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Chapter 1 – Purpose and Need, and  
Public Involvement 

Purpose and Need for Action 
The purpose of this Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) is to revise the Ottawa 
National Forest’s Land and Resource Management Plan (1986 Forest Plan).  The Ottawa 
National Forest’s Forest Plan was approved in 1986 and has been amended six times.  
 
The National Forest Management Act (NFMA) of 1976 requires the management of each 
national forest be guided by a Land and Resource Management Plan (Forest Plan).  Forest Plans 
provide strategic direction for all resource management activities.  NFMA also directs that Forest 
Plans be revised at least every 15 years or more frequently when forest conditions significantly 
change. In addition, the following indicators also direct the need to revise a Forest Plan: 
  

1. When conditions of the land or demands from the public have changed significantly.  
Forest monitoring has highlighted changed conditions since the 1986 Forest Plan was 
approved.  Public demands for forest products, services, and conditions have changed 
since 1986.  The public’s interest in how the Ottawa National Forest (the Ottawa) is 
managed has also changed.   

 
2. When changes in Agency policies, goals or objectives have a significant affect on 

Forest programs.  The Agency’s goals and objectives, federal laws and initiatives and 
national guidance for strategic plans and programs, have changed since 1986 and must be 
incorporated into the 2006 Land and Resource Management Plan (2006 Forest Plan). 

 
3. When an interdisciplinary team recommends a revision as the result of a monitoring 

and evaluation process.  Members of the Ottawa’s Interdisciplinary (ID) Team 
completed resource assessments for aquatics, fire ecology, fisheries, heritage, old growth, 
plants, recreation, soils, transportation system, vegetation, timber, visual quality, wild and 
scenic rivers, and wildlife.  ID Team specialists reviewed data, information, and 
monitoring and evaluation reports to prepare assessments of Ottawa resources, then made 
recommendations for changes to the 1986 Forest Plan. 

 
4. When new information suggests that a revision is necessary.  New scientific 

information on topics including ecological information, species viability, soils, insects 
and diseases, and water resources has become available.  New technology has also helped 
identify needed changes to the 1986 Forest Plan. 
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Proposed Action 
The Forest Service proposes to revise the 1986 Forest Plan for the Ottawa.  In conjunction with 
Forest Service manuals and handbooks, the revision of the Forest Plan would establish strategic 
direction for managing natural resources on National Forest System (NFS) land for the next 10 to 
15 years.  The Ottawa’s 2006 Forest Plan would: 

• Meet the objectives of federal law and regulations 
• Respond to the public’s needs and desires 
• Manage ecosystems to provide for long-term sustainability 

The Notice of Intent (NOI) to Prepare an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for Revision of 
the Land and Resource Management Plan for the Ottawa National Forest (September 2003), 
proposed the following areas of change to the 1986 Forest Plan: 

• Monitoring and control of invasive species 
• Selection of management indicator species 
• Align vegetation management goals with ecological capabilities 
• Assess land suitability to support timber management 
• Timber output is based on vegetation and habitat objectives 
• Management of stands adjacent to old growth 
• Goals for management of forest openings 
• Forest fire management 
• Establishment of new research natural areas 
• Habitat provision for the Canada lynx 
• Management for water quality 
• Off-highway vehicle (OHV) and all-terrain vehicle (ATV) opportunity 
• Potential wilderness recommendation

The Ottawa will revise its 1986 Forest Plan to address these topics.  The 1986 Forest Plan 
management direction not needing revision would be affirmed through the revision process for 
the 2006 Forest Plan. 

Decisions to be Made 
The National Forest Management Act provides direction for the six decisions that are made in a 
Forest Plan.  For Forest Plan revision, the Ottawa is using provisions of the 1982 Forest Planning 
Rule, as permitted by sections 219.14(e) and (f) of the 2005 Forest Planning Rule.  The six 
decisions are as follows: 

1. Forestwide multiple use goals and objectives:  A “Goal” describes a desired condition of 
the land to be achieved in the future.  An “Objective” is a statement of planned results 
that moves towards meeting a goal. 
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2. Forestwide management requirements:  The Forest Plan establishes Forestwide 
management requirements in the form of standards and guidelines which set the “bounds” 
or “rules” which are applied to management practices to achieve the Forest Plan’s goals 
and objectives. 

3. Management area direction:   Management areas are “subdivisions” of the Forest with 
their own sets of goals, objectives, desired conditions and standards and guidelines. 

4. Determining lands suited for timber management and the allowable sale quantity:   

• Land Suitability:  Forest lands are analyzed for suitability for timber management.  
• Allowable Sale Quantity (ASQ):  The maximum level of timber that may be 

harvested from suited lands covered by the Forest Plan. 

5. Monitoring and evaluation requirements:  Monitoring and evaluating the effects of 
management practices. 

6. Recommendations for wilderness or wild and scenic rivers:  The Forest Service makes 
recommendations to Congress regarding designation of lands as wilderness or wild and 
scenic rivers (16 USC 1271-1287 and 47 FR 36454). 

Public Involvement 
Throughout the revision process, the Ottawa has been committed to revising the 1986 Forest 
Plan in collaboration with interested individuals, groups, other government agencies and local 
Native American tribes.  The Ottawa has used many methods to share information and involve 
citizens in the Forest Plan revision process, including newsletters, briefing papers, news releases, 
open houses, public meetings, and the internet. 
 
Public involvement efforts to notify interested individuals about Forest Plan revision efforts 
began in August 2002.  Using current mailing lists, the Ottawa worked in cooperation with the 
Hiawatha and the Huron-Manistee National Forests to announce revision of all three Michigan 
National Forests’ Plans.  This initial contact shared information regarding the revision process, 
opportunities for public involvement, and a timeline for completion.   

Information Sharing 
• Public Meetings.  Public meetings provided information about the Forest Plan revision 

process and gathered public input on the scope of resource issues.  Two series of public 
meetings were hosted by the Ottawa for local communities during 2003.  The first series 
of meetings, held in January and February, were offered to solicit public input on the 
need for change to the 1986 Forest Plan.  The second series of meetings occurred in 
October, after the publication of the Notice of Intent (NOI).  These meetings provided an 
update of activities, and explained how previous comments were used to prepare the 
NOI.  In addition, the Ottawa participated in joint Michigan National Forests public 
meetings in the Lower Peninsula of Michigan in October 2003. 

• Newsletters.  The Ottawa has produced several editions of the Forest Plan Revision 
newsletter and briefing papers that were distributed to employees, citizens, government 
agencies, area libraries, and public and private organizations. 
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• Internet Updates.  The Ottawa maintained a Forest Plan Revision website and posted the 

NOI, newsletters, briefing papers, public meeting notifications, and other relevant 
information on the site. 

• Other Consultation.  Forest management issues span administrative and regional 
boundaries.  Collaboration with other national forests and other federal agencies, in 
addition to consultation with local tribes and the US Department of Interior (USDI) Fish 
and Wildlife Service has been important for Forest Plan revision. 

Need for Change Document 
The Ottawa solicited input from the public, tribal governments, other government agencies and 
employees to determine areas of the 1986 Forest Plan that needed changing.  An ID Team 
comprised of Ottawa employees reviewed all the comments and the proposed changes, then 
developed a list of potential “need for change” issues.  The Ottawa Management Team reviewed 
the proposed changes and recommended the proposal that was published in the Need for Change 
document in September 2003. 

Notice of Intent 
The three Michigan National Forests published a joint Notice of Intent in the Federal Register on 
September 18, 2003.  The NOI described the areas of change for the Ottawa’s Proposed Forest 
Plan.   
 
Following the publication of the NOI in the Federal Register, there was a 60-day comment 
period.  Citizens, organizations, area governments, and local tribes submitted comments on the 
proposed changes by mail, e-mail, fax, telephone, and during public meetings.  Those comments, 
along with the comments received prior to publishing the NOI and recommendations made in the 
resource assessments, were used by the ID Team to develop resource issues which would drive 
the development of the Forest Plan alternatives. 

Proposed Forest Plan and Draft EIS 
Notice of availability for the Proposed Forest Plan and Draft EIS (DEIS), with announcement 
that Alternative 3 was the preferred alternative, was published in the March 25, 2005 edition of 
the Federal Register.  Following release of the Proposed Forest Plan and DEIS, the Ottawa held 
five public meetings in local communities around the western Upper Peninsula of Michigan, and 
joined the other Michigan National Forests in hosting three additional public meetings in the 
Lower Peninsula of Michigan.  A three month public comment period ensued after release of the 
proposed documents.  Over 1,600 written comments were received about the draft documents.  A 
summary of the public participation events and milestones, as well as the public concern 
statements and the Ottawa’s response to concerns raised are included in Appendix J, Public 
Participation and Response to Comments, of this document.   
 
The Ottawa ID Team reviewed and analyzed each of the public comments received.  In response 
to comments, the preferred alternative (Alternative 3) was modified.  Information about changes 
resulting in Alternative 3-Modified, the 2006 Forest Plan, as well as other changes made between 
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publication of the Draft and Final EIS, are disclosed later in this chapter.  Chapter 2 includes a 
complete description of Alternative 3-Modified.  The environmental effects of Alternative 3-
Modified, as well as Alternatives 1, 2 and 4, are described in Chapter 3 of this document. 

Defining Issues 
A resource management issue is a potential conflict from an effect on physical, biological, social 
or economic resources.  Issues can describe a problem with a proposed action or can suggest 
other topics that should be changed or addressed in the 2006 Forest Plan.    
 
Preliminary revision topics were proposed in the NOI published in the Federal Register in 
September 2003.   
 
A series of resource assessments were developed addressing each preliminary revision topic in 
advance of the NOI.  These assessments included background information and an evaluation.  
Background information included a summary of pertinent 1986 Forest Plan direction (goals, 
standards and guidelines, desired conditions, monitoring direction, and output levels).  It also 
included summaries of existing conditions based on implementation of 1986 Forest Plan 
direction and likely trends.  Finally, a summary of relevant changing conditions in the planning 
area that may affect a resource topic or its resolution was developed.  This was documented in 
the Need for Change (USDA Forest Service 2003h).  The Need for Change also contains a list of 
issues there were not addressed during Forest Plan revision and information as to why (USDA 
Forest Service 2003h).  Among those issues not addressed were Wild and Scenic Rivers (both 
designated and study rivers). 
 
Documents used in the development of these resource assessments included the 1986 Forest 
Plan, Monitoring and Evaluation Reports, the Social and Economic Assessment for Michigan’s 
National Forests (Leefers et al. 2003), and the Ecological Context for the Michigan National 
Forests (Cleland et al. 2004a). 
 
After reviewing the responses from the public and other government agencies, the ID Team 
integrated the issues raised and developed “Principal Issues” and “Secondary Issues.”  Principal 
issues led to key differences among alternatives.  Secondary issues are important features of each 
proposed alternative and have received further analysis; however, there will be very limited 
difference from one alternative to the next. 
 
The planning record, located at the Ottawa National Forest’s Supervisor’s Office, contains 
information regarding how the original topics evolved in more detail.     

Principal Issues 
Examining different ways of responding to principal issues may lead to important differences 
among alternatives.  These differences can take the form of management area allocations, 
resource goals or objectives, acres suited for timber production, allowable sale quantity of timber 
products, or monitoring requirements. 
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Each issue discussed below has one or more indicators that measure existing conditions and 
potential effects of management activities.  Generally, indicators are quantitative, but some are 
qualitative.  The indicators that are listed here in Chapter 1 are general indicators.  General 
indicators will also be used in Chapter 2 to highlight differences between the alternatives and 
help summarize the environmental, economic and social impacts of the alternatives.  The 
analysis for some resources in Chapter 3 may use additional indicators to show the differences 
between alternatives, including environmental effects in more detail.  Depending on the issues, 
indicators may be measured over different time periods and over differing geographic areas 
within or near the Ottawa National Forest boundary. 
 
The Ottawa defined the following topics as principal issues:  

• Off-highway vehicle (OHV) management, including all-terrain vehicles (ATVs)  
• Hardwood management 
• Aspen management 
• Long-lived conifer management 
• Short-lived conifer management 

Each of these issues are described below, with an explanation of what we propose to change, a 
range of comments received from the public, and what evaluation criteria will be used to 
measure the issue’s response in each alternative.   

Off-Highway Vehicle Management 
Background/Current Direction:  Off-highway vehicle (OHV) use on the Ottawa has changed 
over the past 20 years (see glossary for a definition of OHV).  Since the 1986 Forest Plan was 
developed, use of OHVs, especially ATVs (a subset of OHV), and demand for recreational 
opportunities has grown.  The Ottawa’s OHV policy under the 1986 Forest Plan (which referred 
to both all-terrain and off-road vehicle) is that low level maintenance roadways are generally 
considered “open unless posted closed.”  OHVs are also allowed off-road (e.g., cross-country) 
with some exceptions.  Forestwide standards and guidelines list the exceptions; however, they 
are difficult to understand.  Limited guidance is provided to ensure the protection of soil and 
water resources.   
 
In addition, the 1986 Forest Plan allows for designation and development of ATV trails and 
trailheads.  Direction is provided to work cooperatively with the State of Michigan in trail 
construction, operation, maintenance, administration, and coordination of policies.  Forestwide 
management goals also include direction to provide opportunities and conditions that minimize 
motorized and non-motorized recreation user conflicts. 
 
Proposed Need for Change:  New and increased demands for OHV access include requests for 
loop trails and better connectivity to existing trails.  As use has grown, impacts from people 
riding cross-country have been observed.  However, since use is largely unregulated or 
unmanaged at this time, there is little opportunity to mitigate present or potential future resource 
impacts.  User opportunities and resource protection would be improved through changes to the 
1986 Forest Plan. 
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In the Notice of Intent, the Ottawa proposed to: 

• Develop guidelines that protect natural resources where OHV uses may occur; 
• Look for opportunities to coordinate OHV use and access with adjoining roads/trails; and 
• Allow for a designated OHV trail/route system. 

Public Response to the NOI Proposed Changes:  Some reviewers believe more Forest system 
roads should be available to motorized use and that the Ottawa should provide more loop and 
connecting trails.  Others believe motorized use should be greatly reduced, restricted to certain 
areas and designated trails, or eliminated because of increased noise, emissions, and the potential 
to effect the viability of rare and sensitive plant and animal species and cause resource damage.  
Some reviewers believe that a designated OHV trail system should be built to meet the increased 
demand for access on the Ottawa.  Other reviewers believe that OHV use should be restricted 
from the current snowmobile trail system to prevent resource damage.  
 
Evaluation Criteria:  The Ottawa used the following indicators to evaluate OHV management 
issues and to develop the range of response between alternatives: 

• Estimated potential miles of designated OHV trails and routes; 
• Estimated potential miles of road/routes open by type of road (objective maintenance level); 
• Opportunity to travel cross-country (off-road and off-trail); and 
• Connectivity to other trails and routes. 

Hardwood Management 
Background/Current Direction:  Heavy logging and numerous wildfires in the late 1800s and 
early 1900s significantly altered the structure of the Forest into a younger, less complex, more 
even-aged condition.   
 
Since implementation of the 1986 Forest Plan, advancements have been made in knowledge of 
the suitability of lands for timber production, biological diversity, conditions that support the 
viability of species, cultural, commercial and personal uses, and ecosystem capacity.  This new 
information offers the Ottawa an opportunity to better manage northern hardwoods based on the 
capability of the ecosystem units where they are located.  
 
The 1986 Forest Plan calls for a mix of approximately 60 percent uneven-aged management and 
40 percent even-aged management treatments in the hardwood forest type.  The actual amount of 
uneven-aged management prescriptions accomplished in the last planning period has been about 
73 percent.  Very little even-aged regeneration treatments have been done in the northern 
hardwood type.  The majority of the treatments that have been done over the last two to three 
decades have been designed to restore the Forest back to an uneven-aged, more complex 
structure.  Management of northern hardwood forest contributes to the social, economic and 
ecological benefits throughout the Eastern Region. 
 
Proposed Need for Change:  As part of the Forest Plan revision process, management area 
(MA) boundaries and prescriptions need to be reevaluated.  There is a need to align MA 
prescriptions and hardwood silviculture with ecosystem units on the Ottawa.  A diversity of 
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forest types and habitats is important to achieving the desired condition for each MA and for the 
Ottawa as a whole.   
 
In the Notice of Intent, the Ottawa proposed to: 

• Review and make necessary changes to the vegetation objectives to incorporate species 
viability needs and biological diversity requirements, as well as meet public demands for 
timber products. 

• Better align hardwood silviculture with ecosystem capabilities. 

Public Response to the NOI Proposed Changes:  Some reviewers favor uneven-aged 
management (e.g., single tree selection harvest in hardwoods) because of economic concerns 
(e.g., lower production costs, higher value products).  Some reviewers believe even-aged 
management (e.g., shelterwood) can provide a different composition and structure or help 
provide a range of structure and composition for wildlife species.  Others believe the visual 
impact of even-aged management needs to be addressed. 
 
Evaluation Criteria:  The Ottawa used the following indicators to evaluate hardwood 
management issues and to develop the range of response between alternatives: 

• Mix of even-aged vs. uneven-aged management Forestwide; 
• Acres of hardwood by Management Area and Forestwide; 

• Projected costs and revenues; and, 
• Volume of hardwood by decade by alternative. 

Aspen Management 
Background/Current Direction:  Aspen is a short-lived, early successional tree species that is a 
source of pulpwood and timber and provides habitat for a variety of wildlife, including ruffed 
grouse and woodcock.   Treatments aimed at regenerating aspen contribute social, economic and 
ecological benefits throughout the Eastern Region. 
 
The 1986 Forest Plan identifies appropriate methods of regenerating various forest types.  
Clearcutting is the only method identified as appropriate to regenerate aspen.  In addition, the 
1986 Forest Plan calls for additional measures to protect soil and water resources.  
 
The 1986 Forest Plan calls for maintaining 138,000 acres of aspen over the long-term, with an 
average of 16,000 acres of aspen in the 0 to 10-year-old age class at any time.  Aspen 
management is concentrated in MA 1.1, but aspen is a component of the desired condition in all 
management areas for which a desired vegetation composition is specified. 
 
Implementation of the 1986 Forest Plan has shown that the current rate of aspen regeneration and 
desired age classes over the long-term has not been reached.  There are several factors associated 
with this including fewer aspen timber sales, natural succession of aging aspen stands, and 
improved ecological information used in project decision making. Given this new information, 
there is a need to re-evaluate the suitable acres on the Ottawa, and to re-evaluate the acreage of 
aspen to better align management with the ecological capability of the Ottawa.    
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Proposed Need for Change:  Heavy logging and numerous wildfires in the late 1800s and early 
1900s increased the number of acres of aspen that were on the Ottawa before European 
settlement.  More recently, due to a reduced level of disturbance (such as regeneration cutting 
and fire) many aspen stands are converting back to conifers and northern hardwoods.  Without 
action, many of the older aspen stands on the Ottawa would eventually be replaced by other 
species over the next planning period.   
 
There is a need to re-evaluate the suitable acres on the Ottawa, and to re-evaluate the acreage of 
aspen that can be maintained on the Ottawa for the long-term.  This re-evaluation needs to 
consider the improved ecological classification information that is now available, as well as the 
draft design criteria related to riparian area management.   
 
In the Notice of Intent, the Ottawa proposed to: 

• Review and make necessary changes to the vegetation objectives to incorporate species 
viability needs and biological diversity requirements, as well as meet public demands for 
timber products. 

• Adjust the amount and location of aspen forests to better match ecosystems capabilities and 
align with new suitable lands information. 

Public Response to the NOI Proposed Changes:  Some reviewers believe that aspen should be 
managed to continue providing habitat for species that are dependent on young forest habitat.  
Some reviewers are concerned about maintaining artificially high amounts of aspen compared to 
the pre-settlement forest conditions.  Some reviewers are concerned over the loss of aspen, which 
is desirable species for sawtimber and forest products due to its unique properties.  Some 
reviewers are concerned about the possible negative impacts of clearcutting on visuals and 
watershed. 
 
Evaluation Criteria:  The Ottawa used the following indicators to evaluate aspen management 
issues and to develop the range of response between alternatives: 

• Acres of aspen type maintained Forestwide; 

• Acres regenerated (0-9 year age class) annually or per decade; 

• Acres of Management Area 1.1/1.1a by alternative; and, 

• Age class distribution by alternative. 

Long-Lived Conifer Management 
Background/Current Direction:  The Ottawa has a component of long-lived conifers that 
provides diversity for a variety of plant and animal communities.  Long-lived conifers on the 
Ottawa are broken down into four groups:  red pine, white pine, white spruce, and hemlock.  Red 
pine is the most abundant group, making up about one-half of the total acres of long-lived 
conifers. 
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Because of its high commercial timber value, red pine was the most extensively planted species 
in the Lake States, including the Ottawa.  Many of the planted red pine stands have had few or 
no thinnings, and are now very densely stocked. 
 
Over the last 10 years, the Ottawa has initiated an increased emphasis on the restoration of white 
pine through the underplanting of white pine on suitable sites.  This is being done to restore this 
species in ecosystems where white pine was once a more dominant species. 
 
Proposed Need for Change:  There is a need to align MA prescriptions and conifer 
management silviculture with the ecological units of the Ottawa that favor its use.  The diversity 
of forest types and habitats is important to achieving the desired condition for each MA and for 
the Ottawa as a whole.  In the Notice of Intent, the Ottawa proposed to: 

• Review and make necessary changes to the vegetation objectives to incorporate species 
viability needs and biological diversity requirements, as well as meet public demands for 
timber products. 

• Increase the number of acres managed for long-lived conifers. 

Public Response to the NOI Proposed Changes:  There are differing opinions about how the 
Ottawa’s vegetation should best be managed, including composition and distribution of 
vegetation.  Some reviewers believe that we need to preserve the existing white pine and red pine 
stands and provide for an emphasis in the 2006 Forest Plan.  Some reviewers believe that we 
need to adjust the vegetation composition on the Ottawa to provide for more long-lived conifers 
and less short-lived conifers.  Some reviewers would like to see increased long-lived conifer 
acreage which matches ecosystem capabilities and provides for wood products. 
 
Evaluation Criteria:  The Ottawa used the following indicators to evaluate long-lived conifer 
management issues and to develop the range of response between alternatives: 

• Acres in management areas with long-lived conifer emphasis; and, 

• Acres of long-lived conifers Forestwide. 

Short-Lived Conifer Management 
Background:  Short-lived conifers provide diversity for a variety of native plant and animal 
communities.  Short-lived conifers on the Ottawa are broken into three groups:  jack pine, 
balsam fir, and lowland conifers.  Short-lived conifers make up 18 percent of the forested acres 
of the Ottawa, with lowland conifers being the most abundant group. 
 
Many of the short-lived conifers on the Ottawa are mature and if not regenerated soon would 
naturally succeed to other species such as long-lived conifers.  
 
Because jack pine is an important forest type for many wildlife species, there has been an 
emphasis over the last several years to maintain jack pine.  As a result, many over mature and 
high risk jack pine stands have been recently harvested and successfully regenerated.  Very little 
harvesting has occurred in the other short-lived conifer types. 
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Proposed Need for Change:  In the Notice of Intent, the Ottawa proposed to: 

• Review and make necessary changes to the vegetation objectives to incorporate species 
viability needs and biological diversity requirements, as well as meet public demands for 
timber products. 

• Maintain or increase the number of acres managed for short-lived conifers as needed to 
further contribute to habitat for native species. 

Public Response to the NOI Proposed Changes:  Reviewers recommend that we maintain or 
increase acreage of short-lived conifers to match ecosystem capabilities and contribute to habitat 
needs of native species.  Other commenters opposed to vegetative management needed to 
maintain short-lived conifers on the landscape. 
 
Evaluation Criteria:  The Ottawa used the following indicators to evaluate short-lived conifer 
management issues and to develop the range of response between alternatives: 

• Acres in management areas with short-lived conifer emphasis; and, 

• Acres of short-lived conifers Forestwide. 

Secondary Issues 
Secondary issues are important features of Alternatives 2 through 4 and have received further 
analysis.  Other than Alternative 1, there will be very limited difference from one alternative to 
the next. 

• Non-native invasive species 

• Canada lynx 

• White pine and hemlock management 

• Old growth management guidelines 

• Forest openings 

• Fire  

• Management Indicator Species 

• Research Natural Areas 

• Riparian area management 

• Management of dams 

• Wilderness 

• Special Interest Areas 

Non-Native Invasive Species 
Background/Current Direction:  The Ottawa’s remote solitude, uniqueness, and natural 
experience for visitors are threatened by non-native invasive species (NNIS).  There are two 
aquatic plants, five earthworm species, eight aquatic animals, 22 terrestrial plants, and several 
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terrestrial insects and pathogens of concern to the Ottawa.  More sites are being found, with over 
450 exotic plant sites mapped to date.  Forest health, species diversity and recreation 
opportunities are threatened by these exotic species.   
 
The 1986 Forest Plan is mainly silent on NNIS issues.   Forest Service policy identifies 
prevention of the introduction and establishment of noxious weed infestations as an agency 
objective.  This policy directs the Forest Service to:  (1) determine the factors that favor 
establishment and spread of noxious weeds, (2) analyze weed risks in resource management 
projects, and (3) design management practices to reduce these risks.  
 
The 1999 Executive Order on Invasive Species (E.O. 13112) also directs that federal agencies 
must identify actions that may affect the status of invasive species; and prevent, detect, monitor, 
restore, research, and educate relative to invasive species, among other duties.   
 
Changes Proposed in the Notice of Intent:  The Ottawa proposed to include standards and 
guidelines outlining a Forestwide program on non-native invasive plant and animal listing, 
inventory, mapping, treatment and monitoring. 
 
Public Response to the NOI Proposed Changes:  The people commenting on NNIS were 
mainly concerned about their spread, particularly aquatic nuisance species.  Many commenters 
stated a concern with OHVs spreading invasives.  Some commenters registered a concern with 
chemicals used in control; others suggested the use of fire as a control technique.   
 
Proposed Changes to the 1986 Forest Plan: The changes proposed in the Notice of Intent for 
monitoring and control of invasive species will be carried forward into Alternatives 2 through 4.  
Alternative 1 would not incorporate proposed changes to management direction for non-native 
invasive species management. 

Canada Lynx 
Background/Current Direction:  The Canada lynx was federally listed as threatened in March 
of 2000.  Prior to listing, a number of federal agencies including the USDA Forest Service 
prepared a Lynx Conservation Assessment and Strategy (LCAS) (USDA Forest Service 2000c).  
The LCAS was developed to provide a consistent approach to conserve Canada lynx on federal 
lands in the contiguous United States.  The conservation measures presented in the LCAS were 
developed to be used as a tool for conferencing and consultation, as a basis for evaluating the 
adequacy of current programmatic plans, and for analyzing effects of planned and on-going 
projects on Canada lynx and lynx habitat.   The Ottawa has been following the information in the 
LCAS during project planning and analysis.   
 
Changes Proposed in the Notice of Intent:  The Ottawa proposed to include management 
direction in the Proposed Forest Plan that supports the conservation of the threatened Canada 
lynx. 
 
Public Response to the NOI Proposed Changes:  Comments received ranged from statements 
that the Ottawa is on the edge of range, the Ottawa is marginal habitat, Canada lynx are not 
present, and the Ottawa should not invest much time or effort into developing habitat, to 
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statements that object to any provision for the protection of Canada lynx or lynx habitat.  Some 
commenters expressed concern that management for the Canada lynx may have negative effects 
(restrictions) on recreational activities and on vegetation management.  There were comments 
that expressed support for early successional habitat for the Canada lynx because this habitat 
provides support for many other wildlife species.   
 
Proposed Changes to the 1986 Forest Plan:  The Ottawa will define its role relative to the 
conservation of Canada lynx and lynx habitat in the 2006 Forest Plan.   Forestwide standards and 
guidelines would be implemented to maintain certain thresholds of habitats.  Some management 
area standards and guidelines would provide additional guidance for use at the project level.  
Alternative 1 would retain the direction of the 1986 Forest Plan. 

White Pine and Hemlock Management 
Background/Current Direction:  Over the past seven to eight years, the Ottawa increased 
emphasis on the restoration of white pine on suitable sites.  However, attempts to maintain and 
regenerate white pine and hemlock on the Ottawa have been met with limited success due to 
factors, such as failure to remove the overstory, drought, and deer browse.  There is currently 
limited direction in the 1986 Forest Plan regarding white pine and hemlock.  
 
Changes Proposed in the Notice of Intent:  The Ottawa proposed to emphasize the retention 
and/or expansion of white pine and hemlock in northern hardwood stands to improve 
biodiversity. 
 
Public Response to the NOI Proposed Changes:  The comments received on this topic 
supported an emphasis on white pine and hemlock in forest stands based on land suitability. 
 
Proposed Changes to the 1986 Forest Plan:  The Ottawa would emphasize the retention and 
expansion of white pine and hemlock trees to provide for a diversity of plant and animal 
communities in Alternatives 2 through 4.  Alternative 1 would contain limited direction for these 
species. 

Old Growth Management Guidelines 
Background/Current Direction:  Because of heavy timber harvesting in the late 1800s and 
early 1900s, the Ottawa is predominantly a second growth forest.  The Ottawa provides blocks of 
forest stands with old growth characteristics that are effectively located in conjunction with other 
land ownerships to maintain healthy, diverse, and productive ecosystems.   
 
There are criteria in the 1986 Forest Plan for identifying stands as old growth.  There is also 
direction in the 1986 Forest Plan that calls for desired amounts of old growth by management 
area.  In management areas where no timber harvesting occurs (i.e., wilderness) the entire 
management area has an old growth emphasis.  In management areas where timber harvesting 
occurs, the amount managed for old growth ranges from one to three percent to ten percent or 
more.  There is also direction that requires uneven-aged management adjacent to old growth.   
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Changes Proposed in the Notice of Intent:  The Ottawa proposed to change the 1986 Forest 
Plan direction concerning the management of forest stands adjacent to old growth.  In addition, 
old growth management direction could be changed as needed to contribute to species viability. 
 
Public Response to the NOI Proposed Changes:  Some comments suggested that old growth 
designations are inadequate and that more old growth should be allocated.  Others believe that 
there is adequate old growth on the Ottawa and that additional designations remove suitable 
timber from timber production.  Some commenters believe that old growth forests would result 
in insect and disease infestation and increase fire risk.  Some commenters suggested that no 
timber harvest be allowed in old growth areas, while others believe timber harvests would 
maintain the health of the stands. 
 
Proposed Changes to the 1986 Forest Plan:  The changes proposed in the NOI will be carried 
forward in Alternatives 2 through 4.  Uneven-aged and long-lived species management would be 
favored adjacent to old growth, but even-aged management adjacent to old growth would not be 
precluded.  Standards and guidelines that incorporate the concept of “old growth characteristics” 
would provide for the desired structure, function, and processes.  Alternative 1 would retain the 
direction of the 1986 Forest Plan. 

Permanent Forest Openings 
Background/Current Direction:  The Ottawa currently has small permanent forest openings, 
which provide important habitat for a number of wildlife species.  The 1986 Forest Plan goal of 
creating 300 acres per year of permanent openings has not been met for a variety of reasons, 
including the lack of funding and ability to use herbicides to maintain these openings.  
 
Changes Proposed in the Notice of Intent:  The Ottawa proposed to adjust the amount of 
managed permanent forest openings to better match ecosystem capabilities and opportunities. 
 
Public Response to the NOI Proposed Changes:  Some comments were received that 
suggested that the number of openings in the 1986 Forest Plan is too high.  Some comments 
support more openings.  Some commenters questioned the need for permanent forest openings.  
Other comments promoted maintenance of openings for blueberry production. 
 
Proposed Changes to the 1986 Forest Plan:  The changes proposed in the NOI will be carried 
forward into Alternatives 2 through 4.  The percent range for each management area would be 
reduced to a more realistic level and to tie more to the Ottawa’s ecological suitability.  Standards 
and guidelines would be revised.  Alternative 1 would retain the direction of the 1986 Forest 
Plan. 

Fire Management 
Background/Current Direction:  Wildfire was not a significant issue in development of the 
1986 Forest Plan.  High humidity, frequent rainfall, the predominance of deciduous forests, and 
normally cool temperatures combine to keep available fuel moist and limit ignitions.  Good 
access and an established prevention program have all contributed to limiting the number and 
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size of wildfires.  Use of prescribed fire was infrequent with the majority of fuels treatment, site 
prep, and invasive species work completed by mechanical methods. 
 
The 1986 Forest Plan emphasizes suppression of all fires, and authorizes use of prescribed fire 
(natural and/or human caused) to establish or maintain vegetation, except in wilderness.  The 
fuels management program has averaged about 50 acres of fuels reduction per year over the last 
few years.  Treatment mostly consists of mechanical methods using chippers, chainsaws, hand 
piling, and pile burning. 
 
Changes Proposed in the Notice of Intent:  The Ottawa proposed to change 1986 Forest Plan 
direction to address the role of wildfire and prescribed fire in fire-prone ecosystems, including 
management areas emphasizing conifer species. 
 
Public Response to the NOI Proposed Changes:  Comments included the desire to let natural 
ignitions burn.  Others believe that fire should be allowed for use as a tool in controlling invasive 
species and management of fire-prone ecosystems; in site preparation of oak, jack pine and birch 
forest types; and to reduce fuels in high risk areas.   
 
Proposed Changes to the 1986 Forest Plan:  Proposed changes in Alternatives 2 through 4 
include refining direction to allow natural ignitions to burn under the right conditions, and use of 
prescribed fire to meet management objectives.  Direction to allow the Ottawa opportunities to 
reduce hazardous fuel loads, and use fire as a natural agent in ecosystem management is also 
included in Alternatives 2 through 4.  Alternative 1 would retain the direction of the 1986 Forest 
Plan. 

Management Indicator Species 
Background/Current Direction:  Management indicator species (MIS) are species used as a 
means of monitoring the effect of management activities on species viability.  The 1986 Forest 
Plan has 13 management indicator species (MIS).  They are:  black bear, white-tailed deer, ruffed 
grouse, common loon, bald eagle, osprey, northern goshawk, barred owl, Blackburnian warbler, 
American bittern, brook trout, smallmouth bass, and northern pike.  The Ottawa has been 
monitoring population and habitat trends for MIS and reports the results in the Ottawa’s 
Monitoring and Evaluation Reports. 
 
Changes Proposed in the Notice of Intent:  The Ottawa proposed to evaluate and recommend 
changing the MIS list, as necessary, based on monitoring and new information. 
 
Public Response to the NOI Proposed Changes:  Comments received suggested that the MIS 
list be revised to include indicators from amphibians, reptiles, invertebrates, vascular and non-
vascular plants.  Comments also suggested revision of the monitoring strategy for MIS.  Some 
comments suggested that game species be de-emphasized. 
 
Proposed Changes to the 1986 Forest Plan:  The number of MIS for the 2006 Forest Plan 
would be fewer than the current list in order to more strategically monitor the impacts of forest 
management activities.  The proposed changes would apply to Alternatives 1 through 4. 
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Research Natural Areas  
Background/Current Direction:  Forest planning regulations direct national forests to identify 
examples of important forest, shrubland, grassland, aquatic and geologic types that have special 
or unique characteristics of scientific interest and importance to complete the national network of 
Research Natural Areas (RNAs).  The Ottawa currently has a designated RNA, and two 
candidate RNAs.   
 
Changes Proposed in the Notice of Intent:  The Ottawa proposed to review existing candidate 
RNAs using new ecological information to determine whether to establish them as permanent 
RNAs. 
 
Public Response to the NOI Proposed Changes:  Some of the public comments favored 
eliminating RNAs and candidate RNAs.  Other comments supported the re-evaluation of 
candidate RNAs.  One commenter stated the Ottawa needs to justify why RNAs are needed 
before restricting use on areas that may have had less restrictive use over the life of the 1986 
Plan.  Several commenters noted that the Trap Hills is an outstanding area and should be 
considered for some type of protective status, such as wilderness or RNA designation. 
 
Proposed Changes to the 1986 Forest Plan:  The proposal from the NOI will be carried 
forward into Alternatives 1 through 4. 

Riparian Area Management 
Background/Current Direction:  The Ottawa has vast aquatic resources with associated 
riparian areas.  There are thousands of lakes, miles of perennial and intermittent streams, and 
both forested and non-forested wetland acres.  Game fish are present in over 500 lakes and about 
2,000 miles of stream.  Riparian areas were impacted during the turn-of-the-20th-century logging 
era.  More recently, there has been an upward trend in private development along streams, rivers, 
and lakeshores within the Ottawa’s watersheds, which has reduced riparian structure and 
function. 
 
Direction for riparian management within the 1986 Forest Plan can be improved so that riparian 
function and structural conditions are maintained.  The existing riparian direction within the 
1986 Forest Plan does not reflect current research.  Instead, the riparian direction focuses 
primarily on protecting water quality, which is one of many important riparian functions. 
 
Changes Proposed in the Notice of Intent:  The Ottawa proposed to include standards and 
guidelines that enhance protections and guide management decisions in riparian areas.  These 
standards and guidelines will address riparian function and structure, which contribute to 
biodiversity.   
 
Public Response to the NOI Proposed Changes:  Commenters support the proposed changes 
and favor protecting watersheds and improving riparian and aquatic health. 
 
Proposed Changes to the 1986 Forest Plan:  The changes proposed in the Notice of Intent to 
include direction for enhancing protections and guiding management in riparian areas will be 
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carried forward into Alternatives 2 through 4.  Alternative 1 would retain the direction of the 
1986 Forest Plan. 

Management of Dams/Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) 
Background/Current Direction:  There are currently eight small dams within national forest 
jurisdiction on the Ottawa.  Of these dams, three were addressed in the 1986 Forest Plan.  In 
addition, there are 17 other small dams under other ownership that influence National Forest 
System waters.  In the late 1800s and early 1900s, prior to designation of the Ottawa as a 
national forest, streams were dominated by low-head dams for log transport and storage.  The 
lack of Forest Plan direction has resulted in an inconsistent approach to dam management on the 
Ottawa. 
 
Changes Proposed in the Notice of Intent:  The Ottawa proposed to include guidelines within 
the Proposed Forest Plan that would be considered with projects involving existing dams, and 
additions or removals of dams on forest streams.  Guidelines would address residual stream flow, 
habitat for sensitive species, trout fisheries, and recreational values.  Guidelines for hydropower 
dams on the Ottawa, managed under licenses administered by FERC, are contained within their 
respective licenses.  
 
Public Response to the NOI Proposed Changes:  Comments relate to the need to address 
instream flow relative to dams and the need for additional management direction. 
 
Proposed Changes to the 1986 Forest Plan:  The changes proposed in the Notice of Intent to 
include guidelines for dam management will be carried forward into Alternatives 2 through 4.  
Alternative 1 would retain the direction of the 1986 Forest Plan. 

Wilderness 
Background/Current Direction:  The Ottawa is home to three designated wildernesses.  Each 
wilderness is managed under a separate management area prescription due to their ecological 
uniqueness the varying recreational user demands.  In the 1986 Forest Plan, the goals related to 
wilderness included:   

• Provide for an appropriate amount of wilderness and/or wilderness study, and 
• Provide opportunities and conditions that will minimize motorized and non-motorized 

recreation user conflicts.  

As part of Forest Plan revision, the Ottawa completed a Forestwide Roadless Area Inventory 
following FSH 1909.12 guidelines and the Eastern Region Guidelines for Completing Roadless 
Area Inventories during Forest Plan Revision (USDA Forest Service 1997b).  An ID Team 
looked at the entire area under National Forest System ownership to identify areas that met the 
Roadless Area Inventory criteria.  Included in the inventory were a review of the Trap Hills and 
the Norwich Inventoried Roadless Area.  The result of this inventory was that one area, known as 
Ehlco, was carried forward to the wilderness evaluation process. 
 
Changes Proposed in the Notice of Intent:  Forest Service planning regulations require that 
during Forest Plan revision, the roadless character of National Forest System land be evaluated.   
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Public Response to the NOI Proposed Changes:  Comments on this subject ranged from a 
desire for more wilderness on the Ottawa, to those who do not want additional wilderness.  Of 
specific interest was the Trap Hills area. 
 
Proposed Changes to the 1986 Forest Plan:  Based on roadless inventory process and 
wilderness evaluation, there would be no proposed wilderness designations and no 
recommendation to Congress for wilderness study under any of the alternatives (1-4). 

Special Interest Areas 
Background/Current Direction:  Special interest areas (SIA) are areas that are recognized for 
unique scenic, geological, botanical, zoological, paleontological, archaeological/ historical, or 
recreational values (or combinations of these values).  The SIA designation allows Forests to 
meet internal and public interest in recognizing special values of certain areas without 
implementing the restrictions of RNA or wilderness designations.  The 1986 Forest Plan contains 
no allocations for SIAs. 
 
Changes Proposed in the Notice of Intent:  Special Interest Area review/designation did not 
emerge in the Need for Change document (USDA Forest Service 2003h) and was not addressed 
in the Notice of Intent. 
 
Public Response to the NOI Proposed Changes:  Many comments were received related to the 
special and unique values of different areas across the Ottawa.  Wilderness designation was 
proposed by commenters as a way of preserving some of these areas. 
 
Proposed Changes to the 1986 Forest Plan:  There are seven SIAs proposed for inclusion in 
Alternatives 2 through 4.  Based on current Forest Service direction, each SIA should have its 
own management area designation or one designation for several SIAs.  Alternative 1 would not 
incorporate proposed changes. 

Changes Between Draft and Final EIS 
A substantial amount of comments from local tribes, federal, state and local government 
agencies and the general public have been received and analyzed since the issuance of the Draft 
EIS (DEIS) and Proposed Forest Plan.  Based on comments received, the Regional Forester has 
modified the preferred alternative, Alternative 3.  The effects analysis for the FEIS has been 
updated to reflect changes incorporated into Alternative 3-Modified.  In addition, the ID Team 
has updated the FEIS to reflect changes made for clarification of information and refinement of 
data, including the following:  management area acreages; better alignment of the recreational 
opportunity spectrum settings in some areas (i.e., MA 8.3); changes to increase clarity and 
update information; and to correct editorial discrepancies, minor inconsistencies, or gaps in the 
presentation of information. 
 
In addition, some changes in the 2006 Forest Plan, including clarifying the goals and objectives, 
and modifying the monitoring and evaluation direction (which is tied to goals and objectives) 
have been made.  Changes were also made to the standards and guidelines, predominantly related 
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to increasing clarity, improving the ability to adaptively manage the resources, and eliminating 
guidance that is a duplication of management direction already provided in laws, regulations, 
and/or agency policy.  These changes were also made through incorporation of input from local 
tribes, government agencies and public comment. 

Public Involvement  
Over 1,600 public responses (letters, e-mails, faxes, public meetings, etc.) were received on the 
DEIS and Proposed Forest Plan.  Many offered recommendations or requests for changes or 
improvements in the environmental analysis; some suggested modification in alternatives or new 
alternatives; others suggested modifications to the goals, objectives, standards, or guidelines.  
Refer to Appendix J, Public Participation and Response to Comments, of this document for more 
detailed information.   

Changes to Alternative 3 Management Areas  
As stated, some management area (MA) boundaries were changed in Alternative 3-Modified.   
Some MA acreage allocations were changed to respond to comments received.  Specifically, in 
an effort to increase acres allocated to hardwoods, and more specifically uneven-aged 
hardwoods, a portion of MA 2.1 was converted to MA 2.2.  MA 4.1a was analyzed with the goal 
of increasing managed jack pine for species viability.  Approximately 700 acres of MA 9.3 
(west/southwest of Bruce Crossing) were moved to MA 1.1a to increase acres available for aspen 
regeneration opportunities.  In addition, acreage within MA 1.1a was increased due to three areas 
that were mislabeled in the DEIS.  
 
Changes to total MA acreage were also made due to recalculation of acreages using the 
administrative Forest boundary, instead of the proclamation boundary as the case in the DEIS.  
Acreage changes also reflect differences due to rounding.  In cases where MA boundary lines 
overlap, the overlapped acreage is assigned to both respective MAs.  The following table shows 
the differences is acreage allocation between the DEIS and FEIS.     
 
See Appendix K of the FEIS to see a display of the MA boundaries.   
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        Table 1-1. Management Area Changes in Alternative 3 between Draft and Final EIS  

1Changes to the MA acreages reflect use of the Forest’s administrative boundary; realignment of MA 
boundaries and/or adjustments in MA acreages; double counting of acres where MAs overlap; and 
rounding of acres.  Acreages are for NFS lands, except for MAs 5.1, 5.2 and 5.3 which include all acres 
within the wilderness boundaries. 
2Acres as cited in the 1987 Michigan Wilderness Act. 
3Total Acres that fall within the boundary of the Sylvania Wilderness as approved by the Regional Forester 
on June 16, 2005 (USDA Forest Service 2005p). 

Other Changes to the EIS 

Cumulative Effects 
The cumulative effects analysis for all resources was reviewed and expanded or clarified as 
necessary. 

Watershed Analysis 
The affected environment discussion for watershed management was expanded to address lakes 
and streams identified as “impaired” per Federal Clean Water Act Section 303(d) requirements.   

Forest Plan Direction 

Tribal Concerns 
Both the DEIS and Proposed Forest Plan were changed to reflect comments from local tribes.  
Information was added to the FEIS and 2006 Forest Plan in the form of narratives and desired 
conditions and objectives. 

Acres of NFS land 
Management Area Draft EIS 

Alternative 3 
Final EIS 

Alternative 31 
MA 1.1a 59,900 62,200
MA 2.1 330,300 285,900
MA 2.2 117,800 153,700
MA 3.1a 87,700 87,800
MA 4.1a 128,900 138,200
MA 4.2a 12,700 12,900
MA 5.12 15,800 16,850
MA 5.22 15,300 14,500
MA 5.33 15,400 18,400
MA 6.1 57,400 57,000
MA 6.2 52,400 52,400
MA 7.1 1,100 1,100
MA 8.1 64,900 67,000
MA 8.2 2,400 2,600
MA 8.3 10,600 10,600
MA 9.2 8,900 8,900
MA 9.3 5,800 3,200
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Wildlife and Vegetation 
Key modifications in the 2006 Forest Plan include: 

• The 2006 Forest Plan reflects a change in the desired condition species composition 
percent of northern hardwoods in MA 2.2 to increase from 60-75% to 65-75% in support 
of restoring the Ottawa’s hardwoods to provide for a contiguous block of forest. 

• The 2006 Forest Plan reflects a change in the desired condition species composition 
percent of Jack Pine in MA 4.2a to increase from 40-60% to 50-60% to address 
Kirtland’s warbler habitat, noting the Forest’s unique ability to support this species. 

• A change in the desired condition species composition percent of jack pine is also 
reflected in MA 4.1a to increase from 15-25% to 20-25% for the above stated reasons. 

• The desired condition species composition percent of aspen in MA 3.1a was increased 
from 25-45% to 35-45% to acknowledge the role this species plays as habitat for 
conservation of woodcock, abundance of snowshoe hare (an important prey species for 
key predators), and abundance of ruffed grouse. 

• The desired condition species composition percent of aspen in MA 1.1a was increased 
from 50-70% to 60-70% for the above stated reasons. 

• The standard that limits the opening size of permanent forest openings to 40 acres was 
changed to a guideline to address opportunities to manage for Kirtland’s warbler habitat. 

Off-Highway Vehicle (OHV) Management 
Alternative 3-Modified was changed to respond to the demand for recreational OHV use and the 
general Forest road access for OHVs needed for activities such as hunting and fishing.  The 
modified alternative increases the opportunities for designation of OHV road/trails to include 
objective maintenance level (OML) 1 roads and increases the amount of OML 2 road 
opportunities.  Alternative 3-Modified maintains the recreational ATV trail priority to provide 
connections to the existing public designated trail systems within the Ottawa’s boundary.  
Alternative 3-Modified was updated to be consistent with terminology of the USDA Forest 
Service’s 2005 Travel Management Rule (see 2006 Forest Plan, Chapter 1, for more 
information). 
 
Sylvania Wilderness 
No decisions were made that affected current management of the Sylvania Wilderness; however, 
the official land survey and legal description of the Sylvania Wilderness boundary has been 
completed (USDA Forest Service 2005p) and will be incorporated into the 2006 Forest Plan.  
Land surveys were completed as required by the Michigan Wilderness Act of 1987 and 
submitted to Congress.  As stated in Table 1-1, the acreage within the MA was changed to reflect 
the legal description. 


