visitors who report contemporaneous 
complaints related to specific incidents of noise from gun hunting or snowmobiling to Huron-
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Manistee National Forests offices or Forest Service law enforcement personnel does not justify a 
ban on either gun hunting or snowmobiling in the analysis areas.  

Public Involvement 
The Huron-Manistee National Forests implemented a thorough and active public participation 
campaign throughout this Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement process.  

Prior to the Notice of Intent  
The Forests issued a news release to 41 news agencies on November 29, 2010 announcing the 
Forests’ intention to prepare a Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement to explain that the 
official public comment period would begin with the publication of the Notice of Intent in the 
Federal Register. 

Consultation with the tribes that are signatories to the Treaty of Washington of 1836 and the 
Treaty of Saginaw of 1819, including tribes that are members of the Great Lakes Indian Fishing 
and Wildlife Commission, began in November of 2010. 

The Michigan Department of Natural Resources, U.S. Department of Interior, Bureau of Land 
Management, and Little River Band of Ottawa Indians were invited to be cooperating agencies. 

Notice of Intent  
The Forest Service’s Notice of Intent to prepare a Supplemental Environmental Impact 
Statement (75 Fed. Reg. 81,561) was published on December 28, 2010. 

A legal notice detailing the information from the Notice of Intent was posted in the Cadillac 
News, Oscoda Press, Oscoda County Herald, Manistee News Advocate and the Lake County 
Star. 

A copy of the Notice of Intent, a map, and a cover letter with the public meeting schedule and 
locations were sent to 1,476 individuals, governmental agencies and organizations on December 
28, 2010. Five other interested parties were notified by e-mail of the availability of these 
documents on the Forests’ Web site. 

On December 28, 2010, a press release on the publication of the Notice of Intent and public 
meeting schedule was sent to 41 news agencies and published to the Forests’ Web site. A second 
press release detailing the time and location of the public meetings was sent to 41 news agencies 
on January 27, 2011. 

Public meetings (open houses) were held in several areas in the State in late January and early 
February 2011 to answer questions, disseminate information, and collect written comments. The 
meetings were held in Mio, Oscoda, Manistee, Baldwin, Grand Rapids, Birch Run, Southfield, 
and Lansing, Michigan. 

Meetings that were originally scheduled in Southfield and Lansing for February 1 and 2, 2011, 
respectively, were cancelled due to inclement weather and rescheduled for February 9 and 10, 
2011, respectively. 
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The Bureau of Land Management, Michigan Department of Natural Resources, and the Little 
River Band of Ottawa Indians were granted cooperating agency status and became part of the 
Interdisciplinary Team. 

The 45-day comment period started with the publication of the Notice of Intent in the Federal 
Register on December 28, 2010 and ended February 11, 2011. During the comment period, the 
Forests received 9,127 e-mails, letters, faxes and hand-delivered comments in response to the 
Notice of Intent. Appendix E of the Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement 
includes a summary of the comments received. 

Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement  
The Interdisciplinary Team also compiled and updated the mailing list that currently includes a 
total of 9,624 names and addresses. In July of 2011, a status update letter was prepared and 
mailed to everyone on the mailing list. This letter was also posted on our website. In addition, 
6,993 postcards and 2,303 email notifications were sent in late July 2011 asking those who had 
commented on the Notice of Intent how they would like to receive a copy of the Draft 
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement and the related documents (electronically via the 
website, electronically on a compact disc, or hard copy (paper)). The responses were compiled 
and used to determine how many copies to produce in the various formats. 

The Interdisciplinary Team prepared the Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement 
documents and worked with Government Printing Office and the printing contractor to get these 
documents printed and distributed. The Notice of Availability was published in the Federal 
Register. See 76 Fed Reg. 59,125 (Sept. 23, 2011). The Notice of Availability was also published 
in the newspapers of record for the Huron-Manistee National Forests. 

The Huron-Manistee National Forests and the contract printer sent out 753 paper documents, 322 
compact discs containing the documents, and 1,382 e-mail notifications that the documents were 
available online. 

The Huron-Manistee National Forests and members of the Interdisciplinary Team completed a 
series of eight public meetings at the following Michigan locations; Oscoda – October 31, 2011; 
Mio – November 1, 2011; Manistee – November 2, 2011; Baldwin – November 3, 2011; Birch 
Run – October 31, 2011; Southfield – November 1, 2011; Lansing – November 2, 2011; and 
Grand Rapids – November 3, 2011.  

On November 15, 2011, the Interdisciplinary Team sent out 4,988 hard copy letters and 3,226 
emails reminding the public that comments needed to be submitted by December 23, 2011. 

The 90-day comment period on the Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement closed 
December 23, 2011. A total of 2,065 individual pieces of correspondences representing 2,241 
individual signatures were received. The comments were reviewed by the Interdisciplinary Team 
and are addressed in the Response to Comments section of the Final Supplemental 
Environmental Impact Statement. 
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Alternatives 

Issue Development  
All public comments submitted in response to the Notice of Intent were read, analyzed, and 
organized by the staff of the Forests into 98 comment summary statements. The Supplemental 
Environmental Impact Statement Interdisciplinary Team, including our cooperating agency 
members, used these statements to identify significant issues and develop the range of 
alternatives that are evaluated in the Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement. 

The Forest Service separated the issues into two groups: significant and non-significant issues. 
Significant issues are defined as those directly or indirectly caused by implementing the 
proposed action. Nonsignificant issues are identified as those: 1) outside the scope of the 
proposed action; 2) already decided by law, regulation, Forest Plan or other higher level 
decision; 3) irrelevant to the decision to be made; or 4) conjectural and not supported by 
scientific or factual evidence. The Council on Environmental Quality’ National Environmental 
Policy Act regulations explain this delineation in Sec. 1501.7, “…identify and eliminate from 
detailed study the issues which are not significant or which have been covered by prior 
environmental review (Sec. 1506.3)…” A list of non-significant issues and the analysis behind 
why they are non-significant is included in the project record. 

Significant issues are used to formulate the range of alternatives, prescribe mitigation measures, 
and analyze environmental effects. 

The Interdisciplinary Team grouped comment summary statements into three significant issues: 

Issue 1: The management area conditions, including other public and private 
infrastructure within and adjacent to the 14 analysis areas, are inconsistent with the 
Recreation Opportunity Spectrum activity, setting and experience characteristics (a 
detailed explanation of Recreation Opportunity Spectrum is included in Chapter 3). These 
inconsistencies include State and County highways, utility corridors, roads and 
snowmobile trails, development on private land, and easements. 

Issue 2: The Forests should provide opportunities for quiet recreation experiences. This 
issue addresses the desire of some visitors for the opportunity to recreate in an 
environment with the high probability of isolation from the sounds of human activity. 

Issue 3: Alteration of current recreation activities, settings and opportunities (such as 
elimination of firearm hunting and snowmobile trails) in the 14 analysis areas may affect 
recreation experiences of visitors, economies of local communities, and natural resources 
in these areas. 

Alternatives Considered but not Evaluated in Detail  
Federal agencies are required by the National Environmental Policy Act to rigorously explore 
and objectively evaluate reasonable alternatives and to briefly discuss the reasons for eliminating 
alternatives that were not considered in detail (40 CFR 1502.14). Six alternatives were 
considered but dismissed from further consideration.  
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Comments received in response to the Notice of Intent suggested these alternatives or parts of 
these alternatives.  

These comments included suggestions to: 

• Reroute trails if they are not permitted within Management Area 6.1 (Semiprimitive 
Nonmotorized) and Management Area 5.1 (Wilderness); 

• Provide opportunities for a quiet experience; 

• Create quiet areas, quiet seasons or quiet buffers; and 

• Designate more areas as Management Area 6.1 Semiprimitive Nonmotorized and 
Management Area 5.1 Wilderness. 

Six additional alternatives were developed to respond to issues raised by the public and are 
described below. These alternatives were eliminated from detailed consideration after further 
review and analysis of  the 2011 Recreation Opportunity Spectrum classification inventory, trail 
reroute opportunities, inventory of noise sources, and viability of implementation. 

The 2011 Recreation Opportunity Spectrum inventory identified the following areas of concern: 

1. Recreation Opportunity Spectrum nonconforming activities for Semiprimitive 
Nonmotorized include such uses as: 

• Firearm hunting (determined nonconforming by the Meister panel), 

• Snowmobile use, 

• ORV use on adjacent private land, 

• Motorcycle use and 

• Motorboat use. 
2. Recreation Opportunity Spectrum nonconforming settings include such things as: 

• Environment not natural-appearing, 

• Moderate to high interaction of users, 

• Private inholdings, 

• Noticeable onsite controls and restrictions and 

• Motorized uses occurring. 
3. Recreation Opportunity Spectrum nonconforming experiences include such things as: 

• Moderate probability of experiencing isolation of sights and sounds from humans and  

• Lack of tranquility 

Because of the high probability of hearing noise by humans, neither the Recreation Opportunity 
Spectrum characteristics of Semiprimitive Nonmotorized nor the creation of a “quiet area” can 
reasonably be achieved within the Huron-Manistee National Forests. Therefore, these 
alternatives were not evaluated further. 
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Alternative 5 – Trail Reroute 
This alternative would reroute all designated Forest Service snowmobile trails in and along the 
boundaries of the 14 analysis areas. Two snowmobile trails are located within Whitewater Creek 
and Manistee River. Five snowmobile trail segments are located along the boundaries of the Au 
Sable, Bowman Lake, Briar Hills, Condon Lakes West and White River areas. Existing trail 
segments would be abandoned upon completion of a rerouted snowmobile trail section. 

This alternative has features similar to Alternatives 2 that is being analyzed in detail. The 
principle difference is that this alternative would reroute trail segments as opposed to abandon 
them. The Forest Service considered the possible relocation of snowmobile trail segments in and 
along the boundaries of the 14 analysis areas. Road jurisdictions, land ownership, potential 
conflicting uses, and resource values were reviewed. Under State law, snowmobiles can operate 
on County road rights-of-way. If the Forest Service abandoned routes along County roads, the 
public would continue to operate snowmobiles legally along those routes. As a result, 
implementation of rerouting and abandoning sections of snowmobile trail on County roads 
would be ineffective in eliminating snowmobile use in Manistee River and along the boundaries 
of Au Sable, Bowman Lake, Condon Lakes West and White River. Only two areas (Briar Hills 
and Whitewater Creek) were identified as having an opportunity to reroute snowmobile trails 
that would result in effectively abandoning a section of trail to snowmobile use. Prior to 
rerouting the sections of snowmobile trail in Briar Hills and Whitewater Creek, a site-specific 
National Environmental Policy Act analysis must be completed. This alternative was determined 
to be very similar in its intent to Alternative 2, and therefore, it would not be carried forward for 
detailed analysis. 

Alternative 6 – Partial Change of Management Area Designations 
This alternative would change management area designation for eight of the 14 analysis areas. 
Those with National Forest System snowmobile trails within or on the boundary would be 
changed to meet the current Recreation Opportunity Spectrum characteristics. Areas with new 
management area designations and direction would be: Au Sable (Management Area 4.3), 
Bowman Lake (Management Area 4.2), Briar Hills (Management Area 6.2), Condon Lakes West 
(Management Area 6.2), Manistee River (Management Area 4.2), Whalen Lake (Management 
Area 4.2), White River (Management Area 6.2) and Whitewater Creek (Management Area 4.2). 
The Recreation Opportunity Spectrum classification of a portion of Nordhouse Dune Wilderness 
currently classified as Recreation Opportunity Spectrum Primitive would be changed to 
Semiprimitive Nonmotorized. The management area designation would remain Management 
Area 5.1 (Wilderness), with no change in its management. 

Under this alternative, firearm hunting and target shooting would be prohibited within any area 
maintained as Management Area 6.1 (Semiprimitive Nonmotorized). Forest Service roads would 
be closed and mechanical vegetation management activities would be prohibited. These areas are 
Cooke, Hoist Lakes, Reid Lake, South Branch Au Sable, Wakeley Lake and Nordhouse Dunes 
Wilderness. No other changes to the 2006 Forest Plan would occur. 

None of the 14 areas currently meets all of the Recreation Opportunity Spectrum Semiprimitive 
Nonmotorized characteristics, as discussed at the beginning of this document, nor can they 
provide the high probability of isolation from the sights and sounds of humans. In addition, all of 
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the areas contain private in-holdings and adjacent private lands. Firearm hunting, target shooting, 
use of motor vehicles, and other noise-generating activities would continue to occur on these 
private lands. County roads, State highways, and roads on private lands would continue to be 
used. The Forest Service has no authority to restrict activities on private or State lands. This 
alternative has features similar to Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 that were analyzed in detail. Therefore, 
this alternative was not carried forward for detailed analysis. 

Alternatives 7 through 10 have the same limiting factors: influences that prevent them from 
providing “… little chance of encountering noise by humans” (Meister 623 F. 3d § 379). 
Although many factors affect a person’s ability to detect sound at a given place at any given 
time, the Forests have identified noise sources that visitors may experience at each of the 14 
analysis areas (See Chapter 3 of the Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement, Noise 
and Map Packet, Noise Sources Map A-27 through A-40). Many of the noise sources identified 
in the noise inventories are beyond the jurisdiction of the Forest Service. The alternatives are 
described here, and the common description for the analysis is printed below. 

Alternative 7 – Sundays and Mondays as Quiet Days 
This alternative would establish Sundays and Mondays as Quiet Days in all 14 analysis areas. 
Firearm hunting, target shooting, and other motorized recreation and land management activities 
would be prohibited on Sundays and Mondays. Under this alternative, all motorized use within 
and on the boundaries of the 14 analysis areas would be prohibited on Sundays and Mondays. 
Existing rights-of-way for legal access would be honored. These areas would remain in 
Management Area 6.1 (Semiprimitive Nonmotorized) and no other changes to the 2006 Forest 
Plan would occur. 

Alternative 8 – Quiet Seasons 
Under this alternative, the first 2 weeks of January, April, July and October would be established 
as quiet seasons within the 14 analysis areas. During the quiet season, all motorized recreation 
and land management activities using motorized equipment would be prohibited within and on 
the boundaries of these areas. Firearm hunting and target shooting would be prohibited within 
these areas during the quiet seasons. No other changes to the 2006 Forest Plan would occur. 

Alternative 9 – Quiet Areas 
Under this alternative, all 14 areas in this analysis would be managed as quiet areas. Firearm 
hunting, target shooting and motorized recreation uses would be prohibited in these areas. All 
roads and motorized trails within these areas would be closed. Land management activities 
involving motorized equipment would be restricted. All motorized use within the area would be 
prohibited regardless of jurisdiction. No other changes to the 2006 Forest Plan would occur. 
(Elements of this alternative are analyzed in detail under Alternative 2.) 
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Alternative 10 – Quiet Areas Plus Buffers 
Under this alternative, management would be similar to Alternative 9 with the addition of a 1-
mile buffer. Firearm hunting, target shooting, and motorized recreation and land management 
activities would be prohibited in these areas and the 1-mile buffer. All roads and motorized trails 
within and on the boundary of these areas would be closed. Land management activities 
involving motorized equipment would be restricted. No other changes to the 2006 Forest Plan 
would occur. 

The Forest Service conducted an inventory of noise sources and mapped these in and adjacent to 
the 14 analysis areas. A summary of this can be found in Chapter 3 of the Final Supplemental 
Environmental Impact Statement. The maps of noise sources can be found in the Map Packet 
(Noise Sources Map A-27 through A-40). Based on this inventory, all of the analysis areas had 
numerous noise sources. The type, number, and spatial distribution of noise sources, as identified 
in the inventory, would prevent any of the 14 analysis areas from having a high probability of 
isolation from the sights and sounds of humans. Existing County road and State highway use 
within and adjacent to these areas create substantial noise that can be heard throughout the areas. 
In addition, the Forest Service is legally bound to provide access to private in-holdings. These 
rights-of-way, easements, and other encumbrances prevent closure to motorized vehicle use 
within and/or adjacent to the areas. Uses on private properties contribute to noise within all of 
the areas. Private property owners within and adjacent to the area would still be hunting and 
otherwise discharging firearms. Under state law, snowmobiles can operate on County road 
rights-of-way. This snowmobile use is another noise source within and adjacent to these analysis 
areas. The Forest Service has no authority to regulate any of these uses. Although the Forest 
Service does have the authority to regulate use on National Forest System lands, exercising the 
agency’s authorities would not create quiet within the analysis areas as intended. For these 
reasons, these alternatives were not carried forward into the detailed analysis. 

Alternatives Considered and Evaluated in Detail  

Alternative 1 – The No Action Alternative 
Under the No Action alternative, management of the 14 analysis areas would continue, as guided 
by the 2006 Forest Plan. No changes to management area designation would be implemented to 
accomplish project goals. 

The No Action alternative is required by National Environmental Policy Act regulations (40 
CFR § 1502.14(d)). 

Alternative 2 – Proposed Action – As Published in the Notice of Intent 
This alternative was developed to respond to the Meister panel finding that the Forest Service 
should have evaluated an alternative that closed the 13 Semiprimitive Nonmotorized areas (2006 
Forest Plan Management Area 6.1, Semiprimitive Nonmotorized) and the Nordhouse Dunes 
Wilderness (2006 Forest Plan Management Area 5.1) to firearm hunting and snowmobiling 
(Proposed Action listed in the Notice of Intent dated December 28, 2010). Under Alternative 2, 
firearm hunting would be prohibited in the 14 analysis areas (subject to existing rights).  
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Additionally, the 13 non-wilderness analysis areas (2006 Forest Plan Management Area 6.1, 
Semiprimitive Nonmotorized) would be closed to snowmobile use (subject to existing rights). 
No motorized use is allowed in the Nordhouse Dunes Wilderness. Designated Forest Service 
System snowmobile trails within the Manistee River and Whitewater Creek areas would be 
analyzed under the National Environmental Policy Act for removal from the National Forest 
System designated system, and those under Forest Service jurisdiction would be closed. 
Snowmobile trails on the boundaries of Au Sable, Bowman Lake, Briar Hills, Condon Lakes 
West and White River areas would be removed from the National Forest System and those 
within Forest Service jurisdiction would be closed. (See Appendix A, Map A-2 through A-4, 
Table 2 and Appendix B for management area direction.) 

Forest Plan Amendment under Alternative 2 would Implement Bans on Gun Hunting and 
Snowmobiling in Semiprimitive Nonmotorized and Primitive Areas Alternative 2 proposes 
to amend the Forest Plan Standard and Guidelines (Standards and Guidelines) for the 14 analysis 
areas (Management Area 6.1 Semiprimitive Nonmotorized and 5.1 Wilderness) to evaluate 
closure of Forest Service designated snowmobile trails and restrict firearm hunting to individuals 
who are members of Indian tribes with valid treaty rights. (See Appendix B for management area 
direction). 

Alternative 3 – Change Management Area Designation to Align with 2011 Recreation 
Opportunity Spectrum Inventory 
Alternative 3 proposes to align the management area designations of the 14 analysis areas with 
the 2011 Inventoried Recreation Opportunity Spectrum classification. Under Alternative 3, the 
management area designations of 13 of the 14 analysis areas would be changed. When 
developing this alternative, the Interdisciplinary Team considered the Meister panel findings that 
current conditions in these 14 areas should meet the Recreation Opportunity Spectrum 
classification descriptions for Semiprimitive Nonmotorized “and present little chance of 
encountering noise by humans” (USDA-FS 1986, Page 33). 

Although many factors affect a person’s ability to detect sound at a given place at any given 
time, the Forests have identified noise sources that visitors may experience in the 14 analysis 
areas. (See the Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement, Chapter 3, Noise and 
Appendix A, Noise Sources Map A-27 through Map A-40). 

Forest Plan Amendment under Alternative 3 Would Change Management Area 
Designations to Meet Current Recreation Opportunity Spectrum Characteristics 
Nordhouse Dunes Wilderness would maintain the designation of Management Area 5.1 
(Wilderness) with no change in its management. (The 2011 Recreation Opportunity Spectrum 
inventory characterized Nordhouse Dunes Wilderness as Recreation Opportunity Spectrum class 
Semiprimitive Nonmotorized. See Appendix C for Recreation Opportunity Spectrum Review). 
The other 13 analysis areas (2006 Forest Plan Management Area 6.1, Semiprimitive 
Nonmotorized) would be designated as either Management Area 6.2 (Semiprimitive Motorized), 
Management Area 4.3 (Roaded Natural Wetlands) or Management Area 4.2 (Roaded Natural 
Sandy Plains and Hills), depending on the Land Type Association (LTA) of the area. 
Management of the areas would be in accordance with the direction of the Standards and 
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Guidelines (Standards and Guidelines) in the respective management area (See Appendix B for a 
list of Management Area Standards and Guidelines).  

Alternative 4 – Change Management Area Designation to Special Areas (Management Area 
8.4) and Manage For a Less Roaded Recreation Experience Relative to the Rest of the Huron-
Manistee National Forests 
Alternative 4 proposes to address inconsistencies with the Semiprimitive Nonmotorized 
Recreation Opportunity Spectrum class characteristics identified by the Meister panel, while 
preserving areas where the Forests can manage for a less roaded recreation experience relative to 
the rest of the Huron-Manistee National Forests. Gun hunting and snowmobiling opportunities 
would be unchanged in this alternative. (See Appendix A, Map A-9 and A-10). 

Forest Plan Amendment under Alternative 4 Would Change Management Area 
Designations While Maintaining Current Standards and Guidelines 
Under this alternative, the management area designation of 11 of the 14 analysis areas would be 
changed to Management Area 8.4 (Special Areas). The existing Standards and Guidelines for 
Management Area 6.1 (Semiprimitive Nonmotorized) would be applied to these 11 new 
Management Area 8.4 areas. The Goals and Objectives for the Special Areas would be to 
provide a more secluded and less roaded recreation experience relative to the rest of the Huron-
Manistee National Forests. Management area designation of Manistee River and Whitewater 
Creek would be changed to Management Area 4.2 (Roaded Natural Sandy Plains and Hills) and 
would be managed under the Standards and Guidelines for Management Area 4.2. 

Management area designation for Nordhouse Dunes Wilderness would remain Management 
Area 5.1 (Wilderness) and management would remain the same. (See Table 4 and Appendix B 
for a complete list of management area descriptions and Standards and Guidelines under this 
alternative.) 

The Environmentally Preferred Alternative  
Regulations implementing the National Environmental Policy Act also require the specification 
of “…the alternative or alternatives which were considered to be environmentally preferable” (40 
CFR 1505.2(b)). I have reviewed the National Environmental Policy Act to determine the criteria 
for identifying the environmentally preferable alternative. All six criteria in National 
Environmental Policy Act (Section 101(b)) were considered. Based on review of the National 
Environmental Policy Act criteria for identifying the environmentally preferable alternative, I 
believe Alternative 4 is environmentally preferable. This alternative best addresses the protection 
and stewardship aspects of the criteria, while at the same time addressing those criteria that speak 
toward providing a balance between population and resource uses and attaining the widest range 
of beneficial uses of the environment without degradation.  

Consistency with Other National Policies, Laws and Authorities 
The Forest Service manages the Huron-Manistee National Forests in conformance with many 
laws, regulations, executive orders, and policies. The list provided here is not a complete list of 



Record of Decision  Huron-Manistee National Forests 

Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement 34 

all governing statutes that apply to amending a Forest Plan, but it highlights the primary statutes 
guiding the preparation of this Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement. In all cases, 
the Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement is consistent with national law, policy 
and direction. 

National Environmental Policy Act  
The Forest has compiled and generated information relevant to the effects of each of the 
alternatives considered in the Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement. I find that 
the environmental analysis and public involvement process complies with each of the major 
elements of the requirements set forth by the Council on Environmental Quality for 
implementing National Environmental Policy Act (40 CFR 1500-1508). These include: 

• Considering a broad range of reasonable alternatives. 

• Disclosing cumulative effects. 

• Using the best scientific information. 

• Considering long-term and short-term effects. 

• Disclosing unavoidable adverse effects. 
The decision here does not directly authorize any new ground-disturbing activities or projects. 
These activities and projects will be subject to additional site-specific environmental analysis 
that will tier to the Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement and will follow 
applicable environmental analysis, public involvement, and administrative appeal procedures. 

National Forest Management Act  
Revision of the 2006 Forest Plan for the Huron-Manistee was completed under the 1982 rule by 
the discretion accorded to the deciding official. The Forest Service used the procedures of the 
planning regulations that were in effect before November 9, 2000 (see 1982 Planning Rule, 47 
Fed. Reg. 43,026 (Sept. 30, 1982). The Huron-Manistee National Forest Plan process complies 
with the National Forest Management Act as documented in the 2006 Final Environmental 
Impact Statement and Record of Decision and as amended in Final Supplemental Environmental 
Impact Statement and this Record of Decision.  

Endangered Species Act (ESA) 
This Act creates an affirmative obligation “…that all Federal departments and agencies shall 
seek to conserve endangered and threatened (and proposed) species” of fish, wildlife, and plants. 
This obligation is further clarified in the national Interagency Memorandum of Agreement (dated 
August 30, 2000) which states our shared mission to “…enhance conservation of imperiled 
species while delivering appropriate goods and services provided by the lands and resources.”  

In response to a request for informal consultation, , the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, in a letter 
dated Sept. 27, 2011, concurred with a Forest Service determination that the preferred alternative 
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would not likely adversely affect Indiana bat, Karner blue butterfly or Kirtland’s warbler, those 
species likely to be found in the action areas. 

Forest and Rangeland Renewable Resources Planning Act/Forest Service Strategic Plan 2004-
2008 
While Forest Plans should be consistent with the broad guidance provided in the Strategic Plan 
and should consider the information provided by the RPA Assessment along with other available 
and relevant science, neither the Strategic Plan nor the Assessment contain recommended 
outputs to incorporate in specific forest plans. I find that the 2006 Forest Plan is in compliance 
with, and contributes toward the broad goals of the Forest Service Strategic Plan, and that the 
proposed amendment does not significantly alter the standards and guidelines that provide forest 
management direction in the affected areas and is therefore in compliance with RPA. 

Environmental Justice (Executive Order 12898) 
Executive Order 12898 (59 Fed. Reg. 7629 (Feb. 16, 1994)) directs federal agencies to identify 
and address, as appropriate, any disproportionately high and adverse human health or 
environmental effects on minority populations and low-income populations. I have determined, 
from the analysis disclosed in the Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement, that the 
Interdisciplinary Team has fully considered and addressed any potential adverse effects on 
minority or low-income populations. 

National Historic Preservation Act  
I find that the 2006 Forest Plan is in compliance with, and contributes toward the broad goals of 
the National Historic Preservation Act (16 U.S.C. § 4707), and that the proposed amendment 
does not significantly alter the standards and guidelines that provide forest management direction 
in the affected areas and is therefore in compliance with National Historic Preservation Act. 

Government-to-Government Relations with Native American Tribal Governments (1994) 
These policies support the Forest Service actions in establishing mutual and beneficial 
partnerships with American Indians and Alaska Natives and honoring treaty obligations. Forest 
Service policy is recorded in Forest Service Manual Section 1563.  
The staff of the Huron-Manistee National Forests consulted with Native American tribes of the 
Great Lakes States throughout this process. Line officers and staff met personally with the 
signatory tribes of the two relevant treaties. The Little River Band of Ottawa Indians participated 
as a cooperating agency. 

USDA Forest Service Final 2005 Travel Management Rule 
The Travel Management Rule (70 Fed. Reg. 68, 264 (Nov. 9, 2005) (36 CFR Parts 212, 251, 
261, and 295) revised regulations regarding travel management on National Forest System lands 
to clarify policy related to motor vehicle use including off-highway vehicles. This rule prohibits 
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the use of motor vehicles off the designated system or use inconsistent with those designations 
once designations are published on a Motor Vehicle Use Map.  

Standards and Guidelines proposed for the affected areas in Alternative 4 of the Final 
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement and disclosed in Appendix A, Amendment 1 of 
this Record of Decision are consistent with management direction in the Travel Management 
Rule. 

Other Laws, Policy and Regulations 
I also find that Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement is consistent with the 
following body of policy and regulation:  

• The National Energy Policy (Executive Order 13212) 

• The Clean Air Act 

• The Clean Water Act 

• The Data Quality Act 

• Healthy Forest Restoration Act 

• The National Wild and Scenic Rivers Act 

• The Energy Requirement and Conservation Potential 

• Energy Policy Act of 2005 

• Executive Order 13112 on Invasive Species 

• Secretary of Agriculture’s Memorandum # 1827 on Prime Farmland, Rangeland and 
Forestland 

• Executive Order 1099 on the protection of Wetlands and Floodplains, and  

• The existing body of national direction for managing national forests 

Implementation, Monitoring and Evaluation 

Implementation Begins in 30 Days 
This Amendment to the 2006 Forest Plan becomes effective 30 calendar days after the Notice of 
Availability of the Record of Decision and Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement 
is published in the Federal Register (36 CFR 219.10 (c)(1) [1982 planning rule].  

Transition from the 2006 Forest Plan  
Amendment 1 to the 2006 Forest Plan will apply to all projects that have decisions made on or 
after the effective date of this Record of Decision. Because this is an amendment to the 2006 
Forest Plan, many aspects and much of the management direction from that plan is carried 
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forward unchanged into the amended Forest Plan. Therefore, many existing projects and ongoing 
actions that were consistent with the 2006 Forest Plan will remain consistent with the amended 
plan. 

Many management actions decided prior to the issuance of the Record of Decision are routine 
and ongoing. Those decisions will generally be allowed to continue unchanged because the 
projected effects are part of the baseline analysis considered in the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement. 

The National Forest Management Act requires that “permits, contracts and other instruments for 
occupancy and use” of National Forest System lands be “consistent” with the Forest Plan (16 
U.S.C. 1640 (i)). 

Uses and occupancy agreements will be reviewed to determine whether or when the Forest 
Supervisor should exercise discretion to bring them into compliance with Amendment 1 to the 
2006 Forest Plan. Recent project decisions that have not yet been implemented will be reviewed 
and adjusted by the decision maker, if necessary, to meet the direction found in the 2006 Forest 
Plan.   

The decision maker has the discretion on a case-by-case basis, to modify pre-existing 
authorizations to bring them into compliance with the 2006 Forest Plan Standards and 
Guidelines. I find that the statutory criteria of “as soon as practicable” and excepting “valid 
existing rights” useful in exercising that discretion. 
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Administrative Appeal of My Decision  
This decision is subject to appeal pursuant to the provisions of the optional appeal procedures 
available during the Planning Rule transition period, Section 3. A written notice of appeal must 
be filed with the Chief of the Forest Service within 45 days of the date that legal notice of this 
decision appears in the Milwaukee Journal Sentinel. Appeals must be sent to: 

Regular Mail Express Mail 

USDA Forest Service 
Ecosystem Management Coordination 
1400 Independence Ave., SW 
Mailstop Code 1104 
Washington, DC 20250-1104 

USDA Forest Service 
Ecosystem Management Coordination 
201 14th St., SW, 3rd Floor, Central Wing 
Washington, DC 20024 

Phone: (202) 205-0895 

Electronic Mail 

Appeals-chief@fs.fed.us 

The use of Microsoft Word (.doc), or Adobe (.pdf) is recommended. 

A copy of the appeal must simultaneously be sent to the deciding officer: 

Charles L. Myers, Regional Forester 
USDA Forest Service, Eastern Region 
626 East Wisconsin Avenue 
Milwaukee, WI 53202 

Simultaneous electronic filing to the deciding officer should be sent to: 

Appeals-eastern-regional-office@fs.fed.us 
Any notice of appeal must be fully consistent with the optional appeal procedures available 
during the Planning Rule transition period, and include at a minimum: 

• A statement that the document is a Notice of Appeal filed pursuant to the optional 
appeal procedures available during the Planning Rule transition period. 

• The name, address and telephone number of the appellant. 

• Identification of the decision to which the objection is being made. 

• Identification of the document in which the decision is contained, by title and by 
subject. 

• Date of the decision and name and title of the Deciding Officer. 

• Identification of the specific portion of the decision to which objection is made. 

• The reason for the appeal including issues of fact, law, regulation, or policy. 

• Identification of the specific change(s) in the decision that the appellant seeks. 

https://encrypted.google.com/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=36%20cfr%20217&source=web&cd=2&ved=0CCgQFjAB&url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.fs.fed.us%2Femc%2Fapplit%2Fincludes%2FPlanAppealProceduresDuringTransition.pdf&ei=8wzyTtKlCYjhiALb1MjPDg&usg=AFQjCNHc869-chPZG9eeSFKZ4yvgW8YMyg&sig2=SfYauAz9QK59zo1SSURkPQ&cad=rja
https://encrypted.google.com/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=36%20cfr%20217&source=web&cd=2&ved=0CCgQFjAB&url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.fs.fed.us%2Femc%2Fapplit%2Fincludes%2FPlanAppealProceduresDuringTransition.pdf&ei=8wzyTtKlCYjhiALb1MjPDg&usg=AFQjCNHc869-chPZG9eeSFKZ4yvgW8YMyg&sig2=SfYauAz9QK59zo1SSURkPQ&cad=rja
mailto:Appeals-chief@fs.fed.us
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Contacts  
For more information on this Record of Decision and/or this Final Supplemental Environmental 
Impact Statement, contact Kenneth Arbogast, Public Affairs Officer, Huron-Manistee National 
Forests, 1755 South Mitchell Street, Cadillac, Michigan, 49601, (231) 775-2421. 

Full sets of all official documents may be found in the following locations: 

• Colleges and Universities: Baker College, Ferris State University, Grand Valley State 
University, Michigan State University, Michigan Technological University, University 
of Michigan and Wayne State University  

• Community libraries: Alcona County Library, Bridgman Public Library, Cadillac-
Wexford County Public Library, J. R. VanPelt Public Library, Flint Public Library, 
Fremont Public Library and Shiawassee District Library 

• On the web: www.fs.fed.us/r9/hmnf/index.shtml. 

• On CD-ROM available at local Forest Service Offices 
If you would like to request CD-ROM or hard copy versions of the full set of documents, or have 
questions regarding the Forest Plan and would like to speak with a Forest Service employee, see 
the following list of Huron-Manistee National Forests offices: 

Supervisor’s Office Baldwin/White Cloud Ranger District 

Forest Supervisor: Barry Paulson 
Public Affairs Officer: Kenneth Arbogast 
1755 South Mitchell Street 
Cadillac, MI 49601 
231-775-2421 

District Ranger: Les Russell 
650 N. Michigan Avenue 
P.O. Box Drawer D 
Baldwin, MI 49304 
231-745-4631 

Cadillac-Manistee Ranger District Huron Shores Ranger Station 

District Ranger: Jim Thompson 
412 Red Apple Road 
Manistee, MI 49660 
231-723-2211 

Acting District Ranger: Paul Thompson 
5761 N. Skeel Road 
Oscoda, MI 48750 
989-739-0728 

Mio Ranger District  

District Ranger: Steve Goldman 
401 Court Street 
Mio, MI 48647 
989-826-3252 

 

 

 

_______________________________   _______________________ 

CHARLES L. MYERS,       Date 
Regional Forester    

http://www.fs.fed.us/r9/hmnf
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Appendix A – Amendment 1 to the 2006 Forest Plan
Amendment 1 to the 2006 Forest Plan changes the Management Area (M.A.) designations of 13 
areas designated as M.A. 6.1 (Semiprimitive Nonmotorized).  

The management area designation of 11 of the 13 analysis areas will change to M.A. 8.4 Special 
Areas. The existing Standards and Guidelines (S&Gs) for M.A. 6.1 (Semiprimitive 
Nonmotorized (SPNM)) will apply to the 11 M.A. 8.4 areas. The Goals and Objectives for the 
Special Areas will be to provide a more secluded and less roaded recreational experience relative 
to the rest of the Huron-Manistee National Forests.  

Management area designation of Manistee River and Whitewater Creek will change to M.A. 4.2 
(Roaded Natural Sandy Plains and Hills) and will be managed under the S&Gs for M.A. 4.2.  

Management area designation for Nordhouse Dunes Wilderness will remain M.A. 5.1 
(Wilderness) and management area direction remains the same.  

A summary of the designation changes is illustrated in Table A-1. 

Table A- 1. Management Area Designations 

Area Name 2006 Forest Plan Designation 
M.A.  

New Management Area 
Designation 

Au Sable River M.A. 6.1 Semiprimitive 
Nonmotorized (SPNM) M.A. 8.4 Special Area 

Bowman Lake M.A. 6.1 (SPNM) M.A. 8.4 Special Area 

Briar Hills M.A. 6.1 (SPNM) M.A. 8.4 Special Area 

Condon Lakes M.A. 6.1 (SPNM) M.A. 8.4 Special Area 

Cooke  M.A. 6.1 (SPNM) M.A. 8.4 Special Area 

Hoist Lakes M.A. 6.1 (SPNM) M.A. 8.4 Special Area 

Manistee River M.A. 6.1 (SPNM) M.A. 4.2 Roaded Natural Sandy 
Plains and Hills (RN) 

Reid Lake M.A. 6.1 (SPNM) M.A. 8.4 Special Area 

South Branch Au Sable M.A. 6.1 (SPNM) M.A. 8.4 Special Area 

Wakeley Lake M.A. 6.1 (SPNM) M.A. 8.4 Special Area 

Whalen Lake M.A. 6.1 (SPNM) M.A. 8.4 Special Area 

White River M.A. 6.1 (SPNM) M.A. 8.4 Special Area 

Whitewater Creek M.A. 6.1 (SPNM) M.A. 4.2 (RN) 

Nordhouse Dunes Wilderness M.A. 5.1 (Wilderness) M.A. 5.1 (Wilderness) 
 
The changes to the 2006 Forest Plan for each Management Area are described on the following 
pages. 
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Management Area 4.2 - Roaded Natural Sandy Plains and 
Hills  

Management Area direction as displayed in the 2006 Forest Plan remain unchanged except for 
the following: 

Maps: Manistee River and Whitewater Creek will be added to the Management Area Map. 

Landscape Description: Acreage percentage changed as a result of adding Manistee River and 
Whitewater Creek to the Management Area under Amendment 1.  Acreage increased from 
421,036 acres to 436,172 acres, or approximately 45 percent of all National Forest System lands 
on the Huron-Manistee National Forests as depicted in Table A-2. 

Table A- 2. Acreage additions to M.A. 4.2 
Management Area 4.2 Acreage Additions 

2006 Forest Plan Management Area 4.2 421,036 

Manistee River 7,935 

Whitewater Creek 7,201 

Amended 2012 Forest Plan Management Area 4.2 436,172 
 

Desired Future Condition: Old growth acreage increased from approximately 27,700 acres to 
approximately 33,719 acres in this M.A. as a result of adding the Manistee River and Whitewater 
Creek to the Management Area 

Standards & Guidelines: All Management Area Standards and Guides apply to Manistee River 
and Whitewater Creek. 

Management Area 5.1 - Wilderness  
Management Area designation and direction as displayed in the 2006 Forest Plan would remain 
unchanged except for the following: 

Under Purpose Section: The Recreation Opportunity Spectrum classification of “Primitive” was 
dropped and the entire Wilderness Area is classified as having Recreation Opportunity Spectrum 
of Semiprimitive Nonmotorized.  

Management Area 6.1 - Semiprimitive Nonmotorized Areas  
No areas would be designated under Management Area 6.1 and this section will be removed 
from the Forest Plan. 
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Management Area 8.4 - Special Areas  
This chapter reflects changes incorporated according to Amendment 1 to the 2006 Forest Plan as 
outlined in the Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement, January 2012. 

Maps: 
Existing maps will be updated to reflect the addition of the 11 new areas: Au Sable River, 
Bowman Lake, Briar Hills, Condon Lakes, Cooke, Hoist Lakes, Reid Lake, South Branch Au 
Sable, Wakeley Lake, Whalen Lake, and White River.  

Purpose:  
Management of special areas will protect areas that have scientific, biological, geological, 
historical, social or recreational characteristics of local, regional or national significance.  Loda 
Lake and Newaygo Prairie were identified for their unique biological characteristics. 
Lumbermen’s Monument was identified for its unique historical nature. The remaining areas 
provided a more secluded and less roaded recreational experience relative to the remainder of the 
Huron-Manistee National Forests. 

Landscape Description:  
Acreage percentage increased as a result of changing the designation of the 11 areas listed above 
from M.A. 6.1 to M.A. 8.4 as directed by Amendment 1, per the FSEIS of 2012.  

Management Area 8.4 increased from approximately 376 acres to approximately 46,740 acres, or 
approximately 5 percent of all National Forest System lands on the Huron-Manistee National 
Forests. 

Table A-3 shows the Management Areas 8.4 that were identified in the 2006 Forest Plan for their 
unique biological and historical characteristics. Table A-4 shows the Management Areas 8.4 that 
were redesignated from Management Area 6.1 to Management Area 8.4 as a result of 
Amendment 1 to the 2006 Forest Plan. 
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Table A- 3. Special Areas on the Huron-Manistee National Forests identified in the 2006 
Forest Plan 

Area Description Location 

Newaygo Prairie 
Ecological Study Area 

An 80-acre unit was designated by the Forest 
Supervisor in 1968. 

This area will be managed to retain its prairie-like 
condition to facilitate studies of prairie ecosystems. 

This is a small remnant of dry grass prairie that is in an 
early successional stage of recovery to a natural prairie 
condition.  This type of habitat typically benefits some 
grassland wildlife species with small home ranges such 
as vesper sparrow, prairie deer mouse, and plant 
species associated with prairie ecosystems, such as big 
and little bluestem and Indian grass. The prairie type is 
not of sufficient size to benefit grassland species 
having large home ranges or that occur in large 
colonies. 

The study area will be managed as a roaded natural 
Recreation Opportunity Spectrum area. 

Manistee 
National Forest. 

Lumbermen's Monument Of 135 acres, a 7.2-acre site was designated by the 
Secretary of Agriculture in 1932 for historical, 
educational and recreational uses. 

Management direction for the site is established in 
"Lumbermen's Monument Visitor Information Center 
Plan," Huron National Forest, April 1979, as amended 
in 1993. 

Huron National 
Forest. 

Loda Lake Wildflower 
Sanctuary 

Of 130 acres, a 72-acre site was designated by the 
Regional Forester in 1949 to provide examples of 
native plants and native plant communities that once 
covered much of Michigan. 

Management direction for the site is established in 
"Management Plan for the Loda Lake Wildflower 
Sanctuary," USDA-Forest Service, Manistee National 
Forest, 1949. 

This is a small area that will have over-mature or old 
growth conditions and provides benefits to those 
associated species. 

The sanctuary will be managed as a roaded natural 
Recreation Opportunity Spectrum area. 

Manistee 
National Forest. 
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Table A- 4. Special Areas with Unique Recreational Opportunities on the Huron-Manistee 
National Forests 

More 
Secluded/Less 
Roaded Areas 

Approximate 
Acreage 

Location Objectives 

Au Sable 10,400 Huron National 
Forest 

• Provide canoeing, fishing, hunting, 
horseback riding and camping. 

• Manage the Shore-to-Shore Riding and 
Hiking Trail. 

• Continue management of South Branch 
Trail Camp and Thompson’s Landing 
Canoe access. 

• Recreation Opportunity Spectrum: 
Roaded Natural – managed to provide a 
more secluded, less roaded recreation 
experience. 

Cooke (North of 
River) 

2,400 Huron National 
Forest 

• Provide opportunities for more 
secluded, less roaded experiences. 

• Recreation Opportunity Spectrum: 
Semiprimitive Motorized – managed to 
provide a more secluded, less roaded 
recreation experience. 

Hoist Lakes 9,700 Huron National 
Forest 

• Provide hiking, cross-country skiing, 
primitive camping, fishing and hunting 
opportunities. 

• Recreation Opportunity Spectrum: 
Semiprimitive Motorized – managed to 
provide a more secluded, less roaded 
recreation experience. 

Reid Lake 3,200 Huron National 
Forest 

• Provide hiking, cross-country skiing, 
primitive camping, fishing and hunting 
opportunities. 

• Recreation Opportunity Spectrum: 
Semiprimitive Motorized – managed to 
provide a more secluded, less roaded 
recreation experience. 

South Branch 
Au Sable  

4,000 Huron National 
Forest 

• Provide hunting and limited brook trout 
fishing. 

• Recreation Opportunity Spectrum: 
Semiprimitive Motorized – managed to 
provide a more secluded, less roaded 
recreation experience. 
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More 
Secluded/Less 
Roaded Areas 

Approximate 
Acreage 

Location Objectives 

Wakeley Lake 2,100 Huron National 
Forest 

• Provide fish and sensitive wildlife 
habitats. 

• Recreation Opportunity Spectrum: 
Semiprimitive Motorized – managed to 
provide a more secluded, less roaded 
recreation experience. 

Briar Hills 
(Northern 
Block) 

3,400 Manistee 
National Forest 

• Provide opportunities for mushroom 
picking, hunting, cross-country skiing 
and dispersed camping. 

• Consider development of a 
nonmotorized trails system. 

• Recreation Opportunity Spectrum: 
Semiprimitive Motorized –managed to 
provide a more secluded, less roaded 
recreation experience. 

Bowman Lake 1,100 Manistee 
National Forest 

• Provide hiking and cross-country ski 
trails. 

• Develop 3 to 5 miles of nonmotorized 
trails in addition to the North Country 
National Scenic Trail and other existing 
trails. 

• Use trail corridors to improve potential 
or connect occupied Karner blue 
butterfly habitat. 

• Recreation Opportunity Spectrum: 
Roaded Natural – managed to provide a 
more secluded, less roaded recreation 
experience. 

Condon Lakes 
West 

3,300 Manistee 
National Forest 

• Provide opportunities for mushroom 
and berry picking, hunting, fishing and 
dispersed camping. 

• Recreation Opportunity Spectrum: 
Semiprimitive Motorized – managed to 
provide a more secluded, less roaded 
recreation experience. 
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More 
Secluded/Less 
Roaded Areas 

Approximate 
Acreage 

Location Objectives 

Whalen Lake 2,800 Manistee 
National Forest 

• Provide primitive canoeing, fishing and 
camping areas. 

• Develop a nonmotorized trail system. 

• Use trail corridors to improve potential 
or connect occupied Karner blue 
butterfly habitat. 

• Recreation Opportunity Spectrum: 
Roaded Natural – managed to provide a 
more secluded, less roaded recreation 
experience. 

White River 6,900 Manistee 
National Forest 

• Provide primitive canoeing, fishing and 
camping areas. 

• Develop a nonmotorized trail system. 

• Use trail corridors to improve potential 
or connect occupied Karner blue 
butterfly habitat. 

• Recreation Opportunity Spectrum: 
Semiprimitive Motorized – managed to 
provide a more secluded, less roaded 
recreation experience. 
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Goals and Objectives and Desired Future Condition:  

Goals and Objectives: 
• Maintain the characteristics of each area for which it was identified. 

• Provides visual variety by providing vegetative diversity. 

• Provide for more secluded, less roaded recreational experiences relative to the rest of 
the Huron-Manistee National Forests. 

• Provides a variety of fish and wildlife habitats for species which avoid human 
activity. 

• Produces low to moderate volumes of forest products. 

• Provides habitat suitable for species requiring an old-growth environment. 

• Allows facility development to separate competing uses. 

• Provides for recreational activities such as hunting, fishing, viewing scenery, and 
water-based recreational opportunities. 

• Management will strive to increase utilization of wood residues and other currently 
non-merchantable material, when not needed for resource concerns such as soil 
productivity and wildlife habitat.  

• Quality sites and opportunities for intensive timber management practices will be 
identified commensurate with the site’s ecological capabilities. 

• Manage permanent openings and/or grasslands to meet species viability needs. 

• Distribution of openings will recognize the contribution of adjacent private lands.  

• The first land acquisition priority is to acquire private inholdings. 

• Subsurface Ownership:  Acquiring ownership of severed mineral rights is a high 
priority. 

• Provide mineral development opportunities at a limited density. 

Desired Future Condition: 
These areas are unique or unusual biologically, geologically or culturally.  Federal or State 
ownership of all surface and subsurface mineral rights is desirable. 

The desired future condition of this management area will be characterized by a predominantly 
natural or natural-appearing environment. Concentration and interaction between users is low, 
but there is often evidence of other users.  The areas are managed in such a way that on-site 
controls and restrictions may be present, but are subtle. Nonmotorized use is emphasized.  
Closed roads may be evident and some may be utilized as trails. Users are aware of the services 
provided, such as visitor information, and restrictions and controls are evident. 
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Dominant forest types are variable depending on the area and will range from northern 
hardwoods on morainal hills and plains to aspen, oaks and red and white pines on dry sandy 
plains.  Low, wet areas will be characterized by aspen, black ash, cedar, fir and hemlock.  Stand 
distribution by age and size, across the landscape, is natural in appearance and dominated by old-
growth characteristics. 

Federal or state ownership of surface and subsurface is desired. 

Approximately 46,850 acres of designated old growth  occur in this management area. 

Some roads are present but gated to provide access only for administrative or other permitted 
purposes.  Improvements on these roads are infrequent and maintained to minimal standards 
necessary for health and safety needs.  Other public agency roads may be present. 

Standards and Guidelines:  
 
 1900 PLANNING  
 I Vegetation Management  
 A Limit vegetation management to improving visual quality;  G  
 reducing hazard fuels, pest management and fuelbreaks, or 
 maintaining diversity of wildlife habitats. 
 
 2200 RANGELAND MANAGEMENT  
 I Grazing will not be permitted. S  
 
 2300 RECREATION, WILDERNESS AND RELATED RESOURCE MANAGEMENT 
 I Do not allow motorized use on lakes. G  
 II Special Areas  
 A More Secluded and Less Roaded Recreation Experience Areas  
 1 Au Sable River  
 a Allow watercraft with motors on the river. G  
 2 Cooke  
 a Camping is allowed at designated sites only. G  
 3 Hoist Lakes Foot Travel Area  
 a Prohibit saddle, pack and draft animals and bicycles. S  
 4 Reid Lake Foot Travel Area  
 a Prohibit saddle, pack and draft animals and bicycles. S  
 5 South Branch Au Sable  
 a The existing road that provides access to the  G  
 Mason Chapel will remain open to motorized  
 use. 
 6 Wakeley Lake  
 a The existing dikes and dam will be  G  
 maintained at Wakeley Lake. 
 b The existing perimeter fence will be allowed  G  
 to deteriorate before removal. 
 7 Bowman Lake  
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 a Allow camping around Bowman Lake only at G  
 designated sites. 
 b Prohibit saddle, pack and draft animals. S  
 8 Whalen Lake  
 a Camping around Whalen Lake and the Big  G  
 South Branch of the Pere Marquette River  
 will be allowed at designated sites or areas only. 
 b A nonmotorized trail system will be developed. G  
 9 White River  
 a Camping areas and sites will be designated.   S  
 Sites and areas will avoid Karner blue  
 butterfly habitat. 
     b Allow dispersed camping at existing sites  G  
 along open roads.  Evaluate opportunities to  
 phase out of these existing sites and develop  
 sites adjacent to the area. 
 c Within a one-quarter mile corridor on each side  S 
 of the White River, manage using the Wild and  
 Scenic Study River Standards and Guidelines in 
 management area 9.2. 
 d Trail locations will avoid concentrated areas  S  
 of wild lupine and other nectar plants utilized  
 by the Karner blue butterfly and other  
 associated sensitive species. 
 e Allow watercraft with motors on the river. G  
 
 2400 TIMBER MANAGEMENT  

I Timber harvest in Loda Lake Wildflower Sanctuary, Lumbermen’s Monument 
and Newaygo Prairie Ecological Study Area will be limited to safety and 
salvage.   

  II The following Standards and Guidelines apply to both even- and   
 uneven-aged silvicultural systems. 
 A Uneven- and even-aged systems will be used. They will be   
 consistent with area management objectives and the  
 following restrictions: 
 1 Even-aged management will be the primary  G  
 silvicultural system used. 
 2 Allow thinnings of red pine plantations. G  
 3 The uneven-aged system will normally be used only  G  
 in northern hardwoods. 
 4 Seasonal restrictions on time of entry for timber  G  
 harvests may be applied to protect other resources,  
 activities and facilities. 
 5 Standard cutting methods such as single-tree and  S  
 group selection, shelterwood, seed-tree and  
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 clearcutting may be used. 
 6 Silvicultural standards will incorporate genetic  G  
 improvement principles, practices and programs. 
 7 Regeneration activities:  
 a Site preparation activities can include  G  
 mechanical, prescribed fire, hand and  
 chemical. 
 b For revegetation, use native vegetative  G  
 species for timber production purposes.  
 Revegetation activities can include natural– 
 preferred–artificial or seeding methods. 
 c Fertilization may be used to establish  G  
 vegetation on disturbed areas. Manage use of 
 fertilizers or soil enrichments to prevent  
 movement into lakes and streams. 
 III The following Standards and Guidelines apply only to the even-aged  
 silvicultural system: 
 A Temporary openings created by the application of the even-  
 aged silvicultural system: 
 1 Will be separated by a stand of at least 10 acres,  G  
 except in wildlife emphasis areas. 
 2 Generally should be 20 acres or less. G  
 B Firewood gathering may be allowed except in old-growth  G  
 areas. A permit is required. 
 C   Intermediate treatment guidelines include: 
 1  Pruning for timber–crop trees–visual improvement,           G 

    safety and wildlife–fruit trees. 
 2 Thinning.                G 

 3 Using precommercial thinnings to maintain winter                        G 

 thermal cover for deer in lowland hardwood and 
 conifer types. 
  4 Using hand release methods in all vegetative types.                      G  
 D Harvest guidelines include the following:   
 1 The clearcutting method may be used only for jack,  G  
 red and white pines; oak; aspen; lowland conifers  
 and northern hardwoods with adequate advanced  
 regeneration. 
 2 The seed-tree cutting method may be used only for  G  
 jack, red and white pines and lowland conifers. 
 3 The shelterwood cutting method may be used only  G  
 for jack, red and white pines; all oak; northern  
 hardwoods; lowland conifers and lowland hardwoods. 
 E Allow commercial thinning in all vegetative types.   G  
 Precommercial thinning in all types is allowed if necessary  
 to meet objectives of timber, wildlife and/or visual quality  



Record of Decision, Appendix A  Huron-Manistee National Forests 

Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement 52 

 objectives. 
 
2600  WILDLIFE, FISH AND SENSITIVE PLANT HABITAT MANAGEMENT  
 I General Management  
 A  New motorized trails will not be constructed in cedar G  
     swamps, hardwood conifer swamps and subirrigated 
  forests unless there are no reasonable alternatives. 
 B  Manage wetlands identified as good and excellent sandhill G  
     crane nesting habitat to improve habitat conditions for this 
  species. 
 C  Develop and implement direction for each osprey nesting area G  
     and great blue heron colony 
 D Dry Grasslands G  
 1 Manage dry grassland habitat, 250 acres or larger in  G  
 Landtype Associations 1 and 2.  Manage multiple habitats 
 as blocks when they are within one mile of each other to  
 increase suitability. 
 II Regional Forester Sensitive Species  
 A Standards and Guidelines for the management of Regional   
 Forester Sensitive Species are: 
    1 Within core northern hardwood habitat areas:  
 a In 80 percent of the high-quality mesic northern   
 hardwood (ginseng) habitat: 
 1 Permit non-ground disturbing  G  
 activities that mimic natural  
 disturbance regimes common to this habitat. 
 2 Permit maintenance of existing  G  
 improvements. 
 b In the remaining 20 percent of the high-quality  G  
 mesic northern hardwood habitat: 
 1 Maintain 80 percent crown closure. G  
 2 Allow potential high-quality mesic northern  G  
 hardwood forest habitat adjacent to core areas to  
 convert to actual high-quality mesic northern  
 hardwood forest habitat. 
 3 Cerulean Warbler 
     a Timber management and road construction  G  
 activities should not occur in occupied  
 habitat within 400 feet of a cerulean warbler 
 nest tree–approximately a 10-acre area–  
 during the breeding season. 
   B Manage wetlands identified as good and excellent sandhill  G  
 crane nesting habitat to improve habitat conditions for this species. 
 C Develop and implement management direction for each  G  
 osprey nesting area and great blue heron colony. 
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 III Less Roaded Recreation Experience Areas  
 A Wakeley Lake  
 1 Protect loon nests from disturbance through a  G  
 seasonal area closure. 
 2 Outside of old growth create and maintain large  G  
 openlands, jack pine-oak barrens and young jack  
 pine thickets where opportunities exist. 
 3 Outside of old growth provide habitat through  G  
 regeneration harvest for wildlife species dependent  
 upon early successional forests. 
 4 Coordinate fisheries management of Wakeley Lake  G  
 with the Michigan Department of Natural Resources 
 fisheries division. 
 5 Periodically draw down northwestern marsh and  G  
 lake to improve wildlife habitat. 
 B White River  
 1 Vegetative management will follow the Karner blue  G  
 butterfly habitat management strategy. 
 2 All Forest Service roads will be closed to public  G  
 motorized vehicle use except those users authorized  
 under easement or permit. 

        3    The Forest roads paralleling the White River and the          G 

  North Branch of the White River known as the 
  River Road may be opened seasonally for the 

 firearm deer season, November 15 to 30. 
 IV Wildlife Emphasis Areas  
 A Condon Lakes  
 1 In selected oak stands, extend the rotation age to  G  
 120 years. 
 2 Identify 25 to 35 percent of the stands in the area to G  
 be retained as over-mature.  This should be  
 concentrated around the isolated lakes, but there should 
 also be stands identified as over-mature throughout the area. 
 B White River  
 1 Continue or develop cooperative efforts with private  
 landowners that will: 
 a Establish and maintain protective zones  G  
 around bald eagle nests. 
 b Avoid and discourage disturbances during  G  
 critical periods. 
 2 Identify areas of potential nest sites and protect  G  
 these from alteration or development on National  
 Forest System lands and private lands where possible. 
 3 Management for other wildlife habitats should not  G  
 conflict with the management and protection of  
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 potential bald eagle habitat elements. 
 C Deer yards  
 1 Manage recognized deer yards outside old growth  G  
 areas to provide a sustained supply of winter  
 thermal cover and associated browse. 
 
 2700 SPECIAL USES MANAGEMENT  
 I Adhere to the Federal Power Act Section 4(e) Forest Service  S  
 conditions on the eight hydro-electric projects licensed by the  
 federal Energy Regulatory Commission. 
 II Do not allow developed organizational camps. G  
 III Determine approval of applications on an individual basis for  G  
 special uses involving National Forest System lands.  
 IV Do not permit special-use motorized recreation events. G  
 V Discourage utility transmission corridors. Exceptions will be  G  
 considered on an individual basis supported by a documented  
 environmental analysis. 
 
 2800 MINERALS AND GEOLOGY  
 I Special Areas   
 A Federal oil and gas leases will contain a no-surface-  S  
 occupancy stipulation.  
 II Endangered, Threatened and Sensitive Wildlife  
 A Karner Blue Butterfly  
 1 Federal oil and gas leases will contain a lease notice  S  
 that the lands are identified as Karner blue butterfly  
 metapopulation areas and occupancy is subject to  
 more restrictive controls than routine areas.  No surface 
 occupancy or road construction will be permitted in 
 occupied habitat. 
 2 Access to oil and gas development is by low  G  
 standard road with minimum clearing.  These roads  
 are gated.  The access road should be obliterated  
 upon abandonment of the site. 
 III Mineral Exploration and Development  
 A General oil and gas development conditions:  
 1 Production facilities are outside the area when  G  
 practical. 
 2 Needed pumps are run by electric motors or  G  
 equipped to minimize noise. 
 IV Common Variety Minerals  
 A Use of common variety mineral deposits will be considered  G  
 with the following limitations: 
 1 Permitted only for use within the management  G  
 prescription area. 
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 V Federal oil and gas leases will contain a controlled surface use G  
 stipulation with a maximum surface development density of  
 1 surface location per 640 acres. 
 
 5100 FIRE MANAGEMENT  
 I Suppression  
 A Minimize use of tractor plows, retardant, constructed  G  
 helispots and wheeled vehicles. 
 II Fire Use and Fuels Treatment  
 A Constructed fuel barriers will be no longer than eight miles in  G  
 length, and temporary or permanent openings will be  
 limited to no more than 500 acres. 
  III Activity fuels–slash–will be treated to a level commensurate with  G  
 the allowable fire intensity and rate of spread that meets resource  
 objectives in established prescriptions.  Treatment along highways  
 and adjacent properties will meet applicable state laws. 
 IV Management action to address high fuel hazards may occur in old  G  
 growth when public safety and property are at risk. 
 
 7700 TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM  
 I Less Roaded Recreation Experience Areas  
 A Close all Forest Service roads to public motorized vehicles  G  
  except for emergency and administrative use.  See 2300 II A 5 
  for an exception. 
 II Oil and Gas  
 A All temporary roads will be planned and constructed to be  G  
 revegetated within one year of termination of contract, lease 
 or permit. 
 B Roads must use existing transportation corridors when  G  
 compatible, feasible and practical. 
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Appendix B – Selected Alternative Maps
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	Preface 
	This Record of Decision explains my decision to select Alternative 4 as described in the Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement to become Amendment #1 to the Revised Land and Resource Management Plan (2006 Forest Plan) for the Huron-Manistee National Forests. This Record of Decision documents the Forest Service’s formal decision and explains the basis for making this change to the 2006 Forest Plan.
	The Forest and Rangeland Renewable Resources Planning Act of 1974, as amended by the National Forest Management Act of 1976, 16 U.S.C. § 1600 et seq., specifies that land and resource management plans are to be developed for all of the National Forests. Land and resource management plans (also called Forest Plans) establish the direction for natural resources management on the National Forests. Each Forest Plan provides programmatic direction to guide the development of site-specific projects that may occur during the life of the plan. Additional environmental analysis is required to consider the site-specific effects of each proposed project.
	The July 16, 1986, Huron-Manistee National Forests Land and Resource Management Plan was revised after the Forest Service prepared the Final Environmental Impact Statement under the National Environmental Policy Act National Environmental Policy Act, 42 U.S.C. § 4321 et seq. The Regional Forester signed the Record of Decision for the 2006 Forest Plan on March 20, 2006. Thereafter, the new management direction was implemented in the Huron-Manistee National Forests.
	The approval of the 2006 Final Environmental Impact Statement and the 2006 Forest Plan was administratively appealed. After the administrative appeal was denied by the Chief of the Forest Service, a lawsuit was filed in the U.S. District Court for the Eastern District of Michigan (Chief Judge Gerald E. Rosen (Detroit, Michigan)). Meister v. U.S. Dep’t of Agriculture, No. 07-13008 (E.D. Mich. filed July 18, 2007). After the district court ruled in favor of the Forest Service, an appeal was filed with the U.S. Court of Appeals for the Sixth Circuit, which led to a ruling that reversed the prior district court decision. Meister v. U.S. Dep’t of Agriculture, No. 07-13008, slip op. (E.D. Mich. Mar. 30, 2009), rev’d, 623 F.3d 363 (6th Cir. 2010); see also Meister v. U.S. Dep’t of Agriculture, No. 09-1712, 2010 WL 5393839 (6th Cir. Nov. 17, 2010). The Meister panel, a three-judge panel sitting in Cincinnati, Ohio, found deficiencies in the Forest Service’s application of the agency’s planning tool, the Recreation Opportunity Spectrum, and in the agency’s evaluation of snowmobiling and firearm hunting activities. (Id.) The Meister panel held that the Forest Service’s approval of the 2006 Forest Plan “was arbitrary and without observance of procedures required by law” (Meister, 623 F.3d at 380).
	Despite the 2006 Final Environmental Impact Statement’s deficiencies, the Meister panel did not “set aside” the approval of the 2006 Forest Plan, but instead directed the Forest Service to perform additional analysis to address the deficiencies (Meister, 623 F.3d at 363, 380). On remand, the Meister panel ordered the agency to bring the 2006 Forest Plan into compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act and the National Forest Management Act (Id. at 380).
	The Forest Service decided to prepare a supplemental environmental impact statement to supplement the 2006 Final Environmental Impact Statement analysis and to correct the deficiencies that the Meister panel identified in its ruling. The reinstated 2000 Planning Regulations, 36 CFR 219.35(b) (December 18, 2009) Federal Register Volume 74, No. 242 page 67073 allow the use of the revision and amendment process found in planning regulations in effect prior to November 9, 2000. I have decided to conduct this forest plan amendment using the process found in 1982 Planning Regulations 47 FR 43037 (September 30, 1982) as allowed.
	As the responsible official for this decision, it is my duty to decide how best to manage the resources of the Huron-Manistee National Forests. In this situation, I must also be mindful of the guidance provided by the U.S. Court of Appeals for the Sixth Circuit and the U.S. District Court for the Eastern District of Michigan in the Meister case.
	My role as Regional Forester, as well as the role of the Forest Supervisor on the Huron-Manistee National Forests, has been to guide the Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement analysis process, to consider the comments submitted by the public, to facilitate the collaborative efforts with the cooperating agencies and the public, to ensure the integrity of the analysis, and to make the required decisions throughout the Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement process, including the approval of this final Record of Decision for Amendment #1 to the 2006 Forest Plan. 
	I want to thank all who participated throughout the Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement planning process. The Huron-Manistee National Forests received more than 10,000 comments from the public on the Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement documents, and hundreds of people attended the public meetings that were held throughout the Lower Peninsula of the State of Michigan. Overall, this input helped the Forest Service to identify the issues, to determine which of the issues were most important to the public, and to develop the alternatives that were considered during the Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement process.
	CHARLES L. MYERS
	Regional Forester
	Record of Decision 
	Introduction

	Lying between the shores of Lake Michigan and Lake Huron in the northern half of the Lower Peninsula of Michigan, the Huron-Manistee National Forests are two distinct units administered by the Forest Supervisor under the 2006 Forest Plan. The Huron-Manistee National Forests include seven Ranger Districts with offices located in Mio, Oscoda, Manistee, and Baldwin. The Forest Supervisor’s Office is located in Cadillac. The Huron National Forest on the eastern side of the State is approximately 60 miles wide and 12 to 30 miles long, abutting Lake Huron near East Tawas and Harrisville. The Manistee National Forest on the western side of the State is approximately 40 miles wide and 75 miles long, abutting Lake Michigan near Manistee. 
	Located in a transition zone between forested lands to the north and agricultural lands to the south, the National Forest System lands in the Huron-Manistee National Forests were altered by glaciers thousands of years ago. The lands are now characterized by relatively low relief; abundant sand; clear water in the numerous creeks, rivers, and lakes; and diverse types of vegetation in the forests. The Forests contain rare ecological features, such as dry sand prairie remnants, coastal marshlands, dunes, and pine barrens.
	Approximately 70 percent of the State’s population (7.4 million people) resides within a two-hour drive of the Huron-Manistee National Forests. These Forests serve as a “backyard” playground for many Midwest residents, given their proximity to several large Midwestern cities. The Forests are also a primary supplier of many local and regional resources such as recreation, timber products, and wildlife habitat.
	History of Acquisition of National Forest System Lands in Michigan 

	The history of the lands that later became the Huron-Manistee National Forests plays an important role in its current management. The National Forests lie within the territories ceded by Indian tribes to the United States and are subject to the exercise of usufructuary rights by members of those tribes. In addition, the original disposal of these lands by the Federal government and later reacquisition have created a highly fragmented ownership pattern in which the Forest Service only manages approximately 50 percent of the land within the National Forests’ Proclamation Boundaries.
	As is the case with all the National Forests, the original inhabitants of the Huron-Manistee National Forests were Indians. In Michigan, the Chippewa and Ottawa tribes appear to have been most numerous, although there were other tribes and bands within the region.
	The region came into the possession of the new United States of America following the end of the American Revolution under the 1783 Treaty of Paris with England. In 1787, under the Articles of Confederation, the Congress passed the Northwest Ordinance that allowed for the sale of lands in the Northwest Territory to land companies and private citizens. The law also created a path for the territories to be settled and to apply for statehood. At that time, the actual settlement in the Northwest Territories remained dangerous because the tribes and bands resented the encroachment of white settlers into lands in the Northwest Territory.
	In 1794, General Anthony Wayne defeated the Western Confederacy, a confederacy of 15 tribes supported by British Canada, in the Battle of Fallen Timbers. After the battle, the tribes signed the Treaty of Greenville on August 3, 1795 (7 Stat. 39 (C.J. Kappler Laws and Treaties.Vol. II. 39-45)), which included an important provision that was carried over into future treaties between the United States and numerous Indian tribes. The Treaty of Greenville contained a clause that stipulated that signatory tribes retained “usufructuary” rights – these are rights to continue certain uses of the lands that were ceded to the United States. Article VII of the Treaty of Greenville stated: “[t] he said tribes of Indians, parties to this treaty, shall be at liberty to hunt within the territory and lands which they have now ceded to the United States, without hindrance or molestation, so long as they demean themselves peaceably and offer no injury to the people of the United States” (Kappler, Vol II at 42-43).
	Some of the lands in eastern Michigan that later became part of the Huron National Forest were ceded to the United States by the Chippewa under the 1819 Treaty with the Saginaw Chippewa (7 Stat. 203 (Kappler, Vol. II at 185-87)). The Treaty was signed on September 24, 1819, and the Presidential Proclamation was issued on March 25, 1820 (Kappler, Vol. II at 185). Article 5 contains a usufructuary clause which states that “[t] he stipulation contained in the treaty of Greenville, relative to the right of the Indians to hunt upon the land ceded, while it continues the property of the United States, shall apply to this treaty; and the Indians shall, for the same term, enjoy the privilege of making sugar upon the same land, committing no unnecessary waste upon the trees” (Kappler, Vol. II at 186).
	Similarly, the lands included in the western portion of the Huron National Forest and the entire Manistee National Forest in western Michigan were ceded by the Treaty with the Ottawa and Chippewa Tribes that was signed on March 28, 1836 and the proclamation was issued on May 27, 1836 (7 Stat. 491 (Kappler, Vol. II at 450-56)). Article XIII of the 1836 Treaty states that “[t] he Indians stipulate for the right of hunting on the lands ceded, with the other usual privileges of occupancy, until the land is required for settlement” (Kappler, Vol. II at 454). These retained usufructuary rights have been addressed in the recent Consent Decree. (See United States v. State of Michigan, No. 73-26 (W.D. Mich. Nov. 2, 2007 (Consent Decree)); see also United States v. Bay Mills Indian Community, 424 F.3d 438 (6th Cir. 2005)). 
	Surveying of the Michigan Territory began in 1815 under the U.S. Surveyor General, and the process was completed in 1860. The surveys were completed according to the rectangular system adopted by Congress in 1785, rather than the “metes and bounds” system using common landmarks that was prevalent in the East Coast colonies (White, Albert C., A History of the Rectangular Survey System, Bureau of Land Management, Washington, D.C., 1926.).
	To dispose of the public lands, the General Land Office granted huge tracts to companies interested in developing transportation, including canals, railways, and roads. The descriptions that the surveyors provided of the lands in Michigan inspired people who saw the value of the available timber. At the time, western expansion was reaching toward the Great Plains, where few trees were available for construction. In the nineteenth century, timber was a vital component in America’s growth, from railroad ties and telegraph poles to fuel for iron and steel furnaces (Dickmann, Donald I. and Leefers, Larry A., The Forests of Michigan, University of Michigan Press, Ann Arbor, 2003).
	Because of the land disposal practices of the Federal government and the harvesting of vast tracts of the forests by the “timber barons,” the pine and hardwood forests were largely harvested within 60 years. Following the timber boom came efforts by settlers to farm in the northern part of the Lower Peninsula of Michigan. These efforts frequently failed because the sandy soils were unsuitable for agriculture and the use of fire to clear off the slash left by timber harvests or to improve future crops often resulted in widespread wildfires. (Id.)
	As a result of recurring wildfires and failed agriculture, thousands of acres of land across northern Michigan fell into a cycle of sale, abandonment, tax default, and resale. In 1908, a state commission concluded that the lands that were unproductive for agriculture could function as state forests. At the same time, the Federal government began to change its policies toward ownership of public domain lands. Federal policymakers came to believe that the continued public ownership of these lands could serve the separate goals of preservation and conservation. (Id.)
	Some of the lands that later became the Huron-Manistee National Forests had not ever been sold and remained as part of the public domain. Beginning in 1902, the Federal government withdrew these public lands from public sale (Historical Summary of Land Adjustment and Classification Huron National Forest, Eastern Region of the Forest Service, 1962).
	On February 11, 1909, the Michigan National Forest was officially proclaimed by President Theodore Roosevelt. The Weeks Act, passed in 1911, allowed the Forest Service to buy land within designated “purchase units” with the consent of the respective State. The Consent Act was passed by the Michigan legislature in 1923. While the Weeks Act authorized the Federal government to purchase “forested, cutover or denuded lands within the watersheds of navigable streams,” the Clarke-McNary Act of 1924 expanded that authority to include lands suitable for the production of timber. (Id.)
	Congress established the Proclamation Boundaries for the Huron National Forest and the Manistee National Forest at the time that each of the forests were established. Both of the National Forests’ Proclamation Boundaries have been subsequently adjusted several times. A proclamation boundary establishes the perimeter of the area where the agency is authorized to acquire land. The Forest Service does not actually own all lands within a proclamation boundary. Some lands within the Forests’ Proclamation Boundaries are owned by the State of Michigan, other government or non-governmental organizations, corporations or private individuals. (Id.)
	In 1963, the name of the Lower Michigan National Forest was changed to the Huron-Manistee National Forests, with the Supervisor’s Office remaining at Cadillac. At that time, the gross area of both forests was 1,947,048 acres, of which a total of 863,280 was administered and managed by the Forest Service, approximately 44 percent of the total acreage within the two Forests’ Proclamation Boundaries. (Id.) By 2011, that percentage had increased to approximately 50 percent. 
	Net Acreage of the Huron-Manistee National Forests as of September 30, 2011:
	Huron National Forest  438,589
	Manistee National Forest 540,329
	Total    978,918
	Impacts of Co-mingled Ownership on National Forest Management 

	Only 65,243 acres, or about 6 percent, of the lands within the Huron-Manistee National Forests were “public domain” lands. (Id.) The remaining 94 percent of the National Forests were acquired from other forms of ownership. Some of the parcels were acquired from the State of Michigan after tax default via land exchanges or purchases. Other parcels were acquired through purchases from private individuals. A small percentage of the lands was donated.
	Much of the acquired lands had been extensively developed by their prior owners – these prior ownerships frequently involved the extensive development of infrastructure including numerous State and County roads and bridges. A cursory examination of a County map shows a road system that adheres closely to the rectangular survey system. Designated State or County roads in the region are typically spaced at one-mile intervals or less. 
	An analysis using a geographic information system (GIS) database completed for the 2006 Forest Plan indicated that more than 98 percent of the land within the Huron-Manistee National Forests that is actually owned by the Forest Service is within ½ mile of a State, County or Forest Service designated road (Final Environmental Impact Statement, Forest Plan, 2006). Federal law requires the Forest Service to provide access to private inholdings within National Forests when no other legal access is available, and this creates numerous private access roads and driveways all across the National Forest System lands (Alaska National Interest Lands Conservation Act (ANILCA) of December 2, 1980). (See Federal Land Policy Management Act, 43 U.S.C. 1701 et seq.; see also So. Utah Wilderness v. Bureau of Land Management, 425 F.3d 735, 740-42 (10th Cir. 2005); Wis. Valley Improvement Co. v. FERC, 236 F.3d 738, 742-44 (D.C. Cir. 2001). Other infrastructure within the Proclamation Boundary includes railroads, airports, established aircraft routes, oil and gas developments, gravel quarries and mineral extraction facilities, and towers for cellular phone transmissions or radio and television broadcasts.
	The continuing Federal acquisition of lands in State or private ownership that are within the proclamation boundaries of the Huron-Manistee National Forests has impacted the land ownership pattern. The Forest Service has made a concerted effort to acquire “in-holdings” within the proclamation boundaries to create larger contiguous blocks of Federal ownership and Forest Service management. However, there are numerous private parcels still located throughout the National Forests. These parcels are highly valued by their owners because of the direct access to National Forest System lands. 
	The very activities of establishing the Huron-Manistee National Forests – replanting of trees on large tracts of cut-over land, developing  recreation sites, and improving wildlife habitat – has made the private lands adjacent to the National Forests especially attractive to private individuals. Many private hunting cabins and second homes have been held in families through multiple generations. Although these private “inholdings” may be entirely surrounded by National Forest System lands, the Forest Service has no authority to regulate any activities on those parcels.
	Unlike the popular perception of a National Forest as having thousands of acres of wild lands, the Huron-Manistee National Forests offer a much different outdoor experience. Because of a high density of existing roads and a high level of private property ownership, approximately 707,146 acres were designated in the 2006 Forest Plan as Roaded Natural, which the Forest Service Recreation Opportunity Spectrum describes as “interactions between users may be low to moderate but evidence of others users is prevalent” (ROS Users Guide, USDA-FS 1982). An additional 128,046 acres classified as Rural/Urban, indicating a moderate to high level of interaction with other visitors and that the sights and sounds of people are readily evident. (Id.)
	Semiprimitive Nonmotorized Areas on the Huron-Manistee National Forests

	A central question in the Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement is whether the Forest Service is properly managing Semiprimitive Nonmotorized and Primitive management areas on the Huron-Manistee National Forests to provide the desired recreation experience in conformity with the Recreation Opportunity Spectrum characteristics.
	Forest System lands are classified using the Recreation Opportunity Spectrum, a system of classifying the range of recreational experiences, opportunities, and settings available on a given area of land.  They range from Primitive (characterized by essentially unmodified environment where non-motorized trails may be present but structures are rare and the probability of isolation from the sights and sounds of humans is extremely high) to Urban (USDA-FS 1982, Page 22).  
	During the development of the 1986 Forest Plan, the Huron-Manistee staff looked at opportunities to provide a variety of recreation opportunities and experiences using the Recreation Opportunity Spectrum.  “[T]he land and water areas of the Forest are inventoried and mapped by Recreation Opportunity Spectrum Class to identify which areas are currently providing what kinds of recreation opportunities. This is done by analyzing the physical, social, and managerial setting components for each area. The characteristics of each of these three components of the setting affect the kind of experience the recreationist most probably realizes (emphasis added) from using the area ROS Users Guide (USDA-FS 1982, page 14).” Six classes of recreation opportunities, ranging from the most remote and natural to the least remote and natural, are recognized along a continuum. These classes include Primitive, Semiprimitive Nonmotorized, Semiprimitive Motorized, Roaded Natural, Rural and Urban. Although numerous recreation opportunities and demands exist on National Forests, the Forest Service does not allocate set percentages of land to the various ROS classes. This direction is consistent with the ROS Users Guide, which states, “Recognition that NFS lands potentially have a large and diverse variety of recreation opportunities does not imply that equal or balanced allocations of classes be provided, nor does it mean that individual National Forests provide some of each class (USDA-FS 1982).”
	The current Semiprimitive Nonmotorized areas on the Huron-Manistee National Forests were designated because they were the largest blocks of nearly contiguous National Forest System lands ownership within the two Forests’ Proclamation Boundaries. Initial studies of the areas began in the late 1960s and continued through the mid 1980s using the direction of the Roadless Area Review and Evaluation Processes, referred to as Roadless Area Review and Evaluation I or RARE I and Roadless Area Review and Evaluation II or RARE II.
	Under the Roadless Area Review and Evaluation I process, the Huron-Manistee National Forests was determined to have only one area that qualified as “roadless;” the Nordhouse Dunes Wilderness area. Under Roadless Area Review and Evaluation II, the public had the opportunity to nominate areas they felt had the potential to be designated as wilderness, and the Forest Service then applied the Roadless Area Review and Evaluation II criteria to evaluate these areas for potential designation. Generally the public nominated areas where the Huron-Manistee National Forests had large blocks of nearly contiguous federal ownership. In addition, the National Forests added some areas that were previously identified as having nearly continuous federal ownership and offered the potential to close existing roads and trails. On the Huron-Manistee National Forests, only one area, Bear Swamp, was identified in the Roadless Area Review and Evaluation II process. In 1983, following the decision in State of California v. Block, 699 F. 2d 753 (9th Cir. 1982) which found the 1979 Roadless Area Review and Evaluation II evaluation failed to meet National Environmental Policy Act requirements, the Huron-Manistee National Forests conducted an additional review of our two Roadless Area Review and Evaluation II areas, Nordhouse Dunes and Bear Swamp, as part of developing the 1986 Forest Plan. 
	The initial Recreation Opportunity Spectrum inventory had just been completed on the Forests at the time the 1986 Forest Plan was developed, and it was noted that the Forests had no areas that fell in the Semiprimitive Nonmotorized class and few that would meet the requirements for Semiprimitive Motorized. Through the planning process, the National Forests did identify a number of areas that were deemed to have the potential to move in that direction. A couple of these areas, along the Au Sable and Manistee Rivers, had recently been acquired from Consumers Energy. However, in the draft and final plans, the Huron-Manistee National Forests did not establish a goal of moving any of these areas into the Semiprimitive Nonmotorized category. 
	The 1986 Forest Plan was subsequently administratively appealed by the State of Michigan and various interest groups, including forest industry corporations and environmental groups. The result was an administrative settlement agreement in which in the Forest Service agreed, among other items, to establish a goal of moving 13 areas toward the Semiprimitive Nonmotorized category. Parties to the settlement agreement recognized that none of the areas met the Recreation Opportunity Spectrum guidelines at the time of the settlement and that, in some cases, nonconforming uses were likely to remain because of the small size of the areas, private in-holdings and activities on adjacent private and public lands. The parties also agreed that: “Semiprimitive area designation will not foreclose the opportunity to redesignate these areas into other management categories in the future. Future designations will be based on demand, analysis, and assessments to be conducted as a result of this agreement and through additional public input” (Final Statement of Agreement for Appeals 1730, 1731 and 1735. August 11, 1988).
	After completion of the 1986 Forest Plan and the development of the settlement agreement, efforts were made to close roads and trails in many of the Semiprimitive Nonmotorized areas. The National Forests had some initial success, but in many cases, the roads were actually County roads and therefore closing them would require action on the part of the County involved. In some cases, the National Forests were able to exchange jurisdiction over roads with the counties. In other circumstances, the parties could not come to an agreement and these roads remain open County roads within the Semiprimitive Nonmotorized areas. Another challenge is that nine of the 13 current Semiprimitive Nonmotorized areas contain at least some private land and structures that required access across National Forest System lands. Because the agency is legally required to provide access where no other legal access exists, these roads will remain. The Forest Service also made efforts to acquire some private parcels within the Semiprimitive Nonmotorized designated areas. In some cases, land-for-land exchanges took place, but in most cases, the owners were not interested in selling or exchanging since these private parcels contain permanent homes or summer cabins. Many private parcels have been held by the same family for two or more generations, and title is now held jointly by multiple owners as the land has been split or transferred to other family members over the years. These are often used for family gatherings and traditional activities like deer hunting, camping, etc.
	The settlement agreement was an amendment to the 1986 Forest Plan, which was superceded by the approval of the 2006 Forest Plan. However, the Semiprimitive Nonmotorized areas created by the settlement agreement were carried forward in the 2006 Forest Plan.
	During revision of the 2006 Forest Plan, the Huron-Manistee National Forests reviewed the progress made in moving these areas toward the aspirational goal of meeting the Recreation Opportunity Spectrum for Semiprimitive Nonmotorized. Nearly all of the Semiprimitive Nonmotorized areas were found to be within the respective desired road density goal; however, closure of numerous user-created roads continues in many areas of the National Forests. In addition, there were other non-conforming characteristics related to State and private lands within and adjacent to the Semiprimitive Nonmotorized areas. The 2006 review determined that there were no significant plan-level issues with the management of these areas that warranted change during the Forest Plan revision process. An additional review was conducted during the 2006 Forest Plan revision to assess the potential for additional Semiprimitive Nonmotorized areas; however, no logical additions to the Recreation Opportunity Spectrum class were identified.
	When current Semiprimitive Nonmotorized areas were identified, parties to the settlement agreement resulting from the 1986 Forest Plan acknowledged that the areas did not meet the Recreation Opportunity Spectrum characteristics currently, but the desired future condition would bring them as close to conformity as possible. After 25 years, a current analysis of the Semiprimitive Nonmotorized areas indicates that shortcomings remain. As discussed in the following section, the Forest Service must determine how best to address the current management situation.
	Decision and Rationale
	Need for Change 


	The Meister panel of the U.S. Court of Appeals for the Sixth Circuit issued an opinion in the Meister case, Meister v. U.S. Department of Agriculture, No. 07-13008 (E.D. Mich. Mar. 30, 2009), rev’d 623 F.3d 363 (6th Cr. 2010). The panel found deficiencies in the analysis conducted by the Forest Service under National Environmental Policy Act and National Forest Management Act in preparing the 2006 Forest Plan of the Huron-Manistee National Forests (Meister, 623 F. 3d at 380).
	As the Regional Forester, I am responsible for ensuring that the Forest Service provides a thorough response to the issues raised by the court. This Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement was prepared to address the findings of the Meister panel and  the deficiencies that the panel found in the 2006 Final Environmental Impact Statement and Forest Plan. The deficiencies and the Agency’s responses to the Meister panel’s findings follow:
	1. The Forest Service’s estimates of snowmobile and cross-country visitors to the Forests were arbitrary (Meister, 623 F. 3d at 380).
	Response: The Recreation Supply and Demand Analysis was completed as part of the Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement . The following three primary data sources were used for this analysis:
	 The 2008-2012 Michigan State Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plan which provides current and forecasted supply and demand information for outdoor recreation in Michigan;
	 The 2007 National Visitor Use Monitoring survey results which includes current consumption or activity participation on the Forests from October of 2006 through September of 2007, which included statistically sound estimates of cross country skiing and snowmobiling; and
	 The Outdoor Recreation for 21st Century America (Cordell et al. 2004) which provides information on trends and the contemporary American’s participation in outdoor recreation.
	The State Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plan and the 2007 National Visitor Use Monitoring were not available at the time the Final Environmental Impact Statement for the 2006 Forest Plan was completed. The National Visitor Use Monitoring is conducted every 5 years.
	I find that the addition of this new information enables a more accurate analysis of recreational use on the Huron-Manistee National Forests and satisfies the direction of the Meister panel. While site-specific surveys of users would have been highly informative to this process, the Forest Service was unable to complete that level of research within the timeframes set by the Meister panel and the district court.
	2. The Service has not complied with the requirement that it coordinate recreational planning with the State of Michigan with the aim (to the extent feasible) of “reducing duplication in meeting recreation demands” with respect to gun hunting and snowmobiling (Meister, 623 F. 3d at 380).
	Response: The Michigan Department of Natural Resources was a cooperating agency on this analysis, and two members of the Michigan Department of Natural Resources staff were included on the Interdisciplinary Team. The Michigan Department of Natural Resources employees assisted in the development of the alternatives. Michigan Department of Natural Resources also provided data that was used in the preparation of the Recreation Supply and Demand Analysis. As a cooperator, Michigan Department of Natural Resources also had an opportunity to review and provide input into the draft documents. 
	To coordinate recreation planning, the Forest Service and the Michigan Department of Natural Resources reviewed the present and the proposed recreation activities under State, County and municipal land use or outdoor recreation plans, particularly the State Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plan. The agencies considered the recreation opportunities that are already present and available on public and private lands with the aim of reducing any unnecessary duplication in meeting the public’s demand for recreational opportunities in Michigan. Forest Service regulation 36 C.F.R. § 219.21(e) requires the Forest Service, “(e) Formulation and evaluation of alternatives under paragraphs (c) and (d) of this section shall be coordinated to the extent feasible with present and proposed recreation activities of local and State land use or outdoor recreation plans, particularly the State Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plan, and recreation opportunities already present and available on other public and private lands, with the aim of reducing duplication in meeting recreation demands.” The Forest Service conducted a series of meetings with the Michigan Department of Natural Resources to discuss any feasible opportunities to reduce the duplication of recreation opportunities provided for those visitors who enjoy snowmobiling and hunting experiences in the Huron-Manistee National Forests’ Primitive and Semiprimitive Nonmotorized Areas. As part of this process, the agencies reviewed Recreation Opportunity Spectrum standards, current and projected demand for outdoor recreation experiences in these areas, the recreation opportunities provided in Michigan, and past history of cooperative planning efforts. This information is provided in detail within the Recreation Supply and Demand Study attached to the Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (USDA-FS 2011, Page 66).
	Upon the conclusion of this process, the Forest Service and the Michigan Department of Natural Resources did not identify any potential opportunities to reduce “duplication of recreation opportunities” on National Forest System lands or State lands. The opportunities provided by the Forest Service, State of Michigan, and other providers of recreation opportunities provide for a wide range of coordinated recreation experiences in hiking, backpacking, cross-country skiing, snowshoeing, hunting, snowmobiling, and other activities in a variety of settings. The trail systems and other outdoor opportunities were created and modified over time to address user demands, resource concerns, and to reduce user conflicts. The snowmobile trail systems were designed through coordinated efforts between the Forest Service and the Michigan Department of Natural Resources to serve as a network of travel routes to connect local communities and to enhance the local economies. These opportunities are vital to meeting the current demand and the projected future expansion of public demand for these uses.
	The current supply of these different recreation opportunities gives users a wide variety of choices as to where to recreate and also reduces the potential for crowding, user conflicts, and resource damages to National Forest System and State lands. The Forest Service and Michigan Department of Natural Resources also considered the quantity and quality of recreation opportunities for individuals seeking Primitive and Semiprimitive Nonmotorized areas. Based on ratings on user satisfaction and crowding indexes, these areas appear to be meeting the public’s demand for quality Primitive and Semiprimitive Nonmotorized experiences (USDA-FS 2011, Page 136). After considering all the information provided in these documents, I have concluded that the available supply of areas and trails on National Forest System and State lands where users may enjoy snowmobiling and hunting should meet the current and foreseeable demand for these recreation experiences.  This supply of areas and trails occurs without unnecessary duplication of opportunities on State and National Forest System lands. Based upon user satisfaction measurements in National Visitor Use Monitoring and other surveys, the current users appear generally satisfied with the recreation opportunities that are provided on the National Forests. Expanding some of the existing recreation opportunities may increase a particular user’s satisfaction based on reduced crowding and fewer user conflicts. However, any expansion would also be likely to adversely affect the satisfaction of other users by restricting their ability to enjoy their recreational pursuits where they regularly have done so in the past on State and National Forest System lands.
	The Multiple Use Sustained Yield Act of 1960, as amended, 16 U.S.C. §§ 528-531, directs the Secretary of Agriculture and the Forest Service to administer the renewable surface resources of the National Forests for multiple use and sustained yield of the various products and services obtained from the forests including outdoor recreation.  This outcome is defined as an achievement and maintenance of a high level of regular output of the renewable resources of the National Forest without impairment of the land’s productivity). The opportunity to produce cross-country skiing outputs, coupled with other valued outputs such as hiking, hunting and wildlife viewing on a single site, is what makes meeting this multiple use mandate feasible. After evaluating the information detailed in this Supply and Demand Analysis and additional information contained in the project file, the Forest Service and the Michigan Department of Natural Resources did not identify any feasible opportunities to reduce duplication of recreation opportunities in any areas without diminishing the variety and quality of multiple use recreation opportunities provided throughout the State.
	With the direct involvement of Michigan Department of Natural Resources in preparing these documents and the joint conclusion of the Michigan Department of Natural Resources and the Forest Service that there is no opportunity to reduce duplication in meeting demand for recreation opportunities, I find this analysis satisfies the direction of the Meister panel. 
	3. The Service’s reasons for keeping certain trails open to snowmobile use were arbitrary (Meister, 623 F. 3d at 380).
	Response: In its opinion, the Meister panel stated: “There conceivably might be reasons for keeping pre-designation and club trails open to off-road vehicle usage—though presumably the reasons should be good ones, given the Service’s own recognition that these uses are ‘nonconformities.’ If the Service were to articulate good reasons, we would defer to them” (Meister, 623 F. 3d at 377).
	As part of the Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement process, the Forest Service and the Michigan Department of Natural Resources jointly evaluated the current snowmobile trail system on the Huron-Manistee National Forests. Information that was considered included trail history, trail system connectivity, resource impacts, public safety, area management direction, use levels, and trail relocation options. The Forest Service also solicited input from local governmental agencies, businesses, snowmobile associations, and the public.
	In evaluating the effects of the alternatives, the Interdisciplinary Team determined that the sections of snowmobile trail considered in this analysis provide valued economic benefits to the local communities, serve as a means to connect local communities, offer a unique recreational opportunity by providing connectivity within larger trail systems, and have wide public support for retention. No notable resource impacts or safety concerns have been reported. For more than 30 years, the Huron-Manistee National Forests have coordinated with the Michigan Department of Natural Resources in development and management of the existing snowmobile trail system on the National Forest. The Forest Service and Michigan Department of Natural Resources will continue to monitor and address social and resource issues as they arise. 
	The Meister panel raised this issue concerning the Forest Service decision on pre-existing snowmobile trails relative to a concern about user conflicts. In their decision, the court wrote: “Meister’s remaining claim under the Management Act (National Forest Management Act) is that the Service failed to comply with 36 C.F.R. § 219.21(g). That regulation provides:
	“Off-road vehicle use shall be planned and implemented to protect land and other resources, promote public safety, and minimize conflicts with other uses of the National Forest System lands. Forest planning shall evaluate the potential effects of vehicle use off roads and, on the basis of the requirements of 36 CFR part 295 of this chapter, classify areas and trails of National Forest System lands as to whether or not off-road vehicle use may be permitted” (Meister, 623 F.3d at 376).
	The Meister panel clarified that “The regulation requires it [the agency] only to ‘minimize conflicts’ between off-road vehicles and other uses, not to eliminate them” (Meister, 623 F.3d at 376). 
	Since adopting its 1986 Forest Plan, the Huron-Manistee National Forests worked to reduce user conflicts by restricting motorized use (including snowmobile use) on National Forest System lands to designated roads, trails and areas. In addition, current plan direction and management provides that:
	Snowmobile use is prohibited in the Primitive area. 
	No designated cross-country ski trails are located in Semiprimitive Nonmotorized areas that include designated snowmobile trails. Designated cross-country ski trails are located in three Semiprimitive Nonmotorized areas: Hoist Lake, Reid Lake, and Wakeley Lake. Currently designated snowmobile trails occur within the boundaries of only two Semiprimitive Nonmotorized areas: Manistee River and Whitewater Creek.
	Non-motorized winter recreationists who desire to travel cross country by snowshoe or ski outside the designated trail system will not encounter conflicts with snowmobile users on National Forest System lands within the Primitive area or 11 of the 13 Semiprimitive Nonmotorized areas as cross-country use of snowmobiles is prohibited. Snowmobile use is concentrated on trails for safety and resource protection.
	4. The Service violated the National Environmental Policy Act when it failed to consider closing the Semiprimitive Nonmotorized Areas (2006 Forest Plan Management Area (Management Area) 6.1) and the Nordhouse Dunes Wilderness Area (2006 Forest Plan Management Area 5.1) to gun hunting and snowmobile use (Meister, 623 F. 3d at 380).
	Response: The Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement is primarily an analysis of four alternatives, one of which (Alternative 2) would close Semiprimitive Nonmotorized Areas (2006 Forest Plan Management Area  6.1) to gun hunting and snowmobiling and close the Nordhouse Dunes Wilderness Area (2006 Forest Plan Management Area 5.1) to gun hunting. Six other alternatives were considered but eliminated from detailed study that would have addressed the issue of noise abatement through a combination of trail closures, quiet areas, quiet days or quiet seasons.
	In addition to the four deficiencies identified above, the Meister panel also found that the existing Semiprimitive Nonmotorized areas fail to meet their current Recreation Opportunity Spectrum characteristics because “Gun hunting is inconsistent with the “direction in forest plans” as set forth in the Recreation Opportunity Spectrum descriptions of the challenged areas, since those areas are supposed to present little chance of encountering noise by humans” (Meister, 623 F.3d at 379).
	Response: The 1982 edition of the ROS Users Guide identified hunting in a table describing “Activity Characterization” across the Recreation Opportunity Spectrum, from Primitive to Roaded Natural. The 1986 edition of the Recreation Opportunity Spectrum Book identified hunting in a similar table as an acceptable activity in Recreation Opportunity Spectrum classifications across the entire spectrum from Primitive to Urban. The two ROS User Guides did not differentiate between gun hunting and other types of hunting based on the creation of noise (Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement, Chapter 3, Figure 2, Page 97).
	The Meister panel’s determination that gun hunting is inconsistent with “direction in the forest plans” for the challenged areas identifies what the 1982 ROS Users Guide describes as “setting inconsistencies.” The ROS Users Guide direction in relation to these situations is clear: “To resolve setting inconsistencies for the current situation alternative, map the Recreation Opportunity Spectrum class which best reflects current management direction” (USDA-FS 1982, Page 29).
	Based upon the direction of the Meister panel, the Forest Service evaluated the challenged areas on the Huron-Manistee National Forests for conformance with their Recreation Opportunity Spectrum characteristics, as part of the Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement analysis. This review indicates that the challenged areas fail to meet their current Recreation Opportunity Spectrum designation because of several factors, of which the sound of gun hunting is only one. Characteristics upon which Recreation Opportunity Spectrum classifications were based are identified in the 1982 ROS Users Guide. Those characteristics include:
	Size. The ROS Users Guide sets minimum standards for areas to “ensure that the appropriate experience opportunities are available.” The 1982 Recreation Opportunity Spectrum Users Guide, Page 20, states: “Size of area is used as an indicator of the opportunity to experience self-sufficiency as related to the sense of vastness of a relatively undeveloped area.” 
	“Semiprimitive Nonmotorized: 2,500 acres (May be smaller if contiguous to Primitive Class.)” 
	Three current Semiprimitive Nonmotorized areas (Bowman Lake, 1,145 acres; Cooke, 2,419 acres; and Wakeley Lake, 2,414 acres) currently are not in conformance with the Recreation Opportunity Spectrum characteristics.
	Remoteness: Semiprimitive Nonmotorized areas on the Huron-Manistee National Forests do not meet the Recreation Opportunity Spectrum characteristics because they do not meet the minimal requirements for remoteness as described in the 1982 ROS Users Guide, Page 18:
	Semiprimitive Nonmotorized: An area designated at least ½ mile but not more than 3 miles from all roads, railroads or trails with motorized use; can include the existence of primitive roads and trails if usually closed to motorized use. 
	Seven of the 13 Semiprimitive Nonmotorized areas have fewer than 500 acres that are more than ½ mile from a road, railroad or trail with motorized use. Only one area has more than 50 percent of National Forest System lands located more than ½ mile from an open public road.
	Evidence of Humans. The 1982 ROS Users Guide, Page 22, provides the following criteria for identifying Evidence of Humans in Semiprimitive Nonmotorized: 
	“Natural setting may have subtle modifications that would be noticed but not draw attention of an observer wandering through the area. Little or no evidence of primitive roads and the motorized use of trails and primitive roads. Structures are rare and isolated.”
	Evidence of humans includes a variety of modifications, the most noticeable of which include structures and utility corridors or pipe pipelines.
	Structures located on private inholdings can be found within the following Semiprimitive Nonmotorized areas: Au Sable, Condon Lakes, Cooke, Hoist Lake, Manistee River, Wakeley Lake, Whalen Lake, White River, and Whitewater Creek.
	Utility corridors or pipe lines occur within the following Semiprimitive Nonmotorized areas: Au Sable, South Branch Au Sable, Wakeley Lake, and Whitewater Creek.
	Table 1 summarizes the Recreation Opportunity Spectrum characteristics described in the 2011 review of Semiprimitive Nonmotorized areas on the Huron-Manistee National Forests.
	Table 1. Recreation Opportunity Spectrum Characteristics of Semiprimitive Nonmotorized Areas on the Huron-Manistee National Forests
	Do Semiprimitive Nonmotorized Areas Meet Recreation Opportunity Spectrum Characteristics?
	Au Sable 
	Bowman Lake
	Briar Hills
	Condon Lakes
	Cooke
	Hoist Lake
	Manistee River
	Reid Lake
	South Branch Au Sable
	Wakeley Lake
	Whalen Lake
	White River
	Whitewater Creek
	Nordhouse Dunes
	Characteristics of Recreation Opportunity Spectrum
	Size (Minimum 2,500 acres)
	Y
	N
	Y
	Y
	N
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	N
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Remoteness (1/2 mile from road)
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	Y
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	Lack of Evidence of Humans
	N
	Y
	Y
	N
	N
	N
	N
	Y
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	Y
	In addition, the Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement identified the sources of “noise by humans” and encumbrances within and adjacent to the 14 analysis areas. These noise sources included occupied structures; firearm hunting on other public and private lands; Forest and County roads; railroads; utility lines or oil and gas facilities; and other motorized uses. As identified in Table 24 of Chapter 3 of the Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement, these noise sources and encumbrances occur to some extent in or adjacent to all of the Semiprimitive Nonmotorized and Primitive areas. For example, County roads are located inside seven of the 14 analysis areas and within one mile of the area boundary of all 14 areas. The Forest Service has no authority to regulate snowmobile or other legal motorized use on County roads so visitors to all Semiprimitive Nonmotorized and Primitive areas are likely to continue to hear the sound of snowmobiles.
	The 1982 ROS Users Guide offers an approach to resolving setting inconsistencies by reviewing the appropriate classification for the individual area. The User Guide states:
	 “Tend toward the physical setting. The physical setting often represents the more permanent (or less easily changed) component of the Recreation Opportunity Spectrum class.” (USDA-FS 1982, Page 29.)
	In other words, when there is a conflict between Recreation Opportunity Spectrum characteristics and the physical elements within a management area, the Forest Service should lean toward selecting the Recreation Opportunity Spectrum classification that most closely matches the actual physical setting.
	During the 2006 Forest Plan revision process, the Forest Service considered whether there were opportunities to designate additional Semiprimitive Nonmotorized acreage but determined that no new areas were available. The Meister panel noted: “It [the Forest Service] had rational reasons for that conclusion” (Meister, 623 F.3d at 380). Without the feasibility of additional available Semiprimitive Nonmotorized acres, it is not possible to address existing deficiencies in Remoteness, Size and Evidence of Humans. Therefore, I find it necessary to change the 2006 Forest Plan decision on current Recreation Opportunity Spectrum designations based on the physical setting, per the ROS Users Guide. 
	The results of the 2011 Recreation Opportunity Spectrum review are described in Appendix A and C of the Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement. 
	As Regional Forester, I must ensure that forest plans address the required components.  The Forest Service Manual (FSM 1920.11 (3)) states that: “Plan components should be realistic and achievable.” and further states at “3.c. Desired conditions may be long-term aspirations and, therefore, may only be achievable over many plan periods; however, desired conditions should be realistic.” Based on the 2011 Recreation Opportunity Spectrum inventory, I find that the current management area designations of Semiprimitive Nonmotorized on the Huron-Manistee National Forests are inconsistent with the settings revealed in the 2011 Recreation Opportunity Spectrum inventory, and the physical settings are unlikely to change. As a result, I have determined that an amendment to the 2006 Forest Plan is necessary to align the Recreation Opportunity Setting with the settings. Nevertheless, our goals and objectives continue to include provisions of a less roaded, more secluded experience, which we intend to accomplish through continued application of the 2006 Forest Plan standards and guidelines to these areas.
	The Purpose and Need for the Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement was to address the deficiencies that the Meister panel found in the 2006 Forest Plan. I find that an amendment to the 2006 Forest Plan is required to address the setting inconsistencies identified by the Meister panel and the 2011 review of the SPNM areas.
	Decision Overview – Selected Alternative  

	I have selected Alternative 4 as described in Chapter 2 of the Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement, “Change Management Area Designation to Address Recreation Opportunity Spectrum Concerns and Maintain a More Secluded and Less Roaded Recreation Experience Relative to the Rest of the Huron-Manistee National Forests” as an amendment to the 2006 Forest Plan. In my judgment, Alternative 4 maximizes the net benefit to the public by:
	 Addressing the significant issues that were identified based on the initial public scoping following the Notice of Intent.
	 Resolving conflicts between Recreation Opportunity Spectrum classifications and existing noise conditions currently experienced in the Semiprimitive Nonmotorized (Management Area 6.1) as identified by the U.S. Court of Appeals for the Sixth Circuit and the 2011 Recreation Opportunity Spectrum review.
	 Retaining direction for 11 management areas that will continue to provide visitors with a more secluded and less roaded recreational experience relative to the rest of the Huron-Manistee National Forests within the existing co-mingled ownership pattern.
	 Providing management direction that reflects recommendations received through the public comment process, including consultations with local tribes, State and local governments, and other federal agencies.
	 Continuing to provide balanced management direction for a range of outdoor recreation opportunities and experiences.
	 Conforming to the Michigan Wilderness Act of 1987, Pub. L No. 100-84 101 Stat. 1274.
	I have determined that this is a non-significant amendment to the Forest Plan. Alternative 4 proposes to address inconsistencies with the Semiprimitive Nonmotorized Recreation Opportunity Spectrum class characteristics identified by the Meister panel, while preserving areas where the Forests can manage for a more secluded recreation experience. Hunting and snowmobiling opportunities would be unchanged in this alternative. 
	 Forest Plan Amendment to Change Management Area Designations: Currently there are 13 Semiprimitive Nonmotorized Areas in Management Area 6.1 and a Wilderness Area in Management Area 5.1. Under this alternative Management Area designation of 11 of the 13 Semiprimitive Nonmotorized Areas would be changed to Management Area 8.4 (Special Areas). The existing Standards and Guidelines for Management Area 6.1 (Semiprimitive Nonmotorized) would continue being applied to these 11 new 8.4 Special Area Management Areas as outlined in the Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement. The Goals and Objectives for each of the new Special Areas would be to provide a more secluded and less roaded recreation experience relative to the rest of the Huron-Manistee National Forests. 
	 Management area designation of Manistee River and Whitewater Creek would be changed from Management Area 6.1 (Semiprimitive Nonmotorized) to Management Area 4.2 (Roaded Natural Sandy Plains and Hills) and would be managed under the Standards and Guidelines for Management Area 4.2. 
	 Management area designation for Nordhouse Dunes Wilderness would remain Management Area 5.1 (Wilderness) and management would remain the same. 
	See Appendix A for a complete list of management area descriptions and Standards and Guidelines under the Selected Alternative. 
	Under the Selected Alternative, the Recreation Opportunity Spectrum classification for each of the 14 areas would also change. Based on the 2011 review as described in Table C-1 in Appendix C of the Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement, none of the 14 areas met the standards of their 2006 Recreation Opportunity Spectrum Classifications. Areas are shown in Appendix B, Selected Alternative Maps (Maps B-1 and B-2). The Selected Alternative changes the 2006 Recreation Opportunity Spectrum as follows:
	 Recreation Opportunity Spectrum for Nordhouse Dunes Wilderness will change to Semiprimitive Nonmotorized (current conditions); however, the Wilderness designation (Management Area 5.1 – Wilderness) and management direction would remain the same in the future. 
	 Recreation Opportunity Spectrum for Manistee River and Whitewater Creek will change to Roaded Natural (current conditions). Both areas would be managed under the Standards and Guidelines for Management Area 4.2 (Roaded Natural).
	 Recreation Opportunity Spectrum for the 11 new 8.4 Management Areas will change to Semiprimitive Motorized or Roaded Natural (current conditions), as identified in Table A-4 of Appendix A to this Record of Decision. These areas will be managed in the future, to the extent feasible, to provide a more secluded and less roaded recreation experience relative to the rest of the Huron-Manistee National Forests.
	Public comment in response to the Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement suggests that there was some confusion caused by the term “less roaded recreation experience” in the description of Alternative 4. The term “less roaded recreation experience” refers to a less-roaded opportunity relative to the remainder of the Huron-Manistee National Forests. As described in the 2006 Forest Plan, the overall objective for these new 8.4 Management Areas would remain: “Close all Forest Service roads to public motorized vehicles except for emergency and administrative use.” As shown in Table 4 in Chapter 2 of the Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement, the road density objective for the new 8.4 Special Areas will be 0-1 miles of road per square mile. Closure of Forest Service roads would occur only after a subsequent site-specific National Environmental Policy Act analysis and decision. However, the agency recognizes that some roads and trails within and immediately adjacent to these management areas are not under Forest Service jurisdiction, and these prevent the attainment of a less-roaded recreation experience.
	From the start of this process, the Huron-Manistee National Forests sought to address the deficiencies in the 2006 Forest Plan identified by the Meister panel while also considering the interests and concerns of varying stakeholders. The analyses conducted recognize that the Huron-Manistee National Forests does not exist in isolation, but the National Forests are part of a larger landscape managed and influenced by many land owners. My decision applies only to National Forest System lands within the boundaries of the Huron-Manistee National Forests. It does not apply to any other Federal, State, County, municipal, or private lands, although in making my decision, I considered how likely future management of other ownerships might contribute to environmental effects resulting from the management of the Huron-Manistee National Forests.
	In reviewing the four alternatives that were considered in detail, I carefully studied the three Significant Issues that were identified based on the public comments received following the Notice of Intent. (Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement, Chapter 1)  In summary, the public expressed the following concerns that:
	1. Some management areas do not conform to their current Recreation Opportunity Spectrum characteristics; 
	2. The Huron-Manistee National Forests should provide opportunities for quiet recreation experiences; and
	3. Existing recreation opportunities and uses should continue. 
	On that basis, I evaluated the four alternatives and selected Alternative 4 because:
	Alternative 1 (The No Action Alternative) does not address the setting inconsistencies as identified by the Meister panel and the 2011 Semiprimitive Nonmotorized review.
	Alternative 2 (Proposed Action – As Published in the Notice of Intent) does not address the Significant Issues identified during the public comment period following the Notice of Intent or resolve the setting inconsistencies as identified by the Meister panel and the 2011 Semiprimitive Nonmotorized review. There are other obstacles to the implementation of a forest plan amendment based on this alternative. This determination is based on several specific factors:
	 Alternative 2 would curtail current recreation opportunities which was identified as a Significant Issue. However this alternative would not achieve its objective of providing circumstances for “little chance of encountering noise by humans.” (USDA-FS 2012, Pages 108-114)
	 Alternative 2 would not bring Semiprimitive Nonmotorized areas into conformance with Recreation Opportunity Spectrum characteristics because other non-conforming significant conditions related to the Semiprimitive Nonmotorized areas will remain. In addition, uses will continue on adjacent lands which cause human-created noises that could be heard by users within the Semiprimitive Nonmotorized areas. The sources of those noises are fully disclosed in the Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (USDA-FS 2012, Pages 111-113)
	 Closing Forest Service designated snowmobile trails in Semiprimitive Nonmotorized areas would not eliminate the likelihood of a person in those management areas hearing the noise of snowmobiles. Snowmobile use would continue on nearby State or private lands and along the shoulders of County roads within and adjacent to the Semiprimitive Nonmotorized areas. Those uses are outside the control of the Forest Service. (USDA-FS 2012, Pages 133-134)
	 Analysis described in the Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement finds that amending the Forest Plan according to Alternative 2 could potentially increase the threat to the viability of the Karner blue butterfly, a Federally listed endangered species. This viability threat would be caused by the potential increase of deer browse on lupine, the butterfly’s host plant, that would possibly occur with a larger deer population. (USDA-FS 2012, Pages 56-58)
	 As identified in the Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement, tribal members may experience racial discord if the exercise of federally recognized treaty rights is perceived as “special rights.” (USDA-FS 2012, Pages 190-191)
	 With respect to implementing a ban on gun hunting within the Nordhouse Dunes Wilderness Area (Management Area 5.1), the Michigan Wilderness Act of 1987 provided for inclusion of the Nordhouse Dunes in the National Wilderness Preservation System “subject to valid existing rights and reasonable access to exercise such rights certain lands in the Manistee National Forest.” (101 Stat at 1274 (Sec. 1)) Insofar as certain Indian tribes retained usufructuary rights under the 1836 Treaty of Washington, a ban on gun hunting by tribal members would be inconsistent with the Act. (USDA-FS 2012, Pages 186-189)
	 With respect to implementing a ban on snowmobiling adjacent to the Nordhouse Dunes Wilderness Area (Management Area 5.1), the Michigan Wilderness Act of 1987 states: “Congress does not intend that designation of wilderness areas in the State of Michigan lead to the creation of protective perimeters or buffer zones around each wilderness area. The fact that nonwilderness activities or uses can be seen or heard from areas within the wilderness shall not, of itself, preclude such activities or uses up to the boundary of the wilderness.” (101 Stat. at 1277 (Sec. 7)) Currently all mechanized use, including snowmobiling, is prohibited within the Nordhouse Dunes Wilderness boundary. Establishing a buffer zone to reduce the likelihood of a visitor hearing snowmobiles within the designated Wilderness area would be inconsistent with the Act.
	Alternative 3 (Change Management Area Designation to Align with 2011 Recreation Opportunity Spectrum Inventory) addresses Significant Issues 1 (management areas do not conform with Recreation Opportunity Spectrum characteristics) and 3 (existing recreation opportunities and uses should continue), but does not provide continued opportunities for a quiet experience as identified in Significant Issue 2 to the extent created by managing Semiprimitive Nonmotorized areas.
	Alternative 4 (Change Management Area Designation to Special Areas [Management Area 8.4] for 11 of the Areas Currently Designated as Semiprimitive Nonmotorized and Manage for a More Secluded and Less Roaded Recreational Experience Relative to the Rest of the Huron-Manistee National Forests) addresses all three Significant Issues by:
	1. Bringing the “challenged areas” into conformity with Recreation Opportunity Spectrum characteristics to the extent possible,
	2. Retaining the opportunity for a quiet recreation experience; and
	3. Allowing current and traditional recreation opportunities to continue.
	In addition, I find that Alternative 4 fulfills the Forest Service’s obligation to honor existing treaty rights and the current Memoranda of Understanding with Native American tribes.
	Evaluation of the Proposed Action

	The central question addressed by my decision is whether the Forest Service should prohibit gun hunting and snowmobiling in the Semiprimitive Nonmotorized and Primitive areas of the Huron-Manistee National Forests. That is the theme of Alternative 2, the Proposed Action.
	When considering whether to prohibit any legal activity on National Forest System lands, the Forest Service must consider numerous issues. The decision must be based on a demonstrable need, such as public safety or prevention of resource damage. For simplicity, I have phrased the considerations here as questions and then answered each question separately below.
	 Does the agency have the authority to prohibit the activity?
	 What guidance do the agency’s regulations and policies provide relative to such a prohibition?
	 What are the practical implications of prohibiting gun hunting and snowmobiling within the Semiprimitive Nonmotorized and Primitive areas?
	 Is the proposed prohibition in the public interest?
	Does the agency have authority to prohibit the activity? 

	Gun hunting. The Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 states: “However, the Secretary concerned may designate areas of public land and of lands in the National Forest System where, and establish periods when, no hunting or fishing will be permitted for reasons of public safety, administration, or compliance with provisions of applicable law.” (43 U.S.C. § 1732 (b))
	The Final Environmental Impact Statement for the 2006 Forest Plan stated: “The Forest Service does have the authority to issue closure orders for specific areas related to,
	 public health and safety - 36 C.F.R. 261.53(e)
	 discharging a firearm, air rifle, or gas gun - 36 C.F.R. 261.58(m)
	 possessing any animal or parts, etc. - 36 C.F.R. 261.58(t)
	 hunting or fishing - 36 C.F.R. 261.58(v)”
	However, that authority is not without exception. As outlined in Chapter 3 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement, the Forest Service does not have the authority to prohibit members of federally recognized tribes from exercising treaty rights established by the 1819 Treaty of Saginaw or the 1836 Treaty of Washington.
	Snowmobiling. The Forest Service has the authority to regulate the use of all motorized vehicles on National Forest System lands. Motorized use is prohibited or restricted in many areas of the National Forests. Travel Management, Subpart C, § 212.81 (Use by over-snow vehicles): states: “Use by over-snow vehicles on National Forest System roads and National Forest System trails and in areas on National Forest System lands may be allowed, restricted or prohibited.” (36 C.F.R. § 212.81)
	National Forest System lands in the Huron-Manistee National Forests have been closed to snowmobiling except on designated trails since the 1986 Forest Plan. Restricting motorized travel to designated roads, trails and areas was the method chosen by the Forest Service to reduce potential user conflict with non-motorized users.
	What guidance do the agency’s regulations and policies provide relative to such a prohibition? 

	Gun hunting. As stated in Forest Service Manual 2643.1, “Hunting, fishing, and trapping of fish and wildlife and associated practices on National Forest System lands are subject to State fish and wildlife laws and regulations. The exceptions include: 1) state fish and wildlife laws and regulations that conflict with Federal laws; or 2) state laws and regulations would permit activities that conflict with land and resource management responsibilities of the Forest Service or that are inconsistent with direction in forest plans.” 
	The basis for this policy is the Multiple-Use Sustained-Yield Act of 1960, 16 U.S.C. § 528-531. Although this Act states that one of the purposes for management of National Forests includes wildlife and fish, the Act also states that “nothing herein shall be construed as affecting the jurisdiction of responsibilities of the several States with respect to wildlife and fish on the national forests.” (16 U.S.C. § 528) In addition, the Federal Land Policy and Management Act provides “nothing in this Act shall be construed as authorizing the Secretary concerned to require Federal permits to hunt and fish …on lands in the National Forest System or as enlarging or diminishing the responsibility and authority of the States for management of fish and resident wildlife.” The Federal Land Policy and Management Act further states that, “except in emergencies, any regulations of the Secretary concerned relating to hunting and fishing pursuant to this section shall be put into effect only after consultation with the appropriate State fish and game department.” (43 U.S.C. § 1732(b)). 
	According to the regulations 36 CFR 261.10 - Occupancy and use, “the following are prohibited … (d) Discharging a firearm or any other implement capable of taking human life, causing injury or damaging property as follows: 
	(1) In or within 150 yards of a residence, building, campsite, developed recreation site or occupied area or 
	(2) Across or on a NFS road or a body of water adjacent thereto or in any manner or place whereby any person or property is exposed to injury or damage as a result in such discharge.”
	Forest Service Manual direction (FSM 2643.1) specifies that hunting, fishing and trapping of fish and wildlife and associated practices on National Forest System lands are subject to State fish and wildlife laws and regulations, unless one or both of the following applies:
	1. State fish and wildlife laws and regulations conflict with Federal laws; or
	2. State laws and regulations would permit activities that conflict with land and resource management responsibilities of the Forest Service or that are inconsistent with direction in forest plans.
	The Forest Service does possess the authority to issue closures as necessary to accomplish certain purposes, for example, to provide safe areas around campgrounds, or to provide protection for endangered species such as the Kirtland’s warbler. 
	While the agency has the authority to prohibit gun hunting in specific times and places for reasons that can be articulated, such closures are not specifically required in Semiprimitive Nonmotorized and Primitive areas by the Recreation Opportunity Spectrum. Hunting is identified as an acceptable activity within the Recreation Opportunity Spectrum characteristics for Primitive and Semiprimitive Nonmotorized by the 1982 and 1986 ROS Users Guides.
	Snowmobiling. The Forest Service Manual (FSM 7718.1) (Regulation of Over-Snow Vehicle Use) provides the following direction:
	1. Over-snow vehicle use may be allowed, restricted, or prohibited on National Forest System roads, on National Forest System trails, and in areas on National Forest System lands (36 CFR 212.81). Restrictions and prohibitions are enforceable under 36 CFR 261.14.
	2. Responsible officials also may restrict or prohibit over-snow vehicle use through issuance of an order under 36 CFR Part 261, Subpart B.
	3. Existing decisions allowing, restricting, or prohibiting over-snow vehicle use may remain in effect.
	4. Travel analysis may be used when planning for over-snow vehicle use (FSM 7712 and FSH 7709.55).
	5. Apply the requirements governing designations in 36 CFR 212.52 through 212.57 to proposed restrictions and prohibitions on over-snow vehicle use proposed under 36 CFR Part 212, Subpart C.
	7718.2 – Implementation of Restrictions and Prohibitions on Over-Snow Vehicle Use Pursuant to 36 CFR 212, Subpart C states:
	1. Units may specify the minimum required snow depth as part of any restrictions or prohibitions on over-snow vehicle use.
	2. Units may impose restrictions and prohibitions on over-snow vehicle use by vehicle class and, if appropriate, by time of year.
	3. Any restrictions or prohibitions on over-snow vehicle use on roads or trails should be documented …
	4. In addition to the criteria in 36 CFR 212.55 and FSM 7715.5, when evaluating over-snow vehicle use on NFS roads, units should consider:
	a. The need for and location of parking areas for winter recreation.
	b. Other intended uses, such as winter logging or access to private lands.
	The Forest Service does not have the authority to regulate or prohibit the use of snowmobiles on roads, trails or areas that are not under Forest Service jurisdiction. For example, under State law, snowmobiles in the State of Michigan are authorized to ride on the shoulders of County roads and on unplowed County roads. The Forest Service lacks authority to regulate this use even where a County road crosses National Forest System lands in situations where the County has legal jurisdiction over the right of way.
	What are the practical implications of prohibiting gun hunting and snowmobiling in the Semiprimitive Nonmotorized and Primitive areas? 

	Gun Hunting. I concur with the analysis in Chapter 3 of the Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement that prohibiting gun hunting in Semiprimitive Nonmotorized and Primitive areas will not ensure that visitors would experience little chance of encountering noise by humans. The ban would not prevent tribal members from exercising their treaty rights on National Forest System lands. A prohibition on gun hunting within Semiprimitive Nonmotorized and Primitive areas would not prevent the sound of gunfire from target practice on National Forest System lands. The Forest Service has no authority to prohibit or restrict gun hunting on private- or state-owned lands adjacent to the analysis areas. Firearm hunting and target practice could continue on private- or state-owned lands within or adjacent to the 14 analysis areas and would most likely be heard within the Semiprimitive Nonmotorized areas due to their relatively small size. 
	Management and enforcement of a ban on gun hunting would create unreasonable challenges for the staff of the Huron-Manistee National Forests and Forest Service law enforcement personnel. No physical demarcations exist on the ground to indicate the perimeter of Semiprimitive Nonmotorized and Primitive areas; therefore, the likelihood of hunters crossing into prohibited areas exists. 
	Snowmobiling. I also concur with the analysis in Chapter 3 of the Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement that prohibiting snowmobiling in Semiprimitive Nonmotorized areas will not ensure that visitors would experience little chance of encountering noise by humans. Currently, no designated snowmobile trails exist in 11 of the 13 areas. Snowmobile use could continue on private- or state-owned lands adjacent to and within the 13 analysis areas. Under State law, snowmobiles can operate on County road rights-of way. This legal snowmobile use on adjacent roads is another noise source within and adjacent to these Semiprimitive Nonmotorized areas. Snowmobile trails currently occur within two of the analysis areas (Manistee River and Whitewater Creek), and the Preferred Alternative proposes reclassifying those two areas as Roaded Natural rather than Special Areas because of the trails and other non-conforming characteristics.
	In addition, the Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement identified numerous other noise sources that occur in areas outside Forest Service jurisdiction adjacent to the Semiprimitive Nonmotorized and Primitive areas. The type, number, and spatial distribution of noise sources, identified in the current Recreation Opportunity Spectrum inventory, would prevent any of the 14 analysis areas from having a high probability of isolation from the sights and sounds of humans. Although the Forest Service does have the authority to regulate uses on National Forest System Lands, exercising agency authorities would not create quiet within the areas as desired by some National Forest System land users.
	Is the proposed prohibition in the public interest? 

	Any ban or prohibition of a legal activity on National Forest System lands must serve the public interest. Rationale might include public health and safety, prevention of resource damage or reduction in user conflicts. Information contained in the Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement does not indicate a need for a prohibition or ban of either gun hunting in the Semiprimitive Nonmotorized or Primitive areas or snowmobiling in the Semiprimitive Nonmotorized areas. The staff of the Huron-Manistee National Forests has not received a large number of contemporaneous complaints about specific incidents of noise related to gun hunting or snowmobiling from users, visitors, other law enforcement agencies, or stakeholders. 
	Gun Hunting. The staff of the Huron-Manistee National Forests and Forest Service law enforcement personnel do not have records of contemporaneous complaints about specific instances of the sounds of gunfire during hunting season. As identified in the Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement, the Huron-Manistee National Forests has occasionally received complaints about the sound of target practice, identifiable by the consistency and duration of the shooting. As the Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement describes, the majority of gun hunting within the Semiprimitive Nonmotorized areas occurs during Michigan’s two-week gun hunting season for deer in late November. This is not typically a time when many “quiet” recreation activities occur such as bird watching or winter sports, because migratory birds do not remain in Northern Michigan into late November and there is typically insufficient snowpack for cross-country skiing or snowshoeing. There is no documented indication that gun hunting in the Semiprimitive Nonmotorized areas creates a public nuisance.
	The Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement also contains an analysis of public safety related to gun hunting. Although accidents related to gun hunting do occur in Michigan, statistics indicate that victims are most often the hunter himself/herself or another hunter nearby. Michigan Department of Natural Resources shows no fatalities among non-hunters related to hunting during the years 2005 to 2010. Five non-fatal injuries among non-hunters caused by hunting occurred during that time period throughout the entire state. These statistics do not indicate that gun hunting within the Semiprimitive Nonmotorized areas creates a hazard to public safety. Shifting hunting to other Management Areas (such as Roaded Natural or Rural) where hunters would be more likely to encounter other users could increase the possibility of accidents.
	Snowmobiling. In its decision, the Meister panel stated: “The regulation requires it [the agency] only to “minimize conflicts” between off-road vehicles and other uses, not to eliminate them.” (Meister, 623 F.3d at 380) The Huron-Manistee has worked to minimize conflicts by restricting motorized use such as off-road vehicles and snowmobiles to designated roads, trails and areas. Currently, no designated snowmobile trails exist within 12 of the 14 Semiprimitive Nonmotorized and Primitive areas. Snowmobile trails exist only within two of the analysis areas (Manistee River and Whitewater Creek). Both of those trails are part of larger designated trail systems. In both locations, snowmobiles could continue to use adjacent County roads within the respective Semiprimitive Nonmotorized area. The Manistee River trail is on a county road. The Forest Service could only remove the trail from the Forest Service system, but could not stop snowmobiles from continuing to run on the trail. Whitewater Creek snowmobile trail is on a Forest Service road, and thus, could be closed. However, snowmobiles could relocate one-mile east to a county road that occurs on the boundary of the Semiprimitive Nonmotorized area, and where snowmobiles would continue to run on the road right-of-way. Removing the trails from Manistee River and Whitewater Creek areas could  lead to increased conflicts with cars and trucks.
	Forest roads and parking lots are only plowed when they service winter recreation sites, such as trailheads for cross-country skiing and snowmobiles. As a result, the number of visitors to the National Forests is significantly reduced in the winter months. The staff of the Huron-Manistee National Forests and Forest Service law enforcement personnel have received few complaints about the sound of snowmobiling during winter months. There is no indication that snowmobiling in the Semiprimitive Nonmotorized areas creates a public nuisance.
	I find that the minimal number of actual users and/or visitors who report contemporaneous complaints related to specific incidents of noise from gun hunting or snowmobiling to Huron-Manistee National Forests offices or Forest Service law enforcement personnel does not justify a ban on either gun hunting or snowmobiling in the analysis areas. 
	Public Involvement

	The Huron-Manistee National Forests implemented a thorough and active public participation campaign throughout this Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement process. 
	Prior to the Notice of Intent 

	The Forests issued a news release to 41 news agencies on November 29, 2010 announcing the Forests’ intention to prepare a Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement to explain that the official public comment period would begin with the publication of the Notice of Intent in the Federal Register.
	Consultation with the tribes that are signatories to the Treaty of Washington of 1836 and the Treaty of Saginaw of 1819, including tribes that are members of the Great Lakes Indian Fishing and Wildlife Commission, began in November of 2010.
	The Michigan Department of Natural Resources, U.S. Department of Interior, Bureau of Land Management, and Little River Band of Ottawa Indians were invited to be cooperating agencies.
	Notice of Intent 

	The Forest Service’s Notice of Intent to prepare a Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (75 Fed. Reg. 81,561) was published on December 28, 2010.
	A legal notice detailing the information from the Notice of Intent was posted in the Cadillac News, Oscoda Press, Oscoda County Herald, Manistee News Advocate and the Lake County Star.
	A copy of the Notice of Intent, a map, and a cover letter with the public meeting schedule and locations were sent to 1,476 individuals, governmental agencies and organizations on December 28, 2010. Five other interested parties were notified by e-mail of the availability of these documents on the Forests’ Web site.
	On December 28, 2010, a press release on the publication of the Notice of Intent and public meeting schedule was sent to 41 news agencies and published to the Forests’ Web site. A second press release detailing the time and location of the public meetings was sent to 41 news agencies on January 27, 2011.
	Public meetings (open houses) were held in several areas in the State in late January and early February 2011 to answer questions, disseminate information, and collect written comments. The meetings were held in Mio, Oscoda, Manistee, Baldwin, Grand Rapids, Birch Run, Southfield, and Lansing, Michigan.
	Meetings that were originally scheduled in Southfield and Lansing for February 1 and 2, 2011, respectively, were cancelled due to inclement weather and rescheduled for February 9 and 10, 2011, respectively.
	The Bureau of Land Management, Michigan Department of Natural Resources, and the Little River Band of Ottawa Indians were granted cooperating agency status and became part of the Interdisciplinary Team.
	The 45-day comment period started with the publication of the Notice of Intent in the Federal Register on December 28, 2010 and ended February 11, 2011. During the comment period, the Forests received 9,127 e-mails, letters, faxes and hand-delivered comments in response to the Notice of Intent. Appendix E of the Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement includes a summary of the comments received.
	Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement 

	The Interdisciplinary Team also compiled and updated the mailing list that currently includes a total of 9,624 names and addresses. In July of 2011, a status update letter was prepared and mailed to everyone on the mailing list. This letter was also posted on our website. In addition, 6,993 postcards and 2,303 email notifications were sent in late July 2011 asking those who had commented on the Notice of Intent how they would like to receive a copy of the Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement and the related documents (electronically via the website, electronically on a compact disc, or hard copy (paper)). The responses were compiled and used to determine how many copies to produce in the various formats.
	The Interdisciplinary Team prepared the Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement documents and worked with Government Printing Office and the printing contractor to get these documents printed and distributed. The Notice of Availability was published in the Federal Register. See 76 Fed Reg. 59,125 (Sept. 23, 2011). The Notice of Availability was also published in the newspapers of record for the Huron-Manistee National Forests.
	The Huron-Manistee National Forests and the contract printer sent out 753 paper documents, 322 compact discs containing the documents, and 1,382 e-mail notifications that the documents were available online.
	The Huron-Manistee National Forests and members of the Interdisciplinary Team completed a series of eight public meetings at the following Michigan locations; Oscoda – October 31, 2011; Mio – November 1, 2011; Manistee – November 2, 2011; Baldwin – November 3, 2011; Birch Run – October 31, 2011; Southfield – November 1, 2011; Lansing – November 2, 2011; and Grand Rapids – November 3, 2011. 
	On November 15, 2011, the Interdisciplinary Team sent out 4,988 hard copy letters and 3,226 emails reminding the public that comments needed to be submitted by December 23, 2011.
	The 90-day comment period on the Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement closed December 23, 2011. A total of 2,065 individual pieces of correspondences representing 2,241 individual signatures were received. The comments were reviewed by the Interdisciplinary Team and are addressed in the Response to Comments section of the Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement.
	Alternatives
	Issue Development 


	All public comments submitted in response to the Notice of Intent were read, analyzed, and organized by the staff of the Forests into 98 comment summary statements. The Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement Interdisciplinary Team, including our cooperating agency members, used these statements to identify significant issues and develop the range of alternatives that are evaluated in the Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement.
	The Forest Service separated the issues into two groups: significant and non-significant issues. Significant issues are defined as those directly or indirectly caused by implementing the proposed action. Nonsignificant issues are identified as those: 1) outside the scope of the proposed action; 2) already decided by law, regulation, Forest Plan or other higher level decision; 3) irrelevant to the decision to be made; or 4) conjectural and not supported by scientific or factual evidence. The Council on Environmental Quality’ National Environmental Policy Act regulations explain this delineation in Sec. 1501.7, “…identify and eliminate from detailed study the issues which are not significant or which have been covered by prior environmental review (Sec. 1506.3)…” A list of non-significant issues and the analysis behind why they are non-significant is included in the project record.
	Significant issues are used to formulate the range of alternatives, prescribe mitigation measures, and analyze environmental effects.
	The Interdisciplinary Team grouped comment summary statements into three significant issues:
	Issue 1: The management area conditions, including other public and private infrastructure within and adjacent to the 14 analysis areas, are inconsistent with the Recreation Opportunity Spectrum activity, setting and experience characteristics (a detailed explanation of Recreation Opportunity Spectrum is included in Chapter 3). These inconsistencies include State and County highways, utility corridors, roads and snowmobile trails, development on private land, and easements.
	Issue 2: The Forests should provide opportunities for quiet recreation experiences. This issue addresses the desire of some visitors for the opportunity to recreate in an environment with the high probability of isolation from the sounds of human activity.
	Issue 3: Alteration of current recreation activities, settings and opportunities (such as elimination of firearm hunting and snowmobile trails) in the 14 analysis areas may affect recreation experiences of visitors, economies of local communities, and natural resources in these areas.
	Alternatives Considered but not Evaluated in Detail 

	Federal agencies are required by the National Environmental Policy Act to rigorously explore and objectively evaluate reasonable alternatives and to briefly discuss the reasons for eliminating alternatives that were not considered in detail (40 CFR 1502.14). Six alternatives were considered but dismissed from further consideration. 
	Comments received in response to the Notice of Intent suggested these alternatives or parts of these alternatives. 
	These comments included suggestions to:
	 Reroute trails if they are not permitted within Management Area 6.1 (Semiprimitive Nonmotorized) and Management Area 5.1 (Wilderness);
	 Provide opportunities for a quiet experience;
	 Create quiet areas, quiet seasons or quiet buffers; and
	 Designate more areas as Management Area 6.1 Semiprimitive Nonmotorized and Management Area 5.1 Wilderness.
	Six additional alternatives were developed to respond to issues raised by the public and are described below. These alternatives were eliminated from detailed consideration after further review and analysis of  the 2011 Recreation Opportunity Spectrum classification inventory, trail reroute opportunities, inventory of noise sources, and viability of implementation.
	The 2011 Recreation Opportunity Spectrum inventory identified the following areas of concern:
	1. Recreation Opportunity Spectrum nonconforming activities for Semiprimitive Nonmotorized include such uses as:
	 Firearm hunting (determined nonconforming by the Meister panel),
	 Snowmobile use,
	 ORV use on adjacent private land,
	 Motorcycle use and
	 Motorboat use.
	2. Recreation Opportunity Spectrum nonconforming settings include such things as:
	 Environment not natural-appearing,
	 Moderate to high interaction of users,
	 Private inholdings,
	 Noticeable onsite controls and restrictions and
	 Motorized uses occurring.
	3. Recreation Opportunity Spectrum nonconforming experiences include such things as:
	 Moderate probability of experiencing isolation of sights and sounds from humans and 
	 Lack of tranquility
	Because of the high probability of hearing noise by humans, neither the Recreation Opportunity Spectrum characteristics of Semiprimitive Nonmotorized nor the creation of a “quiet area” can reasonably be achieved within the Huron-Manistee National Forests. Therefore, these alternatives were not evaluated further.
	Alternative 5 – Trail Reroute

	This alternative would reroute all designated Forest Service snowmobile trails in and along the boundaries of the 14 analysis areas. Two snowmobile trails are located within Whitewater Creek and Manistee River. Five snowmobile trail segments are located along the boundaries of the Au Sable, Bowman Lake, Briar Hills, Condon Lakes West and White River areas. Existing trail segments would be abandoned upon completion of a rerouted snowmobile trail section.
	This alternative has features similar to Alternatives 2 that is being analyzed in detail. The principle difference is that this alternative would reroute trail segments as opposed to abandon them. The Forest Service considered the possible relocation of snowmobile trail segments in and along the boundaries of the 14 analysis areas. Road jurisdictions, land ownership, potential conflicting uses, and resource values were reviewed. Under State law, snowmobiles can operate on County road rights-of-way. If the Forest Service abandoned routes along County roads, the public would continue to operate snowmobiles legally along those routes. As a result, implementation of rerouting and abandoning sections of snowmobile trail on County roads would be ineffective in eliminating snowmobile use in Manistee River and along the boundaries of Au Sable, Bowman Lake, Condon Lakes West and White River. Only two areas (Briar Hills and Whitewater Creek) were identified as having an opportunity to reroute snowmobile trails that would result in effectively abandoning a section of trail to snowmobile use. Prior to rerouting the sections of snowmobile trail in Briar Hills and Whitewater Creek, a site-specific National Environmental Policy Act analysis must be completed. This alternative was determined to be very similar in its intent to Alternative 2, and therefore, it would not be carried forward for detailed analysis.
	Alternative 6 – Partial Change of Management Area Designations

	This alternative would change management area designation for eight of the 14 analysis areas. Those with National Forest System snowmobile trails within or on the boundary would be changed to meet the current Recreation Opportunity Spectrum characteristics. Areas with new management area designations and direction would be: Au Sable (Management Area 4.3), Bowman Lake (Management Area 4.2), Briar Hills (Management Area 6.2), Condon Lakes West (Management Area 6.2), Manistee River (Management Area 4.2), Whalen Lake (Management Area 4.2), White River (Management Area 6.2) and Whitewater Creek (Management Area 4.2). The Recreation Opportunity Spectrum classification of a portion of Nordhouse Dune Wilderness currently classified as Recreation Opportunity Spectrum Primitive would be changed to Semiprimitive Nonmotorized. The management area designation would remain Management Area 5.1 (Wilderness), with no change in its management.
	Under this alternative, firearm hunting and target shooting would be prohibited within any area maintained as Management Area 6.1 (Semiprimitive Nonmotorized). Forest Service roads would be closed and mechanical vegetation management activities would be prohibited. These areas are Cooke, Hoist Lakes, Reid Lake, South Branch Au Sable, Wakeley Lake and Nordhouse Dunes Wilderness. No other changes to the 2006 Forest Plan would occur.
	None of the 14 areas currently meets all of the Recreation Opportunity Spectrum Semiprimitive Nonmotorized characteristics, as discussed at the beginning of this document, nor can they provide the high probability of isolation from the sights and sounds of humans. In addition, all of the areas contain private in-holdings and adjacent private lands. Firearm hunting, target shooting, use of motor vehicles, and other noise-generating activities would continue to occur on these private lands. County roads, State highways, and roads on private lands would continue to be used. The Forest Service has no authority to restrict activities on private or State lands. This alternative has features similar to Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 that were analyzed in detail. Therefore, this alternative was not carried forward for detailed analysis.
	Alternatives 7 through 10 have the same limiting factors: influences that prevent them from providing “… little chance of encountering noise by humans” (Meister 623 F. 3d § 379). Although many factors affect a person’s ability to detect sound at a given place at any given time, the Forests have identified noise sources that visitors may experience at each of the 14 analysis areas (See Chapter 3 of the Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement, Noise and Map Packet, Noise Sources Map A-27 through A-40). Many of the noise sources identified in the noise inventories are beyond the jurisdiction of the Forest Service. The alternatives are described here, and the common description for the analysis is printed below.
	Alternative 7 – Sundays and Mondays as Quiet Days

	This alternative would establish Sundays and Mondays as Quiet Days in all 14 analysis areas. Firearm hunting, target shooting, and other motorized recreation and land management activities would be prohibited on Sundays and Mondays. Under this alternative, all motorized use within and on the boundaries of the 14 analysis areas would be prohibited on Sundays and Mondays. Existing rights-of-way for legal access would be honored. These areas would remain in Management Area 6.1 (Semiprimitive Nonmotorized) and no other changes to the 2006 Forest Plan would occur.
	Alternative 8 – Quiet Seasons

	Under this alternative, the first 2 weeks of January, April, July and October would be established as quiet seasons within the 14 analysis areas. During the quiet season, all motorized recreation and land management activities using motorized equipment would be prohibited within and on the boundaries of these areas. Firearm hunting and target shooting would be prohibited within these areas during the quiet seasons. No other changes to the 2006 Forest Plan would occur.
	Alternative 9 – Quiet Areas

	Under this alternative, all 14 areas in this analysis would be managed as quiet areas. Firearm hunting, target shooting and motorized recreation uses would be prohibited in these areas. All roads and motorized trails within these areas would be closed. Land management activities involving motorized equipment would be restricted. All motorized use within the area would be prohibited regardless of jurisdiction. No other changes to the 2006 Forest Plan would occur. (Elements of this alternative are analyzed in detail under Alternative 2.)
	Alternative 10 – Quiet Areas Plus Buffers

	Under this alternative, management would be similar to Alternative 9 with the addition of a 1-mile buffer. Firearm hunting, target shooting, and motorized recreation and land management activities would be prohibited in these areas and the 1-mile buffer. All roads and motorized trails within and on the boundary of these areas would be closed. Land management activities involving motorized equipment would be restricted. No other changes to the 2006 Forest Plan would occur.
	The Forest Service conducted an inventory of noise sources and mapped these in and adjacent to the 14 analysis areas. A summary of this can be found in Chapter 3 of the Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement. The maps of noise sources can be found in the Map Packet (Noise Sources Map A-27 through A-40). Based on this inventory, all of the analysis areas had numerous noise sources. The type, number, and spatial distribution of noise sources, as identified in the inventory, would prevent any of the 14 analysis areas from having a high probability of isolation from the sights and sounds of humans. Existing County road and State highway use within and adjacent to these areas create substantial noise that can be heard throughout the areas. In addition, the Forest Service is legally bound to provide access to private in-holdings. These rights-of-way, easements, and other encumbrances prevent closure to motorized vehicle use within and/or adjacent to the areas. Uses on private properties contribute to noise within all of the areas. Private property owners within and adjacent to the area would still be hunting and otherwise discharging firearms. Under state law, snowmobiles can operate on County road rights-of-way. This snowmobile use is another noise source within and adjacent to these analysis areas. The Forest Service has no authority to regulate any of these uses. Although the Forest Service does have the authority to regulate use on National Forest System lands, exercising the agency’s authorities would not create quiet within the analysis areas as intended. For these reasons, these alternatives were not carried forward into the detailed analysis.
	Alternatives Considered and Evaluated in Detail 
	Alternative 1 – The No Action Alternative


	Under the No Action alternative, management of the 14 analysis areas would continue, as guided by the 2006 Forest Plan. No changes to management area designation would be implemented to accomplish project goals.
	The No Action alternative is required by National Environmental Policy Act regulations (40 CFR § 1502.14(d)).
	Alternative 2 – Proposed Action – As Published in the Notice of Intent

	This alternative was developed to respond to the Meister panel finding that the Forest Service should have evaluated an alternative that closed the 13 Semiprimitive Nonmotorized areas (2006 Forest Plan Management Area 6.1, Semiprimitive Nonmotorized) and the Nordhouse Dunes Wilderness (2006 Forest Plan Management Area 5.1) to firearm hunting and snowmobiling (Proposed Action listed in the Notice of Intent dated December 28, 2010). Under Alternative 2, firearm hunting would be prohibited in the 14 analysis areas (subject to existing rights).  Additionally, the 13 non-wilderness analysis areas (2006 Forest Plan Management Area 6.1, Semiprimitive Nonmotorized) would be closed to snowmobile use (subject to existing rights). No motorized use is allowed in the Nordhouse Dunes Wilderness. Designated Forest Service System snowmobile trails within the Manistee River and Whitewater Creek areas would be analyzed under the National Environmental Policy Act for removal from the National Forest System designated system, and those under Forest Service jurisdiction would be closed. Snowmobile trails on the boundaries of Au Sable, Bowman Lake, Briar Hills, Condon Lakes West and White River areas would be removed from the National Forest System and those within Forest Service jurisdiction would be closed. (See Appendix A, Map A-2 through A-4, Table 2 and Appendix B for management area direction.)
	Forest Plan Amendment under Alternative 2 would Implement Bans on Gun Hunting and Snowmobiling in Semiprimitive Nonmotorized and Primitive Areas Alternative 2 proposes to amend the Forest Plan Standard and Guidelines (Standards and Guidelines) for the 14 analysis areas (Management Area 6.1 Semiprimitive Nonmotorized and 5.1 Wilderness) to evaluate closure of Forest Service designated snowmobile trails and restrict firearm hunting to individuals who are members of Indian tribes with valid treaty rights. (See Appendix B for management area direction).
	Alternative 3 – Change Management Area Designation to Align with 2011 Recreation Opportunity Spectrum Inventory

	Alternative 3 proposes to align the management area designations of the 14 analysis areas with the 2011 Inventoried Recreation Opportunity Spectrum classification. Under Alternative 3, the management area designations of 13 of the 14 analysis areas would be changed. When developing this alternative, the Interdisciplinary Team considered the Meister panel findings that current conditions in these 14 areas should meet the Recreation Opportunity Spectrum classification descriptions for Semiprimitive Nonmotorized “and present little chance of encountering noise by humans” (USDA-FS 1986, Page 33).
	Although many factors affect a person’s ability to detect sound at a given place at any given time, the Forests have identified noise sources that visitors may experience in the 14 analysis areas. (See the Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement, Chapter 3, Noise and Appendix A, Noise Sources Map A-27 through Map A-40).
	Forest Plan Amendment under Alternative 3 Would Change Management Area Designations to Meet Current Recreation Opportunity Spectrum Characteristics
	Nordhouse Dunes Wilderness would maintain the designation of Management Area 5.1 (Wilderness) with no change in its management. (The 2011 Recreation Opportunity Spectrum inventory characterized Nordhouse Dunes Wilderness as Recreation Opportunity Spectrum class Semiprimitive Nonmotorized. See Appendix C for Recreation Opportunity Spectrum Review). The other 13 analysis areas (2006 Forest Plan Management Area 6.1, Semiprimitive Nonmotorized) would be designated as either Management Area 6.2 (Semiprimitive Motorized), Management Area 4.3 (Roaded Natural Wetlands) or Management Area 4.2 (Roaded Natural Sandy Plains and Hills), depending on the Land Type Association (LTA) of the area. Management of the areas would be in accordance with the direction of the Standards and Guidelines (Standards and Guidelines) in the respective management area (See Appendix B for a list of Management Area Standards and Guidelines). 
	Alternative 4 – Change Management Area Designation to Special Areas (Management Area 8.4) and Manage For a Less Roaded Recreation Experience Relative to the Rest of the Huron-Manistee National Forests

	Alternative 4 proposes to address inconsistencies with the Semiprimitive Nonmotorized Recreation Opportunity Spectrum class characteristics identified by the Meister panel, while preserving areas where the Forests can manage for a less roaded recreation experience relative to the rest of the Huron-Manistee National Forests. Gun hunting and snowmobiling opportunities would be unchanged in this alternative. (See Appendix A, Map A-9 and A-10).
	Forest Plan Amendment under Alternative 4 Would Change Management Area Designations While Maintaining Current Standards and Guidelines
	Under this alternative, the management area designation of 11 of the 14 analysis areas would be changed to Management Area 8.4 (Special Areas). The existing Standards and Guidelines for Management Area 6.1 (Semiprimitive Nonmotorized) would be applied to these 11 new Management Area 8.4 areas. The Goals and Objectives for the Special Areas would be to provide a more secluded and less roaded recreation experience relative to the rest of the Huron-Manistee National Forests. Management area designation of Manistee River and Whitewater Creek would be changed to Management Area 4.2 (Roaded Natural Sandy Plains and Hills) and would be managed under the Standards and Guidelines for Management Area 4.2.
	Management area designation for Nordhouse Dunes Wilderness would remain Management Area 5.1 (Wilderness) and management would remain the same. (See Table 4 and Appendix B for a complete list of management area descriptions and Standards and Guidelines under this alternative.)
	The Environmentally Preferred Alternative 

	Regulations implementing the National Environmental Policy Act also require the specification of “…the alternative or alternatives which were considered to be environmentally preferable” (40 CFR 1505.2(b)). I have reviewed the National Environmental Policy Act to determine the criteria for identifying the environmentally preferable alternative. All six criteria in National Environmental Policy Act (Section 101(b)) were considered. Based on review of the National Environmental Policy Act criteria for identifying the environmentally preferable alternative, I believe Alternative 4 is environmentally preferable. This alternative best addresses the protection and stewardship aspects of the criteria, while at the same time addressing those criteria that speak toward providing a balance between population and resource uses and attaining the widest range of beneficial uses of the environment without degradation. 
	Consistency with Other National Policies, Laws and Authorities

	The Forest Service manages the Huron-Manistee National Forests in conformance with many laws, regulations, executive orders, and policies. The list provided here is not a complete list of all governing statutes that apply to amending a Forest Plan, but it highlights the primary statutes guiding the preparation of this Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement. In all cases, the Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement is consistent with national law, policy and direction.
	National Environmental Policy Act 

	The Forest has compiled and generated information relevant to the effects of each of the alternatives considered in the Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement. I find that the environmental analysis and public involvement process complies with each of the major elements of the requirements set forth by the Council on Environmental Quality for implementing National Environmental Policy Act (40 CFR 1500-1508). These include:
	 Considering a broad range of reasonable alternatives.
	 Disclosing cumulative effects.
	 Using the best scientific information.
	 Considering long-term and short-term effects.
	 Disclosing unavoidable adverse effects.
	The decision here does not directly authorize any new ground-disturbing activities or projects. These activities and projects will be subject to additional site-specific environmental analysis that will tier to the Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement and will follow applicable environmental analysis, public involvement, and administrative appeal procedures.
	National Forest Management Act 

	Revision of the 2006 Forest Plan for the Huron-Manistee was completed under the 1982 rule by the discretion accorded to the deciding official. The Forest Service used the procedures of the planning regulations that were in effect before November 9, 2000 (see 1982 Planning Rule, 47 Fed. Reg. 43,026 (Sept. 30, 1982). The Huron-Manistee National Forest Plan process complies with the National Forest Management Act as documented in the 2006 Final Environmental Impact Statement and Record of Decision and as amended in Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement and this Record of Decision. 
	Endangered Species Act (ESA)

	This Act creates an affirmative obligation “…that all Federal departments and agencies shall seek to conserve endangered and threatened (and proposed) species” of fish, wildlife, and plants. This obligation is further clarified in the national Interagency Memorandum of Agreement (dated August 30, 2000) which states our shared mission to “…enhance conservation of imperiled species while delivering appropriate goods and services provided by the lands and resources.” 
	In response to a request for informal consultation, , the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, in a letter dated Sept. 27, 2011, concurred with a Forest Service determination that the preferred alternative would not likely adversely affect Indiana bat, Karner blue butterfly or Kirtland’s warbler, those species likely to be found in the action areas.
	Forest and Rangeland Renewable Resources Planning Act/Forest Service Strategic Plan 2004-2008

	While Forest Plans should be consistent with the broad guidance provided in the Strategic Plan and should consider the information provided by the RPA Assessment along with other available and relevant science, neither the Strategic Plan nor the Assessment contain recommended outputs to incorporate in specific forest plans. I find that the 2006 Forest Plan is in compliance with, and contributes toward the broad goals of the Forest Service Strategic Plan, and that the proposed amendment does not significantly alter the standards and guidelines that provide forest management direction in the affected areas and is therefore in compliance with RPA.
	Environmental Justice (Executive Order 12898)

	Executive Order 12898 (59 Fed. Reg. 7629 (Feb. 16, 1994)) directs federal agencies to identify and address, as appropriate, any disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effects on minority populations and low-income populations. I have determined, from the analysis disclosed in the Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement, that the Interdisciplinary Team has fully considered and addressed any potential adverse effects on minority or low-income populations.
	National Historic Preservation Act 

	I find that the 2006 Forest Plan is in compliance with, and contributes toward the broad goals of the National Historic Preservation Act (16 U.S.C. § 4707), and that the proposed amendment does not significantly alter the standards and guidelines that provide forest management direction in the affected areas and is therefore in compliance with National Historic Preservation Act.
	Government-to-Government Relations with Native American Tribal Governments (1994)

	These policies support the Forest Service actions in establishing mutual and beneficial partnerships with American Indians and Alaska Natives and honoring treaty obligations. Forest Service policy is recorded in Forest Service Manual Section 1563. 
	The staff of the Huron-Manistee National Forests consulted with Native American tribes of the Great Lakes States throughout this process. Line officers and staff met personally with the signatory tribes of the two relevant treaties. The Little River Band of Ottawa Indians participated as a cooperating agency.
	USDA Forest Service Final 2005 Travel Management Rule

	The Travel Management Rule (70 Fed. Reg. 68, 264 (Nov. 9, 2005) (36 CFR Parts 212, 251, 261, and 295) revised regulations regarding travel management on National Forest System lands to clarify policy related to motor vehicle use including off-highway vehicles. This rule prohibits the use of motor vehicles off the designated system or use inconsistent with those designations once designations are published on a Motor Vehicle Use Map. 
	Standards and Guidelines proposed for the affected areas in Alternative 4 of the Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement and disclosed in Appendix A, Amendment 1 of this Record of Decision are consistent with management direction in the Travel Management Rule.
	Other Laws, Policy and Regulations

	I also find that Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement is consistent with the following body of policy and regulation: 
	 The National Energy Policy (Executive Order 13212)
	 The Clean Air Act
	 The Clean Water Act
	 The Data Quality Act
	 Healthy Forest Restoration Act
	 The National Wild and Scenic Rivers Act
	 The Energy Requirement and Conservation Potential
	 Energy Policy Act of 2005
	 Executive Order 13112 on Invasive Species
	 Secretary of Agriculture’s Memorandum # 1827 on Prime Farmland, Rangeland and Forestland
	 Executive Order 1099 on the protection of Wetlands and Floodplains, and 
	 The existing body of national direction for managing national forests
	Implementation, Monitoring and Evaluation
	Implementation Begins in 30 Days


	This Amendment to the 2006 Forest Plan becomes effective 30 calendar days after the Notice of Availability of the Record of Decision and Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement is published in the Federal Register (36 CFR 219.10 (c)(1) [1982 planning rule]. 
	Transition from the 2006 Forest Plan 

	Amendment 1 to the 2006 Forest Plan will apply to all projects that have decisions made on or after the effective date of this Record of Decision. Because this is an amendment to the 2006 Forest Plan, many aspects and much of the management direction from that plan is carried forward unchanged into the amended Forest Plan. Therefore, many existing projects and ongoing actions that were consistent with the 2006 Forest Plan will remain consistent with the amended plan.
	Many management actions decided prior to the issuance of the Record of Decision are routine and ongoing. Those decisions will generally be allowed to continue unchanged because the projected effects are part of the baseline analysis considered in the Final Environmental Impact Statement.
	The National Forest Management Act requires that “permits, contracts and other instruments for occupancy and use” of National Forest System lands be “consistent” with the Forest Plan (16 U.S.C. 1640 (i)).
	Uses and occupancy agreements will be reviewed to determine whether or when the Forest Supervisor should exercise discretion to bring them into compliance with Amendment 1 to the 2006 Forest Plan. Recent project decisions that have not yet been implemented will be reviewed and adjusted by the decision maker, if necessary, to meet the direction found in the 2006 Forest Plan.  
	The decision maker has the discretion on a case-by-case basis, to modify pre-existing authorizations to bring them into compliance with the 2006 Forest Plan Standards and Guidelines. I find that the statutory criteria of “as soon as practicable” and excepting “valid existing rights” useful in exercising that discretion.
	Administrative Appeal of My Decision 

	This decision is subject to appeal pursuant to the provisions of the optional appeal procedures available during the Planning Rule transition period, Section 3. A written notice of appeal must be filed with the Chief of the Forest Service within 45 days of the date that legal notice of this decision appears in the Milwaukee Journal Sentinel. Appeals must be sent to:
	Regular Mail
	Express Mail
	USDA Forest ServiceEcosystem Management Coordination1400 Independence Ave., SWMailstop Code 1104Washington, DC 20250-1104
	USDA Forest ServiceEcosystem Management Coordination201 14th St., SW, 3rd Floor, Central WingWashington, DC 20024
	Phone: (202) 205-0895
	Electronic Mail
	Appeals-chief@fs.fed.us
	The use of Microsoft Word (.doc), or Adobe (.pdf) is recommended.
	A copy of the appeal must simultaneously be sent to the deciding officer:
	Charles L. Myers, Regional ForesterUSDA Forest Service, Eastern Region626 East Wisconsin AvenueMilwaukee, WI 53202
	Simultaneous electronic filing to the deciding officer should be sent to:
	Appeals-eastern-regional-office@fs.fed.us
	Any notice of appeal must be fully consistent with the optional appeal procedures available during the Planning Rule transition period, and include at a minimum:
	 A statement that the document is a Notice of Appeal filed pursuant to the optional appeal procedures available during the Planning Rule transition period.
	 The name, address and telephone number of the appellant.
	 Identification of the decision to which the objection is being made.
	 Identification of the document in which the decision is contained, by title and by subject.
	 Date of the decision and name and title of the Deciding Officer.
	 Identification of the specific portion of the decision to which objection is made.
	 The reason for the appeal including issues of fact, law, regulation, or policy.
	 Identification of the specific change(s) in the decision that the appellant seeks.
	Contacts 

	For more information on this Record of Decision and/or this Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement, contact Kenneth Arbogast, Public Affairs Officer, Huron-Manistee National Forests, 1755 South Mitchell Street, Cadillac, Michigan, 49601, (231) 775-2421.
	Full sets of all official documents may be found in the following locations:
	 Colleges and Universities: Baker College, Ferris State University, Grand Valley State University, Michigan State University, Michigan Technological University, University of Michigan and Wayne State University 
	 Community libraries: Alcona County Library, Bridgman Public Library, Cadillac-Wexford County Public Library, J. R. VanPelt Public Library, Flint Public Library, Fremont Public Library and Shiawassee District Library
	 On the web: www.fs.fed.us/r9/hmnf/index.shtml.
	 On CD-ROM available at local Forest Service Offices
	If you would like to request CD-ROM or hard copy versions of the full set of documents, or have questions regarding the Forest Plan and would like to speak with a Forest Service employee, see the following list of Huron-Manistee National Forests offices:
	Supervisor’s Office
	Baldwin/White Cloud Ranger District
	Forest Supervisor: Barry PaulsonPublic Affairs Officer: Kenneth Arbogast1755 South Mitchell StreetCadillac, MI 49601231-775-2421
	District Ranger: Les Russell650 N. Michigan AvenueP.O. Box Drawer DBaldwin, MI 49304231-745-4631
	Cadillac-Manistee Ranger District
	Huron Shores Ranger Station
	District Ranger: Jim Thompson412 Red Apple RoadManistee, MI 49660231-723-2211
	Acting District Ranger: Paul Thompson5761 N. Skeel RoadOscoda, MI 48750989-739-0728
	Mio Ranger District
	District Ranger: Steve Goldman401 Court StreetMio, MI 48647989-826-3252
	_______________________________   _______________________
	CHARLES L. MYERS,       Date
	Regional Forester   
	Appendix A – Amendment 1 to the 2006 Forest Plan
	Amendment 1 to the 2006 Forest Plan changes the Management Area (M.A.) designations of 13 areas designated as M.A. 6.1 (Semiprimitive Nonmotorized). 
	The management area designation of 11 of the 13 analysis areas will change to M.A. 8.4 Special Areas. The existing Standards and Guidelines (S&Gs) for M.A. 6.1 (Semiprimitive Nonmotorized (SPNM)) will apply to the 11 M.A. 8.4 areas. The Goals and Objectives for the Special Areas will be to provide a more secluded and less roaded recreational experience relative to the rest of the Huron-Manistee National Forests. 
	Management area designation of Manistee River and Whitewater Creek will change to M.A. 4.2 (Roaded Natural Sandy Plains and Hills) and will be managed under the S&Gs for M.A. 4.2. 
	Management area designation for Nordhouse Dunes Wilderness will remain M.A. 5.1 (Wilderness) and management area direction remains the same. 
	A summary of the designation changes is illustrated in Table A-1.
	Table A- 1. Management Area Designations
	Area Name
	2006 Forest Plan Designation M.A. 
	New Management Area Designation
	Au Sable River
	M.A. 6.1 Semiprimitive Nonmotorized (SPNM)
	M.A. 8.4 Special Area
	Bowman Lake
	M.A. 6.1 (SPNM)
	M.A. 8.4 Special Area
	Briar Hills
	M.A. 6.1 (SPNM)
	M.A. 8.4 Special Area
	Condon Lakes
	M.A. 6.1 (SPNM)
	M.A. 8.4 Special Area
	Cooke 
	M.A. 6.1 (SPNM)
	M.A. 8.4 Special Area
	Hoist Lakes
	M.A. 6.1 (SPNM)
	M.A. 8.4 Special Area
	Manistee River
	M.A. 6.1 (SPNM)
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	The changes to the 2006 Forest Plan for each Management Area are described on the following pages.
	Management Area 4.2 - Roaded Natural Sandy Plains and Hills 
	Management Area direction as displayed in the 2006 Forest Plan remain unchanged except for the following:
	Maps: Manistee River and Whitewater Creek will be added to the Management Area Map.
	Landscape Description: Acreage percentage changed as a result of adding Manistee River and Whitewater Creek to the Management Area under Amendment 1.  Acreage increased from 421,036 acres to 436,172 acres, or approximately 45 percent of all National Forest System lands on the Huron-Manistee National Forests as depicted in Table A-2.
	Table A- 2. Acreage additions to M.A. 4.2
	Management Area 4.2 Acreage Additions
	2006 Forest Plan Management Area 4.2
	421,036
	Manistee River
	7,935
	Whitewater Creek
	7,201
	Amended 2012 Forest Plan Management Area 4.2
	436,172
	Desired Future Condition: Old growth acreage increased from approximately 27,700 acres to approximately 33,719 acres in this M.A. as a result of adding the Manistee River and Whitewater Creek to the Management Area
	Standards & Guidelines: All Management Area Standards and Guides apply to Manistee River and Whitewater Creek.
	Management Area 5.1 - Wilderness 
	Management Area designation and direction as displayed in the 2006 Forest Plan would remain unchanged except for the following:
	Under Purpose Section: The Recreation Opportunity Spectrum classification of “Primitive” was dropped and the entire Wilderness Area is classified as having Recreation Opportunity Spectrum of Semiprimitive Nonmotorized. 
	Management Area 6.1 - Semiprimitive Nonmotorized Areas 
	No areas would be designated under Management Area 6.1 and this section will be removed from the Forest Plan.
	Management Area 8.4 - Special Areas 
	This chapter reflects changes incorporated according to Amendment 1 to the 2006 Forest Plan as outlined in the Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement, January 2012.
	Maps:
	Existing maps will be updated to reflect the addition of the 11 new areas: Au Sable River, Bowman Lake, Briar Hills, Condon Lakes, Cooke, Hoist Lakes, Reid Lake, South Branch Au Sable, Wakeley Lake, Whalen Lake, and White River. 
	Purpose: 
	Management of special areas will protect areas that have scientific, biological, geological, historical, social or recreational characteristics of local, regional or national significance.  Loda Lake and Newaygo Prairie were identified for their unique biological characteristics. Lumbermen’s Monument was identified for its unique historical nature. The remaining areas provided a more secluded and less roaded recreational experience relative to the remainder of the Huron-Manistee National Forests.
	Landscape Description: 
	Acreage percentage increased as a result of changing the designation of the 11 areas listed above from M.A. 6.1 to M.A. 8.4 as directed by Amendment 1, per the FSEIS of 2012. 
	Management Area 8.4 increased from approximately 376 acres to approximately 46,740 acres, or approximately 5 percent of all National Forest System lands on the Huron-Manistee National Forests.
	Table A-3 shows the Management Areas 8.4 that were identified in the 2006 Forest Plan for their unique biological and historical characteristics. Table A-4 shows the Management Areas 8.4 that were redesignated from Management Area 6.1 to Management Area 8.4 as a result of Amendment 1 to the 2006 Forest Plan.
	Table A- 3. Special Areas on the Huron-Manistee National Forests identified in the 2006 Forest Plan
	Area
	Description
	Location
	Newaygo Prairie Ecological Study Area
	An 80-acre unit was designated by the Forest Supervisor in 1968.
	This area will be managed to retain its prairie-like condition to facilitate studies of prairie ecosystems.
	This is a small remnant of dry grass prairie that is in an early successional stage of recovery to a natural prairie condition.  This type of habitat typically benefits some grassland wildlife species with small home ranges such as vesper sparrow, prairie deer mouse, and plant species associated with prairie ecosystems, such as big and little bluestem and Indian grass. The prairie type is not of sufficient size to benefit grassland species having large home ranges or that occur in large colonies.
	The study area will be managed as a roaded natural Recreation Opportunity Spectrum area.
	Manistee National Forest.
	Lumbermen's Monument
	Of 135 acres, a 7.2-acre site was designated by the Secretary of Agriculture in 1932 for historical, educational and recreational uses.
	Management direction for the site is established in "Lumbermen's Monument Visitor Information Center Plan," Huron National Forest, April 1979, as amended in 1993.
	Huron National Forest.
	Loda Lake Wildflower Sanctuary
	Of 130 acres, a 72-acre site was designated by the Regional Forester in 1949 to provide examples of native plants and native plant communities that once covered much of Michigan.
	Management direction for the site is established in "Management Plan for the Loda Lake Wildflower Sanctuary," USDA-Forest Service, Manistee National Forest, 1949.
	This is a small area that will have over-mature or old growth conditions and provides benefits to those associated species.
	The sanctuary will be managed as a roaded natural Recreation Opportunity Spectrum area.
	Manistee National Forest.
	Table A- 4. Special Areas with Unique Recreational Opportunities on the Huron-Manistee National Forests
	More Secluded/Less Roaded Areas
	Approximate Acreage
	Location
	Objectives
	Au Sable
	10,400
	Huron National Forest
	 Provide canoeing, fishing, hunting, horseback riding and camping.
	 Manage the Shore-to-Shore Riding and Hiking Trail.
	 Continue management of South Branch Trail Camp and Thompson’s Landing Canoe access.
	 Recreation Opportunity Spectrum: Roaded Natural – managed to provide a more secluded, less roaded recreation experience.
	Cooke (North of River)
	2,400
	Huron National Forest
	 Provide opportunities for more secluded, less roaded experiences.
	 Recreation Opportunity Spectrum: Semiprimitive Motorized – managed to provide a more secluded, less roaded recreation experience.
	Hoist Lakes
	9,700
	Huron National Forest
	 Provide hiking, cross-country skiing, primitive camping, fishing and hunting opportunities.
	 Recreation Opportunity Spectrum: Semiprimitive Motorized – managed to provide a more secluded, less roaded recreation experience.
	Reid Lake
	3,200
	Huron National Forest
	 Provide hiking, cross-country skiing, primitive camping, fishing and hunting opportunities.
	 Recreation Opportunity Spectrum: Semiprimitive Motorized – managed to provide a more secluded, less roaded recreation experience.
	South Branch Au Sable 
	4,000
	Huron National Forest
	 Provide hunting and limited brook trout fishing.
	 Recreation Opportunity Spectrum: Semiprimitive Motorized – managed to provide a more secluded, less roaded recreation experience.
	Wakeley Lake
	2,100
	Huron National Forest
	 Provide fish and sensitive wildlife habitats.
	 Recreation Opportunity Spectrum: Semiprimitive Motorized – managed to provide a more secluded, less roaded recreation experience.
	Briar Hills (Northern Block)
	3,400
	Manistee National Forest
	 Provide opportunities for mushroom picking, hunting, cross-country skiing and dispersed camping.
	 Consider development of a nonmotorized trails system.
	 Recreation Opportunity Spectrum: Semiprimitive Motorized –managed to provide a more secluded, less roaded recreation experience.
	Bowman Lake
	1,100
	Manistee National Forest
	 Provide hiking and cross-country ski trails.
	 Develop 3 to 5 miles of nonmotorized trails in addition to the North Country National Scenic Trail and other existing trails.
	 Use trail corridors to improve potential or connect occupied Karner blue butterfly habitat.
	 Recreation Opportunity Spectrum: Roaded Natural – managed to provide a more secluded, less roaded recreation experience.
	Condon Lakes West
	3,300
	Manistee National Forest
	 Provide opportunities for mushroom and berry picking, hunting, fishing and dispersed camping.
	 Recreation Opportunity Spectrum: Semiprimitive Motorized – managed to provide a more secluded, less roaded recreation experience.
	Whalen Lake
	2,800
	Manistee National Forest
	 Provide primitive canoeing, fishing and camping areas.
	 Develop a nonmotorized trail system.
	 Use trail corridors to improve potential or connect occupied Karner blue butterfly habitat.
	 Recreation Opportunity Spectrum: Roaded Natural – managed to provide a more secluded, less roaded recreation experience.
	White River
	6,900
	Manistee National Forest
	 Provide primitive canoeing, fishing and camping areas.
	 Develop a nonmotorized trail system.
	 Use trail corridors to improve potential or connect occupied Karner blue butterfly habitat.
	 Recreation Opportunity Spectrum: Semiprimitive Motorized – managed to provide a more secluded, less roaded recreation experience.
	Goals and Objectives and Desired Future Condition: 
	Goals and Objectives:

	 Maintain the characteristics of each area for which it was identified.
	 Provides visual variety by providing vegetative diversity.
	 Provide for more secluded, less roaded recreational experiences relative to the rest of the Huron-Manistee National Forests.
	 Provides a variety of fish and wildlife habitats for species which avoid human activity.
	 Produces low to moderate volumes of forest products.
	 Provides habitat suitable for species requiring an old-growth environment.
	 Allows facility development to separate competing uses.
	 Provides for recreational activities such as hunting, fishing, viewing scenery, and water-based recreational opportunities.
	 Management will strive to increase utilization of wood residues and other currently non-merchantable material, when not needed for resource concerns such as soil productivity and wildlife habitat. 
	 Quality sites and opportunities for intensive timber management practices will be identified commensurate with the site’s ecological capabilities.
	 Manage permanent openings and/or grasslands to meet species viability needs.
	 Distribution of openings will recognize the contribution of adjacent private lands. 
	 The first land acquisition priority is to acquire private inholdings.
	 Subsurface Ownership:  Acquiring ownership of severed mineral rights is a high priority.
	 Provide mineral development opportunities at a limited density.
	Desired Future Condition:

	These areas are unique or unusual biologically, geologically or culturally.  Federal or State ownership of all surface and subsurface mineral rights is desirable.
	The desired future condition of this management area will be characterized by a predominantly natural or naturalappearing environment. Concentration and interaction between users is low, but there is often evidence of other users.  The areas are managed in such a way that onsite controls and restrictions may be present, but are subtle. Nonmotorized use is emphasized.  Closed roads may be evident and some may be utilized as trails. Users are aware of the services provided, such as visitor information, and restrictions and controls are evident.
	Dominant forest types are variable depending on the area and will range from northern hardwoods on morainal hills and plains to aspen, oaks and red and white pines on dry sandy plains.  Low, wet areas will be characterized by aspen, black ash, cedar, fir and hemlock.  Stand distribution by age and size, across the landscape, is natural in appearance and dominated by old-growth characteristics.
	Federal or state ownership of surface and subsurface is desired.
	Approximately 46,850 acres of designated old growth  occur in this management area.
	Some roads are present but gated to provide access only for administrative or other permitted purposes.  Improvements on these roads are infrequent and maintained to minimal standards necessary for health and safety needs.  Other public agency roads may be present.
	Standards and Guidelines: 
	1900 PLANNING 
	I Vegetation Management 
	A Limit vegetation management to improving visual quality;  G 
	reducing hazard fuels, pest management and fuelbreaks, or
	maintaining diversity of wildlife habitats.
	2200 RANGELAND MANAGEMENT 
	I Grazing will not be permitted. S 
	2300 RECREATION, WILDERNESS AND RELATED RESOURCE MANAGEMENT
	I Do not allow motorized use on lakes. G 
	II Special Areas 
	A More Secluded and Less Roaded Recreation Experience Areas 
	1 Au Sable River 
	a Allow watercraft with motors on the river. G 
	2 Cooke 
	a Camping is allowed at designated sites only. G 
	3 Hoist Lakes Foot Travel Area 
	a Prohibit saddle, pack and draft animals and bicycles. S 
	4 Reid Lake Foot Travel Area 
	a Prohibit saddle, pack and draft animals and bicycles. S 
	5 South Branch Au Sable 
	a The existing road that provides access to the  G 
	Mason Chapel will remain open to motorized 
	use.
	6 Wakeley Lake 
	a The existing dikes and dam will be  G 
	maintained at Wakeley Lake.
	b The existing perimeter fence will be allowed  G 
	to deteriorate before removal.
	7 Bowman Lake 
	a Allow camping around Bowman Lake only at G 
	designated sites.
	b Prohibit saddle, pack and draft animals. S 
	8 Whalen Lake 
	a Camping around Whalen Lake and the Big  G 
	South Branch of the Pere Marquette River 
	will be allowed at designated sites or areas only.
	b A nonmotorized trail system will be developed. G 
	9 White River 
	a Camping areas and sites will be designated.   S 
	Sites and areas will avoid Karner blue 
	butterfly habitat.
	b Allow dispersed camping at existing sites  G 
	along open roads.  Evaluate opportunities to 
	phase out of these existing sites and develop 
	sites adjacent to the area.
	c Within a one-quarter mile corridor on each side  S
	of the White River, manage using the Wild and 
	Scenic Study River Standards and Guidelines in
	management area 9.2.
	d Trail locations will avoid concentrated areas  S 
	of wild lupine and other nectar plants utilized 
	by the Karner blue butterfly and other 
	associated sensitive species.
	e Allow watercraft with motors on the river. G 
	2400 TIMBER MANAGEMENT 
	I  Timber harvest in Loda Lake Wildflower Sanctuary, Lumbermen’s Monument and Newaygo Prairie Ecological Study Area will be limited to safety and salvage.  
	II The following Standards and Guidelines apply to both even- and  
	uneven-aged silvicultural systems.
	A Uneven- and even-aged systems will be used. They will be  
	consistent with area management objectives and the 
	following restrictions:
	1 Even-aged management will be the primary  G 
	silvicultural system used.
	2 Allow thinnings of red pine plantations. G 
	3 The uneven-aged system will normally be used only  G 
	in northern hardwoods.
	4 Seasonal restrictions on time of entry for timber  G 
	harvests may be applied to protect other resources, 
	activities and facilities.
	5 Standard cutting methods such as single-tree and  S 
	group selection, shelterwood, seed-tree and 
	clearcutting may be used.
	6 Silvicultural standards will incorporate genetic  G 
	improvement principles, practices and programs.
	7 Regeneration activities: 
	a Site preparation activities can include  G 
	mechanical, prescribed fire, hand and 
	chemical.
	b For revegetation, use native vegetative  G 
	species for timber production purposes. 
	Revegetation activities can include natural–
	preferred–artificial or seeding methods.
	c Fertilization may be used to establish  G 
	vegetation on disturbed areas. Manage use of
	fertilizers or soil enrichments to prevent 
	movement into lakes and streams.
	III The following Standards and Guidelines apply only to the even-aged 
	silvicultural system:
	A Temporary openings created by the application of the even- 
	aged silvicultural system:
	1 Will be separated by a stand of at least 10 acres,  G 
	except in wildlife emphasis areas.
	2 Generally should be 20 acres or less. G 
	B Firewood gathering may be allowed except in old-growth  G 
	areas. A permit is required.
	C   Intermediate treatment guidelines include:
	1  Pruning for timber–crop trees–visual improvement,           G
	   safety and wildlife–fruit trees.
	2 Thinning.                G
	3 Using precommercial thinnings to maintain winter                        G
	thermal cover for deer in lowland hardwood and
	conifer types.
	4 Using hand release methods in all vegetative types.                      G 
	D Harvest guidelines include the following:  
	1 The clearcutting method may be used only for jack,  G 
	red and white pines; oak; aspen; lowland conifers 
	and northern hardwoods with adequate advanced 
	regeneration.
	2 The seed-tree cutting method may be used only for  G 
	jack, red and white pines and lowland conifers.
	3 The shelterwood cutting method may be used only  G 
	for jack, red and white pines; all oak; northern 
	hardwoods; lowland conifers and lowland hardwoods.
	E Allow commercial thinning in all vegetative types.   G 
	Precommercial thinning in all types is allowed if necessary 
	to meet objectives of timber, wildlife and/or visual quality 
	objectives.
	2600  WILDLIFE, FISH AND SENSITIVE PLANT HABITAT MANAGEMENT 
	I General Management 
	A  New motorized trails will not be constructed in cedar G 
	    swamps, hardwood conifer swamps and subirrigated
	forests unless there are no reasonable alternatives.
	B  Manage wetlands identified as good and excellent sandhill G 
	    crane nesting habitat to improve habitat conditions for this
	species.
	C  Develop and implement direction for each osprey nesting area G 
	    and great blue heron colony
	D Dry Grasslands G 
	1 Manage dry grassland habitat, 250 acres or larger in  G 
	Landtype Associations 1 and 2.  Manage multiple habitats
	as blocks when they are within one mile of each other to 
	increase suitability.
	II Regional Forester Sensitive Species 
	A Standards and Guidelines for the management of Regional  
	Forester Sensitive Species are:
	   1 Within core northern hardwood habitat areas: 
	a In 80 percent of the high-quality mesic northern  
	hardwood (ginseng) habitat:
	1 Permit non-ground disturbing  G 
	activities that mimic natural 
	disturbance regimes common to this habitat.
	2 Permit maintenance of existing  G 
	improvements.
	b In the remaining 20 percent of the high-quality  G 
	mesic northern hardwood habitat:
	1 Maintain 80 percent crown closure. G 
	2 Allow potential high-quality mesic northern  G 
	hardwood forest habitat adjacent to core areas to 
	convert to actual high-quality mesic northern 
	hardwood forest habitat.
	3 Cerulean Warbler
	a Timber management and road construction  G 
	activities should not occur in occupied 
	habitat within 400 feet of a cerulean warbler
	nest tree–approximately a 10-acre area– 
	during the breeding season.
	B Manage wetlands identified as good and excellent sandhill  G 
	crane nesting habitat to improve habitat conditions for this species.
	C Develop and implement management direction for each  G 
	osprey nesting area and great blue heron colony.
	III Less Roaded Recreation Experience Areas 
	A Wakeley Lake 
	1 Protect loon nests from disturbance through a  G 
	seasonal area closure.
	2 Outside of old growth create and maintain large  G 
	openlands, jack pine-oak barrens and young jack 
	pine thickets where opportunities exist.
	3 Outside of old growth provide habitat through  G 
	regeneration harvest for wildlife species dependent 
	upon early successional forests.
	4 Coordinate fisheries management of Wakeley Lake  G 
	with the Michigan Department of Natural Resources
	fisheries division.
	5 Periodically draw down northwestern marsh and  G 
	lake to improve wildlife habitat.
	B White River 
	1 Vegetative management will follow the Karner blue  G 
	butterfly habitat management strategy.
	2 All Forest Service roads will be closed to public  G 
	motorized vehicle use except those users authorized 
	under easement or permit.
	        3    The Forest roads paralleling the White River and the          G
	  North Branch of the White River known as the
	  River Road may be opened seasonally for the
	firearm deer season, November 15 to 30.
	IV Wildlife Emphasis Areas 
	A Condon Lakes 
	1 In selected oak stands, extend the rotation age to  G 
	120 years.
	2 Identify 25 to 35 percent of the stands in the area to G 
	be retained as over-mature.  This should be 
	concentrated around the isolated lakes, but there should
	also be stands identified as over-mature throughout the area.
	B White River 
	1 Continue or develop cooperative efforts with private 
	landowners that will:
	a Establish and maintain protective zones  G 
	around bald eagle nests.
	b Avoid and discourage disturbances during  G 
	critical periods.
	2 Identify areas of potential nest sites and protect  G 
	these from alteration or development on National 
	Forest System lands and private lands where possible.
	3 Management for other wildlife habitats should not  G 
	conflict with the management and protection of 
	potential bald eagle habitat elements.
	C Deer yards 
	1 Manage recognized deer yards outside old growth  G 
	areas to provide a sustained supply of winter 
	thermal cover and associated browse.
	2700 SPECIAL USES MANAGEMENT 
	I Adhere to the Federal Power Act Section 4(e) Forest Service  S 
	conditions on the eight hydro-electric projects licensed by the 
	federal Energy Regulatory Commission.
	II Do not allow developed organizational camps. G 
	III Determine approval of applications on an individual basis for  G 
	special uses involving National Forest System lands. 
	IV Do not permit special-use motorized recreation events. G 
	V Discourage utility transmission corridors. Exceptions will be  G 
	considered on an individual basis supported by a documented 
	environmental analysis.
	2800 MINERALS AND GEOLOGY 
	I Special Areas  
	A Federal oil and gas leases will contain a no-surface-  S 
	occupancy stipulation. 
	II Endangered, Threatened and Sensitive Wildlife 
	A Karner Blue Butterfly 
	1 Federal oil and gas leases will contain a lease notice  S 
	that the lands are identified as Karner blue butterfly 
	metapopulation areas and occupancy is subject to 
	more restrictive controls than routine areas.  No surface
	occupancy or road construction will be permitted in
	occupied habitat.
	2 Access to oil and gas development is by low  G 
	standard road with minimum clearing.  These roads 
	are gated.  The access road should be obliterated 
	upon abandonment of the site.
	III Mineral Exploration and Development 
	A General oil and gas development conditions: 
	1 Production facilities are outside the area when  G 
	practical.
	2 Needed pumps are run by electric motors or  G 
	equipped to minimize noise.
	IV Common Variety Minerals 
	A Use of common variety mineral deposits will be considered  G 
	with the following limitations:
	1 Permitted only for use within the management  G 
	prescription area.
	V Federal oil and gas leases will contain a controlled surface use G 
	stipulation with a maximum surface development density of 
	1 surface location per 640 acres.
	5100 FIRE MANAGEMENT 
	I Suppression 
	A Minimize use of tractor plows, retardant, constructed  G 
	helispots and wheeled vehicles.
	II Fire Use and Fuels Treatment 
	A Constructed fuel barriers will be no longer than eight miles in  G 
	length, and temporary or permanent openings will be 
	limited to no more than 500 acres.
	III Activity fuels–slash–will be treated to a level commensurate with  G 
	the allowable fire intensity and rate of spread that meets resource 
	objectives in established prescriptions.  Treatment along highways 
	and adjacent properties will meet applicable state laws.
	IV Management action to address high fuel hazards may occur in old  G 
	growth when public safety and property are at risk.
	7700 TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM 
	I Less Roaded Recreation Experience Areas 
	A Close all Forest Service roads to public motorized vehicles  G 
	except for emergency and administrative use.  See 2300 II A 5
	for an exception.
	II Oil and Gas 
	A All temporary roads will be planned and constructed to be  G 
	revegetated within one year of termination of contract, lease
	or permit.
	B Roads must use existing transportation corridors when  G 
	compatible, feasible and practical.
	Appendix B – Selected Alternative Maps
	Insert pdf of Map B-1 Selected Alternative - Manistee National Forest
	Insert pdf of Map B-2 Selected Alternative - Huron National Forest
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