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Appendix J - Public Involvement and  

Response to Comments 
 

Introduction 
This appendix includes a summary of public involvement activities, efforts made to engage the 
public in the Forest Plan revision process, a description of how the analysis of public comments 
was conducted, and the response to comments submitted on the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (DEIS) and Proposed Forest Plan. 
 
As mandated by law, the Ottawa National Forest (the Ottawa) established and maintained 
correspondence with government agencies (i.e., local Tribes, USDI Fish and Wildlife Service) 
throughout the revision process.  Copies of comment letters received from these entities are 
included at the end of this appendix.   
 
Comments received on the DEIS are viewed as critical in shaping a responsible 2006 Land and 
Resource Management Plan (herein referred to as the 2006 Forest Plan) for managing resources 
on the Ottawa, and that supports the Forest Service’s mission, legal mandates, the goals of both 
NEPA and NFMA, and the interests of the public as a whole.   
 
Copies of all documents discussed in this appendix are located in the official planning record, 
and are available upon request at the Supervisor’s Office in Ironwood, Michigan. 

Public Participation 
The Ottawa has provided several opportunities for public and other agency involvement in the 
revision process since initial outreach efforts in August 2002.  These opportunities have included 
public meetings, newsletters and other media releases, website information, and consultation 
with federal, state and local agencies.  During this time period we have also been available for 
in-person discussions, phone calls, taking written comments outside specific comment periods 
and provided Forest Plan revision information at organizational meetings upon request.  This 
appendix discusses public outreach efforts conducted from August 2002 through the current 
time. 

Commenting Periods 
The Ottawa has solicited input from the public, employees, Tribal governments, and other 
government agencies during three commenting periods held during the Forest Plan revision 
process.  Comments were received in several forms, including mail, e-mail, fax, telephone 
conversations, office visits, meetings, and open houses. 
 
Need for Change:  To determine which portions of the 1986 Forest Plan that needed changing, 
the Ottawa sought input from interested publics to develop a list of potential “need for change” 
issues.  Nearly 130 people attended open houses offered during January and February 2003.  
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Three hundred seventy (370) comments were received and considered during this comment 
period.  An interdisciplinary team, comprised of Ottawa National Forest employees (herein 
referred to as the ID Team), reviewed all the comments and the proposed changes.  The ID Team 
then developed a list of potential ‘need for change’ issues.  The ID Team reviewed the proposed 
changes brought forth by public and internal concerns and recommended the proposals that were 
published in the Need for Change document in September 2003 (USDA Forest Service 2003h). 
 
Notice of Intent – The three Michigan National Forests published a joint Notice of Intent (NOI) 
in the Federal Register on September 18, 2003.  The NOI described the proposed areas of change 
for the 1986 Forest Plan.  Following the publication of the NOI, there was a 60-day comment 
period.  Nearly 60 people attended the open houses offered during October 2003.  About 200 
comments were received during this comment period.  The comments, along with those 
comments received during the need for change comment period, were used by the ID Team to 
develop resource issues, which assisted to develop Forest Plan alternatives. 
 
Proposed Forest Plan and DEIS – These draft documents were released to the public in March 
2005.  Following the Notice of Availability publication in the Federal Register (March 25, 2005), 
a three-month comment period commenced.  During this time, nearly 130 people attended open 
houses offered in April 2005.  Over 1,600 comments were received during this timeframe.  These 
comments were processed and responded to, as shown later in this appendix.  These comments 
were utilized to refine the draft documents.  These comments will be used to assist the 
Responsible Official to select an alternative for implementation.  

Meetings and Open Houses 
Several public meetings and open houses were held between January 2003 and April 2005.  
These venues offered the public an opportunity to learn about the revision process, speak with 
the ID Team, obtain reference materials and submit comment via oral and written means.  A 
court reporter was present at public open houses so that oral comments could be officially 
recorded and transcribed for the planning record. 
 
A chronological listing of all public involvement opportunities is shown below.  The meetings 
and open houses are presented chronologically, by event, during the revision process.  Employee 
meetings were held in conjunction with each event listed to inform and update employees on the 
revision process.  More detailed information, such as meeting notes, presentations, and 
information given to the public during these meetings is located in the planning record.   

Opportunities Prior to the Notice of Intent 
January-February 2003 – Forest Plan revision open houses were held to outline the approach to 
the revision process, inform the public about the need for change, and answer questions.  The 
following open houses were held: 

• January 27, 2003 – Ontonagon, Michigan 

• January 28, 2003 – Baraga, Michigan 
• January 30, 2003 – Watersmeet, Michigan 
• February 1, 2003 – Ewen, Michigan 
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• February 3, 2003 – Iron River, Michigan 
• February 4, 2003 – Ironwood, Michigan 
• February 7, 2003 – Ironwood, Michigan 

February 2003 - Forest Plan revision update on activities meetings with the organizations:  
Ontonagon Women’s Club and Smurfit-Stone Container Enterprises. 

Opportunities Following Federal Register Publication of the Notice of Intent 
October 2003 – Forest Plan revision open houses were held to inform the public about the Notice 
of Intent, solicit comment, and answer questions.  The following open houses were held: 

• October 6, 2003 – Ontonagon, Michigan 

• October 8, 2003 – Ironwood, Michigan 

• October 9, 2003 – Iron River, Michigan 

• October 15, 2003 – Baraga, Michigan 

• October 18, 2003 – Ewen, Michigan 

• October 20, 2003 – Watersmeet, Michigan 

October 2003 – Joint Michigan National Forests, Forest Plan Revision Public Meetings 

• October 20, 2003 – Muskegon, Michigan 

• October 21, 2003 – Grand Rapids, Michigan 

• October 22, 2003 – Lansing, Michigan 

• October 23, 2003 – Livonia, Michigan 

August 2004 – Meeting with representatives of the Michigan United Conservation Clubs and 
Resource Stewards Association, Ironwood, Michigan 
 
September 2004 – Meeting with MI Trale ATV Club, Ontonagon, Michigan 

Opportunities Following Release of Proposed Forest Plan and DEIS 
Meetings were held to update various groups to provide updates on activities, release revision 
schedule information, discuss the issues addressed in the draft documents, solicit comment and 
answer questions. 

• March 15, 2005 - Iron County, Michigan Logger’s Breakfast  
• April 14, 2005 - Western Upper Peninsula’s Logger Jamboree, Wakefield, Michigan 
• May 2, 2005 – MI Trale ATV Club, Bruce Crossing, Michigan  
• June 10, 2005 – Forest Supervisor meeting with The Nature Conservancy, Marquette, 

Michigan 
• June 14, 2005 – Conversation with the Michigan Ruffed Grouse Association 
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• June 16, 2005 – Meeting with the Trap Hills Conservation Alliance, Watersmeet, 
Michigan 

April 2005 – Joint Michigan National Forests, Forest Plan Revision Public Meetings 

• April 4, 2005 – Grand Rapids, Michigan 
• April 5, 2005 – Lansing, Michigan 
• April 6, 2005 – Livonia, Michigan 

 
April 2005 – Forest Plan revision open houses were held to inform the public about the release of 
the draft documents, solicit comment, and answer questions.  The following open houses were 
held: 

• April 12, 2005 – Ontonagon, Michigan 
• April 14, 2005 – Iron River, Michigan 
• April 16, 2005 – Ewen, Michigan 
• April 19, 2005 – Watersmeet, Michigan 
• April 20, 2005 - Baraga, Michigan 
• April 21, 2005 – Ironwood, Michigan 

Media Releases 
Forest Plan revision material has been made available to interested parties and the public though 
newsletters and briefing papers.  The Ottawa has mailed these documents throughout the revision 
process to convey a variety of information.  The mailing list is maintained by the Ottawa and 
consists of all parties expressing interest in the revision process.  Newsletters and briefing papers 
were also posted to the website and made available at all Ranger District offices.   
 
Throughout the Forest Plan revision process, newsletters were mailed and briefing papers were 
posted to the Ottawa website from August 2002 to the present.  Each newsletter offers agency 
contact information including all Ranger District office addresses, and instructions for contacting 
Forest Plan revision representatives by mail, phone, e-mail and personal visits.  A list of Forest 
Plan revision newsletters and briefing papers and their contents is presented below.  
 
Newsletter #1 explained the regulations requiring Forest Plan revision, identifies the parameters 
for public involvement and provides a brief outline of necessary steps in the process. 
 
Briefing Paper #1 outlined the process needed to revise the Forest Plan in more detail than the 
previous newsletter.  Anticipated dates of completion for accomplishing primary tasks were 
highlighted. 
 
Newsletter #2 presented results from the first round of public open houses held to discuss the 
Need for Change.  The newsletter included a summary of the public meetings held and an 
overview of public comment topics and suggestions received. 
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Briefing Paper #2 provided a framework for the revision process.  This edition identifies that 
the Ottawa published the Notice of Intent (NOI) in the Federal Register.  A table showing the 
proposed revision topics for all three Michigan Forests was also included. 
 
Newsletter #3 included a Forest Supervisor summary of the events that occurred to date.  A 
synopsis of comments received during the formal, NOI comment period as well as information 
regarding the process leading up to the development of the DEIS was also included.   
 
Briefing Paper #3 presented a more in-depth summary of comments received than Newsletter 
#3.  Tables developed show the key comment topics identified and suggestions received during 
the NOI comment period. 
 
Newsletter #4 included a Forest Supervisor summary of the Ottawa’s development of a 
proposed range of alternatives based on comments received during the NOI comment period.  
Summaries of the topics serving to drive alternative development are discussed. 
 
Newsletter #5 announced the release of the Proposed Forest Plan and DEIS.  This edition 
includes a Forest Supervisor summary of the four management alternatives analyzed.  Tables 
were included to show the differences between alternatives for vegetative management, OHV 
management, management area prescriptions and other revision issues.  Advance notice of open 
houses to be held was also presented.   
 
Newsletter #6 displayed the primary topics brought forth by the public during the comment 
period for the Proposed Forest Plan and DEIS.  The Forest Supervisor summarized the public 
participation plan offered by the Ottawa since the release of the draft documents.  The newsletter 
served to notify the public of their responsibility to contact the Supervisor’s Office for further 
Forest Plan revision documentation and the format in which interested parties would like to 
receive documentation (e.g. paper copy, electronic copy).  
 
Ottawa National Forest Website:  Forest Plan revision information and documents have been 
posted on the Ottawa’s website (http://www.fs.fed.us/r9/ottawa) since 2002.  A direct link to this 
information was placed on website homepage so that the public could obtain information about 
the Notice of Intent, public meetings, newsletters, and draft documents for not only the Ottawa, 
but all Michigan Forests.  The following list shows dates that documents were posted to the 
website.   

• September 2002 – The Ottawa activates the Forest Plan Revision website 
• September 2002 – Newsletter #1 
• April 2003 – Briefing Paper #1 
• April 2003 – Newsletter #2 
• September 2003 – Forest Plan revision public meeting schedule 
• September 2003 - Notice of Intent 
• September 2003 – Need for Change 
• September 2003 – Briefing Paper #2 
• January 2004 – Newsletter #3 
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• January 2004 – Briefing Paper #3 
• March 2004 – Michigan National Forest Briefing 
• August 2004 – Newsletter #4 
• March 2005 – Notice of Availability – Ottawa National Forest Proposed Land and 

Resource Management Plan 
• March 2005 – Draft Environmental Impact Statement, Proposed Land and Resource 

Management Plan, and Executive Summary 
• March 2005 – Newsletter #5 
• October 2005 – Newsletter #6 

 
Public Outreach:  Several efforts to inform the public about the Forest Plan revision process, 
aside from the release of newsletters, have also occurred.  Numerous local radio announcements 
and interviews were conducted to update the public on the planning effort.  The following list 
presents information pertaining to how and when notification for public participation was 
released.   
 
January 2003 – Contacts were made to the following local governments and organizations to 
announce the time and location of public meetings and open houses associated with the need for 
change discussion topic.   
 
Township Supervisors from the following local communities:   
 
Bates  Hematite   McMillan 
Bergland  Houghton   Ontonagon 
Bohemia  Iron River   Rockland 
Carp Lake  Mansfield   Stambaugh 
Crystal Falls  Mastodon   Stannard 
Greenland  Matchwood   Watersmeet 
 
County Commissioners: 

• Houghton County Board of Commissioners 
• Iron County Board of Commissioners 
• Marquette County Board of Commissioners 

 
Organizations: 

• Iron River Logger’s Breakfast 
• Iron County Timbermen Association 
• Michigan DNR, Wildlife Division 
• Upper Peninsula Thunder Riders Snowmobile Club 
• Ottawa Sportsman’s Club 
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January 2003 – Letter with attachments was sent to the Forest Plan Revision mailing list 
announcing the time and location of public meeting and open houses associated with the Need 
for Change discussion topic. 
 
January 2003 – Announcements were submitted to local radio stations and the following 
newspapers to inform the public about presenting the time and location of public meetings and 
open houses associated with the Need for Change discussion topic.   
 
Daily Mining Gazette 
Duluth News Tribune 
Eagle River Vilas County News 
Grand Rapids Press 
Hurley Iron County Miner 
Iron County Reporter 
Ironwood Daily Globe 
Iron Mountain Daily News 
Lansing State Journal 
 

 
Madison Times 
Milwaukee Journal 
Minocqua Lakeland Times 
Minneapolis Star Tribune 
Ontonagon Herald 
St. Paul Pioneer Press  
Vilas County News Review 
Wakefield News 
Wausau City Pages 
 

 
June 2003 – Forest Plan Revision letter with attachments sent to the following organizations:  
Great Lakes Council of the Federation of Flyfishers, Great Lakes Fisheries Trust, Louisiana-
Pacific Corporation, Michigan Council Trout Unlimited, Ruffed Grouse Society, Timber 
Producers Association of Michigan and Wisconsin, Timber Wolf Alliance, and the Upper 
Peninsula Travel and Recreation Association. 
 
September 2003 – Notice of Intent published in the Federal Register 
 
September 2003 – Forest Plan revision public meetings letter distributed to parties listed on the 
Forest Plan mailing list. 
 
August/September 2003 – Announcements were submitted to local radio stations and the 
following newspapers to inform the public about the NOI:   
 
Duluth News Tribune 
Eagle River Vilas County News 
Grand Rapids Press 
Hurley Iron County Miner 
Iron County Reporter 
Ironwood Daily Globe 
Iron Mountain Daily News 
Lansing State Journal 
Madison Times 

Milwaukee Journal 
Minocqua Lakeland Times 
Minneapolis Star Tribune 
Ontonagon Herald 
St. Paul Pioneer Press  
Wakefield News 
Wausau City Pages 
 

 
October 2003 – Forest Plan revision public meeting reminder notifications announced on local 
area radio stations and through local news media. 
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September 2004 – Mailing sent to the Forest Plan Revision mailing list asking recipients to 
indicate in which format they would prefer to receive Proposed Forest Plan and DEIS. 
 
March 2005 – Forest Plan revision public meetings announcement about the Proposed Forest 
Plan and DEIS submitted to the following newspapers. 
 
Daily Mining Gazette 
Duluth News Tribune 
Eagle River Vilas County News 
Grand Rapids Press 
Hurley Iron County Miner 
Iron County Reporter 
Ironwood Daily Globe 

Iron Mountain Daily News 
Lansing State Journal 
Milwaukee Journal 
Minneapolis Star Tribune 
Ontonagon Herald 
St. Paul Pioneer Press  
Wausau City Pages 

 
April 2005 – Forest Plan revision public meeting reminder notifications announced on 
local area radio stations and through local news media. 

Consultation and Meetings with Federal, State and Local 
Government Agencies 
The Ottawa is responsible for establishing and maintaining contact with other 
government agencies during the Forest Plan revision process.  All applicable agencies 
were incorporated into the Forest Plan revision mailing list.  The Ottawa is legally-
mandated to consult and receive concurrence from other agencies at different junctures of 
the revision process.  The following list serves to show correspondence between the 
Ottawa and other government agencies. 
 
August 2002 – Forest Plan Revision announcement letter is distributed to federal, state and local 
governments. 
 
August 2002 – A consultation agreement between the Ottawa and USDI Fish and Wildlife 
Service is signed. 
 
September 2002 – Forest Plan revision announcement letter is sent to State Universities and the 
Michigan Natural Features Inventory. 
 
October 2002 – An interagency agreement is signed between the Ottawa and USDI Fish 
and Wildlife Service.   
 
October 2002 – Forest Plan Revision announcement letter is sent to the Michigan Department of 
Natural Resources (Michigan DNR), Michigan Department of Environmental Quality (MDEQ), 
Michigan Natural Resource Commission (MNRC) and Natural Resources Conservation Service 
(NRCS). 
 
December 2002 – A memorandum of understanding (MOU) between the Michigan National 
Forests and Michigan DNR is signed. 
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January 2003 – Meeting with Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) to represent and discuss 
the Michigan National Forests’ Forest Plan revision process and goal to meeting the intent of the 
EPA-USDA Forest Service MOU. 
 
January 2003 - Forest Plan revision public meeting announcement is distributed to federal, state 
and local governments.  
 
January 2003 – Meeting with the Gogebic County Board of Commissioners to inform the Board 
about the revision process; extend invitation to public meetings; and encourage comment for the 
revision process.  
 
February 2003 – Meetings held to update the following individuals and organizations about 
Forest Plan revision activities:  Ontonagon County Board of Commissioners, Ontonagon County 
EDC, Ontonagon County Planning Commission and Ontonagon Village President  
 
August 2003 – Ottawa biologists met with Michigan DNR and MNRC to provide an overview of 
the Forest Plan revision process. 
 
October 2003 – Meeting held for the Ontonagon County Forest Plan Revision Committee 
 
December 2003 – Cooperating agency status granted to the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) 
and National Park Service (NPS) 
 
January 2004 – Meeting held to review efforts by the Michigan DNR and Ottawa to discuss 
OHV use on state and federal lands in the Western Upper Peninsula of Michigan. 
 
April 2004 – Forest Plan revision meeting held with the Michigan DNR’s Western Upper 
Peninsula Ecosystem Planning Team. 
 
May 2004 – Forest Supervisor’s meeting with Acting Director and staff of the Michigan DNR to 
update agency about Forest Plan revision activities for the Michigan National Forests. 
 
September 2004 – Conversation with NPS – North Country National Scenic Trail to update on 
Forest Plan Revision activities. 
 
September 2004 – Forest Plan revision update meeting with the Ontonagon County Board of 
Commissioners. 
 
September 2004 – Forest Plan revision update meeting with Ontonagon County Forest Plan 
Revision Committee. 
 
September 2004 – Forest Plan revision update meeting with Gogebic County Board of 
Commissioners. 
 
November 2004 – Cooperating Agency meeting between the Ottawa and NPS. 
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February 22, 2005 - Forest Plan revision update meeting with the Gogebic County Board of 
Commissioners  
 
March 10, 2005 - Forest Plan revision update meeting with the Gogebic County Board of 
Commissioners  
 
March 10, 2005 – Briefing with Michigan State Forester, Bernie Hubbard 
 
March 24, 2005 – Forest Plan revision update meeting with the Ontonagon County Forest Plan 
Revision Committee 
 
April 2005 – Forest Plan Revision overview for MNRC to discuss issues addressed in revision. 
 
May 2005 – Meeting with the Michigan National Forests and EPA to discuss Forest Plan 
revision and issues addressed in revision. 
 
May 2005- Meeting with Michigan DNR Western UP Ecosystem Team to update on Forest Plan 
revision. 
 
June 2005 – Discussion with EPA to answer questions pertaining to the DEIS and Proposed 
Forest Plan. 
 
June 2005 – Meeting with the Trap Hills Conservation Alliance (including Northwoods 
Wilderness Recovery, Sierra Club and Upper Peninsula Environmental Coalition) to discuss a 
national recreation area proposal. 
 
September 2005 – Meeting with three Michigan National Forests, the Director and Division 
Directors of Michigan Department of Natural Resources, and the chair of the Michigan Natural 
Resources Commission to discuss Forest Plan revision and issues addressed in revision. 
 
February 2006 – Meeting with the Michigan DNR Division Directors to consult on language for 
the Forest Plan and Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS). 

Consultation and Meetings with Tribal Governments 
The Forest Service recognizes treaty rights as a matter of national policy and more locally on the 
Ottawa through a “Memorandum of Understanding” with sovereign and federally recognized 
tribes of Lake Superior Chippewa Indians.  The Ottawa consulted with local Native American 
Tribal governments throughout the Forest Plan revision process.  Representatives from the Lac 
Vieux Desert Band of Lake Superior Chippewa Indians (LVD) Tribal Council, Keweenaw Bay 
Indian Community (KBIC) Tribal Council, and Great Lakes Indian Fish and Wildlife 
Commission (GLIFWC) were consulted at different junctures.  Meetings were also held with the 
Voigt Task Force to provide updates on activities.   
 
August 2002 – Forest Plan revision announcement letter distributed to local Tribal 
representatives.   
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January 2003 - Forest Plan revision public meeting announcement is distributed to local Tribal 
representatives.   
 
January 2003 – Meeting with the tribal liaison of GLIFWC to update the group on revision 
activities 
 
May 2003 – Meeting with the LVD Tribal Council, KBIC Tribal Council, and GLIFWC to 
provide an update on Forest Plan revision activities.   
 
Beginning in May 2003, and continuing throughout the Forest Plan revision process, monthly 
meetings were held in person or via teleconference call with the representatives of LVD, KBIC, 
and GLIFWC to keep the Tribes informed of Forest Plan revision activities.  
 
July 2003 – Forest Plan revision meeting with the Voigt Task Force to provide an activities 
update, including advance notification for the NOI publication. 
 
February 2005 - Forest Supervisor meeting with the Voigt Task Force to provide an update on 
Forest Plan revision activities, including advance notification of publication of Proposed Forest 
Plan and DEIS. 
 
January 2006 – Meeting with Voigt Task Force to provide an activities update, including 
advance notification of publication of the Forest Plan and FEIS. 

Legislative Contacts 
The Ottawa has maintained contact with appropriate legislative officials throughout the Forest 
Plan revision process.  The Forest’s Public Affairs Officer has kept parties informed through the 
utilization of a weekly Legislative Update, as well as phone contacts when needed.  At different 
junctures in the process, the Ottawa has met with legislators to provide Forest Plan revision 
information.  A list of those meetings is listed below: 
 
August 2002 – Revision announcement letter is distributed to Congressional representatives.   
 
December 2002 – Forest Supervisor and staff visit with US Congressional Aides, Senators Levin 
and Stabenow, in Washington D.C. 
 
January 2003 - Forest Plan Revision public meeting announcement is distributed to 
Congressional representatives.   
 
June 2003 – Forest Supervisor visits US Congressional Aides, Senator Stabenow and 
Congressman Stupak, in western Upper Peninsula. 
 
September 2003 – Forest Supervisor visits with US Congressional Aides, Senators Levin and 
Stabenow in Washington D.C. 
 
March 2004 – Forest Supervisor visits with US Congressional delegates for Michigan in 
Washington D.C. 



Public Involvement and 
Response to Comments  Appendix J 

Final Environmental Impact Statement J-12 Ottawa National Forest 

 
February 2005 – Copies of the Proposed Forest Plan, DEIS, and Executive Summary were sent 
to Congressional contacts. 
 
March 2005 – Forest Supervisor visits with Senators Levin and Stabenow, Congressman Kildee 
and Stupak in Washington D.C. 
 
March 2005 – Forest Supervisor visits with Congressman Stupak in the western Upper Peninsula 
to discuss the Proposed Forest Plan release schedule and issues addressed in the revision process.  
 
April 2005 – Forest Supervisor visits with Senators Levin and Stabenow and Congressman 
Stupak in the western Upper Peninsula. 
 
April 2005 – Forest Supervisor visits with Michigan Governor’s Office Upper Peninsula 
Representative. 
 
March 2006 – Forest Supervisor visits with Senators Levin and Stabenow, Congressman Kildee 
and Stupak, as well as several Representatives in Washington D.C. to brief contacts about Final 
Forest Plan release schedule and issues addressed in the revision process. 
 

Analysis of Public Comment 
All letters, e-mails, faxes, comment forms, and transcripts from public meetings received as 
public comment on the Proposed Forest Plan and DEIS were compiled, organized, read, and 
analyzed by the ID Team with assistance from the USDA Forest Service’s ACT 2 Enterprise 
Team. 
 
To assist the Ottawa, ACT 2 completed a systematic review of comments received and 
categorized comments into primary topics so that the ID Team could organize and develop 
responses to concerns expressed. 

Direction 
As a federal agency, the USDA Forest Service is required to follow all procedures mandated by 
the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).  Procedures of this Act include soliciting 
comment on draft Environmental Impact Statements from federal, state and local agencies, 
Tribal governments, and interested and affected publics (40 CFR 1503.1[a]).  Further, the agency 
is directed to “assess and consider comments both individually and collectively” (40 CFR 
1503.4[a]) and prepare a response to concerns expressed.  Refer to Chapter 1 of the 2006 Forest 
Plan for additional information pertaining to this Act. 
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Possible responses to comments to consider include (40 CFR 1503.4[a]): 

• Modify alternatives including the proposed action. 
• Develop and evaluate alternatives not previously given serious consideration by the 

agency. 
• Supplement, improve, or modify its analyses. 
• Make factual corrections. 
• Explain why the comments do not warrant further agency response, citing the sources, 

authorities, or reasons, which support the agency's position and, if appropriate, indicate 
those circumstances which would trigger agency reappraisal or further response. 

Comment Letter Processing 
The Ottawa received 1,637 comment letters during the formal, 3-month comment period for the 
Proposed Forest Plan and DEIS.  Of the comments received, 1,330 were submitted as part of an 
organized response (or ‘form letter’) campaign.  Although several of these form letters contained 
identical text, the comment letters are treated as separate comments.  The Ottawa submitted a 
copy of every comment letter received to the ACT 2 Enterprise Team.  ACT 2 used a coding 
structure and a standardized application process of the coding structure to categorize and prepare 
comments for the Ottawa.  This method is effective in analyzing voluminous comment, both 
individually and collectively, as required by NEPA.   
 
Using this coding structure, the comments were transcribed into a database so that subsequent 
queries and reports could be created.  ACT 2 utilized the following process:   

• Each comment author or “respondent” was assigned a unique tracking number.  All 
respondents were linked to their individual comments through this number in the 
database.  Information pertaining specifically to the respondent, such as their address and 
organizational affiliation, were also recorded.  This list of numbers is included in this 
appendix. 

• Each comment letter was assigned a unique tracking number.  All comment letters are 
linked to the respondent through this number in the database.   

• ACT 2 staff then read all comment letters in their entirety, and identified distinct 
comments within each letter relating to a particular concern, resource consideration, or 
proposed management action. 

• The distinct comments, identified by comment letter number, were placed in a separate 
record in the database.  Those comments sharing similar concerns, questions, and/or 
suggestions for a topic (i.e., aspen management, designation of OHV trails) were grouped 
together. 

• All comments and portions of comments (e.g., distinct comments identified) grouped 
together were maintained verbatim as written by the respondent.   

The database prepared by ACT 2, as well as a list of comments listed by respondent number, is 
available for public review in the planning record.   
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Content Analysis 
Resource specialists on the ID Team read each comment letter in its entirety.  During this review, 
the resource specialists isolated the primary topic(s) of concern per letter and discussed 
preliminary measures to consider during the response process.   
 
After receiving the database information from ACT 2, the Ottawa performed an accuracy check 
on the information.  The database information, particularly the document presenting comments 
grouped by similar concerns, was further refined to eliminate redundancy.  The ID Team ensured 
the resulting comments contained sufficient text to act as a stand-alone statement.   
 
Content analysis involves not only identifying each action or change requested by a respondent, 
but also the reason(s) behind each request in order to capture the full argument of each comment.  
Therefore, paragraphs within a comment letter may be divided into several comments because 
multiple arguments are presented.  Alternatively, several paragraphs that form one, coherent 
statement may be shown as a complete argument.   

Public Concern Statements 
A part of the content analysis process includes developing a composition of summary statements 
for public concerns.  The Ottawa reviewed the entire comment database previously sorted by 
topic area, identified issues and developed a public concern statement to summarize comments 
that presented similar issues, arguments or positions.  At this stage, the ID Team determined 
whether comments were substantive and within the scope of the revision.  Those substantive and 
within the scope comments, assisted the ID Team to further determine whether refinement to 
management direction, alternatives, supporting analysis, or other plan elements was needed.  
More detailed information regarding substantive comments and scope are presented in the 
following sections. 
 
Each public concern statement was developed to capture the action that one or more members of 
the public believed the Responsible Official should take, and often includes the reason for this 
request.   
 
Because each concern statement is a summary, it can represent one or many comments, 
depending on the actual comments submitted.  Concern statements range from extremely broad 
generalities to very specific points because they reflect the content of verbatim public comments.  
Due to space limitations for publication of this volume, the verbatim comments are not 
presented, but are represented only by the public concern statement.  Each public concern 
statement is followed by a series of numbers.  These numbers identify all comment letters that 
the public concern statements represent, but do not point to the individual comment within the 
comment letter. 
 
Public concern statements are not intended to replace actual comment letters or sample quotes. 
Rather, they can help guide reviewers to comments on the specific topic in which they may be 
interested.  They also make it possible to systematically respond to large numbers of comments 
because similar comments have been grouped together.  
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It is important to note that during the process of identifying concerns, all comments have been 
treated equally and comments are not weighted by organizational affiliation or status of 
respondents, and it does not matter if an idea was expressed by hundreds of people or a single 
person.  Emphasis is placed on the content of a comment rather than who wrote it or the number 
of people who agree with it.  Relative depth of feeling and interest among the public can serve to 
provide a general context for decision-making.  However, it is the appropriateness, specificity, 
and factual accuracy of each comment that provides the basis for modifications to planning 
documents and decisions.  Consideration of public comment is not a vote-counting process in 
which the outcome is determined by the majority opinion.  NEPA encourages all interested 
parties to submit comment as often as they wish. 
 

Substantive Comments 
NEPA requires that after comments are considered, the ID Team formally respond to substantive 
comments.  Substantive comments are defined as those that fall within the scope of the decision-
making for the Forest Plan revision.   
 
Based on the Council of Environmental Quality’s (CEQ) regulations, a substantive comment is 
one that:  

• Questions, with a reasonable basis, the accuracy of the information in the environmental 
impact statement;  

• Questions, with a reasonable basis, the adequacy of environmental analysis as presented; 
• Presents reasonable alternatives other than those presented in the DEIS that meet the 

purpose and need of the proposed action and address significant issues; or  
• Cause changes or revisions in the proposal.  

Non-substantive comments, or concerns identified from them, include those that simply state a 
position in favor of or against an alternative, merely agree or disagree with Forest Service policy, 
or otherwise express an unsupported personal preference or opinion.  While simple statements of 
opinion without a rationale are captured during the content analysis process, it is the strength of 
the respondent’s rationale as a complete argument that provides the resource specialists of the ID 
Team a substantive comment to answer (US Council of Environmental Quality 2005).  It is 
difficult to respond to simple statements of opinion; therefore, these types of statements have not 
been included in the Public Concern Statements in this appendix.  Comments of this nature are 
located in the planning record. 

Scope of Decision 
The CEQ (40 CFR 1508.25) regulations define “scope” as range of connected, similar or 
cumulative actions, the alternatives and mitigation measures, and the direct, indirect, or 
cumulative impacts to be considered in the environmental impact statement.  The Ottawa is 
required to explain why comments are determined out of scope.  Generally, the types of 
comments received, and concerns identified, that were considered out of scope include those 
that:  
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• Do not address the purpose, need, or goals of the Forest Plan revision.  Examples include 
comments that are not directly related to the Proposed Forest Plan or DEIS, such as 
concerns pertaining to routine administrative functions. 

• Offer suggestions about areas beyond the Ottawa’s jurisdiction.  
• Request action on concerns that are addressed by federal law or national policy. 
• Suggest an action not appropriate for the current level of planning, such as actions that 

would occur through implementation of the 2006 Forest Plan. 
• Recommendations that did not consider reasonable and foreseeable negative 

consequences. 
• Do not provide rationale for the suggestion or are statements of opinion. 

Response to Comments 
Once the comments were reviewed, issues identified and the public concern statements 
developed, the Ottawa formulated a response to the public concern statements.  Where 
applicable, responses include reference to where more information can be found on specific 
topics, such as the chapters and/or sections of the 2006 Forest Plan and accompanying FEIS.  
When warranted, responses will note modifications to proposed actions, additional analyses 
conducted, as well as the clarifications and corrections made to respond to comments received.   
 
Comments received from federal, tribal, state, local agencies, and elected officials are 
represented in the public concern statements.  The letters received from these 
individuals/agencies are presented, in their entirety, at the end of the Response to Comments 
section per FSH 1909.15, section 24.1(3). 

Comment Letter Numbers and Associated Names 
As discussed earlier, in the section Comment Letter Processing, each comment author or 
respondent was assigned a unique tracking number.  All respondents were linked to their 
individual comments through this unique number in a database.  The following list shows each 
comment author’s unique number.  Applicable commenter numbers are displayed after each 
public concern statement to show which comments were addressed by each public concern 
statement. 
 
 00001  Richard Petersen 
 00002  Doug & Tina Riley 
 00003  Dennis Palmer 
 00004  Room Control 
 00005  Roger Brown 
 00006  Gary Giannunzio 
 00007  B. Sachau 
00008 Karlene Gunter 
00009 Ken Shannon 
00010 AJ Lee 
00011 Michael Legacy 

00012 Khris Kennedy 
00013 Carl Bueschel 
00014 Scott Robbins 
00015 Dave Passmore 
00016 JP and Heather 
Passmore 
00017 Patricia Kimball 
00018 Brian Verbovanec 
00019 Mark and Joan 
Strobel 
00020 Michael J. Carroll 

00021 Gogebic County 
Board of Commissioners 
00022 Richard Henske 
00023 Terry Morgenroth 
00024 Mike Stella 
00025 Dan Markham 
00026 Matthew J. Tingstad 
00027 Tim Nelson 
00028 John G. Schnorr 
00029 Greg Keyport 
00030 Lee Verbovanec 
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00031 Henry Kimball 
00032 Bill Kimball 
00033 David Kimball 
00034 Louis Kimball 
00035 Todd G. Maki 
00036 Peter Armichardy 
00037 Skip Pullen 
00038 Warren Kobilca 
00039 John K. Stenvig 
00040 Fred and Corinne 
Duerkop 
00041 Ted Miller 
00042 Jeff Backanal 
00043 Jim Fluter 
00044 Keith Meyer 
00045 Mr and Mrs Erol 
Altay 
00046 Richard Petersen 
00047 Jeff Ayers 
00048 Tom M. Sovine 
00049 Tom D'Innocenzo 
00050 C. William Rehling 
00051 David Schmidt 
00052 Terry Morgenroth 
00053 Gerald Kimball 
00054 Marc LaBeau 
00055 Patrick Hedlund 
00056 Phil Rose 
00057 Skip Schultz 
00058 Marty Draeger 
00059 Scott Zupanc 
00060 Bruce Hill 
00061 Stephen Wolownik 
00062 Mark Wolownik 
00063 Maurice Finnerman 
00064 Robert F. Reck 
00065 Lloyd H. Frerichs 
00066 Dale A. Harvey 
00067 Robert F. Wagner 
00068 Norman Pfeifle 
00069 Gene Rennhack 
00070 Jeff Wilson 
00071 Joseph Oreskovich 
00072 Mark Pfeifle 
00073 Craig Rennhack 
00074 Dick Rennhack 

00075 L’Anse Area 
Schools 
00076 Wakefield-
Marenisco Schools 
00077 Ewen-Trout Creek 
Schools 
00078 Moran Township 
School District 
00079 Watersmeet 
Township School District 
00080 Mayor Steven 
Zurcher—City of Kingsford 
00081 Roy Rennhack 
00082 Paul M. Wilson 
00083 Fred Koenigskof 
00084 Arnold B. Harvey 
00085 Thomas Wilson 
00086 Richard Entringer 
00087 Erich Koenigskoff 
00088 Alan Tanger 
00089 John Kimball 
00090 Mike Oberto 
00091 Rudolph Brownell 
00092 Frank Oberto 
00093 Robert Knivila 
00094 John Pinkerton 
00095 Robert Kasson 
00096 Jeffrey Kasson 
00097 Russ Diethert 
00098 Dennis Lasanen 
00099 Ray Lasanen 
00100 Ray Hyrkas 
00101 Gordy Hill 
00102 Gene Sullivan 
00103 Gerald Maki 
00104 Joe Verbos 
00105  Kraynak 
00106 Arthur Lyons 
00107 Don Maki 
00108  Robert Edward 
Zelinski 
00109 Dan Gusman 
00110 Don Rennhack 
00111 Curt Slabaugh 
00112 White Pine School 
District 

00113 Robert Butler 
00114 Frederick C. Prehn 
00115 James Hembree 
00116 Guy Longhini 
00117 Paul Forslund 
00118 James Shadow 
00119 Warren Jenkins 
00120 Andrew Worgess 
00121 Alan Sandler 
00122 Breitung Township 
Schools 
00123 North Country 
Snowmobile Club 
00124 Mike J. Rose 
00125 Michigan 
Snowmobile Association 
00126 Richard A. 
Armstrong 
00127 Gail A. Scott 
00128 Mark K. Jones 
00129 Mark Donham 
00130 Ron and Ellen 
Byers 
00131 Richard P. Leffler 
00132 Ed Fugenschuh 
00133 Kurt Rennhack 
00134 Larry Schulz 
00135 John Q. Ramsay 
00136 Jack Lee Mabry 
00137 Arnold Domanus 
00138 Dan Smyth 
00139 Mid-Peninsula 
School District 
00140 Gogebic County 
Board of Commissioners 
00141 St. Ignace Area 
Schools 
00142 Vern Keesler 
00143 James Teal 
00144 Traci Raymond 
00145 Devin Ceartas 
00146 Angela Martin 
00147 Grey Larsen 
00148 Steve Downing 
00149 Stephen Grimes 
00150 Max T. Nunn 
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00151 Charles Phillips 
00152 Cherie Hirsch 
00153 Barbara Warner 
00154 Mike Craig 
00155 Mary Hood 
00156  Carol 
Westerman-Jones 
00157 J.V. Connors, Ph.D. 
00158 Chris Crews 
00159 Kristi Hanson 
00160 Robert E. 
Rurkowski 
00161 Mae Sloat 
00162 Lloyd E. Sloat 
00163 Charles J. Gorham 
00164  Chris and 
Jennifer Watson 
00165 Craig Rhodes 
00166 Taryn Shelton 
00167 Patsy Hanrahan 
00168 Brent Plater 
00169 Steven Chase 
Spurgeon 
00170 Jim Scheff 
00171 Richard Hershey 
00172 Ryan Little 
00173 Charles Wyrostok 
00174 David Roedl 
00175 Christina Wulf 
00176 Corina Lang 
00177 Ashley Mann 
00178 Mark Burwinkel 
00179 Daniel Moss 
00180 J. Ammon 
00181 Nancy Byfield 
00182 Eileen McManus 
00183 Colin Schoder 
00184 Tony Jones 
00185 Merryman Kemp 
00186 Edward Shacklett 
00187 Joanna Gras 
00188 Kisha Hartman 
00189 Ryan Camp 
00190 Karen Grubb 
00191 Mike McRoy 
00192 Dinda Evans 

00193  Andy 
00194 Jim Wooton 
00195 Jessica Ollis 
00196 John Byers 
00197 William and Cheryl 
Collins 
00198 Roberta Dempsey 
00199 Machai St. Rain 
00200 Rob Cadmus 
00201 Susan Morse 
00202 Alex Harrington 
00203 David Tiller 
00204 Sheilah Davidson 
00205 Al Vick 
00206 Larry Gillen 
00207 Penn Jensen 
00208 Jeanne Leimkuhler 
00209 Eric Torrey 
00210 Brian Paddock 
00211 Christopher    
Eshelman 
00212 Jamie Grunert 
00213 Bonnie Phillips 
00214 Richard Spotts 
00215 Carole LaVigne 
00216 Tonya Christensen 
00217 Carey Lea 
00218 Jeanette Russell 
00219 Caitlin Conn 
00220 Diane Clark 
00221 Martha Strother 
00222 Leif Hagglund 
00223 Tricia Bock 
00224 Rachel Ellison 
00225 Natasha Chart 
00226 Michele Anderson 
00227 Marian Cooley 
00228 Laura Woldow 
00229 Becky Denney 
00230 Lucretia Syed 
00231 Martin Steitz 
00232 Kim Kost 
00233 Melody Scherubel 
00234 Becky Ceartas 
00235 Bill Adams 
00236 Billy Stern 

00237  Leith 
00238 Ralph Powell 
00239 Mary Dubay 
00240 Sue Skidmore 
00241 Lester Peyton 
00242 Wade A. Wolf 
00243 Jean Marie Zirger 
00244 David T. Reagan 
00245 Elizabeth L. Salter 
00246 Kimberly Smith 
00247 Katey Culver 
00248 Erin Shoemate 
00249 Pat McNulty 
00250 Michael Hicks 
00251 Michele Sinclair 
00252 Gloria 
00253 Elizabeth Enright 
00254 Scott Banbury 
00255 Jason Hovekamp 
00256 D. Taggrt 
00257 David Nickell 
00258 Alicia Dunagan 
00259 Donald L. Watson 
00260 Van Bunch 
00261 Garrett Poortinga 
00262 Laura Mojonnier 
00263 William M. 
Belitskus 
00264 Danae Peckler 
00265 Annie Krochalis 
00266 Ryan Talbott 
00267 Colleen McKee 
00268 Kathleen Marshall 
00269 Linda Caperton 
Broder 
00270 Duane Short 
00271 Ann Malone 
00272 Kym Farmer 
00273 Chris Brittenburg 
00274 Jessica Stevens 
00275 Mark Koplik 
00276 Elaine Koplik 
00277 Perry Jones 
00278 Lucille Bertuccio 
00279 Elizabeth Plowman 
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00280 Christine 
Linnemeier 
00281 Timothy R. Paul 
00282 D.E. Bo Vincent 
00283 Andrea Diephuis 
00284 Tina Johnson 
00285 Ironwood Area 
Schools 
00286 Richard Hill 
00287 Henry W. Leistritz 
00288 David W. Ort 
00289 Julie Dunlap 
00290 Carolyn Moon 
00291 Samuel E. Flenner 
III 
00292 Ray Meininger 
00293 Terri Zeman 
00294 Sita McInally 
00295 Steven Richards 
00296 Missy Fauser 
00297 Lyle and Beckie 
Faulkner 
00298 Beth Spletter 
00299 Make Basedow 
00300 Ronald E. Scott 
00301 Alan W. Steege 
00302 Douglas Sloat 
00303 Ashley Buono 
00304 Sarah Mincey 
00305 Dennis Shoup 
00306 Codie Anderson 
00307 Michael Forrester 
00308 David Dyer 
00309 Valerie Kutchenriter 
00310 Ginger and Dave 
Szykowny 
00311 Michigan DEQ 
00312 Walter T. Arnold 
00313 Doris Leistritz 
00314 Allen S. and Patricia 
M. Steffes 
00315 Kent Norman 
00316 Tony Furlich 
00317 Vic and Idell 
Karlson 
00318 Matthew J. Tingstad 

00319 Great Lakes Indian 
Fish & Wildlife 
Commission 
00320 Tom Wilson 
00321 Bill Mahi 
00322 Jean Alenen 
00323 Eric W. Morris 
00324 Ryan Campbell 
00325 Julia Schad 
00326 Chris and Jennifer 
Watson 
00327 Chris and Jennifer 
Watson 
00328 Frances E. Barber 
00329 Stephen Grimes 
00330 Andrew Laird 
00331 David Nickell 
00332 Daniel Sockrider 
00333 Daniel Moss 
00334 Susan R. Gordon 
00335 Randall Haile 
00336 Karolyn Redoutey 
00337 Veronica 
Winterscheidt 
00338 Beth Rockwell 
00339 Benjamin Cohen 
00340 Barry Seth 
00341 William Moore 
00342 William Anderson 
00343 Robin Larsen 
00344 Leight Haynie 
00345 Marta Hinson 
00346 Bill Chapin 
00347 Thomas J. Alanen 
00348 Mary Hood 
00349 Margo Blackwell 
00350 Jim and Virginia 
Wagner 
00351 Elena Day 
00352 Joseph Civettini 
00353 Garrett Adams 
00354 Lawrence Lin 
00355 Dinda Evans 
00356 David C. Anderson 
00357 James Sudalnik 
00358 Dennis Shoup 

00359 Angela Martin 
00360 Stefanie Spear 
00361 Laura Daniel 
00362 Amanda Moore 
00363 Tod Poirier 
00364 Esther M. Hunt 
00365 Deborah Byron, Ph. 
D. 
00366 Jenny Boyce 
00367 Nishaan Sandhu 
00368 Rick Lanham 
00369 Nell Weatherwax 
00370 Mike Fitzgibbon 
00371 Albert Iannacone 
00372 Glenn F. Moll CF 
00373 Dave Miehlke 
00374 Jean A. Blackwood 
00375 Tim Hellner 
00376 Kevin Harville 
00377 Grey Larsen 
00378 Donna Smith 
00379 Linda K. Cooper 
00380 Heather Luchies 
00381 Ryan Hertz 
00382 Kristen Becher 
00383 Carol Gibbons 
00384 Barbara Craig 
00385 Ruthann Ray 
00386 Richard and Sherry 
Sammis 
00387 Scott Robbins 
00388 Lisa Conley 
00389 Arnold Domanus Jr 
00390 Janet S. Church 
00391 Joan V Antila 
00392 Jeff Kitchens 
00393 Jerry Brower 
00394 Willard Hardin 
00395 Ben Prater 
00396 Stephanie Smith 
00397 Alyssa Reed 
00398 Rev. David LeBeau 
00399 Richard Wojtowicz 
00400 Terri Treacy 
00401 Bret Barel 
00402 Henry W. Peters 
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00403 Bob Flynn 
00404 Jess A. Gwinn 
00405 Carolyn Lipson-
Walker 
00406 Ernest Reed 
00407 Victoria Bedford 
00408 Doug Welker 
00409 Craig D Johnson 
00410 John W. Johnson 
00411 William Perttu 
00412 David Martin 
00413 Steve J Polich 
00414 Steve J Polich 
00415 Warren Jenkins 
00416 Al Powell 
00417 Doug Bruster 
00418 Dorthy A. Bussiere 
00419 Joe Kravetz 
00420 Jon Saari 
00421 Dennis R. Baldinelli 
00422 North Dickinson 
County Schools 
00423 Scott Hickman 
00424 Frank R. Chapman 
Jr. 
00425 Larry Brown 
00426 Ken Nicholls 
00427 Patrick Thulis 
00428 Dan Anderson 
00429 Ed Zlotocha 
00430 Millard O. Etling 
00431 Norman Peterson 
00432 Rod Weirauch 
00433 Frank Jeff Verito 
00434 John Lamy 
00435 Keith E. Graham 
00436 Jim Bensman 
00437 Dave Miehlke 
00438 Mike Leahy 
00439 Sharon Zoars 
00440 John Rebers 
00441 Skip Schultz 
00442 Charles Brumleve 
00443 Tobit K. Poland 
00444 Sierra Coultes 
00445 Dave Tormohlen 

00446 Anne Steinberg 
00447 Steve Garske 
00448 David R. Oberstar 
00449 Steven J. Lechner 
00450 Thomas A. Barnes 
00451 Liesa L. Kerler 
00452 James Kerler 
00453 David Tiller 
00454 Patrick Brower 
00455 Michael E. 
VanAckeren 
00456 Ontonagon 
Township Board 
00457 Nancy L. Shiffler 
00458 Arlen C. Sunn 
00459 Ronald Montie 
00460 Ontonagon Area 
Schools 
00461 Iron County Board 
of Commissioners 
00462 Larry Robinson 
00463 Buddy L. Jacob 
00464 Dennis M. 
Stachewicz, Jr. 
00465 Jim and Ruth 
Chenoweth 
00466 Richard P. Smith 
00467 LVD Band of Lake 
Superior Chippewa Indians  
00468 Robert Thompson 
00469 Larry and Diane 
Thorpe 
00470 John L. Ries 
00471 Lawrence 
Mellstrom 
00472 Don Keith, 
Keweenaw County 
Commissioner 
00473 Thomas G. Hall 
00474 Jan and Jane Vander 
Bloemen 
00475 Patricia A. Short 
00476 John Cox 
00477 Gina Molgaard 
00478 Steve Store 
00479 Bruce J. Redmond 

00480 Steve Store 
00481 Phyllis Luepke 
00482 Forrest Fleischman 
00483 George Polich 
00484 George Polich 
00485 Sam Washington 
00486 Jerry Vardaman 
00487 Aaron D. Anderson 
00488 Greg Clem 
00489 Michael Fitzjarrald 
00490 Kyle Turner 
00491 Samantha Chilcutt 
00492 Bill Vardaman 
00493 Josh Vardaman 
00494 Marla Vardaman 
00495 Archie and Debbie 
Johnston 
00496 Carl Johnson 
00497 Cathy Wainio 
00498 John Pelkola 
00499 Andrew A and 
Jeanne Saari 
00500 Patrick L. 
Kamarainen 
00501 Earl Woods 
00502 Karin Peterson 
00503 Howard Hedstrom 
00504 Al Warren 
00505 Jim Bensman 
00506 Robert Edward 
Zelinski 
00507 David Allen 
00508 Brian D. Conway 
00509 Gary Zimmer 
00510 Marion G. True 
00511 Kirk Schott, O.D. 
00512 Richard Lambert 
00513 Nancy Warren 
00514 Donald C. Kahn 
00515 Richard and Eileen 
Bowman 
00516 Michael T. Chezik 
00517 Kathy Stupak-Thrall 
00518 Cindy and Norm 
Ellenberger 
00519 Christine Proctor 
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00520 Al Radey 
00521 Wade and 
Rosemary Ritchie 
00522 James J. Spooner 
00523 Susan Juetten 
00524 Rick Kent 
00525 Kathleen DeMay 
00526 Katie Trakselis-
Avery 
00527 Carol L. Miller 
00528 Harold E. Miller 
00529 US Environmental 
Protection Agency 
00530 Ron McGinty 
00531 Bart Stupak 
00532 Kristopher Kraus 
00533 Michigan DNR 
00534 Mark and Mary 
Degrave 
00535 Terry Bertolino 
00536 Gerald Gustafson 
00537 Reino E. Alanen 
00538 Gary Sprung 
00539 Dale L. Rine 
00540 Zoe Anne Boike 
00541 Lisa Lessa 
00542 No Name Given1 
00543 No Name Given1 
00544 No Name Given1 
00545 No Name Given1 
00546 Deborah Walker 
00547 No Name Given1 
00548 No Name Given1 
00549 No Name Given1 
00550 No Name Given1 
00551 No Name Given1 
00552 No Name Given1 
00553 Angela Grammatico 
00554 Nancy Warren 
00555 Angela Grammatico 
00556 Ben Thrall 
00557 Dave Miehlke 
00558 Ben Thrall 
00559 Jim and Melinda 
Bennett 
00560 Tom Church 

00561 Todd Conklin 
00562 Rachel Bussard 
00563 Julie Billig 
00564 Felicia Farace 
00565 Sara Swenson 
00566 Kathy Weber 
00567 Jonathan Jelen 
00568 Jerry Daly 
00569 Diana Hartley 
00570 Eric Brooker 
00571 Kirsten Mowrey 
00572 Steve J Polich 
00573 Ruth Sawyer 
00574 Mike A Jones 
00575 Gloria Esenwein 
00576 Laura Farris 
00577 Laura Farris 
00578 Jerry Williams 
00579 Amanda Hayes 
00580 Michelle Kimball 
00581 Renee Arnold 
00582 Renee Arnold 
00583 Annie Smiley 
00584 Renee Arnold 
00585 William Cuff 
00586 J. Merriman 
00587 Sherry Schmidt 
00588 Grey Larsen 
00589 Mary Dubay 
00590 John D. Galuska 
00591 Penn Jensen 
00592 Chris Watson 
00593 Bryan Bird 
00594 Paula Worley 
00595 Jan Seides-Murphy 
00596 R. Henry 
00597 Amy Conover 
00598 Martin Lichtcsien 
00599 Lynn Frost 
00600 Richard Scherubel 
00601 Dewey Keeton III 
00602 Rhonda Whitten 
00603 Barbara Warner 
00604 Teresa Ann Bertossi 
00605 Teresa Ann Bertossi 
00606 Wilbur Bennett 

00607 Rita Monsen 
00608 Karen A. Fischer 
00609 Justin Van Kleeck 
00610 Janet L. Moore 
00611 Corinne Whitehead 
00612 Holly Schott 
00613 Sherry Balkenhol 
00614 Linda Rexroad 
00615 Douglas Kitchel 
00616 Perry Ambrose 
00617 Tim Schmidt 
00618 Taryn Shelton 
00619 Colleen M. Pancake 
00620 Jennifer Silverston 
00621 Dustin Sulak 
00622 Helen M. Vaquez 
00623 Susan Sammis 
00624 Anna M. Frazier 
00625 Lee Carleton 
00626 Dinda Evans 
00627 Timothy P. Reim 
00628 Elizabeth Small 
00629 Charles Phillips 
00630 Angela Martin 
00631 E. J. Miller 
00632 Beth Henderson 
00633 Whit Forrester 
00634 Cynthia Hoffman 
00635 Mark R. Lowe 
00636 Lori Schutz 
00637 Marian Shaaban 
00638 Jim Puckett 
00639 Kim Hardenbrook 
00640 Erin Daliy 
00641 Perrin de Jong 
00642 Jim Cartmel 
00643 Richard and Shirley 
James 
00644 Joanna Gras 
00645 Krista Detor 
00646 Greg Buck 
00647 Sondra Jarrett 
00648 Lynn Evans 
00649 Rosemarie Sawdon 
00650 Pamela Unger 
00651 Eric Hansen 
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00652 Rosemarie Sawdon 
00653 Gwen Marshall 
00654 S.G. Stratigos 
00655 Steven Krichbaum 
00656 David Zaber 
00657 Fred Jakobcic 
00658 Janet Amber 
00659 Rhett Winter 
00660 Donna Pouzar 
00661 Angela Fite 
00662 Jim Toczynski 
00663 Nancy Potosky 
00664 Sandra Noah 
00665 Rhonda Thurman 
00666 Andrew Levesque 
00667 Leslie Haehn 
00668 Sherry Marshall 
00669 Janie Martinez 
00670 Kathy Kahn 
00671 Anita Merlino 
00672 Darlene Taylor 
00673 Susan Kennedy 
00674 Scott Forshey 
00675 Maureen Pawelek 
00676 Thomas Adelaar 
00677 Cheri Rennaker 
00678 Sherry Winterson 
00679 Barb Stempien 
00680 Pauline Mitchell 
00681 Stacy Leon 
00682 Stacey Wagner 
00683 Carron Artz 
00684 Cathy Cirina 
00685 Marianne Parsons 
00686 Luke Asbury 
00687 Janet Burney 
00688 Janet Burney 
00689 C. White 
00690 Virginia Lukas 
00691 Steven Robbins 
00692 Emilia Bland 
00693 James Harrington 
00694 Rebecca Shane-
Wahl 
00695 Joanne Hailey 
00696 Gary Robertson 

00697 Tina Carroll 
00698 Paulette 
Zimmerman 
00699 Steve Simmons 
00700 Linda Brink 
00701 Dodie Shepard 
00702 Linda Bunyan 
00703 Rita Perrone 
00704 Robin Craig 
00705 Karin Lowden 
00706 Thomas Triplett 
00707 Kristina Oden 
00708 Greg Rowell 
00709 Karl Hubert 
00710 Nancy Gilleo 
00711 Julie Lyons 
00712 Michele Reilly 
00713 Kevin Haro 
00714 Barbara Welling 
00715 Jan Meredith 
00716 Patricia Torn 
00717 Jonathan Kaslander 
00718 Judy Cobb 
00719 Donna Plutschuck 
00720 Joan Spatti 
00721 David Mason 
00722 Walter Bost 
00723 Carolyn Wilhelm-
Pierson 
00724 Richard Sadowsky 
00725 Margaret Benner 
00726 Mary Jamison 
Rupert 
00727 John Rogers 
00728 Mary Nuss 
00729 Susan Land 
00730 Tonya Graney 
00731 Kristen Olafson 
00732 Bob Breen 
00733 Joanna Cadorette 
00734 Michael Filip 
00735 Susan Kozinskie 
00736 Robin Craig 
00737 Lu Haner 
00738 Beth Covitt 
00739 Jackie Klish 

00740 Frank Baele 
00741 Janice Rosiek 
00742 Harvey Krantz 
00743 Kristin Nunez 
00744 Sharon Merritt 
00745 Alison Pucek 
00746 Marquessa Smith-
Lin 
00747 Gina Fugolo 
00748 Diane Down 
00749 Barbara Wright 
00750 Lauren Hartmann 
00751 Flip Biondi 
00752 Camille La France 
00753 Kimberly Burnett 
00754 Mary Dichtl 
00755 Katrina Hildeman 
00756 Wyman Whipple 
00757 Erika Kayea 
00758 Joni Peters 
00759 Lyn Washington 
00760 Daniel Mitchell 
00761 Sasha Kay 
00762 Jody Platt 
00763 Ana Maria Ferrer 
00764 David Edwards 
00765 Patty Albright 
00766 Tawny McLellan 
00767 Mark Kendall 
00768 Ronaele Snyder 
00769 Elizabeth Fowler-
Smith 
00770 Kevin Ryan 
00771 Jill Kloosterman 
00772 Annabelle Nye 
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00777 Pamela Cox 
00778 Penelope Norton 
00779 Tiffany Walker 
00780 Monica Ann Evans 
00781 Terry Guyant 
00782 Susan Kuhner 
00783 Donna Nittinger 
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00784 William Bennett 
00785 Cherie Hatlem 
00786 Phoenix Vie 
00787 Michael Yannell 
00788 Misty Michalski 
00789 Charles Stadler 
00790 Roxi Pistilli 
00791 Donna Liolis 
00792 Philip Schuster 
00793 Susan Ferrara 
00794 Kim Fortin 
00795 Delene Hanson 
00796 Russell Henry 
00797 Rick Lanham 
00798 Lynda Mueller 
00799 Becky Grajeda 
00800 Lele Field 
00801 Penelope Balentine 
00802 Lele and Rachel 
Field 
00803 Mj Hansen 
00804 Elizabeth Ransford 
00805 Kathleen Tucker 
00806 Kenneth Gibb 
00807 Peg Leclair 
00808 Jan Weaver 
00809 Lara Roering 
00810 Paula Walker-
Liddell 
00811 Ms. Ray 
00812 Doug Macleay 
00813 Terry McCully 
00814 Julia Hawthorne 
00815 Denese Stokes 
00816 Carol Patton 
00817 Jane Spinney 
00818 Amber Sumrall 
00819 Harriet Hutchinson 
00820 Maureen Balluff 
00821 Lois Deneau 
00822 Janetta Sullivan 
00823 Larry Honeycutt 
00824 RuthAnne Dayton 
00825 Carla Galloway, 
M.D. 
00826 Rene Turner 

00827 Gail Surya Rains 
00828 Sam Inabinet 
00829 Dean Romano 
00830 Buck Americus 
Ednie 
00831 Michael Norden 
00832 Mary Wahle 
00833 Tom and Gerry 
Easton 
00834 Susan Nolan 
00835 James Verry 
00836 Deborah Gouge 
00837 Janet Burney 
00838 Claudia McPherson 
00839 Chris Pesko 
00840 David Kass 
00841 Thomas Greenburg 
00842 Reba Vanderpool 
00843 April Ewaskey 
00844 Janis Parks 
00845 Cynthia Zuccaro 
00846 Corona Brezina 
00847 Mary Heeg 
00848 Thomas Gehring 
00849 Ryan Powell 
00850 Alison Angeles 
00851 Denise Canada 
00852 Dawn Swidorski 
00853 Denise Berthiaume 
00854 Sloan Matthews 
00855 Rachel Bloodworth 
00856 Sheri McLelland 
00857 Cobbey Sova 
00858 Michael Powers 
00859 Leonard Bruckman 
00860 Tara McLendon 
00861 Judy Chesnutt 
00862 Peter Loeff 
00863 Severita Trujillo 
00864 Carolyn Hwang 
00865 Timothy Graner 
00866 Roy Vanerleelie 
00867 Pamela Brooks 
00868 Artemis 
Asproyerakas 
00869 Joseph Carlig 

00870 Sigfrido Quijano 
00871 Susan De Frang 
00872 Maureen O'Brien 
00873 Caryn Goldman 
00874 Joseph Dornbos 
00875 Stephen Enger 
00876 Eli Solesby 
00877 Gwen Kloosterman 
00878 K.J. Bavouset 
00879 Barbara Waldron 
00880 Keith Marcotte 
00881 John Dierig 
00882 Daniel Tiarks 
00883 Nico Dauphine 
00884 Jennifer Briscoe 
00885 Lewis King 
00886 Robin McCallum 
00887 Cynthia Marugg 
00888 Al Baars 
00889 Joyce Mallory 
00890 Nancy Leiserowitz 
00891 William Kaplowitz 
00892 Dana Strangel 
00893 Cappi Patterson 
00894 Phoebe Cloud 
00895 Jonnie Hefty 
00896 Linda Hogle 
00897 Maryellen Hyttinen 
00898 Claudia Hein 
00899 Jim Lunsford 
00900 Larry Jones 
00901 Rebecca Harper 
00902 Scott Taylor 
00903 Sharol Sager 
00904 Susan Bales 
00905 Pamela Murdock 
00906 Howard Holmes 
00907 Russell and Ms 
Judith Carey Weisz 
00908 David Marx 
00909 Crandall Bay 
00910 Carmen Klucsor 
00911 Don Mertz 
00912 Carole Ehrhardt 
00913 Joyce Newman 
00914 Timothy M. Masters 
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00915 Ellen Dorfman 
00916 Michael Mills 
00917 Julia Macmillan 
00918 Ward Manchester 
00919 E. Marshall 
00920 John Teevan 
00921 Judy Rolando 
00922 Joan Fahlgren 
00923 Audrianna Reddick 
00924 Greg Quist 
00925 Susan Giffin 
00926 Laura Herndon 
00927 Michael Cornish, 
Ph.D. 
00928 Michael Frantz 
00929 Jason Chinn 
00930 Peter Colvin 
00931 Sidney Moore 
00932 Matt Siniawski 
00933 Jeff Hausey 
00934 Lawrence 
Takvorian 
00935 Heather Jackson 
00936 Kevin Dewald 
00937 Tonia Madenford 
00938 Fernando Ramiro-
Ibanez 
00939 Sharon Pratt 
00940 Lauren Jeffries 
00941 Matthew Mercure 
00942 Sharon Love 
00943 Heather Richman 
00944 Nicolas Johnson 
00945 Kristen Osman 
00946 Dimitri and Sally 
Gogin 
00947 Lorne Beatty 
00948 Dawn Atnip 
00949 Patricia Meyer 
00950 Kathleen Jenks 
00951 Cindy Cary 
00952 Gayl Foshee 
00953 Dawne Schulte 
00954 Jean Lutz 
00955 Sarah Segal 
00956 Jodi Bell 

00957 Constance Morse 
00958 Laura Strehlow 
00959 Saundra Whitten 
00960 Margaret Tollner 
00961 Charles Woolworth 
00962 Jim Harnden 
00963 Julia Gallichio 
00964 Melanie Konrad 
00965 Kelli Alimenti 
00966 Mel Henshaw 
00967 Shoshanah 
McKnight 
00968 Diane and Eugene 
Rencher 
00969 Lisa Brazil 
00970 Rebecca Trujillo 
00971 Christy Atkinson 
00972 Julie Hodge 
00973 Gary Sanders 
00974 Christine Miller 
00975 Pamela Conley 
00976 Kent Minault 
00977 Suzanne Rogalin 
00978 Kathleen Assiff 
00979 Eric Piehl 
00980 Jacqueline Miller 
00981 Kia Eichert 
00982 Jessica Fitzpatrick 
00983 Sherry Lizardo 
00984 Sharon M. Daly 
00985 William McMullin 
00986 Idajane Dalpino 
00987 Sharon DeLiso 
00988 Owen Jansson 
00989 Sally Joseph 
00990 Leslie Robert 
00991 Deborah Marchand 
00992 Jean Giedt 
00993 Robin Budry 
00994 Trisha Scheppler 
00995 Candace Hallmark 
00996 Greg Kaplowitz 
00997 Robert Kyes 
00998 James Ross 
00999 Jeanne Newman 
01000 Edith Jarem 

01001 Lisa Butterfield 
01002 Terrance 
Hutchinson 
01003 Gail Macmillian 
01004 Jodie Blum 
01005 George Oliver 
01006 Michael Freedman 
01007 L. Whipple 
01008 Danielle Pillar 
01009 Mike Pirkl 
01010 Jacqueline Pilan 
01011 Julia Bonfiglio 
01012 Camellia Stadts 
01013 Barton Grimm 
01014 Ruth Olafsdottir 
01015 Tara Morris 
01016 Karen Hughes 
01017 John Paul King 
01018 Franklin Quan 
01019 Christina Fong 
01020 Jennifer Gordon 
01021 Donald Garlit 
01022 Donna Macauley 
01023 James Wachter 
01024 Kathy Graham 
01025 Tony Arnold 
01026 Jim Rodrigue 
01027 Samuel Dewalle 
01028 Corinne James 
01029 Helen Kitzmiller 
01030 Lorraine Stepchin 
01031 Ernest Flamont 
01032 Suzanne Kral 
01033 Sue Janiszewski 
01034 Laura Kaufman 
01035 Vikki Avey 
01036 Kevin McWilliams 
01037 Gerladine McElliott 
01038 George Rains 
01039 Jerry Stewart 
01040 Holly Dyer 
01041 Darleen Wright 
01042 Margaret Roach 
01043 Brian Digennaro 
01044 Linda Emerson 
01045 Gerald Blackburn 
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01046 Chad Fordham 
01047 Mary Anderson 
01048 David Fox 
01049 Jean Miller 
01050 Stephen Sharp 
01051 Mary Pfeiffer 
01052 Barbara McKee 
01053 Carl Freeman 
01054 Joan Weisenbloom 
01055 Thomas Aviles 
01056 Alissa Levine 
01057 Alice Larsen 
01058 Angela Hall 
01059 Lori Ugolik 
01060 Dennis McAllister 
01061 John Downie 
01062 Robert Phillips 
01063 Margaret 
Koopowitz 
01064 Leslie Andrews 
01065 Deborah Maichele 
01066 Charlotte Bear 
01067 Tony Byk 
01068 Nancy Haggerty 
01069 Sandra Daugherty 
01070 James Hunt 
01071 Brenda Andrews 
01072 Minaxi Gupta 
01073 Dave Gliva 
01074 Richard Sproull 
01075 Wayne Dorais 
01076 Joan Valancy 
01077 Arun Chauhan 
01078 Rosemary Caolo 
01079 Diane Gallagher 
01080 Anna Shethar 
01081 Diane Gallagher 
01082 Kimberly Dooley 
01083 Diane Ryan 
01084 George Erceg 
01085 Judy Faraklas 
01086 Samantha Honowitz 
01087 Ann Brundidge 
01088 Linda Murphy 
01089 Maureen Finn 
01090 David Arent 

01091 Noel Boardman 
01092 Nicolle Mader 
01093 M. Canter 
01094 Renee Noomie 
01095 Kathy Lehman 
01096 Jon Morehouse 
01097 Marjorie Chrusciel 
01098 Catherine Gingerich 
01099 Gary Johnson 
01100 Ed Sova 
01101 Roxan Hessenaur 
01102 Susan Reithel 
01103 Ron Shedd 
01104 Ana Rudolph 
01105 Sarah Angell 
01106 Patricia Kolling 
01107 Yvonne Vecchia 
01108 Diana Gonzales 
01109 Karen Kissick 
01110 Lori Davis 
01111 Virginia Batson 
01112 Michael Kulakofsky 
01113 Maurice McGleish 
01114 Bill Dyer 
01115 Ronald Martini 
01116 Sandra Bolton 
01117 Bonnie Vaughn 
01118 Robert and Eugenia 
Walsh 
01119 Jay Jones 
01120 Joelle Mosher 
01121 Martha Green 
01122 Connie Adamski 
01123 Mary Swiatek 
01124 Teresa Pfaff-
Amesse 
01125 Katie Delk 
01126 Geraldine Dickel 
01127 Rochelle Willis 
01128 Eliza Sheaffer 
01129 Eileen 
Lewandowski 
01130 Wynella Gilbert 
01131 Ethel Dick 
01132 Marty Meisner 
01133 Judith Hildenbrand 

01134 Dona La Schiava 
01135 Neil Uelman 
01136 Carrie Kistner 
01137 John Clifford 
01138 Werner Bergman 
01139 Deb German 
01140 Judith Embry 
01141 Janet Shumaker 
01142 Jerry Daly 
01143 Joan Samonski 
01144 Holly Hopkins 
01145 Beth Miazga 
01146 P.K. Lindauer 
01147 Jennifer Morgan 
01148 Cheryl Wahlquist 
01149 Ava Wolf 
01150 Ginnie Preuss 
01151 Anne Bell 
01152 Frances Perlman 
01153 Ruth Connery 
01154 Marcella Mirata 
01155 Linda Schmidt 
01156 Charlie Miles 
01157 Mary Jo Andrews 
01158 Barbara Carmichael 
01159 Roger Bailey 
01160 Fiona Bremner 
01161 Rosalie Pelch 
01162 Dwayne Mitton 
01163 Jim Patalan 
01164 Kaneesha Jefferson 
01165 Christine Hamilton 
01166 Robin Talsma 
01167 Lynda Upton 
01168 Sylvia Marie 
01169 Richard Gould 
01170 Al Graf 
01171 Jody Terry 
01172 Karen Johnson 
01173 Drew Van Zee 
01174 Peter Pitkin 
01175 Shawn Duke 
01176 Salme Armijo 
01177 Paul Kripli 
01178 Kelly P. McAllister 
01179 San Dee Delautre 
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01180 Susan Johnson 
01181 James Reisert 
01182 Kim Forrest 
01183 Jacqueline Kusterer 
01184 John and Nadine 
Czapik 
01185 Michael Kelley 
01186 Van Pittsenbargar 
01187 Dawn Chapdelaine 
01188 Muriel Shickman 
01189 Michael Sears 
01190 Sindy Schalon 
01191 Rev. Swimsaway, 
Ph.D. 
01192 Noemi Saenz 
01193 Mary Hildenbrand 
01194 Judith Hildenbrand 
01195 Cliff Lambert 
01196 Marne McGrath 
01197 Ilya Wick 
01198 Deborah Donie-
Seligson 
01199 Elissa Weindling 
01200 Frances Preuss 
01201 Janet Falcone 
01202 Ann McGlashen 
01203 Adriana Rico 
01204 Whitni Baker 
01205 J.C. van Verre 
01206 Ana Velasco 
01207 Rj Browne 
01208 Laura Seraso 
01209 Debra Reynolds 
01210 Barbara George 
01211 Peter LeClair 
01212 Michael Alda 
01213 Richard Bach 
01214 Charles Younger 
01215 Nicole Allen 
01216 Julie Telmanik 
01217 Randy May 
01218 Robert Pann 
01219 Jean Newcomb 
01220 Edith C. Burgess 
01221 Jason Maxwell 
01222 Karen Deora 

01223 Thomas Bayer 
01224 Hillary Preuss 
01225 Hilary Lorraine 
01226 Larry Snyder 
01227 Eileen Conner 
01228 Del Emory 
01229 William Sander 
01230 Patricia Wilkinson 
01231 Kaylin Gregerson 
01232 Lilia Wood 
01233 Richard Shlosser 
01234 Sundara Lucas 
01235 Eleanor Drlshagen 
01236 Paulrw Anthony 
01237 Tamilyn Sanderson 
01238 Michele Pollock 
01239 Sandra Deel 
01240 Judith Schlacter 
01241 Kim Sickel 
01242 Heather Splain 
01243 Sandra Janoske 
01244 Natalie Kovacs 
01245 Theresa Desjardins 
01246 Christa Cape 
01247 Mary Sand 
01248 Brenda Mason 
01249 Janet Arbaugh 
01250 Toby Aronson 
01251 Mike Reyer 
01252 Toni Riso 
01253 Gerard Redpath 
01254 Emilene Hill 
01255 Erast Pohorylo 
01256 Marie Lutz 
01257 Nancy Stier 
01258 Kelly Rice 
01259 Marjorie Hawley 
01260 Lynne Jefferies 
01261 Jeremy Stoll 
01262 Katy Mikols 
01263 Susan Costaras 
01264 Reid Kelly 
01265 Priscilla Khweis 
01266 Corrine Gearhart 
01267 Robyn Sliney 
01268 Josephine Downey 

01269 Christine Snyder 
01270 Nadine Refsell 
01271 Karen Campbell 
01272 Michael Reeves 
01273 Bhavani Saravanan 
01274 Nina Council 
01275 Inger Olson 
01276 Marcia Harvey 
01277 Carol Kemmerer 
01278 Jonathan Saylor 
01279 Sandra Dore 
01280 Ruby Lee 
01281 Jerome Glassman 
01282 Eric Brooker 
01283 Karen McAnnally 
01284 Arthur Metzger 
01285 Jason Ortlip 
01286 Max Quijano 
01287 Douglas Music 
01288 William Wofford 
01289 Cheri George 
01290 Kimberley 
Giancaterino 
01291 Carmen Rico 
01292 George Norris 
01293 Jennifer Daley 
01294 Sara Heitkamp 
01295 Bill Estay 
01296 Alice Weigel 
01297 Leslie Brashear 
01298 Linda Riebling 
01299 Edwards Leahy 
01300 Dirk Beving 
01301 Shelly Rothwell 
01302 Michelle Margules 
01303 Karen Jine 
01304 Jacqueline Doherty 
01305 Patricia Brooks 
01306 Bette Chase 
01307 Sharon Blazes 
01308 Victoria Waller 
01309 M.E. Weeks 
01310 Jane Sigler 
01311 Patricia Lambert 
01312 Sharon Fisher 
01313 Mike Zacharias 
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01314 Thomas Cobb 
01315 Gary Bence 
01316 Alan Johnson 
01317 Taryn Clapper 
01318 Donald Niday 
01319 Clyde Boudreau 
01320 Jennifer Gale 
01321 Linda Bew 
01322 Susan Taber 
01323 Lynn Craig 
01324 Thomas Tucker 
01325 Felicia Farace 
01326 Art Hanson 
01327 Kenneth Haak 
01328 Doris Scala 
01329 Karen O'Connell 
01330 Loretta Mink 
01331 Jim Miller 
01332 C. Allen 
01333 Charles and Susan 
Mies 
01334 Gerda Dinwiddie 
01335 Fiona Urquhart 
01336 Renee Owens 
01337 Richard Gariazzo 
01338 Linda Heath 
01339 Colin Osborne 
01340 Cynthia Tyler 
01341 Lora Frikken 
01342 Madeleine Smith 
01343 Cinzia Maddalena 
01344 Lani Adams 
01345 Thomas Rutledge 
01346 Susan D. 
Hungerford 
01347 Paula Bruner 
01348 Jennifer Sims 
01349 Laurie Toner 
01350 Ray and Louise 
Compere 
01351 Angela Grammatico 
01352 Judith Shuman 
01353 Rebecca Mauch 
01354 Stephen and 
Kathryn Tatum 
01355 Wolfson Richards 

01356 Tracy Thornburg 
01357 Gaele Favro 
01358 Melissa White 
01359 Eleanor Brennan 
01360 Kristina Murphree 
01361 Marsha Alexander 
01362 Dellas Henke 
01363 Stephanie Spiers 
01364 Robert Thomas 
01365 Robert Bieder 
01366 Beth Stauber 
01367 Peg Sampson 
01368 Richard Moczulski 
01369 Therese Lattanzio 
01370 Sharon Klindera 
01371 Mark Leeson 
01372 Margrit Moan-
Nachreiner 
01373 Ronald H. Smith 
01374 Raymond Szumal 
01375 Diane Kaser 
01376 Valerie Adam 
01377 Mark Cossgriff 
01378 Renee Cassidy 
01379 Alison Zyla 
01380 Gregory Linn 
01381 Cheryl Reid 
01382 Sara Swenson 
01383 Geoffrey Doman 
01384 Michael Hinshaw 
01385 Keith Hall 
01386 Skip Radau 
01387 Barbara McLendon 
01388 Ginger Hopper 
01389 Adam Periard 
01390 Leslie Hickcox 
01391 Elizabeth Lyon 
01392 Geoff Eargle 
01393 Debra Chernak 
01394 David Stoddard 
01395 John Gajewski 
01396 Marianne Toth 
01397 Marianne Toth 
01398 Charlene Stratton 
01399 Nate Harvey 
01400 Rene Breier 

01401 Nicole Castka 
01402 Daniel Sullivan 
01403 Melinda McBride 
01404 Kristine Larson 
01405 Carol Westerman-
Jones 
01406 Kevin Zellmer 
01407 Heidi Schooler 
01408 Diana Schwab 
01409 Harvey and Barbara 
Sparks 
01410 Lisa Douglass 
01411 Susan Rademacher 
01412 Harlan Scott 
01413 Maria L. Gomez 
01414 Jennifer Larson 
01415 Barbara Keen 
01416 Kimberly Allen 
01417 Keith Williams 
01418 Kimberly Jay 
01419 Judy Jachimowicz 
01420  
01421 Elizabeth Ramsey 
01422 Joe Nast 
01423 Patricia Menees 
01424 Richard Sies 
01425 Leslie Yost 
01426 Lola Gaines 
01427 Steven Proe 
01428 Gene Trapp 
01429 Stephanie Bajema 
01430 Zod Schultz 
01431 Patricia Nagy 
01432 Elaine Laskosky 
01433 Carole Pappas 
01434 Laura McKinney 
01435 Sean DeMers 
01436 Debora Tramposh 
01437 Doug Woodzy 
01438 James Fitch 
01439 Andy and Peggy 
Beasley 
01440 June Macarthur 
01441 Linda Young 
01442 Brenda Carter 
01443 Donna Hyatt 
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01444 Joe Keith 
01445 Judith Lotz 
01446 Sandra Nordmark 
01447 Kimball Wells 
01448 Joanne Williams 
01449 Christa Atkins 
01450 Joanne Zimbler 
01451 Andrea Bonacquisti 
01452 Carol Hilton 
01453 Dr. Rebecca 
Summer 
01454 Mike Ogren 
01455 Lynette Dumont 
01456 Jane Dingman 
01457 Gail Ellis 
01458 Joseph Bosworth 
01459 Fran Reyes 
01460 Benjamin Wheatley 
01461 Richard Placone 
01462 Kathy Weber 
01463 Irene Turner 
01464 Bernice Ball 
01465 Anela Black 
01466 Jayne Levy 
01467 Becky and Joe Coco 
01468 Joan Simon 
01469 Denise Leitzel 
01470 Lindsey Carr 
01471 Don Anderson 
01472 Steve Shaffer 
01473 Denise Blum 
01474 Nell Green Nylen 
01475 Patti Wermeling 
01476 Nancy Miller 
01477 Karen Chinn 
01478 Deborah Youngberg 
01479 Jennifer Weinman 
01480 Dru Carter 
01481 David Richmond 
01482 Lynne Steffen 
01483 Judy Baker 
01484 Linda Karabinos 
01485 Adele Volta 
01486 Jerome Weinberger 
01487 Michael Wagner 
01488 Amber Storey 

01489 Blake Nicholoff 
01490 Marian Stone 
01491 Bobbie Eimers 
01492 Sandy Stover 
01493 Debbie Martinez 
01494 Marianne Toth 
01495 Donald Foster 
01496 Marian McAleenan 
01497 Loren Lugg 
01498 Traci Gondek 
01499 Nancy McKellar 
01500 Shirley Burga 
01501 Shirley Burga 
01502 Joseph Kropf 
01503 Sandi Sprankle 
01504 Annette Mattison 
01505 Kathryn Richardson 
01506 Clea Wright 
01507 David J. 
Worthington 
01508 Patricia Donnellan 
01509 Lydia Furman 
01510 Kathryn Chmurny 
01511 Rachel Douglas 
01512 Karryn Hart 
01513 Marie Kennedy 
01514 Richard Gorr 
01515 Belinda D'auteuil 
01516 Beata Lewis 
01517 Beata Lewis 
01518 Pamela Nordhof 
01519 Heidi Robertson 
01520 Maura Becker 
01521 Katherine Kautz 
01522 Kimberly Towne 
01523 Colleen McKenna 
01524 William Bodden 
01525 Richard Sanders 
01526 Eileen Bosch 
01527 Robert Stevens 
01528 Dave Faulkner 
01529 Laura Young 
01530 Judy Wick 
01531 Eric Cadora 
01532 Marianne Robinson 
01533 Kim Sanders 

01534 Timothy Bruck 
01535 Regina Sewell 
01536 Lydia Skloven 
01537 David Cook 
01538 Jennifer Gaillard 
01539 Traci Gondek 
01540 Nancy McKellar 
01541 Shirley Burga 
01542 Susan Montalvo 
01543 Joseph Kropf 
01544 Sandi Sprankle 
01545 Annette Mattison 
01546 Kathryn Richardson 
01547 Clea Wright 
01548 Sonya Aamodt 
01549 Stanley Fuhrman 
01550 Jennifer O'Donell 
01551 Traci Sikora 
01552 Gale Hartel 
01553 Nolan Farkas 
01554 Marie Plante 
01555 Mark Conkel 
01556 Joanne Britton 
01557 John Dunn 
01558 Karl Armens 
01559 Barry Draper 
01560 Carla Worth 
01561 Debra Barmichael 
01562 Jane McBride 
01563 Kathleen King 
01564 Carol Surma 
01565 John Metzger 
01566 Ronald Binder 
01567 David Newcomer 
01568 Betty Wulf-Rice 
01569 Steve Summers 
01570 Rosy Morales 
01571 Rosy Morales 
01572 Jan Scalise 
01573 Gloria Reynolds 
01574 Kathryn Thompson 
01575 Keary Krauss 
01576 Don Jacobson 
01577 Rene Valladares 
01578 Janna Hall 
01579 Julie Billig 
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01580 Cherie Brown 
01581 Shonda Bottke 
01582 Marie Larsen 
01583 Kathleen Eaton 
01584 Mark Washburn 
01585 Elaine Fischer 
01586 John Haynes 
01587 kathryn Verry 
01588 Eileen Kane 
01589 Michele Garrison 
01590 Peter Ruscetta 
01591 Felicia Kelly 
01592 Nancy Warren 
01593 Kelly Raschke 
01594 Brian Stanley 
01595 Patricia Stacy 
Roberson 
01596 Charley Wittman 
01597 Suzanne Pearson 
01598 Linda Francisco 
01599 Marquerite Ramlow 
01600 Eleanor Dickey 
01601 Joel Kelly 
01602 Diana Hartley 
01603 Angie Kalmar 
01604 Harriet Rhodes 
01605 Arlene Quinn 
01606 Vicky Sanders 
01607 Christine Nayman 
01608 Michael Bernardo 
01609 Robert Rickun 
01610 Robert C. McEvoy 
01611 Michael Hansen 

01612 Frank Baele 
01613 Diane Down 
01614 Jackie Klish 
01615 Sharon Merritt 
01616 Mary Dichtl 
01617 Alison Pucek 
01618 Marquessa Smith-
Lin 
01619 Gina Fugolo 
01620 Barbara Wright 
01621 Jessica Strichartz 
01622 Carol Ann Lantz 
01623 Debra Jackson 
01624 Vivian Alderman 
01625 Susan Markley 
01626 Laura Latt 
01627 Alfred Gluth 
01628 Carol Opria 
01629 Brenden Bannon 
01630 Erif Thunen 
01631 Terri Coble 
01632 Susan Lane 
01633 William Erlenbach 
01634 Nina Rollow 
01635 Thomas Saucy 
01636 Mitsy Silva 
01637 Lee and Elizabeth 
Kimbrough 
01638 Elsye Friedman 
01639 Timothy Webb 
01640 Sheila Alexander 
01641 Roelof Bijkerk 
01642 Susan Evilsizer 

01643 Dawn French 
01644 Michelle Guenther 
01645 Karen Barcellos 
01646 Richard Alderton 
01647 Colleen Small 
01648 Diane Shomo 
01649 Diane Gonzales 
01650 Deann Alex 
01651 Sheila Morway 
01652 Diane Shomo 
01653 Tina Bass 
01654 Karen Yax 
01655 Shawn Wozniak 
01656 Marice Doll 
01657 Deborah Zuckerman 
01658 Cathy Pardee 
01659 Katherine 
Androsian 
01660 Shari Lagro 
01661 Chris Clark 
01662 Cheri Rennaker 
01663 Bambi Murphy 
01664 Jennifer Lionberger 
01665 Cathy Pardee 
01666 Evelyn Goldfield 
01667 Kathlene Lentz 
01668 Stephen Williams 
01669 Beth Biland 
01670 Kathleen Chiang 
01671 Peggy Paberzs 
01672 Katie Brillault 

 
1Some comment letters were submitted in a form letter format via e-mail.  In these instances, there was an 
error in the transmission of information and the ID Team did not receive the respondent’s name, only an 
e-mail address.  These addresses are not revealed to protect confidentiality of respondents. 

Public Concern Statements 
The public concern statements developed and responses to these statements are presented in the 
remainder of this appendix.  Public concern statements and associated responses have been 
grouped by resource area where possible.   
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To provide information, some responses refer to the 1986 Forest Plan and subsequent changes 
that are proposed through the revision process.  Some responses refer to the Proposed Forest 
Plan, which is the document that the respondents’ comments are based upon (released March 
2005).  Other responses refer to the 2006 Forest Plan, which is the resulting document of the 
revision process.  

General Comments 
1) Public Concern Statement:  A commenter felt it was unclear whether the Proposed Forest 
Plan was a replacement of, or an amendment to, the 1986 Forest Plan.  Concern was also 
expressed that some management direction from the 1986 Forest Plan would not be included in 
the Forest Plan.  (#00392) 
 
Response:  Forest Plan revision is mandated by regulations set forth by NFMA, which directs 
Forest Plans to be revised every 10 to 15 years.  The culmination of the Forest Plan revision 
process is a new Forest Plan, not an amendment to the 1986 Forest Plan currently used by the 
Ottawa (see 2006 Forest Plan, Chapter 1, Revising the 1986 Forest Plan).  Therefore, the 1986 
Forest Plan would be replaced upon the effective date of the 2006 Forest Plan. 
 
Prior to the revision process, the Ottawa reviewed the 1986 Forest Plan to determine what 
aspects needed to be changed based upon identified factors, such as changed conditions of the 
land and new scientific concepts.  This process allowed the Ottawa to propose changes to 
management direction for several topics during the revision process (see FEIS, Chapter 1, 
Proposed Action).  The comment periods held following the Ottawa’s announcement for the 
“need for change” (USDA Forest Service 2003h) and Notice of Intent has led to identification 
and analyses conducted for five principal issues and twelve secondary issues (see FEIS, Chapter 
1, Defining Issues).  Some management direction of the 1986 Forest Plan, which was not 
identified or analyzed as an issue, would remain in effect under the 2006 Forest Plan.  However, 
a Forest Plan is a dynamic document that can be amended during the 10-15 year planning period.  
This is discussed in more detail in the Record of Decision for the 2006 Forest Plan. 
 
The Ottawa acknowledges that there is less management direction offered in the 2006 Forest 
Plan.  Several statements written in the 1986 Forest Plan were reiteration of laws, regulations or 
policy.  Therefore, the ID Team developed management direction that does not repeat these 
statements to decrease redundancy (see 2006 Forest Plan, Chapter 2, Forestwide Standards and 
Guidelines).  The Ottawa would still conduct management in compliance with applicable laws, 
regulations and policy. 
 
2) Public Concern Statement: Concerns were expressed that the Ottawa has misinterpreted the 
requirements of NFMA to emphasize public demand, particularly for ATVs, at the expense of 
forest resources.  (#00042), (#00433) 
 
Response:  The list of NFMA indicators directing Forest Plan revision is presented in the FEIS 
(see Chapter 1, Purpose and Need for Action).  This list is not shown in a priority order.  Public 
demand is merely one factor that is used to determine a need to revise a Forest Plan.  As 
described in this appendix, the Ottawa is also required to follow all procedures mandated by 
NEPA.  Procedures of this Act include soliciting comment for a Draft Environmental Impact 
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Statement (DEIS) from federal, state and local agencies, tribal governments, and interested and 
affected publics (40 CFR 1503.1[a]).   
 
3) Public Concern Statement:  A concern was raised that wilderness and Wild and Scenic 
River designations were given low priority based on the order of listing in the ‘Decisions to be 
Made’ section of the Executive Summary and DEIS.  (#00433) 
 
Response:  Decisions to be Made are not listed in priority order (see FEIS, Chapter 1, Decisions 
to be Made).  Comments were considered and appropriate analyses were conducted for these 
topics.  All topics under the Decisions to be Made are equally important.  
 
4) Public Concern Statement:  Concern was expressed regarding how public comment was 
used during the Forest Plan revision process.  (#00433) 
 
Response:  Incorporation of public comment during the revision process is described in the FEIS 
(see Chapter 1, Public Involvement).  Consideration of comments received following the release 
of the need for change documentation (USDA Forest Service 2003h) helped refine the purpose 
and need for revision, as well as assisted in determining the list of preliminary revision topics 
that were released for comment in the Notice of Intent.  The comments received during the 
Notice of Intent comment period assisted the Ottawa in identifying issues and developing 
alternatives to address issues raised.   
 
The comments received on the Proposed Forest Plan and DEIS helped the ID Team refine 
proposed actions to incorporate recommendations or address concerns raised (see FEIS, Chapter 
1, Changes Between Draft and Final EIS).  Comments were also used to modify Alternative 3 to 
include additional analyses, clarifications and corrections as needed.   
 
5) Public Concern Statement:  Concerns were expressed that the issues identified for Forest 
Plan revision were not given equal weight.  Additionally, concern was expressed that heritage 
resources were not included as an issue for Forest Plan revision.  (#00392), (#00433) 
 
Response:  The Ottawa developed five principal issues and twelve secondary issues as a result 
of responses received during the Notice of Intent comment period (see FEIS, Chapter 1, Defining 
Issues).  Issues were developed based on the complexity of comments received.   
 
Principal issues primarily served to drive alternative development.  Each of the three alternatives 
offered to Alternative 1 (e.g., the 1986 Forest Plan), were mostly varied on the topics posed by 
the principal issues.  Therefore, the alternatives differ to a greater extent for management of 
OHVs, hardwoods, aspen, long-lived conifers, and short-lived conifers, than the secondary 
issues.  The effects analyses conducted were based on these principal issues, and therefore the 
analyses resulted in a range of results (see FEIS, Chapter 3). 
 
Secondary issues were also important features of alternatives, but the complexity of comments 
received were not as great as principal issues.  Although Alternatives 2, 3-Modified and 4 
included analysis for each of the twelve secondary issues, there are minor or to no differences 
presented in the effects analysis in respect to these issues.   
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Management of heritage resources was not identified as a Forest Plan revision topic in the Notice 
of Intent because no problems or concerns were raised.  Heritage resources will always be 
protected as mandated by applicable laws (see 2006 Forest Plan, Chapter 1, Relationship of the 
Forest Plan to Other Documents).    
 
6) Public Concern Statement:  Concerns were expressed that too much emphasis was given to 
non-motorized ROS designations.  (#00123), (#00437) 
 
Response:  The Notice of Intent did not identify non-motorized Recreation Opportunity 
Spectrum (ROS) designations, such as semi-primitive non-motorized management areas, as a 
revision topic.  As a result, no substantive change were made to the acreage of non-motorized 
ROS areas on the Ottawa.  Minor boundary adjustments were made to Management Area 6.1 to 
better align with existing major roadways or other motorized corridors (see 2006 Forest Plan, 
Appendix B).  Also, a number of special interest areas (SIAs) were developed and analyzed 
under Alternatives 2, 3-Modified and 4, as part of this revision totaling approximately 10,600 
federal acres (see FEIS, Appendix D).  Some of these SIAs do involve restrictions on motorized 
use. 
 
7) Public Concern Statement:  Concerns were expressed that not enough detail was shown on 
maps distributed with the Proposed Forest Plan and DEIS.  (#00393), (#00517) 
 
Response:  The detail of the maps is relative to the strategic nature of the 2006 Forest Plan and 
programmatic nature of the analysis disclosed in the FEIS.  Maps depicting actions presented in 
the alternatives for the 2006 Forest Plan were intended to show large scale land allocations to 
different management areas.  To address concerns raised, maps for the 2006 Forest Plan and 
FEIS were developed to show more detail in location of primary roads, lakes, rivers, and public 
land survey (township and section lines), as well as management area boundaries (see FEIS, 
Appendix K and 2006 Forest Plan, Management Area Map). 
 
8) Public Concern Statement:  Concern was expressed that the required disclosure of research 
needs and accomplishments was missing from the draft documents.  (#00300) 
 
Response:  The Ottawa acknowledges the commenter’s suggestion, and this information has 
been disclosed.  As required by the NFMA regulations, a number of research needs have been 
identified during Forest Plan revision and these have been discussed (see FEIS, Appendix A).   
 
9) Public Concern Statement:  Concerns were expressed that no information was contained in 
the Proposed Forest Plan relative to the amount of carbon that would be released through 
implementation of the 2006 Forest Plan in comparison to how much is being stored in the Forest.  
Additionally, concerns were raised that there was no discussion in the DEIS about how carbon 
release through management activities may affect global climate change.  (#00145- 00160), 
(#00163-00284), (#00288-00296), (# 00303-00308), (#00323-00325), (#00327-00345), (#00349-
00354), (#00356-00357), (#00360-00371), (#00374-00376), (#00378-00386), (#00394-00400), 
(#00402-00407), (#00436), (#00442), (#00447), (#00451), (#00523), (#00575-00649), (#00652-
00656) 
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Response:  The North Central Region has been gaining and sequestering carbon since the early 
1950s (Heath et al. 2003a, Heath et al. 2003b).  While carbon budgeting is not fully understood 
at this time, and research is ongoing (Climate Change Science Program 2003, Climate Change 
Science Program 2004, Heath et al. 2003b, Trettin et al. 2003, USDA Forest Service 2004o, 
USDA Forest Service 2005d,), the Ottawa is considered a carbon sink for several reasons.  
Forested lands are carbon reservoirs (Heath and Smith 2003a).  Recovery of forested lands that 
had been cleared for other uses are considered as carbon sinks (Climate Change Science Program 
2003).  Much of the Ottawa was cleared of trees in the late 1800s and early 1900s.  Some of this 
cleared land was converted to agricultural use, and later recovered to forested land when 
agricultural use failed.   
 
The forest products produced from the Ottawa’s harvested timber, such as hardwood lumber and 
saw logs, structural panels or oriented strand board, and pulpwood would continue to sequester 
carbon for five years to 100 years or more depending on the method of processing and its end-
use (Heath and Skog 2003). 
 
Wetlands comprise a significant proportion of the global, terrestrial carbon pool (Trettin et al. 
2003).  Understanding how much wetlands contribute to carbon sink versus serving as a source is 
not fully understood at this time.  However, the large wetland acreages within the Ottawa are not 
part of the suited timber base and therefore would not be actively managed (see FEIS, Appendix 
A, Lands Suitable for Timber Production). 
 
Differences between alternatives in the FEIS would be expected to be negligible because the 
level of harvest and products produced, and management direction provided under all 
alternatives would continue to result in the Ottawa serving as a carbon sink.  Because the road 
system is generally in place and we would continue to do very little prescribed burning, these 
activities would not generate differences between alternatives for the Ottawa’s carbon storage or 
release.   
 
10) Public Concern Statement:  Concerns were expressed that the wording of the Forestwide 
and Management Area direction contained within the Proposed Forest Plan is too vague and 
would be unenforceable as written.  (#00145- 00160), (#00163-00284), (#00288-00296), 
(#00303-00308), (#00323-00325), (#00327-00345), (#00348-00354), (#00356-00357), (#00360-
00371), (#00374-00376), (#00378-00386), (#00394-00400), (#00402-00407), (#00436), 
(#00442), (#00447), (# 00451), (#00523), (#00575-00649), (#00652-00656) 
  
Response:  The 2006 Forest Plan describes in detail how the management direction is developed 
and enforced (see Chapter 2, Introduction).  These aspects of the 2006 Forest Plan serve to guide 
management practices on the Ottawa.  The Forest Plan is a programmatic document that provides 
a framework of management direction that is used to guide future decision-making and is 
permissive in nature.  Any resulting documents and decisions will be tiered to the FEIS and 2006 
Forest Plan, pursuant to 40 CFR 1508.28, as necessary.  
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11) Public Concern Statement:  Comments were received requesting that further clarification 
of the consultation requirements between the Forest Service and Tribes be spelled out within the 
Forest Plan.  (#00319), (#00392) 
 
Response:  The Forest Service recognizes treaty rights as a matter of national policy and more 
locally on the Ottawa through a “Memorandum of Understanding” with sovereign and federally 
recognized tribes of Lake Superior Chippewa Indians.  Consultation occurred as part of our 
obligations to the local Tribes.  These obligations are mentioned in the 2006 Forest Plan; 
however the precise details and processes required are not part of Forest Plan revision (see Forest 
Plan, Chapter 2, 1500, Goal 5 and accompanying objectives).  Management direction contained 
within the 2006 Forest Plan would emphasize the importance of Tribal treaty-rights and interests.  
Nothing in the 2006 Forest Plan would be intended to affect the Tribes’ treaty-guaranteed 
hunting, fishing, and gathering rights.   
 
12) Public Concern Statement:  Concerns were expressed in regards to the amount and types of 
uses allowed on the Ottawa.  Specifically, some felt there was (1) too much focus on no harvest 
zones; (2) too much focus on non-motorized recreation; (3) not enough focus on old growth; (4) 
not enough focus on non-motorized recreation; or (5) too much focus on resource extraction.  
(#00006), (#00317), (#00433), (#00445), (#00505), (#00574) 
 
Response:  The Multiple-Use Sustained Yield Act of 1960 authorized and directed the National 
Forests to be managed for a variety of multiple uses, such as for recreation purposes, timber 
management, watershed restoration, and wildlife and fish habitat enhancement.  The Act also 
states that the National Forests will provide a sustained yield of several forest products and 
services (2006 Forest Plan, Chapter 1, Relationship to the Forest Plan and Other Documents). 
 
As in the case under the 1986 Forest Plan, the 2006 Forest Plan would allow the Ottawa to be 
managed for a variety of uses, where the land is capable of supporting management activities.  
For example, several areas of the Ottawa are designated as wilderness.  Some areas would be 
classified as old growth.  Mineral extraction would be permitted in some areas.  Some areas 
would be managed for developed recreation, while other areas would be managed for dispersed 
recreation.   
 
Timber harvesting could occur on about one-half of the Ottawa.  A suitability analysis was 
conducted to determine how much land was suitable for timber production, and a sustainable 
timber harvest level was established (see FEIS, Appendix A, Lands Suitable for Timber 
Production). 
 
13) Public Concern Statement:  Concerns were expressed that the term “before European 
settlement” was being used as a desired condition in the Proposed Forest Plan.  (#00462), 
(#00485) 
 
Response:  The conditions of “before European settlement” were discussed, but the term was 
simply used to reference a point in time before forests were greatly altered by humans (see FEIS, 
Chapter 3, Vegetation, Affected Environment).  The 2006 Forest Plan would not use "before 
European settlement" conditions as desired conditions.  In Chapter 3 of the 2006 Forest Plan, 
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desired conditions are presented for each management area.  These desired conditions would 
restore ecological processes, structure, and function using the best available science, with public 
input, in a sustainable manner.  The ecological capability of the land, viability of species, desired 
human uses, legal requirements, and other factors as described in the FEIS were considered in 
developing desired conditions.   
 
14) Public Concern Statement:  Concern was expressed relative to a perception that hunting 
opportunities may be restricted through implementation of the Proposed Forest Plan.  
Specifically, a request was made that any efforts to restrict hunting be disclosed in the 2006 
Forest Plan.  (#00466) 
 
Response:  Small and big game hunting are important recreational uses of the Ottawa, as 
discussed in Chapter 3 of the FEIS (both in the Recreation and Wildlife sections).  Development 
of hunting regulations for National Forest System lands and all other lands within Michigan falls 
within the authority of the Michigan Department of Natural Resources (Michigan DNR) and the 
Michigan Natural Resource Commission (MNRC).  The Forest Service, if requested, provides 
input to Michigan DNR regarding such elements as levels of antlerless deer harvest within the 
Ottawa and other topics, but the ultimate decisions on hunting regulations for the state are made 
by Michigan DNR and the MNRC, not the Forest Service.  
  
The 2006 Forest Plan would not place any restrictions on hunting on the Ottawa, beyond the 
published Michigan DNR hunting regulations for the state.  There are some Forest Service 
regulations that are not “hunting regulations” per se, but may affect the manner some people 
access or use the Ottawa, and thus could indirectly affect some hunters.  Some examples may be 
regulations regarding dispersed camping rules and cutting of live vegetation.  Forest Service 
regulations regarding dispersed camping, cutting of live vegetation, and other matters that could 
affect hunters, can be obtained from any Ranger District office.  These regulations would not 
change because of the management direction developed during Forest Plan revision.   
 
The use of OHVs on the Ottawa may also affect those hunters opting to use ATVs for hunting 
access.  The 2006 Forest Plan displays Forestwide management direction that would be utilized 
to guide management of OHV access (see 2006 Forest Plan, Chapter 2, 2300) and the effects of 
changes in this access were analyzed (see FEIS, Chapter 3, Recreation, Social and Economic 
Sections).  Also see the response to Public Concern Statements #29 and #30 for further 
information regarding management of OHV access.   
 
15) Public Concern Statement: Concerns were expressed that the economic impact relative to a 
reduction in young forest, as it pertains to hunting opportunities on the Ottawa, was not 
discussed in the 2006 Forest Plan or DEIS.  It was requested that this information be discussed, 
particularly in light of the statements that hunting and fishing make up a large portion of the 
dispersed recreation on the Ottawa.  (#00020), (#00098), (#00109), (#00124), (#00128), (# 
00143), (#00425), (#00430), (#00432), (# 00456), (#00464), (# 00478), (# 00484) 
 
Response:   The Ottawa acknowledges that hunting is a major recreational uses of the National 
Forest System lands.  In relation to hunting opportunity, none of the alternatives would provide a 
substantial difference in the amount of game habitats from those that currently exist.  That is, 
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although the alternatives do have differing management strategies for young forest, some 
offering more early successional forest than others.  There is also management direction 
proposed in the 2006 Forest Plan to maintain early successional forest on the Ottawa and 
enhance habitats for species, such as ruffed grouse and American woodcock that use young 
forest types.   
 
The amount of habitat alone does not determine hunter participation.  Other factors, such as 
travel costs, amount of hunting licenses sold, interest in other Forest activities, and cyclic 
populations of ruffed grouse can cause trends in Forest visitors seeking hunter opportunities.  
Therefore, there are no anticipated effects on tourism or local economic loss due to hunter 
participation or amount of young forest provided by proposed alternatives. 
 
16) Public Concern Statement:  Concern was expressed that the cumulative effects section of 
the DEIS was inadequate.  (#00438) 
 
Response:  Cumulative impact is defined by NEPA (40 CFR 1508.7) as “the impact on the 
environment that results from the incremental impact of the action when added to other past, 
present, and reasonably foreseeable actions.”   
 
In June 2005, a memorandum was released by the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) to 
provide guidance on the extent to which agencies of the federal government are required to 
analyze the environmental effects of past actions when they describe the cumulative 
environmental effect of a proposed action in accordance with NEPA (CEQ 2005).  This guidance 
focuses on the agency’s opportunity to focus cumulative effects analysis based on issues 
identified during through scoping efforts.   
 
The Ottawa has conducted three scoping periods and offered several public outreach venues 
during the Forest Plan revision process.  Through these efforts (as described in earlier in this 
appendix), the Ottawa has narrowed the focus of the FEIS to five principal issues and twelve 
secondary issues.  Therefore, the FEIS needs to contain meaningful, comprehensive, cumulative 
effects analyses focused on the effects of the past, present and reasonably foreseeable actions for 
the issues identified.   
 
The 2005 memorandum also states, “based on scoping, agencies have discretion to determine 
whether, and to what extent, information about the specific nature, design, or present effects of a 
past action is useful for the agency’s analysis of the effects of a proposal for agency action and 
its reasonable alternatives” (CEQ 2005).  To address concerns raised and to ensure compliance 
with CEQ guidance, a comprehensive review of cumulative effects analyses was conducted for 
each resource discussion presented in Chapter 3 of the FEIS.  In addition, supporting cumulative 
effects discussions presented in specialist reports utilized to develop the FEIS were also 
reviewed.  Updates to these analyses were performed as needed. 
 
17) Public Concern Statement:  Concerns were expressed that the range of alternatives was too 
narrow.  Some commenters felt that the amount of timber harvest was unnecessarily constrained 
which could lead to reduced productivity of the Ottawa.  Other commenters felt that the range of 
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alternatives did not adequately reflect a portion of the public’s desire for more old growth, 
wilderness, and non-motorized recreation.  (#00433), (#00438), (#00445), (#00448) 
 
Response:  The range of alternatives is considered adequate for the complexity of issues 
identified from comments received (FEIS, Chapter 2, Developing Alternatives).  As described in 
the FEIS, a resource management issue is a potential conflict from an effect on physical, 
biological, social or economic resources.   
 
NEPA regulations state that all federal agencies shall, “study, develop, and describe appropriate 
alternatives to recommend courses of actions in any proposal which involves unresolved 
conflicts concerning alternative uses of available resources” (Section 1505.1[e]).  Alternatives 
were developed to explore possible means of addressing the revision issues identified in the 
Notice of Intent.  The Notice of Intent (NOI) described the topics that would serve as the main 
driving force behind Forest Plan revision.  Analyses and alternatives were focused on a number 
of key topics including aligning management of important forest vegetation types (i.e., 
hardwoods, aspen and conifers) with those areas of the Ottawa that inherently best support their 
growth and management.  In addition, analyses were also driven by examining different 
alternatives for providing species viability, as well as habitat conditions for threatened, 
endangered and other species of interest.  As a result, the acreage of various forest vegetation 
types under management, and the amount of habitat conditions for different species, does vary by 
alternative.  The level of timber harvest is a result, or outcome, of management to address these 
resource issues.   
 
The NOI stated that a roadless inventory and potential wilderness evaluation would be done as 
part of Forest Plan revision.  This was completed following a specified process.  One area was 
identified as a new roadless area.  However, with the completion of the wilderness evaluation, no 
area was recommended for wilderness study.  See the FEIS, Appendices B and C, which provide 
a detailed review of this work. 
 
Old growth classification was carried through in the analysis because this concern was identified 
as a secondary issue.  However, this issue defined in the Notice of Intent, dealt with the 
management of stands adjacent to old growth.  As such, old growth acreages offered under the 
alternatives did not greatly differ.  Some changes were made to old growth acreage as an 
outcome of adjusting the number of federal acreages assigned to new management area 
prescriptions.  This resulted because some management area prescriptions have a component 
requirement (percent of area) for old growth forest higher than other prescriptions.  
 
The Ottawa examined a range of opportunities for motorized and non-motorized recreation.  
These include variations of the availability or lack of availability of cross-country motorized 
recreation use, as well as designated motorized recreation trails and road routes open for OHVs.  
Non-motorized (or dispersed) recreation was analyzed in the Recreation and Social sections of 
the FEIS to show the effects to these opportunities where motorized recreation may be present 
(FEIS, Chapter 3, Recreation and Social, Direct and Indirect Effects). 
 
18) Public Concern Statement:  Concerns were expressed that the monitoring portion of the 
Proposed Forest Plan was inadequate and that it was not enforceable.  Some commenters felt that 
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there should be standards requiring monitoring of objectives.  (#00129),(#00145- 00160), 
(#00163-00284), (#00288-00296), (#00303-00308), (#00323-00325), (#00327-00345), (#00349-
00354), (#00356-00357), (#00360-00371), (#00374-00376), (#00378-00386), (#00394-00400), 
(#00402-00408), (#00436), (#00438), (#00442), (#00447), (#00451), (#00457), (#00507), 
(#00516), (#00523(#00575-00649), (#00652-00656) 
 
Response:  The monitoring and evaluation section of the 2006 Forest Plan is strategic in nature.  
Forest Plan monitoring allows the Ottawa the ability to respond to changing conditions, make 
changes based on new information, and test the effectiveness of 2006 Forest Plan direction 
(Forest Plan, Chapter 4, Monitoring Matrix).  Determination of monitoring protocols would be 
made during implementation.   
 
Forest Plan monitoring is required to ensure that management is moving the landscape towards 
identified desired conditions.  Monitoring is required to be completed and therefore standards 
requiring monitoring are not needed.   
 
In response to comments received, the monitoring and evaluation chapter has been reviewed and 
updated as necessary.  These updates focused the ID Team to review programs proposed for 
monitoring to ensure efforts measuring goals and objectives are feasible and that meaningful 
evaluation can be achieved.  As a result, the monitoring direction of the 2006 Forest Plan is tied 
to a greater extent to the goals and objectives. 
 
19) Public Concern Statement:  Concerns were expressed that the monitoring and evaluation 
section of the Proposed Forest Plan dealing with tribal relations was too general in nature.  
(#00319), (#00392) 
 
Response:  Forest Plan monitoring as outlined in Chapter 4 of the 2006 Forest Plan is focused on 
monitoring management goals and objectives specifically developed, or maintained, as part of 
the revision process.  Chapter 4 defines pertinent monitoring questions with monitoring 
techniques to be determined during implementation.  2006 Forest Plan objectives do reference 
the Forest Service Memorandum of Understanding with Tribes (MOU, 1999).  They are included 
in the 2006 Forest Plan to ensure a wide knowledge of their role and importance (see 2006 Forest 
Plan, Chapter 2, 1500 External Relations and 2390 Heritage Resources).  The MOU contains 
direction on how the Forest Service and Tribes will consult in making any changes to that 
document.  As such, 2006 Forest Plan monitoring would not focus on the implementation of the 
MOU.   

Recreation 
20) Public Concern Statement:  Concern was expressed that the effects of commercial timber 
harvest at the rate anticipated in the DEIS was not analyzed fully for the recreation resource, 
particularly the effects of timber harvest on non-motorized recreation.  (#00438) 
 
Response:   The proposed average annual volume of timber proposed for harvest in Alternative 
3-Modified (90.1 MMBF in decade 1 and 134.5 MMBF in decade 2) is greater than the proposed 
volumes in the same decades of the 1986 Forest Plan (see FEIS, Chapter 3, Timber Resources).  
The average number of acres potentially undergoing harvest treatments in Alternative 3-
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Modified (12,000 in decade 1 and 16,700 in decade 2) is similar to Alternative 1 (e.g., theme of 
1986 Forest Plan; 12,000 in decade 1 and 14,000 in decade 2).  In both cases, this equates to 
about 1% of the Ottawa potentially undergoing commercial timber harvest on an annual basis, in 
other words, about 99% of the Ottawa would not be managed for commercial timber harvest 
treatments in a given year.  Included in this amount, about 51% (or around 500,000 acres) are not 
considered suitable for timber management and would not be considered for regularly scheduled 
commercial timber harvest treatments.  As a result, the presence and impact of logging 
operations is reduced. 
 
While the amount of acres harvested would increase in the second decade under all alternatives, 
this only amounts to a range between 0.2% to 0.5% acres increased Forestwide.  Although the 
ASQ is higher in the second decade for Alternatives 2, 3-Modifed, and 4, compared to 
Alternative 1, this is due to more acres of the Ottawa that would be harvested, as well as the 
result of varying treatments, varying forest product groups, and generally increasing yields from 
a growing forest (see FEIS, Chapter 3, Timber Resources).   
 
Therefore, impacts to recreation, including non-motorized recreation are expected to be minimal.  
Specific management direction is provided to ensure the protection and value of non-motorized 
recreation resources including three wildernesses, MA 6.1 (semi-primitive non-motorized ROS), 
the North Country National Scenic Trail, special interest areas, wild segments of Wild and 
Scenic Rivers, and various other dispersed resources.  Analysis of the effects to recreation, 
including visitor experience, is discussed in the FEIS (see Chapter 3, Social, Scenic Integrity and 
Remote Character of the Ottawa). 
 
Vegetation management achieved through timber harvest treatments is proposed to maintain and 
improve habitat and the viability of numerous wildlife species many of which are of interest to 
wildlife watchers.  Sections of the FEIS contain effects discussion for wildlife and botanical 
resources that would be affected by timber harvest (see FEIS, Chapter 3, Direct and Indirect 
Effects for Wildlife, Native Plants and Plants of Management Concern). 
 
21) Public Concern Statement:  Commenters expressed a desire for additional non-motorized 
recreation trails; in particular mountain bike and equestrian trails were requested in addition to 
hiking trails, citing economic benefits to local communities as a potential benefit.  (#00390), 
(#00440), (#00446,), (#00538), (#00651) 
 
Response:  The 2006 Forest Plan does not preclude designation of new non-motorized trails 
(2006 Forest Plan, Chapter 2, 2300).  Although equestrian and mountain bike trails are not 
specifically addressed in the 2006 Forest Plan, new non-motorized trails may be considered and 
designated as they address recreation needs, ensure resource protections and are compatible with 
other resource management direction. 
 
22) Public Concern Statement:  Concern was expressed that cross-country use by snowmobiles 
in semi-primitive non-motorized areas would be permitted.  (#00408) 
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Response:  Cross-country snowmobile use is not allowed in semi-primitive non-motorized areas 
as noted in the 2006 Forest Plan (Chapter 2, 2300).  This direction includes both MA 6.1 and 
wild segments of designated Wild and Scenic Rivers. 
 
23) Public Concern Statement:  Comments were received relative to the management of the 
North Country National Scenic Trail.  Some commenters were concerned that the trail would be 
closed to bicycling.  The US Department of Interior requested assurances that the special status 
the trail has as a congressionally designated National Scenic Trail be recognized in the 2006 
Forest Plan; requesting that additional management direction be placed in the 2006 Forest Plan.  
(#00516), (#00538) 
 
Response:  The special status of the North Country National Scenic Trail (NCT) is discussed in 
the FEIS (see Chapter 3, Recreation, Affected Environment) referencing congressional 
designation, and cooperative management status with the National Park Service.  Goal 4 of the 
2006 Forest Plan directs the Ottawa to promote this type of cooperative work (see 2006 Forest 
Plan, Chapter 2, External Relations). 
 
Standards and Guidelines in the 2006 Forest Plan state the trail would be managed primarily for 
hiking and backpacking.  It also states that management of the North Country National Scenic 
Trail would comply with the Comprehensive Plan for Management of the North Country 
National Scenic Trail (USDI National Park Service, 1982 as amended and/or updated) and A 
Handbook for Trail Design, Construction, and Maintenance (USDI, National Park Service, 
1996, as amended and/or updated; see 2006 Forest Plan, Chapter 2, 2300).  Mountain bikes are 
allowed on the NCT and there are no plans to analyze whether or not to limit or exclude this use 
at this time.  
 
While the NCT is not specifically named regarding potential land purchases, the 2006 Forest 
Plan guidelines gives priority to land purchases and exchanges to acquire lands that are needed to 
promote activities or programs of national significance and to those that provide public 
recreation opportunities (see 2006 Forest Plan, Chapter 2, 5400).     
 
24) Public Concern Statement:  Concerns were raised over the apparent lack of direction 
related to heritage resources in the Proposed Forest Plan, when compared to the 1986 Forest 
Plan.  Commenters would like assurances that heritage resources would receive protections and 
that they be considered during the development of the 2006 Forest Plan and FEIS.  (#00392), 
(#00467) 
 
Response:  The Ottawa recognizes that there is less management direction shown for heritage 
resources in the 2006 Forest Plan.  As stated in the 2006 Forest Plan (see Chapter 2, 
Introduction), the 1986 Forest Plan contained direction that was reiterative of law, regulations 
and policy.  Conscious efforts were made to eliminate reiterations and redundancy from 
appearing in the 2006 Forest Plan.  Protection and preservation of heritage resources on the 
Ottawa will continue as mandated by applicable laws, regulations and policies (see 2006 Forest 
Plan, Chapter 1, Relationship of the Forest Plan to Other Documents).   
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25) Public Concern Statement:  Concern was expressed that management of existing cultural 
resources were not discussed in the DEIS.  (#00508) 
 
Response:  Existing cultural resources sites are discussed in the FEIS (see Chapter 3, Heritage 
Resources, Affected Environment).  Heritage resource management activities, such as inventory, 
analysis, stabilization, restoration and public interpretation are present under all alternatives.  
Heritage resources would be protected under applicable laws, regulations and policies under each 
alternative (see 2006 Forest Plan, Chapter 2, 2390). 
 
26) Public Concern Statement:  Commenters request that proposals for National Recreation 
Areas should be made during the Forest Plan revision process.  (#00129),(#00145- 00160), 
(#00163-00284), (#00288-00296), (#00303-00308), (#00323-00325), (#00327-00345), (#00349-
00354), (#00356-00357), (#00360-00371), (#00374-00376), (#00378-00386), (#00394-00400), 
(#00402-00407), (#00436), (#00442), (#00444), (#00447), (#00451), (#00507) (#00523), 
(#00525-00526), (#00535), (#00541-00552), (#00562-00571) (#00575-00649), (#00652- 00726), 
(#00728-01193), (#01195-01645), (#01647-01672) 
 
Response:  While proposals for National Recreation Areas can be made during the Forest Plan 
revision process, this topic was not a revision issue (see FEIS, Chapter 1, Defining Issues).  A 
National Recreation Area (NRA) is an area that has outstanding combinations of outdoor 
recreation opportunities, aesthetic attractions, and proximity to potential users.  NRAs are 
established through congressional acts similar to designation of wilderness (FSM 1920).  As a 
part of Forest Plan revision, NFMA regulations required the Ottawa to conduct a roadless 
inventory, wilderness evaluation(s), and as appropriate, propose wilderness study areas (see 
FEIS, Appendices B and C).  There is no requirement like this for NRAs.   
 
This proposal was considered in response to comments received.  See FEIS, Chapter 2, 
Alternatives Eliminated from Detailed Study, for more information. 
 
27) Public Concern Statement:  Commenters requested that personal watercraft use be 
addressed in the 2006 Forest Plan in order to protect resources, such as wildlife.  Specifically, a 
total restriction to this use, as well as no-wake restrictions were requested by commenters.  
(#00504), (#00513), (#00516) 
 
Response:  The Notice of Intent did not identify the use of personal watercraft as a revision 
topic.  Use of watercraft on surface waters of lakes in the state, including use of personal 
watercraft (i.e., jet-skis), is regulated by the Michigan DNR.  These regulations include a 
requirement for slow, no wake speeds within 100 feet of shorelines and other watercraft.  All 
Michigan boating regulations and laws apply to lakes encompassed by the Ottawa.  Also, there 
may be additional boating and resource-related regulations for some Ottawa lakes, for example 
in wilderness or other identified lakes.  
 
2006 Forest Plan guidelines would provide direction for protection of loon nest sites from human 
disturbance (see 2006 Forest Plan, Chapter 2, 2600).  As stated in the guidelines, design criteria 
and/or closure orders can be used where appropriate to control access to areas on lands that 
support nesting loons on the Ottawa. 
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Off-highway Vehicles 
28) Public Concern Statement:  Commenters expressed concern that restrictions on OHV/ATV 
use on the Ottawa were discriminatory to older individuals and in violation of the Americans 
with Disabilities Act.  (#00041), (#00061), (#00102), (#00107), (#00113), (#00123), (#00125), 
(#00127), (#00468), (#00475), (#00490), (#00537) 
 
Response:  The Ottawa understands that mobility is an issue for some people and that some 
people with disabilities, some elderly visitors, and others who may have difficulty getting around 
utilize OHVs for access into the Forest.  The Ottawa has worked to provide a range of 
recreational trail riding and access opportunities for all users.  People using OHVs because of 
mobility reasons have the same access opportunities as all other Ottawa OHV users.  These 
individuals would be allowed to use OHVs on roads and trails designated open to OHV use.  
Impacts to people with disabilities utilizing OHVs are similar to all other visitors utilizing OHVs 
in that they would be allowed only on roads and trails designated for OHV use (see FEIS, 
Chapter 3, Social, Direct and Indirect Effects).  Where roads and trails are not designated for 
OHV use, it would be for reasons such as resource protection, potential conflict with non-
motorized uses, or safety, and thus closed to all OHV users.  
 
Federal laws, regulations, and policies that apply to federal agencies, including Section 504 of 
the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, as amended, do not require areas restricting or prohibiting OHV 
use for all people, to make exceptions to such use because a person has a disability.  Travel 
management applies equally to all people and actions proposed in the 2006 Forest Plan do not 
violate the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA).  As stated in the ADA, an exception is the 
use of a wheelchair that meets the legal definition, which may be used wherever foot travel is 
permitted.  The 2006 Forest Plan glossary defines the term wheelchair. 
 
Forests are required to address accessibility for public access.  However, they do not have to 
change the intent of a program or activity.  Natural resource protection, safety, and reducing 
motorized/non-motorized conflicts are examples of issues that must be considered in determining 
accessibility opportunities.   Accessibility must match the program or activity.  Refer to FEIS 
(Chapter 3, Social, Direct and Indirect Effects) for a discussion on the use of OHVs by people 
with disabilities.  Alternative 3-Modified would allow the development of up to 75 miles of new 
recreational ATV connector trails or routes and allow OMLs 1, 2, and 3 roads to be considered 
for OHV access (FEIS, Chapter 3, Recreation, Direct and Indirect Effects).   
 
29) Public Concern Statement:  Commenters expressed concern regarding how OHV/ATV 
trails would be designated on the Ottawa.  Some were concerned that all the roads of the 
Objective Maintenance Levels under the Preferred Alternative would be opened for OHV use.  
Others were concerned that the factors to be used to determine how many miles of trails and 
roads would be designated for OHV/ATV use were not clearly spelled out in the Proposed Forest 
Plan.  Others requested a map be displayed in the 2006 Forest Plan showing where the OHV 
trails and routes would be on the Ottawa.  (#00013), (#00026), (#00038), (#00057), (#00126), 
(#00129), (#00137), (#00145- 00160), (#00163-00284), (#00288-00296), (#00303-00308), 
(#00323-00325), (#00327-00346), (#00349-00354), (#00356-00357), (#00360-00371), (#00374-
00376), (#00378-00386), (#00394-00400), (#00402-00407), (#00436-#00437), (#00442), 
(#00447), (#00451), (#00465), (#00507), (#00523), (#00529), (#00575-00649), (#00652-00656) 
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Response:  The purpose of a Forest Plan is to provide strategic and programmatic direction.  The 
2006 Forest Plan would not specifically designate the ATV recreational trails or OHV road 
access routes, but would provide guidance for how designation should be done and where the 
trails and routes generally should be placed.   
 
The 2006 Forest Plan allows roads (OML 1, 2, and 3) that are maintained as part of the Ottawa’s 
transportation system to be selected for OHV designated use in consideration of the biological, 
physical, and social resources.  It should be noted that travel across wetland features is a 
violation of State law (Michigan Compiled Laws 1994c).  Selection of the OML 1 and OML 2 
roads would depend on factors such as suitability of road base for OHV use, riparian resource 
protection features, soil resource protection features, location of semi-primitive non-motorized 
areas, and other considerations to lessen impacts to other resources such as wildlife and or 
threatened, endangered, or sensitive species.  In many cases, particularly on OML 3 roads, dual 
use and safety would be a consideration in the selection of those roads allowing dual use.  Under 
Alternative 3-Modified, up to 75 miles of recreational trail would be designated for ATV use as 
part of National Forest System Trails.  2006 Forest Plan direction would prohibit all cross-
country OHV travel, with some administrative exceptions, if Alternatives 2, 3-Modified or 4 
were selected. 
 
The 2006 Forest Plan’s management direction for designating trails and roads for OHV use 
(including ATVs) is consistent with the Travel Management Rule (USDA Forest Service 2005k; 
see 2006 Forest Plan, Chapter 1).  The Travel Management Rule requires each National Forest to 
produce a Motor Vehicle Use Map depicting a designated system of roads and trails available for 
motor vehicle use, by vehicle class (if appropriate), and by time of year (if applicable).  Map 
development would tier to the analyses developed for Forest Plan revision, but would be 
completed outside the Forest Plan revision process.  
 
30) Public Concern Statement:  Comments were received that both supported and opposed the 
preferred OHV alternative included in the Proposed Forest Plan and DEIS.  Some commenters 
preferred more restrictions on OHV and others preferred fewer restrictions.  Resource protection 
and a desire for solitude were cited as rationale for more restricted OHV use.  Requests for less 
restricted OHV use were tied to tourism related economics and hunting.  Some felt that the 
restrictions being proposed were too drastic given the amount of resource damage that they have 
noted on the Ottawa.  (#00001), (#0007), (# 00011-00012), (#00014-00016), (#00018), (#00022), 
(#00026-00028), (#00035-00037), (# 00040) ,(#00043), (# 00045), (#00047), (#00049), 
(#00051), (#00053-00055), (#00057), (#00059-00074), (#00081-00088), (#00090-00093), 
(#00095), (#00097-00108), (#00110), (#00113-00119), (#00123), (#00125), (#00130), (#00132-
00134), (#00136), (#00138), (#00142), (#00144), (#00161-00162), (# 00286-00287), (#00297-
00299), (#00302), (#00310), (#00313-00314), (#00318) (#00322), (#00347), (#00372), (# 00388-
00389), (#00391), (#00393), (#00401), (#00408-00412),(#00418-00419), (#00427), (#00429), 
(#00431), (#00435), (# 00438-00439), (#00440-00445), (#00447), (#00452), (#00454), (#00456-
00457), (#00459), (#00468-00469), (#00471-00474), (#00476), (#00478), (#00481), (#00486-
000488), (#00491-00500), (#00504), (#00506), (#00512), (#00516), (#00525-00526), (#00531), 
(#00533), (#00535), (#00539), (#00541-00552), (#00559-00560), (#00562-00571), (#00650-
00651), (#00657-00726), (#00728-01193), (#01195-01645), (#01647-01672) 
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Response:  NFMA regulations require the Forest Service to provide a broad spectrum of outdoor 
recreation opportunities “to the degree consistent with the needs and demand for all major 
resources”.  Both motorized and non-motorized forms of recreation are recognized as acceptable 
and valid uses of National Forests.  In addition, NFMA states the land management planning 
process will be used to allow, restrict, or prohibit road use by specific vehicle types and that off-
road vehicle management plans shall provide vehicle management direction aimed at resource 
protection, public safety, minimize user conflicts, and provide for diverse use and benefits of the 
National Forests. 
 
The 2006 Forest Plan includes direction that addressed both motorized and non-motorized uses 
in order to help reduce user conflicts and to provide a variety of recreation settings (see 2006 
Forest Plan, Chapter 2, 2300).  Motorized uses can be restricted or prohibited in some 
management areas where non-motorized recreation is emphasized and, conversely, motorized 
use may be enhanced in management areas where motorized recreation is emphasized.  
 
Management Area 6.1 is designated semi-primitive non-motorized.  In addition, designated 
wilderness (MA 5.1, 5.2, and 5.3) and the wild segments of Wild and Scenic Rivers (MA 8.1) 
also would provide non-motorized settings.  The direction and desired conditions for these areas 
have not changed through the Forest Plan revision process. 
 
OHV use, including ATVs, is recognized as an acceptable and legitimate use of the Ottawa.  In 
order to address resource impacts and social concerns, OHV use would be more closely managed 
under the 2006 Forest Plan.  The FEIS includes several citations of impacts caused by 
unmanaged OHV use on resources, including the spread of non-native invasive species, riparian 
area impacts, safety concerns, and impacts to wildlife.  In response to the needs to better manage 
increasing OHV use and the impacts this use can create, the 2006 Forest Plan would allow OHV 
use on designated roads and designated OHV trails (see 2006 Forest Plan, Chapter 2, 2300). 
 
31) Public Concern Statement:  Concern was expressed over how the term “trails” is defined in 
the Proposed Forest Plan and EIS, particularly that it describes the size of vehicles as being 
under 50 inches wide.  (#00393), (#00454) 
 
Response:  The 2006 Forest Plan glossary provides a definition of a “trail”.  Trails are developed 
and managed according to identified objectives and need.  Forest Service Manual 2350 and 
Forest Service Handbook 2309.18 (Trails Management Handbook) contain direction on planning 
and development of trails as suited and constructed to the mode of travel as well as other 
considerations (see 2006 Forest Plan, Glossary).  Updates to the glossary have been made to 
include definitions for terms used in the Travel Management Rule (36 CFR 212.1; USDA Forest 
Service 2005k). 
 
32) Public Concern Statement:  Concerns were expressed that the three Michigan National 
Forests should have a uniform glossary of terms and abbreviations.  Of particular concern is the 
acronym ORV and confusion over multiple meanings of the acronym.  (#00437) 
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Response:  Glossary definitions relating to trails and trail related vehicles are taken from 
definitions presented in regulations, specifically those definitions provided by the Travel 
Management Rule (36 CFR 212.1; USDA Forest Service 2005k).  The acronym ORVs 
(Outstandingly Remarkable Values) as used in the 2006 Forest Plan and FEIS is a term that is 
part of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, and is not meant to represent off-road vehicles in the 
revision documentation.  The acronym for off-road vehicle is presented in the FEIS and 2006 
Forest Plan as OHV (off-highway vehicle) or ATV (all-terrain vehicle).  See the Glossary and 
list of abbreviations (in either the FEIS or 2006 Forest Plan) for more detailed information.  
 
33) Public Concern Statement:  Comments were received that expressed concern related to 
what allowances for cross-country use of OHVs would be made if cross-country use is prohibited 
on the Ottawa.  In particular, some commenters: 

• felt it was unfair for administrative cross-country use to be permitted if the general public 
was prohibited; 

• expressed concern that contractors and volunteers would not be permitted to use OHVs to 
complete work on the Ottawa; and   

• expressed concern for whether access would be permitted to reach private property within 
the Ottawa on OHVs.  (#00014), (#00095), (#00111), (#00138), (#00142), (# 00298), 
(#00301), (#00310), (#00314), (#00503) 

 
Response:  Administrative use of OHVs and snowmobiles on National Forest System lands is an 
allowed and acceptable practice.  Administrative use of OHVs would be exercised by field-going 
personnel, volunteers and contractors, and would provide an efficient means for accomplishing 
the program of work.  In response to comments, administrative use was further discussed in the 
FEIS (Chapter 3, Recreation and Social sections, Effects Common to All Alternatives).   
 
The Ottawa would exercise administrative use in a manner that protects resources.  The 2006 
Forest Plan or FEIS does not outline the specific conditions under which administrative use 
would be allowed, as these conditions or procedures for authorizing administrative use would 
occur at the project level.  Administrative use and use allowed by other written authorizations is 
allowable per the Travel Management Rule (36 CFR 212.51). 
 
Public Law 96-487 (the Alaska National Interest Lands Conservation Act or ANILCA) provides 
property owners within the boundaries of the NFS certain rights of access across NFS lands.  
According to the terms of ANILCA, such access shall be “subject to such terms and conditions 
as the Secretary of Agriculture may prescribe, and as the Secretary deems adequate to secure to 
the owner the reasonable use and enjoyment thereof:  Provided, That such owner comply with 
rules and regulations applicable to ingress and egress to or from the National Forest System” (16 
U.S.C. 3210[a]).  While ANILCA provides certain rights to property owners, those rights are 
subject to such reasonable terms and conditions as the Forest Service may prescribe in a written 
authorization.   

Roadless Inventory 
34) Public Concern Statement:  Concern was expressed that the roadless inventory process 
used was incorrect and that it improperly limits the number of areas considered on the Ottawa.  
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(#00129),(#00145- 00160), (#00163-00284), (#00288-00296), (#00303-00308), (#00323-00325), 
(#00327-00345), (#00349-00354), (#00356-00357), (#00360-00371), (#00374-00376), (#00378-
00386), (#00394-00400), (#00402-00407), (#00420), (#00436), (#00442), (#00447), (#00451), 
(#00507) (#00523), (#00575-00649), (#00652-00656) 
 
Response:  As part of Forest Plan revision, the Ottawa completed a roadless inventory and 
evaluated any qualifying areas for potential wilderness recommendation, in accordance with the 
Forest and Rangeland Renewable Resources Planning Act of 1975 (see FEIS, Appendices B and 
C).  The Ottawa followed the requirements for inventory and evaluation of roadless areas in 
accordance with NFMA, Forest Service Manual 1923, and Forest Service Handbook 1909.12.  In 
addition, guidance provided by the Eastern Region (a Regional Forester letter dated August 1997 
issued to provide clarification of this same manual and handbook direction and to support 
consistency in application of the direction between forests, USDA Forest Service 1997b) was 
also followed.   
 
The ROS criteria for semi-primitive non-motorized areas were used as one piece of information 
in the inventory; this is noted in Appendix B of the FEIS, which also describes the roadless 
inventory process, criteria, and findings for the Ottawa.   

Wilderness 
35) Public Concern Statement:  Some commenters were opposed to additional wilderness 
designation on the Ottawa.  (#00085), (#00347), (#00372), (#00401) 
 
Response:  No additional wilderness is proposed.  See Appendix C of the FEIS for additional 
information on the wilderness evaluation process. 
 
36) Public Concern Statement:  Commenters expressed a desire for the Ottawa to buffer the 
Sturgeon River Gorge Wilderness by reducing the size of MA 4.1a.  They felt timber harvest was 
allowed too close to the Wilderness and other river corridors.  (#00144) 
 
Response:  While management activities adjacent to wilderness are taken into consideration, the 
1987 Michigan Wilderness Act addresses protective perimeters or buffer zones in the following 
direction: 
 
 “Congress does not intend that designation of wilderness areas in the State of Michigan 

lead to the creation for protective perimeters or buffer zones around each wilderness 
area.  That fact that non-wilderness 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.”  (PL 100-184, December 1987, Section 7 – Nonwilderenss 
Activities). 

 
37) Public Concern Statement:  Concern was expressed over the allowance for salvage harvest 
within wildernesses and wilderness perimeter areas.  (#00433) 
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Response:  The Wilderness Act of 1964 permits the Ottawa to take measures as may be 
necessary to control fire, insect and diseases for the protection of wilderness resources or 
adjacent area. 
 
The Sylvania Perimeter and McCormick Entrance areas are within MA 8.2 and are managed 
primarily for non-commodity purposes, such as recreation, visual quality and ecosystem 
enhancement (2006 Forest Plan, Chapter 3, MA 8.2).  Although these areas are adjacent to 
wilderness boundaries, lands within this MA are not wilderness.  Trees could be removed in MA 
8.2 if necessary to control fire, insects, or disease. 
 
38) Public Concern Statement:  Concern was expressed that Eastern Region’s wilderness 
evaluation criteria has improperly resulted in no areas being proposed for wilderness study.  The 
Ehlco and Trap Hills areas were mentioned in particular as areas that should be considered for 
study.  (#00007), (#00052), (#00129), (#00145- 00160), (#00163-00284), (#00288-00296), 
(#00303-00308), (#00315), (#00323-00325), (#00327-00345), (#00349-00354), (#00356-00357), 
(#00360-00371), (#00374-00376), (#00378-00386), (#00388), (#00394-00400), (#00402-00408), 
(#00420), (#00423),(# 00433), (#00436), (#00438), (#00440), (#00442), (#00444), (#00446-
00447), (#00451-00452), (# 00457), (# 00482), (#00507), (#00523), (#00525-00526), (#00532), 
(#00535), (#00541-00552), (#00562-00571), (#00575-00649), (#00652-00726), (#00728-00735), 
(#00737), (#00752), (#00836), (#00838-01080), (#01082- 01141), (#01143-01193), (#01195- 
01281), (#01283-01324), (#01326-01396), (#01398- 01493), (#01495-01500), (#01502-01538), 
(#01542), (#01548-01570), (#01572-01601), (#01603-01611), (#01621-01645), (#01647-01651), 
(#01653-01661), (#01663-01664), (#01666-01672) 
 
Response:  As part of Forest Plan revision, the Ottawa completed a roadless inventory and 
evaluated any qualifying areas for potential wilderness recommendation, in accordance with the 
Forest and Rangeland Renewable Resources Planning Act of 1975 (see FEIS, Appendix B).  The 
Ottawa also followed the requirements for inventory and evaluation of roadless areas in 
accordance with NFMA regulations, Forest Service Manual 1923, and Forest Service Handbook 
1909.  In addition, guidance provided by the Eastern Region (a Regional Forester letter dated 
August 1997 issued to provide clarification of this same manual and handbook direction and to 
support consistency in application of the direction between forests, USDA Forest Service 1997b) 
was also followed.   
 
The Ehlco area is the only area that met the roadless inventory criteria.  Appendix B of the FEIS 
describes the roadless inventory process, criteria and findings for the Ottawa.  The ROS criteria 
for semi-primitive non-motorized areas were used as one piece of information in the inventory; 
as noted on the summary table (see 2006 Forest Plan, Appendix B) and process description. 
 
Appendix C of the FEIS describes the process, criteria, and findings for wilderness evaluation 
and the analysis for the Ehlco area.   
 
39) Public Concern Statement:  Commenters expressed various viewpoints concerning Forest 
Service motorboat restrictions related to Sylvania Wilderness.  (#00449), (#00514-00515), 
(#00517-00518), (#00521), (#00527-00528), (#00533-00534), (#00556), (#00558), (#01646) 
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Response:  In 2003, early in the Forest Plan revision process the Forest Service developed a 
“Need for Change” analysis (USDA Forest Service 2003h), via a review and evaluation process 
that looked at a wide range of issues.  The purpose of this review was to develop a proposal to 
revise the 1986 Forest Plan based only on those issues identified as being most critically in need 
of change.   Pursuant to NFMA, “[t]he Forest Supervisor shall determine the major issues, 
management concerns, and resource use and development opportunities to be addressed in the 
planning process.”   
 
The result of the Need for Change process was a focused list of issues that would be considered 
in the context of the Ottawa Forest Plan revision process.  The following was included in the 
Federal Register Notice (dated September 18, 2003), “Each National Forest has proposed to 
focus analysis on topics identified as being most critically in need of change for their individual 
National Forest.  These were identified through public comment, monitoring and evaluating 
implementation of the current forest plan.”  (68 Fed. Reg. 54707, 54708 [September 18, 2003]). 
  
In the September 18, 2003 Federal Register Notice, the Forest Service invited public comment 
“about the Ottawa National Forest’s proposed actions for revising the Forest Plan.”  (68 Fed. 
Reg. 54712).  It also explained that “[a]dditional detail on the revision topics is available on 
request, in the form of the document titled ‘Need for Change, Description of Proposal for 
Revising the Forest Plan of the Ottawa National Forest’” (USDA Forest Service 2003h).  The 
Notice also explained that Forest Plan alternatives to be developed during the revision process 
would “review different options to resolve the revision topics.”  It also stated that “[o]ther minor 
changes may be made particularly in the guidance chapter of the Forest Plan, to reflect changes 
made when addressing the above revision topics.”  (68 Fed. Reg. 54713). 
 
The referenced September 18, 2003, “Need for Change” document noted that motorboat use on 
Crooked Lake in Sylvania Wilderness was raised as a public comment during public scoping and 
the Need for Change process (USDA Forest Service 2003h).  However, notwithstanding this 
comment, it is clear that the “Need for Change” document did not conclude that motorboat issues 
within Sylvania Wilderness were a revision topic.  (USDA Forest Service 2003h).   Nor, given 
lengthy history related to the Forest Service’s restriction of motorboat use within Sylvania 
Wilderness, would a change in the existing plan’s direction on motorboat use in Sylvania be 
considered a “minor change.” 
 
Motorboat use in Sylvania Wilderness was addressed in Amendment No. 5 to the 1986 Forest 
Plan, which was adopted in 1995.  That amendment imposed a no-wake speed limit and an 
electric motor only requirement on all boats traveling on those portions of Crooked Lake, Big 
Bateau Lake and Devils Head Lake located within the Sylvania Wilderness Area boundaries.  
 
In 1996, prior to the effective date of the restrictions, the owners of two Crooked Lake riparian 
properties filed a lawsuit in Federal District Court, arguing that their operations were exempt 
from the Amendment No. 5 restrictions.  Additionally, these same plaintiffs separately, and 
unsuccessfully, litigated challenges to the sailboat ban, and other Forest Service management 
direction within Sylvania, as well as the inclusion of Crooked Lake within the Sylvania 
Wilderness boundary (See: Stupak-Thrall v. United States, 843 F. Supp. 327 (W.D. Mich. 1994), 
aff’d, 70 F.3d 881 (6th Cir. 1995, vacated, 81 F.3d 651 (6th Cir. 1996), aff’d by an equally 



  Public Involvement and 
Appendix J  Response to Comments 

Ottawa National Forest J-49 Final Environmental Impact Statement 

divided en banc court, 89 F.3d 1269 (6th Cir. 1996), cert. denied, 519 U.S. 1090 (1997); and 
Stupak-Thrall v. Glickman, 1999 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 4816, aff’d, 346 F.3d 579 (6th Cir. 2003)).    
 
With respect to the motorboat restriction challenge, on May 15, 1996, the plaintiffs first gained a 
preliminary injunction preventing the Forest Service from enforcing the motorboat restrictions 
against the named plaintiffs and their resort guests (1996 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 7468 [W.D. Mich. 
1996]).  A final decision on the case was issued in Stupak-Thrall v. Glickman, 988 F. Supp. 1055 
(W.D. Mich. 1997).  In the December 16, 1997 decision, the District Court declared that that 
Amendment No. 5 was “invalid as applied to the Plaintiffs” and permanently enjoined the Forest 
Service “from implementing the restrictions of Amendment No. 5 against the Plaintiffs and their 
guests.” 
 
The Government initially appealed this decision to the Sixth Circuit, however, consideration of 
that appeal was held in abeyance for many years pending resolution of other litigation referenced 
above.  In 2005, the Government decided to withdraw its appeal of the 1997 motorboat decision, 
in consideration of the fact that one of the plaintiffs sold her resort property to a third party, 
which was willing to encumber title of the property in a manner that prevents motorboat use 
within Sylvania by the property’s owner.  As a result, at this time, only one riparian now falls 
under the 1997 court-ordered injunction which exempts that owner from the application of 
Sylvania motorboat restrictions. 
 
The direction of the 2006 Forest Plan remains unchanged from the 1995 Forest Plan amendment, 
as motorboat use within Sylvania Wilderness was not considered a topic for revision.  Of course, 
the 1997 injunction remains in effect with respect to the lone, remaining plaintiff who still owns 
riparian land on Crooked Lake.  That court-ordered injunction prevents any application of Forest 
Service management prescriptions concerning Sylvania motorboat use as to that one riparian 
landowner and explains why, in that limited way, motorboat use on Crooked Lake that does not 
comply with the Forest Service restrictions may be present on Crooked Lake. 
 
The Forest Service authority to impose motorboat restrictions on persons not covered by the 
1997 injunction rests with the Michigan Wilderness Act of 1987 and the Wilderness Act of 1964.  
That federal authority to restrict motorboating for wilderness management purposes does not 
conflict with the State’s own authority to regulate motorboat use under the Michigan Marine 
Safety Act or other statutory provisions.  Under the Michigan Marine Safety Act, the State and 
Townships of Michigan have imposed similar motorboat restrictions on lakes within Michigan, 
without any exemptions for riparian landowners.  Further, in the context of the Forest Service 
decision-making process that led to the 1995 Amendment No. 5, the Michigan Department of 
Natural Resources, in consultation with the Michigan Attorney General’s office, recognized the 
Forest Service’s authority to impose motorboat restrictions for wilderness purposes and that such  
authority did not conflict with the authority of the State of Michigan.  
 
As with other standards and guidelines in the 2006 Forest Plan, direction provided in Forest      
Service Handbooks, Forest Service Manuals, laws, or in other guidance was not repeated in the 
2006 Forest Plan.  As explained above, the Standard that applies to use of motorboats on 
Crooked Lake in the 2006 Forest Plan (see Chapter 2) applies to everyone with the exception of 
one riparian landowner who is the remaining plaintiff protected by the District Court’s 1997 
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injunction.  Since the allowance for this limited motorboat use by this plaintiff and her guests 
was ordered by the court, not by decision of the Forest Service, there was no need to change the 
management direction. 
 
40) Public Concern Statement:  Commenters expressed concern that the final boundary for the 
Sylvania Wilderness has not been completed.  (#00449), (#00517), (# 00558) 
 
Response:  The final boundary for Sylvania Wilderness is now complete.  Information pertinent 
to official boundary and acres are included in the 2006 Forest Plan.  The final boundary of the 
Sylvania Wilderness was incorporated into the development of the 2006 Forest Plan’s 
Management Area map.  Management Area 5.3 now reflects the ‘official’ survey acres of the 
wilderness boundary of 18,400 acres (rounded to the nearest 100 acres; see 2006 Forest Plan, 
Chapter 3, MA 5.3) (USDA Forest Service 2005p). 
 
41) Public Concern Statement:  A commenter suggested that the Ottawa should work with the 
Tribes to achieve uniform compliance of wilderness regulations for all individuals, especially 
with regard to Crooked Lake in Watersmeet Township.  (#00560) 
 
Response:  Members of local tribes are allowed meaningful exercise of Tribes' ceded territory 
rights on the lands, including federal wilderness, administered by the US Forest Service within 
the ceded territories.  The “Memorandum of Understanding Regarding the Recognition and 
Implementation of Tribal Ceded Territory Rights Guaranteed by the Treaties of 1836, 1837 and 
1842 On National Forest Lands” establishes a framework for ensuring these rights, and agreed 
upon parameters under which Tribes' gathering rights may be exercised.  The Ottawa consults 
with the Tribes concerning uses of National Forest lands, including the Sylvania Wilderness.   

Wild and Scenic Rivers 
42) Public Concern Statement:  Commenters expressed concern that the Study Reports for the 
Congressionally Authorized Study Rivers on the Ottawa have not yet been completed.  Some 
commenters requested that a date for completion of the Study Reports be specified in the 
Proposed Forest Plan.  (#00094), (#00300), (#00408), (#00417), (#00438), (# 00440), (#00447), 
(#00453), (#00455), (#00458), (#00463), (#00479), (#00483), (#00504), (#00507), (#00524), (# 
00529), (#00572) 
 
Response:  The 2006 Forest Plan describes the desired conditions of portions of five study river 
corridors that were designated as National Wild and Scenic Study Rivers through the Michigan 
Scenic Rivers Act of 1991 (see 2006 Forest Plan, Chapter 3, MA 9.2).  This direction resulted in 
a Forest Plan amendment (Amendment No. 4, 1994) of the 1986 Forest Plan, which provides for 
the protection of these rivers pending future study and possible designation into the Wild and 
Scenic River system.  At present, river corridor boundaries are defined as ¼ mile either side of 
the mean high water mark.  
 
Study Reports for these river segments will be completed as a separate process from Forest Plan 
revision.  Public input will be sought at the time the study reports are prepared.  More detailed 
information regarding Study Rivers is located in the FEIS (see Appendix F). 
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43) Public Concern Statement:  Commenters expressed concern that a ¼-mile wide corridor 
was insufficient to protect Wild and Scenic Rivers.  (#00433) 
 
Response:  The Wild and Scenic Rivers Act states the boundaries for identified river segments 
shall include an average of no more than ¼ mile wide from the ordinary high water mark on both 
sides of the river.  Interim boundaries of ¼ mile were established in the 1986 Forest Plan until 
additional analysis could be completed.  The ¼ mile boundary has been carried forward to the 
2006 Forest Plan. 
 
Comprehensive River Management Plans (CRMPs) are currently being developed through a 
separate planning process.  These plans would provide finalization of river corridor boundaries 
for portions of the six river systems designated as part of the National Wild and Scenic River 
Systems through the Michigan Scenic Rivers Act of 1991.  The 2006 Forest Plan may be 
amended in the future based on completion of the CRMPs.  This information was announced in 
the Notice of Intent.   

Research Natural Areas 
44) Public Concern Statement:  Several comments related to Research Natural Areas (RNAs) 
were received.  Some commenters expressed a desire to see more RNAs designated on the 
Ottawa.  Specifically mentioned were areas near Bebo Bog and Mill Creek as possible locations 
for RNA designation.  Other commenters expressed opposition to RNA designation.  Some 
commenters stated that RNAs should only be designated within wilderness.  (#00129),(#00145- 
00160), (#00163-00284), (#00288-00296), (#00303-00308), (#00322-00325), (#00327-00345), 
(#00347), (#00349-00354), (#00356-00357), (#00360-00372), (#00374-00376), (#00378-00386), 
(#00394-00400), (#00402-00408), (#00436-00437), (#00442), (#00447), (#00451), (#00507) 
(#00523),(#00553), (#00575-00649), (#00652-00656) 
 
Response:  The Notice of Intent announced that the Ottawa proposed to review the existing 
candidate RNAs using new ecological information.  Two candidate RNAs (cRNAs) were 
proposed in the 1986 Forest Plan, one within Sturgeon River Gorge Wilderness and one within 
Sylvania Wilderness.  There was no candidate RNAs in the Norwich Plains (or elsewhere on the 
Ottawa) listed in the 1986 Forest Plan.  If the areas called Bebo Bog and Mill Creek were once 
considered potential candidate RNAs, they were not forwarded through the review process for 
the 1986 Plan and therefore were not re-visited for this Forest Plan revision.  No new candidate 
RNAs are proposed under this revision in accord with the Notice of Intent.  See Appendix I of 
the FEIS for more information. 
 
Candidate RNAs are often co-located within designated wilderness, since the Forest Service 
Manual 4063.2 directs that RNAs be located where conflicting uses are minimal, and wilderness 
uses are often compatible with RNA designation.  The manual further directs that RNAs be 
located in areas with no evidence of major disturbances by humans, such as livestock grazing or 
timber cutting, for the past 50 years, and with a pristine condition as the goal.  These conditions 
are often the same type of conditions occurring in areas designated as wilderness. 
 
The candidate RNAs listed in the 1986 Forest Plan were not moved forward to full RNA status 
during the last planning period because 1) their ecological values were not at risk due to their co-
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location in wilderness; and 2) there was no funding received or target assigned to proceed with 
establishment.  An establishment record was drafted for the Sturgeon River Gorge cRNA and 
some data collection was completed for the Sylvania candidate RNA. 
 
During Plan revision it was decided to eliminate the Sylvania cRNA from further consideration 
for the reasons described in Appendix I.   
 
The Sturgeon River Gorge cRNA would be maintained and carried forward into the 2006 Forest 
Plan as a candidate.  The cRNA boundary has been added to the 2006 Forest Plan (see Chapter 3, 
MA 5.2).  This map depicts the relative size and location of the cRNA within the wilderness 
boundary.  The Forest Service Research branch will need to determine the priority of this 
candidate for establishment into the RNA system. 

Special Interest Areas 
45) Public Concern Statement:  A comment was received that supported SIA designation.  The 
commenter perceived the SIA as an alternative to RNA designation.  (#00557) 
 
Response:  The SIA designation allows the Ottawa to meet internal and public interest in 
recognizing special values of certain areas and to tailor land uses to interpret, maintain and 
enhance those special features.   
 
SIA designation is different from RNA designation, because the SIA is not designed to be a plant 
community reference area for research as a RNA usually is.  Land uses in RNAs are very 
restricted in order to preserve the community type, unlike SIAs.  SIA designation is also different 
from wilderness designation, which is designed to provide areas untrammeled by human actions 
for a wilderness experience, primitive recreation, solitude, study, and conservation of species.  
SIAs may provide some of these same features as wilderness, such as opportunities for solitude, 
study, or primitive recreation, but they may also provide other opportunities that wilderness areas 
do not.  Appendix D of the FEIS provides more information on the process used for selecting 
proposed SIAs on the Ottawa. 
 
46) Public Concern Statement:  Some commenters felt that withdrawal of federal minerals 
within SIAs, as is done within wilderness, should have been included in the Proposed Forest 
Plan.  Trap Hills and Norwich Bluff were specifically mentioned; as was an area not included as 
an SIA, the Cascade Falls area.  (#00440), (#00446), (# 00651) 
 
Response:  The Wilderness Act requires withdrawal of federal minerals.  The Trap Hills and 
Norwich Outcrop SIA boundaries would be managed under the 2006 Forest Plan’s direction 
which includes a guideline to recommend against consenting to federal mineral leases within the 
MA 8.3 (see 2006 Forest Plan, Chapter 3, MA 8.3).   
 
The evaluation of SIA boundaries did not include the Cascade Falls area.  Candidate SIAs were 
derived from the Ottawa’s ecological classification system (ECS), as described in Appendix D of 
the FEIS.  The ECS provides a comprehensive look at features of the Ottawa from a soil/water/ 
geology/vegetation/landform perspective.   
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47) Public Concern Statement:  Some commenters supported the idea of providing for SIAs on 
the Ottawa, while others questioned whether the area designations had been fully analyzed.  
Many of those supporting SIAs requested additional SIAs and, in some cases, additional 
protections for those that have been included as part of MA 8.3.  (#00019), (#00129), (#00144- 
00160), (#00163-00284), (#00288-00296), (#00303-00308), (#00323-00325), (#00328), 
(#00330), (#00332), (#00334-00346), (#00349-00354), (#00356-00357), (#00360-00371), 
(#00374-00376), (#00378-00386), (#00394-00400), (#00402-00408), (#00436-00437), (#00440), 
(#00442), (#00447), (#00451), (#00507), (#00523), (#00575- 00576), (#00578-00581), (#00583), 
(#00585-00587), (#00590), (#00592-00602), (#00604), (#00606-00617), (#00619-00625), 
(#0627-00628), (#00631- 00643), (#00645-00649), (#00651), (#00653-00656) 
 
Response:  Candidate SIAs were derived from the Ottawa’s ecological classification system 
(ECS), as described in Appendix D of the FEIS.  The ECS provides a comprehensive look at 
features of the Ottawa from a soil/water/ geology/vegetation/landform perspective.  The ECS in 
some cases suggested multiple examples of a feature.  For example, three volcanic vent plugs 
were considered before one was selected for the SIA management area as the best example of the 
three.   
 
The Ottawa recognizes that there are additional areas with special features on the Forest.  The 
intent of MA 8.3 is to showcase a representative set of such sites.  Where a choice had to be 
made as to which site to include as an SIA, the Ottawa considered several factors.  Examples 
included road and trail access; extent of feature on private ownership vs. public; inclusion of 
more than one type of value (e.g., geologic plus zoologic); and how closely the site represented 
the target feature (e.g., was it a classic volcanic vent plug or anomalous?).  Other factors 
considered land uses of the area that might conflict with SIA designation, such as the need for 
gravel mining and past investments in the area managed for other uses.  See Appendix D of the 
FEIS for more information on the process used for selecting proposed SIAs on the Ottawa.  See 
also response to comments in Public Concern Statements #45 and #46. 
 
48) Public Concern Statement:  A commenter suggested vegetative treatment to enhance the 
oak component of the Trap Hills area.  (#00536) 
 
Response:  The 2006 Forest Plan provides direction for management of the Ottawa, but does not 
implement any site-specific, management decisions.  The Trap Hills area is proposed for 
inclusion in MA 8.3 (Special Interest Areas).  Timber harvest would be permitted in the Trap 
Hills area for salvage, and to improve SIA characteristics.  The treatments that the commenter 
proposed for releasing existing oak trees and expanding the oak and other mid-tolerant 
component by creating large canopy gaps, would not be precluded by the proposed standards and 
guidelines (see 2006 Forest Plan, Chapter 3, MA 8.3), but would require site-specific analysis 
including public involvement.    
 
49) Public Concern Statement:  A comment was received that requested that the Trap Hills be 
made off limits to timber harvest.  (#00408) 
 
Response:  The Trap Hills Escarpment SIA includes scenery/vistas and cliffs; mining history; 
several rare plants; a potential peregrine falcon breeding site; and recreation opportunities 
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including a segment of the North Country National Scenic Trail.  The area is primarily forested 
with northern hardwoods and a “big tree” character, as is desired in this SIA.   
 
The meaning of the proposed guideline for this SIA is that the area would not be included in 
regularly scheduled timber harvests on the Ottawa.  Timber harvest would be unlikely.  
However, if there is a catastrophic event such as a downburst causing extensive blowdown, or a 
major insect infestation, some logging could occur to ensure public safety or to protect or 
enhance SIA characteristics.   
 
50) Public Concern Statement:  Concern was expressed that special forest products could not 
be obtained commercially in MA 8.3.  (#00319) 
 
Response:  MA 8.3 manages portions of the Ottawa to highlight and protect geologic or other 
features (FEIS, Chapter 3, Special Interest Areas).  These Special Interest Areas (SIAs) occur in 
a variety of locations.  To ensure conservation of geologic, scenic, recreational, botanical, 
historical and zoological features associated with the Trap Hills Escarpment and Norwich 
Outcrop SIAs, standards to disallow the harvest of special forest products are proposed.  This 
would not pertain to existing agreements stated in the Tribal MOU.  Permits for gathering of 
special forest products would be allowed in the other proposed SIAs. 
 
51) Public Concern Statement:  Concern was expressed over the area trend towards 
commercial timberlands being subdivided and sold to private individuals and what effect this 
might have on the Ottawa.  (#00529) 
 
Response:  Divestiture of timber lands by corporate owners is discussed under cumulative 
effects heading of the Social section (see FEIS, Chapter 3).  Fragmentation of large acres of 
corporate lands into smaller private ownerships would likely lead to increased requests for access 
across National Forest System lands.  Members of the public that once had access to large acres 
of industrial forest typically lose this access as these lands are divided and sold privately.  These 
people may now look for other public lands, including the Ottawa as places to recreate or hunt. 
 
52) Public Concern Statement:  Concern was expressed that the economic analyses in the DEIS 
did not include economic values of non-commodity uses for the Ottawa.  Some commenters felt 
that short-term financial gains are focused on instead of long-term values for the Ottawa.  In 
addition, some commenters expressed concern that cost/revenues analyses were not completed.   
(# 00317), (#00436), (#00507), (#00526), (#00573) 
 
Response:  Analysis of alternatives, as depicted in the FEIS (see Chapter 3, Economic Effects to 
Local Communities), considered the long-term (100 years) efficiency of management options as 
well as the economic impacts of these alternatives on area jobs, income and 25% Fund payments 
projected over ten years.  
 
The FEIS depicts a number of net present value economic and financial analyses that project 
resource costs and benefits over a 100-year time frame and discounted, using a 4% rate to 2002 
dollar terms.  These analyses address and compare benefits from both market and non-market 
goods and services and corresponding resource management costs.  To supplement data 
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reporting on net present value, this chapter was expanded to depict both revenues and cost data 
streams over the 100-year time frame. 
 
These analyses recognized the costs and values associated with market and many non-market 
goods and services.  In addition, management direction was developed to provide for the 
viability of indigenous and other desirable species and sustain habitats for existing threatened 
and endangered (T&E) species (e.g. bald eagle, gray wolf) and those T&E species with habitat 
on the Ottawa, but not known to currently exist on the Ottawa (e.g. Canada lynx and Kirtland’s 
warbler).  Other management direction was developed to maintain the productivity and viability 
of forest resources such as soil and water.  While difficult to assign a market price to these goals, 
the management direction expressed in terms of goals, objectives, standards and guidelines in the 
2006 Forest Plan reflects the values we associate with them.   
 
The Ottawa has an important role in the future of threatened and endangered species including 
Canada lynx, Kirtland’s warbler, gray wolf and bald eagle, and through the 2006 Forest Plan, has 
provided improved direction with the goal of enhancing and supplementing habitat opportunities 
for these species (FEIS, Chapter 3, Wildlife Threatened and Endangered Species).  These species 
and the forest conditions they represent attract some of the many visitors to the Ottawa, who in 
turn utilize local services and businesses during their stay.   More information regarding 
responses to comments focused on T&E species is presented in Public Concern Statements #101 
through #113. 
 
53) Public Concern Statement:  Concern was expressed that the Ottawa has the capacity to 
produce higher levels of timber products in an environment of growing timber demands, and that 
these levels would contribute to the economic and social condition in local communities in terms 
of jobs, personal incomes, area tax revenues and 25% Funds that support area schools.  Other 
commenters suggested that the Ottawa desires to achieve an older forest than presently exists, 
negatively affecting these social and economic conditions.  Other commenters expressed concern 
that historic reports had shown the Ottawa timber program to be operating at a financial loss, in 
effect subsidizing logging operations.  Other concerns were expressed that forest acres were 
arbitrarily found unsuited for timber production, which further reduced the Ottawa’s ability to 
produce higher levels of timber products.  (#00014), (# 00144-00160), (#00163-00284), 
(#00288-00296), (#00303-00308), (# 00317), (# 00323-00325), (# 00328), (# 00330) ,(# 00332), 
(# 00334-00345), (#00349-00354), (# 00356-00357), (# 00360-00371), (#00374-00376),(# 
00378-00386), (# 00394-00400),(# 00402-00407), (# 00436),(# 00442), (#00445), (# 00447-
00448), (#00451), (#00471), (#00507), (#00510), (# 00523), (#00532), (# 00575-00576),(# 
00578-00581), (# 00583),(# 00585-00587), (# 00590), (# 00592-00602), (# 00604), (# 00606-
00617), (#00619-00625), (# 0627-00628), (# 00631-00643), (# 00645-00649), (# 00653-00656) 
 
Response:  Analyses of timber production potential as displayed in the FEIS demonstrates that 
the Ottawa is biologically capable of producing high volumes of timber on a sustainable basis 
(see FEIS, Appendix A, Lands Suitable for Timber Production).  These results are based, in part, 
on an analysis of the suitability of different forest lands and conditions to produce sustainable 
timber while protecting forest soils, water and other resources.  Appendix A describes in detail 
the specific steps and required criteria used in the suitability assessment.   
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Production and sale of timber products is within the Agency’s legal mandate for multiple-use 
management.  All alternatives analyzed the sustainable management of forest vegetation on the 
Ottawa for defined resource goals.  Each alternative also resulted in projections of timber 
product production.  The resource topics and conditions defined in the Notice of Intent are the 
basis for the examination of vegetation management opportunities, and these in turn, influence 
the levels of projected timber output.  Timber output production levels estimated for each 
alternative are integrally linked to the examination of the resource topics defined in the Notice of 
Intent. 
 
Desired resource conditions included providing for the viability of indigenous and other 
desirable species.  This includes providing habitats for existing T&E species (e.g. gray wolf, bald 
eagle) and those T&E species with habitat on the Ottawa, but not known to currently exist on the 
Ottawa (e.g. Canada lynx and Kirtland’s warbler).  Also, vegetation conditions were examined 
that better align forest tree species with Ottawa landscapes that inherently provide for them.  This 
work supports the restoration of forest conditions important to providing important wildlife 
habitats and ecosystem conditions, as well as being more productive for timber growth.  
Alternatives also examined opportunities to provide for additional managed conifer acreage and 
increase the use of hardwood uneven-aged silviculture.  The alternatives examine diverse 
vegetation conditions with varying amounts of managed aspen, conifer and hardwood forest 
conditions. 

 
Old growth forests are an important part of each alternative but are changed very little in 
projected acreage terms from direction in the 1986 Forest Plan.  Old growth is defined as a 
proportion of many management area prescriptions ranging in acreage from about 1 – 3%, to 
over 10%.  Designated wildernesses on the Ottawa also contribute to the future of old growth on 
the Ottawa.  Overall approximately 170,000 acres are estimated to meet defined old growth 
characteristics in the future. 

 
A financial analysis of timber benefits and costs was completed as part of the analysis of 
alternatives and appears in FEIS, Chapter 3, Economic Effects to Local Communities.  This 
analysis demonstrates a positive projected financial return on timber production. 
 
54) Public Concern Statement:  Concerns were raised that proposed changes in OHV access on 
the Ottawa could negatively impact local economies.  (#00026), (#00049), (#00051), (#00119), 
(#00123), (#00125), (#00140), (#00415), (#00511) 
 
Response:  As described in the FEIS, economic impacts related to OHV use include spending on 
lodging, restaurant, groceries, gas and oil, admission fees, souvenirs, and other activities (see 
Chapter 3, Economic Effects to Local Communities).  Recreational OHV use on the Ottawa was 
measured using the National Visitor Use Monitoring (NVUM) survey (USDA Forest Service 
2004h).  The results of this survey on the Ottawa determined that ATV use on the Ottawa is low 
according to the NVUM figures, but is expected to increase in the future.  Current OHV use is 
primarily by hunters, anglers or other people utilizing an OHV in conjunction with another 
activity.  Negative economic impacts to the local economy are not anticipated; however, when 
compared to all alternatives, the conservative strategy for designation of OHV/ATV route/trail 
would be slightly more negative. 
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55) Public Concern Statement: Comments were received requesting clarification about the 
differences shown in the Total Suitable Forest Land acreage displayed in Table S-1 of the 
Executive Summary that accompanied the DEIS.  (#00346), (#00437) 
 
Response:  The amount of suitable forest land was determined by removing lands considered not 
appropriate for regularly scheduled timber production, such as wetlands and old growth.  The 
suited timber base did differ among alternatives due to proposed amounts of designated old 
growth and the proposed SIAs.  Old growth acres varied slightly by alternative because of the 
different mix of management areas within each alternative, and the different desired condition 
percentages of old growth in each management area (see 2006 Forest Plan, Chapter 3).  Only 
Alternatives 2, 3-Modified and 4 included the proposed designation of SIAs (see 2006 Forest 
Plan, Chapter 3, MA 8.3).  Appendix A of the FEIS provides further explanation about the 
process used to determine the total suitable forest land.   
 
56) Public Concern Statement:  Concern was expressed that the land suitability analysis was 
improperly constrained.  For example, commenters believed that timber demand and modern 
logging equipment technology should be considered into the analysis for acreages proposed in 
the suitable land base.  Additionally, some commenters expressed concern that anticipated Forest 
funding was considered in determining suitability.  (#00014), (#00312), (#00316), (#00411), 
(#00434-00435), (#00448), (#00456), (#00461), (#00471), (#00478), (#00498), (#00539) 
 
Response:  The suitability evaluation followed the process that is outlined in regulations of 
NFMA and in Forest Service Handbook (FSH 2409.13).  The suitability analysis determined the 
land base on the Ottawa based on areas that are biologically and physically capable of producing 
timber, and identified the lands to be withdrawn for other management objectives.  Timber 
demand and projected Forest budgets were not criteria in determining timber suitability.   
 
Lowland hardwood and lowland conifer forest types were determined not to be appropriate for 
timber production, even with the use of modern logging equipment technology.  These areas 
would be assigned to other resource uses to meet Forest Plan objectives, and would not be 
scheduled for regular harvests.  Hemlock and upland northern white cedar were removed from 
the suitable base because of problems ensuring regeneration.  Timber harvesting could be 
conducted in any of these areas in order to meet other resource objectives, but timber sales would 
not be planned on a scheduled basis, and the volume would not contribute to the ASQ.  See 
Appendix A of the FEIS for additional information.   

Timber Resources 
57) Public Concern Statement:  Some commenters suggest that the ASQ should be higher 
under the Proposed Forest Plan, for various reasons.  Some reasons given were (1) the Spectrum 
Model was improperly constrained; (2) additional volume not harvested during the previous 
planning period should be added into the ASQ; and (3) the ASQ should be set to meet timber 
demand and support the economy for the local area.  Other commenters wrote in expressing a 
desire for a reduced ASQ.  Reasons stated were that the logic used to develop the ASQ was 
flawed given that volumes per acre over the past planning period were smaller than those 
projected in the 1986 Forest Plan.  (#00014), (#00039), (#00085), (#00113), (#00116-#00117), 
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(#00127), (#00129),(#00145-00160), (#00163-00284), (#00288-00296), (#00303-00308), 
(#00312), (#00316), (#00322-00325), (#00327-00345), (#00349-00354), (#00356-00357), 
(#00360-00372), (#00374-00376), (#00378-00386), (#00391), (#00394-00400), (#00402-00407), 
(#00415), (#00418), (#00435-00436), (#00441-00442), (#00445), (#00447-00448), (#00450-
00451), (#00456), (#00459-00460), (#00469), (#00471), (#00476), (# 00503), (#00507), 
(#00510), (#00512), (#00523), (#00531-00533), (#00575-00649), (#00652-00656), (#00727) 
 
Response:  The Ottawa would be managed to maintain forest health, improve vegetative 
diversity, and improve wildlife habitat while protecting other resources.  Timber harvesting is 
used as a tool to meet those objectives, while supplying a sustainable amount of timber products 
to the timber industry.  Modeling and analysis were used to aid in the determination of the ASQ, 
the maximum sustainable volume that could be produced from the Ottawa over the planning 
period (see FEIS, Appendix A).  Conditions were built into the modeling efforts to ensure that 
there would be a non-declining timber yield, which harvesting would be economically efficient 
and Forestwide and Management Area constraints could be met to achieve the multiple use goals 
and objectives in the 2006 Forest Plan.  In addition, a net present value (NPV) coefficient was 
used to allow the model to assess whether it is economically efficient to treat an area in order to 
maximize the NPV for the whole model period.  If an analysis unit was not treated, it was not 
necessarily because the unit did not have a treatment option.   
 
A new suitability analysis and a new ASQ analysis were performed for the 2006 Forest Plan.  
The Ottawa cannot “catch up” volume from decades past by adding to the ASQ for the 2006 
Forest Plan.  ASQ is a ceiling, not a target.  The amount of timber volume offered in any given 
year would be based on the Ottawa budget, other Forest priorities, and the amount of volume 
available from specific vegetation management project decisions. 
 
The methods used to develop the yield tables during the modeling and analysis are described in 
Appendix A of the FEIS.  The process of developing timber yields for existing stands involved 
stratification of timber classes, development of timber class yield tables for different 
management prescriptions, and then development of timber yield tables to be used for modeling.  
The yield tables used in modeling to calculate timber volumes were validated with timber sales 
data from the Timber Inventory Control System (TRACS) database.  The 5-year average volume 
per acre sold on the Ottawa between fiscal years 2001 and 2005 was 12.3 CCF/acre (7.6 
MMBF/acre).  Modeling projected an average annual volume sold of 12.7 CCF/acre (7.9 
MMBF/acre) for decade 1 and decade 2 of the Forest Plan.  The slight increase in harvest volume 
per acre sold would be expected as stands become older and average tree size increases.   
 
58) Public Concern Statement:  Concern was expressed that the ASQ was described incorrectly 
in the DEIS as a yearly maximum instead of as a 10-year average.  (#00301), (#00445), (#00448) 
 
Response:  The ASQ is in fact a 10-year annual average, the total of which cannot be exceeded 
for the decade.  The commenters are correct on this matter, and as a result, some clarifications 
were made to the FEIS.  The title of the ASQ table was changed to reflect this clarification and 
the text preceding the table was clarified (see FEIS, Chapter 3, Timber Resources, Allowable 
Sale Quantity).   
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59) Public Concern Statement:  Concern was expressed that the projected acres of the various 
harvest types displayed in the DEIS would not result in the cutting cycles prescribed in the 
Proposed Forest Plan.  (#00471) 
 
Response:  A timber harvest analysis was conducted for each alternative.  For example, in 
Alternative 3 –Modified, the acres of suited land, 488,000 acres, estimates the acres by forest 
type that may be scheduled for timber harvest treatments to achieve the goals for the alternative 
over the planning period.  The timber harvest scheduling analyses used the rotation age ranges 
and commercial thinning options by forest type described in the 2006 Forest Plan (Chapter 2, 
2400).  Untreated forest stands complete the mosaic of the managed forest.  These stands play an 
important role as forest managers address the variety of social, economic and ecologic resource 
issues encountered during plan implementation. 
 
60) Public Concern Statement:  Commenters requested that the volume anticipated to be 
harvested on unsuitable lands be calculated and displayed.  (#00014), (#00435), (#00438), (# 
00503) 
 
Response:  Vegetation management may occur in some unsuited areas, but not on a regular, 
reoccurring basis, and not for timber production.  The need for vegetative treatments that may 
yield timber products in the unsuited areas would be accomplished to address localized needs 
such as wildlife habitat, insect and disease issues, and enhance recreation environments.  These 
treatments would be determined during implementation of the 2006 Forest Plan.  No regularly 
occurring harvest on unsuitable acres would occur, such as for maintaining critical wildlife 
habitat.  As a result, no estimate of treated acres or resulting volume can be determined from 
unsuited lands on a forestwide level. 
 
61) Public Concern Statement:  A request that the range of desired vegetation composition be 
more narrowly defined in the Proposed Forest Plan.  In particular, MAs 6.1 and 6.2 were 
mentioned with a desire for a higher aspen composition.  (#00509) 
 
Response:  Several changes were made to the desired vegetation composition percentages in the 
2006 Forest Plan to address comments received.  To maintain more aspen on the Ottawa, the 
desired condition range for aspen was changed in MA 1.1a from 50-70% to 60-70%, and in MA 
3.1a from 25-45% to 35-45%. 
 
To maintain more jack pine on the Ottawa, the desired condition range in MA 4.1a was changed 
from 15-25% to 20-25%, and in MA 4.2a from 40-60% to 50-60%.  To maintain more uneven-
aged hardwoods the desired condition range for northern hardwoods was changed in MA 2.2 
from 60-75% to 65-75%.  
 
No changes were made to the vegetation composition percentages for MAs 6.1 and 6.2, as these 
areas were positioned based on characteristics and emphasis other than vegetation potential (i.e., 
semi-primitive recreational experience).  A full description of changes made due to analyses 
performed for Alternative 3-Modified is presented in the FEIS (see Chapter 1, Changes Between 
Draft and Final EIS).    
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62) Public Concern Statement:  Concern was expressed that it was hard to determine the 
differences between MAs 2.1 and 2.2.  (#00319) 
 
Response:  Chapter 3 of the FEIS pertaining to MAs 2.1 and 2.2 provides a clearer discussion 
about the distinctions between management strategies for these areas (see FEIS, Chapter 3, 
Vegetation).  MA 2.2 has less of an emphasis on early successional species than MA 2.1.  Both 
MAs have an emphasis on northern hardwoods.  However, MA 2.2 has a higher emphasis on 
uneven-aged northern hardwoods.  The LTA soil types within MA 2.2 generally have a stronger 
successional trend towards shade tolerant species, such as sugar maple/hemlock/yellow birch 
forests.  2006 Forest Plan management area direction (Chapter 3) was also clarified in response 
to this concern.  
 
In addition, the percentage range for northern hardwoods offered in MA 2.2 has been narrowed 
from 60 - 75% to 65 - 75% under Alternative 3-Modified to address concerns raised (see FEIS, 
Chapter 1, Changes Between Draft and Final EIS).   
 
63) Public Concern Statement:  Opposition was expressed to increasing the acreage of northern 
hardwoods on the Ottawa because of the reduction in early successional species.  Commenters 
also expressed concerns about the increased emphasis in the Proposed Forest Plan on uneven-
aged hardwood management with a resulting decrease in even-aged management.  (#00408), 
(#00464), (#00533), (#00536) 
 
Response:  Some of the early successional acres on the Ottawa will be lost, as the Forest matures 
and these stands deteriorate and naturally succeed to other more shade tolerant species such as 
northern hardwoods. Much of the aspen on the Forest (40%) occurs on lands classified as 
unsuited for timber production, such as riparian areas, steep slopes, and Wild and Scenic River 
corridors.   Nearly 25% of the jack pine on the Ottawa is classified as unsuited for timber 
production.  Opportunities to manage for early successional species are limited on these unsuited 
lands.  Because early successional species are important for wildlife habitat and for maintaining 
a healthy diverse forest, there is an emphasis on maintaining and regenerating aspen and jack 
pine in the 2006 Forest Plan.  Several changes were made to Alternative 3-Modified which 
would result in the ability to maintain about 7,000 more acres of aspen and about 1,000 more 
acres of jack pine than offered under Alternative 3 as presented in the DEIS.  To maintain more 
early successional species in Alternative 3-Modified, management area boundaries were 
changed, the desired condition percentages for early successional species were increased in 
several MAs, and the acres of early successional species that would be allowed to convert to 
hardwoods were reduced. 
 
Regeneration of mid-tolerant species such as oak, ash, and cherry is an important objective in the 
2006 Forest Plan (see FEIS, Chapter 2, Timber).  Although the 2006 Forest Plan shows a 
decrease in the amount of even-aged management from the 1986 Plan, the actual amount is 
expected to be about the same that has occurred over the last 20 years.  Monitoring of the 
harvests on the Ottawa between 1987 and 2003 indicated that only 27% of the harvests in 
northern hardwoods were even-aged.  The actual amount of even-aged management that was 
performed was found to be more in line with the ecological capabilities of the land.  
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In the 2006 Forest Plan, even-aged management would be practiced on sites that have the best 
potential to maintain or increase mid-tolerant species.  Uneven-aged management would be 
favored in visual resource areas of high sensitivity, and in stands that have a strong successional 
trend toward a more shade tolerant northern hardwood-hemlock forest type.  Gaps would be 
created in uneven-aged stands to encourage the regeneration of mid-tolerant hardwoods 
emulating natural disturbance events.  Although some management areas have a higher emphasis 
on northern hardwood uneven-aged management, even-aged management would not be 
precluded in any management area (see FEIS, Chapter 3, Vegetation). 
 
64) Public Concern Statement:  Commenters expressed support for the increase in uneven-aged 
hardwood management.  The US Environmental Protection Agency also encouraged 
consideration of additional acreage of MA 2.2 in order to increase emphasis on uneven-aged 
management of hardwoods.  (#00011), (#00315), (#00457), (#00529), (#00539) 
 
Response:  As part of the Forest Plan revision process, management area boundaries and 
prescriptions were re-evaluated to better align MA prescriptions and hardwood silviculture with 
ecosystem units on the Ottawa.  As a result, a new management area (MA 2.2) was created, 
which would emphasize uneven-aged northern hardwood management.   
 
To address comments received that support more uneven-aged northern hardwood management, 
the Ottawa modified some management area boundaries (see FEIS, Chapter 1, Changes Between 
Draft and Final EIS).  This change resulted in moving 32,000 acres from MA 2.1 into MA 2.2.  
Commensurate with this increase of northern hardwoods in MA 2.2, the composition objective 
for northern hardwoods in this MA was increased from 60-75% to 65-75%.   
 
These changes would allow for more northern hardwood uneven-aged management across the 
Ottawa, which would better meet forest restoration objectives in the northern hardwood forest 
type.  However, northern hardwood even-aged management would still be conducted where 
appropriate. 
 
65) Public Concern Statement:  Commenters request more emphasis on aspen management due 
to concerns related to declines in aspen management and subsequent availability of products for 
the timber industry.  (#00022), (#00109), (#00434) 
 
Response:  Because aspen is an important species for wildlife habitat and for maintaining a 
healthy diverse forest, there is an emphasis on maintaining and regenerating aspen in the 2006 
Forest Plan.  An objective presented in the DEIS, and slightly modified in the FEIS, offers to 
“Emphasize regeneration harvests of mature and over mature aspen within the next 10 to 20 
years to ensure the aspen type is maintained within the desired vegetation composition range for 
the management area”. 
In response to comments, several changes were made to maintain more aspen on the Ottawa (see 
FEIS, Chapter 3, Vegetation, Aspen/Paper Birch Management).  Alternative 3-Modified would 
maintain more aspen on the Ottawa through the following: 

• MA 1.1a, an area emphasizing aspen regeneration, was increased by about 700 acres 
through movement of acreage from MA 9.3 to MA 1.1a. 
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• The desired condition species composition percentage for aspen in MA 3.1a would be 
increased from 25-45% to 35-45%. 

• The desired condition species composition percentage for aspen in MA 1.1a would be 
increased from 50-70% to 60-70%. 

 
As a result, the acres managed for aspen would increase from 102,000 in Alternative 3 (DEIS) to 
109,000 acres in Alternative 3-Modified (see FEIS, Chapter 1, Changes Between Draft and Final 
EIS).   
 
An alternative including more aspen harvest than listed in the four alternatives analyzed in the 
FEIS was considered, but eliminated from detailed study.  This ‘Aspen Alternative’, described in 
Chapter 2 of the FEIS, proposed a desired condition of maintaining 138,000 acres of aspen type 
on the Forest, as shown in the management direction under the 1986 Forest Plan.  Prior to 
alternative development, a land suitability exercise (documented in Appendix A of the FEIS) was 
conducted to determine acres that are tentatively suited for timber management as defined by the 
National Forest Management Act.  The results of this analysis showed that attempting to 
maintain 138,000 acres of aspen type on the Ottawa was infeasible, and therefore the ‘Aspen 
Alternative’ was eliminated from further analysis (see FEIS, Chapter 2, Alternatives Eliminated 
from Detailed Study). 
 
66) Public Concern Statement:  Commenters expressed concern over the rotation ages stated in 
the Proposed Forest Plan for white pine, suggesting that the rotation ages should be longer.  
(#00315), (#00347), (#00457) 
 
Response:  Rotation ages are set to coincide with the culmination of mean annual increment (the 
time when the average annual growth is at a maximum).  Managing stands far beyond the 
culmination of mean annual increment could result in significant growth loss, higher mortality, 
and insect and disease concerns.  The Proposed Forest Plan had a rotation age of 90-220 years 
for existing white pine, and 50-130 years for regenerated white pine.  
 
The regenerated white pine category was eliminated, and therefore, the Ottawa would have 
increased flexibility to manage white pine stands.  The modified guideline for the rotation age 
range for regenerated white pine now includes an increased upper end of the range of 220 years.  
This change has resulted in equal treatment parameters as existing white pine (see 2006 Forest 
Plan, Chapter 2, 2400).  This modification would provide the option to manage some white pine 
stands to an older age, when the situation warrants it. 
  
There would be a large component of unmanaged white pine in the unsuited timber base, such as 
along river corridors, riparian areas, old growth areas, and other lands not managed for timber 
production.  In these areas, white pine could live up to biological maturity (300 or more years in 
age), providing benefits associated with very old trees. 
 
67) Public Concern Statement:  Commenters request reconsideration of the proposed spatial 
arrangement and amount of old growth classification.  Comments received requested both more 
and less old growth classification.  Some concerns were expressed that old growth classification 
could lead to an increased occurrence of insect/disease outbreaks, fire events and reduction of 
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early successional habitat for wildlife species.  Other commenters stated that old growth 
classification should be recommended in unsuited lands or ecological corridors to connect areas 
not planned to receive timber harvest.  (#00006), (#00130), (#00315), (#00316), (#00372), 
(#00388), (#00408), (#00433), (#00446), (#00450), (#00452), (#00509), (#00510-00511), 
(#00513), (#00529), (#00539) 
 
Response:  Although the 2006 Forest Plan provides general direction on the amount to classify 
per management area and where old growth classification efforts could be focused, this process 
would be implemented at the site-specific project level.  Old growth is not classified through 
Forest Plan revision.   
 
Old growth forests are a component of biological diversity, and provide important habitat for 
many plants, animals, and microorganisms.  Old growth forests provide elements of structure, 
function, and composition that are part of forest ecosystems.  Maintaining some areas on the 
Ottawa for old growth is important for multiple use management.  An estimated 18% of the 
Ottawa National Forest would be in an old growth condition over the next 100 years.  A large 
portion of the acres managed as old growth would be in wilderness areas, wild and scenic river 
corridors, steep slopes, and other lands not suitable for timber production.  Stands classified as 
old growth would all be removed from the suited timber base and managed as old growth.   
 
The 2006 Forest Plan contains guidelines that provide direction to consider spatial patterns and 
arrangements, and connectivity at a landscape scale.  The 2006 Forest Plan also contains 
guidelines on types of stands to consider when classifying old growth stands.  Classification 
would be based on consideration of existing landscape, vegetation patterns and long-term desired 
conditions to achieve a desired spatial arrangement of old growth within each management area 
(see 2006 Forest Plan, Chapter 2, 2400).   
 
Connectivity at the forestwide scale is an important consideration when classifying old growth.  
Management area prescriptions provide the programmatic long-term spatial arrangement of old 
growth in the discussion of the desired condition of the land (see 2006 Forest Plan, Chapter 3).  
Old growth patterns across the Ottawa landscape would vary between management prescriptions.  
MAs that emphasize more later successional species would have larger percentages of old 
growth.   
 
Timber harvest would not be planned on over 500,000 acres of the Ottawa that are considered 
unsuitable for timber production (see FEIS, Appendix A).  Some of these unsuited areas, even if 
they are not classified as old growth, would only be passively managed and could function as 
additional old growth areas. 
 
68) Public Concern Statement:  Commenters request revision of the guideline for management 
in stands adjacent to classified old growth.  Recommendations for change include incorporating a 
buffer of uneven-aged management for those stands with an even-aged objective, text that 
assigns management based on silvicultural guides, and a guideline that reflects the need for old 
growth expansion.  Other commenters request no management adjacent to old growth and 
exclusion of the guideline from the 2006 Forest Plan.  An additional guideline for even-aged 
management of northern hardwoods adjacent to aspen and jack pine was also suggested.  
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(#00129), (#00145- 00160), (#00163-00284), (#00288-00296), (#00303-00308), (#00323-
00325), (#00327-00345), (#00349-00354), (#00356-00357), (#00360-00371), (#00374-00376), 
(#00378-00386), (#00394-00400), (#00402-00407), (#00436), (#00442), (#00447), (#00451), 
(#00507), (#00509-00510), (#00523), (#00529), (#00575-00649), (#00652-00656) 
 
Response:  Revision of this guideline language was identified in the Need for Change (USDA 
Forest Service 2003h) and carried forward to the Notice of Intent.  Uneven-aged management 
would be favored in northern hardwood stands adjacent to old growth, and would provide for 
larger contiguous blocks of older forests.  In other forest types, a component of long-lived 
species would be maintained adjacent to old growth where practical.  Depending on site-specific 
circumstances, even-aged management could be performed adjacent to old growth to maintain 
jack pine and aspen, or to address forest health concerns (see FEIS, Chapter 3, Vegetation, Old 
Growth).   
 
In some instances, even-aged management would be allowed adjacent to old growth, which 
would benefit species that den or nest in old growth or mature forest, but need to forage in early-
seral habitat types, such as goshawk, Canada lynx, or fisher, due to the relatively higher densities 
of prey species that occur in young, dense forest types (e.g. snowshoe hare).  A variety of 
landscape conditions and juxtaposition of habitat types is needed across the Ottawa to meet the 
needs of all the various species that occur here, including young forest adjacent to old growth in 
some instances. 
 
69) Public Concern Statement:  Commenters expressed concern that standards and guidelines 
prohibit motorized trails in classified old growth areas, outside of SPNM and Wilderness.  
(#00346), (#00437), (#00474)  
 
Response:  No restrictions are proposed for trail management in classified old growth areas in 
the standards and guidelines.  The 2006 Forest Plan direction would not specifically designate 
the OHV/ATV trails, but it would provide guidance for the designation process, which would tier 
to the analyses conducted during the Forest Plan revision process.  This process would also be 
consistent with the Travel Management Rule (USDA Forest Service 2005k).  See the FEIS, 
Chapter 3, Recreation section for more information. 
 
70) Public Concern Statement:  Some commenters provided support for selection of 
Alternative 4 as they believe it provides the most diverse forest management, specifically forest 
types based on historical (or pre-settlement) forest communities.  Other comments received 
opposed Alternative 4 because they felt there was an over-emphasis on early-successional forests 
and a lack of the mature, northern hardwood and conifer components.  Other thoughts supported 
an emphasis on maintaining more mature stands through preservation and increased old growth 
classification.  (#00019), (#00096), (#00315), (#00433), (#00439), (#00440), (#00457), 
(#00504), (#00507), (#00560) 
 
Response:  The Ottawa has attempted to balance the concerns and ideas expressed by 
commenters to maintain forest diversity by offering a balance of early-successional and mature 
forest types. 
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Alternative 4 would not provide the best opportunity to continue the restoration efforts because it 
manages fewer acres of the northern hardwood component.  It would result in a lower amount of 
northern hardwood and long-lived conifer forests.  Although Alternative 4 would emphasize 
early successional forests, the resulting vegetative communities would not align as well with the 
Ottawa’s ecological capabilities.  Alternative 4 would provide a lower sustained yield of timber, 
lower net present value, and lower overall ASQ in the second decade than offered under the 
Selected Alternative. 
 
The reduced amount of northern hardwood management would provide fewer habitats for 
species benefiting from late-successional forest habitats.  In addition, the reduced amount of 
long-lived conifer management would result in fewer habitats for the American marten (MIS), 
blackburnian warbler, and other species reliant upon these forest types. 
 
See Chapter 3 of the FEIS, specifically the Vegetation and Wildlife Sections, which summarize 
the current vegetative condition of the Ottawa, discuss some of the history that resulted in current 
conditions, and also analyzes the environmental consequences of the four alternatives.  The 
Responsible Official will weigh alternatives based on analyses conducted and take all public 
comments into consideration when making a decision to select an alternative for the Forest Plan.   
 
71) Public Concern Statement:  A commenter stated opposition to clearcut and salvage harvest 
methods and felt that natural processes and wildfire should be allowed to promote forest type 
diversity.  (#00655) 
 
Response:  The National Forest Management Act of 1976 states that all forested lands within the 
National Forest System will be maintained in appropriate forest cover with species of trees, 
degrees of stocking, rate of growth, and conditions of stands designated to secure maximum 
benefits of multiple use sustained yield management in accord to land management plans.  In 
other words, the Forest Service must be a responsible land steward.  The Ottawa cannot rely 
upon natural processes to take care of forest health issues caused by destructive weather events.  
The Forest Service is expected to do everything it can, within reason and with due consideration 
for the environment, to assure recovery of damaged lands to a healthy and productive condition.  
Naturally caused fires can, in some instances, have a positive effect on the land.  The 2006 Forest 
Plan (Chapter 2) contains guidance to allow fires originating from natural ignitions, such as 
lightning, to burn as part of natural ecological disturbance regimes when appropriate.  In some 
cases, however, uncontrolled wildfire would not be allowed to take on the role as a natural 
process for addressing forest type diversity issues (see FEIS, Chapter 3, Fire Management). 
 
Salvage logging can often restore these lands more efficiently than through natural processes, 
and restoration costs can be partially offset by the sale of dead and damaged trees.  In addition, 
clearcutting is necessary to regenerate shade intolerant species such as aspen and jack pine (see 
2006 Forest Plan, Appendix C).  Without clearcutting, or some type of natural disturbance, these 
species would be replaced by more shade tolerant species.  Aspen and jack pine are important 
forest types for a number of plant and animal species, including some federally listed threatened 
and endangered species.  Timber harvest would not be planned on over half of the Ottawa (over 
500,000 acres).  Limited timber harvesting, would occur in areas that are classified as unsuitable 
for timber production to resolve problems associated with insect/disease outbreaks or blowdown.  
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Generally, these areas (such as wilderness areas, wild and scenic river corridors, steep slopes, 
riparian areas, classified old growth, etc.) would be only passively managed, and natural 
processes will generally be allowed to occur. 
 
Naturally caused fires can, in some instances, have a positive effect on the land.  The 2006 Forest 
Plan (Chapter 2) contains guidance to allow fires originating from natural ignitions, such as 
lightning, to burn as part of natural ecological disturbance regimes when appropriate.  In some 
cases, however, uncontrolled wildfire would not be allowed to take on the role as a natural 
process for controlling forest health issues caused by destructive weather events.   
 
72) Public Concern Statement:  A commenter expressed concern about current forest health 
conditions and requested information about future management direction for known and 
potential insect and disease factors.  (#00300) 
 
Response:  The forest health situation was described in the FEIS (see Chapter 3, Vegetation, 
Forest Health).  Management direction to address insect and disease factors is presented in the 
Forest pest management goals, objectives, and guidelines in the 2006 Forest Plan (see Chapter 2, 
Forest Pest Management).   
 
73) Public Concern Statement:  A commenter requested disclosure of additional information 
regarding the analysis presented for special forest products.  (#00319) 
 
Response:  Additional information has been provided about special forest products, as requested 
by the commenter.  This information is provided in the FEIS, Chapter 3, Timber Resources 
section. 

Water Resources 
74) Public Concern Statement:  Some commenters stated that proposed management of aquatic 
and riparian ecosystems should be more stringent, while others felt that proposed management is 
too restrictive.  Concerns were expressed that some best management practices are inadequate 
and that buffer zones do not encompass enough area to avoid erosion and sedimentation into 
water features during timber harvest and associated projects.  Other comments received stated 
that management within riparian ecosystems should focus on maintenance of non-forested 
openings and early successional species.  (#00006), (#00145- 00160), (#00163-00284), (#00288-
00296), (#00303-00308), (#00323-00325), (#00327-00345), (#00349-00354), (#00356-00357), 
(#00360-00371), (#00374-00376), (#00378-00386), (#00388), (#00394-00400), (#00402-00407), 
(#00433), (#00436), (#00442), (#00447), (#00451), (#00462), (#00485), (#00516), (#00523), 
(#00529), (#00532), (#00533), (#00539), (#00575-00649), (#00652-00656) 
 
Response:  Riparian management was a secondary Forest Plan revision issue, and standards and 
guides were developed to address the issue (see 2006 Forest Plan, Chapter 2; Soil, Water and 
Air).  Northern Research Station’s Sustaining Riparian Landscapes Integrated Program (SRLIP) 
has been focusing research on riparian ecosystems since 1987 (USDA Forest Service 2005e).  
Their products have been utilized to aid in the development of the riparian goals, objectives, 
standards and guidelines (Crow et al. 2000, DeGraaf and Yamasaki 2000, Ilhardt et al. 2000, 
Palik et al. 2000, Phillips et al. 2000, Verry 1986, Verry 1992, Verry 2000a, and Verry 2000b).  
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This research recommends defining riparian areas and focusing riparian management on site-
specific conditions that influence riparian structure and function, which includes physical as well 
as biological components.  Our riparian management direction also focuses on managing for 
conditions that emulate natural disturbance patterns and conditions specific to the landscape 
where the aquatic resources have naturally evolved. 
 
Since most of the Ottawa’s streams evolved in a forested condition, management would continue 
to provide for the structural and functional needs of forested streams where the ecological 
characteristics warrant this condition.  Michigan DNR’s Fisheries Division concurs with this 
management strategy and states in their publication, Riparian Zone Management and Trout 
Streams:  21st Century and Beyond, “the key is to manage the riparian corridor vegetation for 
mature natural species that have evolved to grow in conditions specific to that area” (Michigan 
DNR 2005a).  They further describe variation in forested ecosystems and the conditions that 
cause the variations, how these contribute to channel conditions and trout habitat and the 
consequences of converting channel conditions to something other than what would naturally 
have occurred at the site.   
 
The Ottawa’s proposed management strategy is consistent with Forest Service Research and 
Michigan DNR strategies.  This direction is focused on managing for site-specific conditions 
influencing riparian structure and function, therefore the Ottawa would adequately protect 
riparian areas and aquatic features.  Riparian management has been included in the monitoring 
plan in order to assure they are being adequately protected (2006 Forest Plan, Chapter 4, 
Monitoring Matrix).    
 
75) Public Concern Statement:  A commenter requested analysis of Forestwide wetland 
resources, including disclosure of the potential effects of alternatives upon wetland loss or 
change in wetland function.  (#00516) 
 
Response:  Wetland losses are not anticipated since this would most often occur with road 
construction.  The Forest road system is generally already in place.  Additional construction 
would be anticipated during implementation of the 2006 Forest Plan, but site-specific, project 
level analysis would place priority on utilizing the existing road system whenever possible.   
 
A change in wetland function is also not anticipated since the wetlands would be protected 
through riparian and wetland management direction in goals, objectives, and guidelines in the 
2006 Forest Plan (See Chapter 2, 2500 and 2600). 
 
76) Public Concern Statement:  A commenter requested analysis and disclosure of the 
management strategy for threatened, coldwater lentic resources.  (#00516) 
 
Response:  The Ottawa is unsure about the nature of this comment and the commenter’s use of 
“threatened” in this context.  The Ottawa does not have any “threatened” coldwater lentic 
resources within the Ottawa.  Currently, our lentic resources can be affected by invasive species, 
which are addressed in standards and guidelines in the 2006 Forest Plan (See Chapter 2, 2080).  
Other resource management direction that would protect lentic resources is described in goals, 
objectives, and guidelines under 2500 and 2600 in the 2006 Forest Plan (see Chapter 2).    
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77) Public Concern Statement:  A commenter requested analysis of stream crossings on a 
Forestwide basis to identify areas posing problems to fish passage and areas in need of other 
restoration efforts.  (#00516) 
 
Response:  Fish passage analysis is performed at the project level and is currently on-going on 
the Ottawa.  Resource management direction to provide for aquatic organism passage is 
addressed in the 2006 Forest Plan (see Chapter 2, Resource Specific Goals and Objectives, 2500) 
objective and is stated as follows:  “Hydrologic connectivity of aquatic ecosystems and wetlands 
is maintained or restored to assure passage of water, sediment, nutrients, wood, and aquatic 
organisms.”  Additional direction addressing watershed health, and species diversity and 
abundance are described in goals, objectives, and guidelines in the 2006 Forest Plan, which 
would guide managers to restore aquatic habitats where necessary (see Chapter 2, 2500).  
 
78) Public Concern Statement:  The US EPA requested disclosure of analysis completed for 
impaired waters on Forest System lands identified by the State of Michigan.  The agency also 
recommended using identified impaired waters to focus cooperative restoration efforts with the 
State and ensure potential forest management is compatible with restoration goals.  (#00529) 
 
Response:  Discussion pertaining to water quality impaired water bodies was addressed in the 
Water Resources analysis conducted for preparation of the DEIS.  This discussion has now been 
incorporated into the FEIS (see Chapter 3, Water Resources, Affected Environment).    

Wildlife/Rare Plants  
79) Public Concern Statement:  Commenters requested consideration of increased management 
and maintenance of trees to provide wildlife denning opportunities.  (#00023), (#00052) 
 
Response:  2006 Forest Plan guidelines have been developed to provide protection of live cavity 
trees and snags for wildlife denning opportunities (see 2006 Forest Plan, Chapter 2, 2600).  
Implementation of these guidelines is not conducted through Forest Plan revision, but would be 
considered at the site-specific project level.    
 
80) Public Concern Statement:  A commenter requested increased protection of wood turtle 
populations and habitat through standards designed to disallow timber and transportation 
management in tributaries inhabited by the species.  (#00655) 
 
Response:  The key habitat for wood turtles is nesting beaches, since habitat requirements for 
other life stages are quite broad.  Guidelines were specifically developed in the 2006 Forest Plan 
to protect nesting areas (see Chapter 2, 2600).  Further, the food habits of wood turtles requires 
sunny, brushy areas for foraging near rivers, so limited even-aged forest management can be 
beneficial.   
 
The standards and guidelines developed for management of riparian corridors would provide 
protection to habitat for riparian-dependent species, such as the wood turtle (see FEIS, Chapter 3, 
Riparian Species of Viability Concern, Direct and Indirect Effects).  The conclusion reached in 
the Biological Evaluation prepared for Forest Plan revision is that implementation of the 
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preferred alternative may impact individual turtles, but viability of the population is still assured 
(USDA Forest Service 2006b).  A list of determinations is presented in Appendix G of the FEIS. 
 
81) Public Concern Statement:  Commenters expressed concern that the amount of habitat 
provided for woodcock and ruffed grouse is inadequate.  Commenters requested more, specific 
guidelines for the creation and maintenance of grasslands/dry openings, and consideration of 
more aspen management in those acres proposed as unsuited lands.  (#00050), (#00347), 
(#00462), (#00470), (#00485) 
 
Response:  The 2006 Forest Plan provides broad direction via goals, objectives, standards and 
guidelines, and contains management direction to provide adequate habitat for ruffed grouse and 
American woodcock.   
 
For the ruffed grouse, the 2006 Forest Plan proposes a goal to provide adequate habitat for this 
management indicator species; an objective for providing a mix of age classes within the aspen 
type; and guidelines specific to providing ruffed grouse habitat, including openings (see 2006 
Forest Plan, Chapter 2, 2600).   Also, additional guidelines are provided in MAs 2.1, 2.2, 3.1a, 
4.1a, 6.1 and 6.2 (see 2006 Forest Plan, Chapter 3).  
 
The 2006 Forest Plan also has a number of guidelines that would maintain or improve habitat for 
the American woodcock.  Specifically, the Water, Soil, and Air section includes the following 
guidelines that would benefit woodcock (see 2006 Forest Plan, Chapter 2, 2500): 

• Vegetation treatments within the riparian area that would provide some small grassy 
and regeneration openings in the riparian area. 

• Vegetation treatments within the upland portion of the riparian corridor to develop 
some grassy and regeneration openings. 

• Creation of grassy openings adjacent to aspen regeneration and moist soil areas and 
the development of woodcock foraging habitat. 

In response to comments, the preferred alternative was modified (e.g., Alternative 3-Modifiedj) 
to include 109,000 acres of aspen on the suited land base (an increase of 7,000 acres from 
Alternative 3 of the DEIS).  Alternative 3-Modified would offer an adequate amount of habitat 
and would provide for widespread populations of ruffed grouse and American woodcock on the 
Ottawa.  Additional information is presented in the FEIS (see Chapter 3, Wildlife, MIS and 
Game Species Sections; and Appendix H).  Refer to response to Public Concern Statement #60 
for more information about unsuited lands. 
 
82) Public Concern Statement:  The Environmental Protection Agency expressed concerns that 
there was no recognition in the analysis for national bird plans and their regional components, or 
conservation plans managed by the US Fish and Wildlife Service and Michigan Audubon 
Society.  The agency requested discussion of how these plans are incorporated into Forest 
management.  (#00516) 
 
Response:  Chapter 1 of the FEIS provides an overview of the 2006 Forest Plan revision 
process, including the need for change, notice of intent, and defining issues.  The National Bird 
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Plans were not brought forth as a concern following the Notice of Intent, and therefore were not 
identified as a revision issue.   
 
The four National Bird Plans attempt to provide a planning framework for the conservation of 
habitats and populations of a variety of birds (i.e. migratory waterfowl, shorebirds, colonial 
water birds, and land birds) across a multitude of land ownerships.  Many of the bird species 
identified in these four Plans mentioned by the commenter were evaluated as part of the 
Ottawa’s Species Viability Evaluation (SVE) Process (see FEIS, Appendix E).  Sources included 
used to develop the SVE included federally threatened and endangered, state listed threatened, 
endangered, and special concern, Forest Service list of regional forester sensitive species, 
Partners in Flight, input from Universities and interested individuals.  The SVE process and the 
results lead to the development of goals, objectives, standards and guidelines that deal with 
reducing risks and threats, and maintain, increase improve or protect habitats by actions or 
treatments on the Ottawa.   
 
In the North American Waterbird Conservation Plan, the only species of colonial waterbird that 
has been identified on the Ottawa is the black tern.  This species was listed in a category of 
moderate concern.  The black tern was evaluated in the SVE process (see Appendix E of the 
FEIS for additional information). 
 
The American woodcock and upland sandpiper were identified in a category of high concern in 
the Upper Mississippi Valley/Great Lakes Shorebird Conservation Plan.  The 2006 Forest Plan 
has included four guidelines to benefit these species (see Chapter 2, 2600).  The upland 
sandpiper was evaluated in the SVE process. 
 
The Partners in Flight North American Land Bird Conservation Plan identifies a list of bird 
species of Continental Importance in the Northern Forest Avifaunal Biome, which includes Bird 
Conservation Region 12 (encompassing the Ottawa) (Rich et al 2004).  Ottawa personnel 
reviewed the status of 10 species of birds and habitats on the Ottawa that were determined to be 
“priority species” for the Partners in Flight Bird Conservation Plan for the Boreal Hardwood 
Transition (USDA Forest Service 2005f).  This plan is currently being completed and is tiered to 
the North American Landbird Conservation Plan. The SVE process recognized that early 
successional habitats and boreal forest habitats were some of the more limited habitats on the 
Ottawa.  A number of goals, objectives, standards and guidelines were developed to maintain, 
restore and protect these habitats on the Forest.   
 
83) Public Concern Statement:  Some commenters presented opposition to management of 
non-forested openings and requested rationale for this type of management.  Concerns were 
expressed about the role of managed openings, as opposed to naturally occurring openings, as 
wildlife habitat and their potential to introduce non-native invasive species.  (#00319), (#00392) 
 
Response:  As discussed in the FEIS, permanent openings are an important component of 
biological diversity (Chapter 3, Vegetation, Permanent Forest Openings).  Permanent openings 
were identified in the Notice of Intent as a topic that should be addressed in the 2006 Forest Plan, 
and were utilized in the analysis of alternatives as a Secondary Issue.   
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As stated in the NOI, the proposal was to adjust the amount and size of permanent openings to 
better match ecosystem capabilities and opportunities (see FEIS, Chapter 1, Secondary Issues).  
In terms of desired condition, Alternative 3-Modified would also result in a reduction in the total 
acreage of permanent openings as compared to Alternative 1; by anywhere from 4-19% (see 
FEIS, Chapter 3, Vegetation, Permanent Forest Openings). 
 
Several species, such as those listed as Regional Forester Sensitive and/or other declining 
species, depend either entirely or in part on this type of early successional habitat.  These species 
are discussed in the FEIS (Chapter 3, Wildlife).  In addition, permanent openings provide habitat 
for blueberries and other fruits important for some wildlife species, recreational picking as well 
as tribal gathering (FEIS, Chapter 3, Native Plants and Plants of Management Concern). 
 
84) Public Concern Statement:  Concerns were expressed regarding the effects of 
fragmentation and requested management focused on restoring landscape continuity.  
Commenters requested a more, comprehensive analysis of alternative effects on forest patch size 
and the cumulative effects of fragmentation and resulting edge effects upon wildlife species.  
(#00315), (#00529), (#00655) 
 
Response:  The Ottawa lies within the mostly-forested western Upper Peninsula, and is part of 
the largest contiguous block of northern hardwood forest in the Lake States (Cleland, et al., 
2004).  The goals and objectives of the 2006 Forest Plan are designed to sustain and continue the 
restoration of this landscape.  The dispersal and connectivity problems caused by fragmentation, 
as discussed in literature, generally does not apply to the western Upper Peninsula, due to the 
region’s largely intact vegetation community.   As displayed by the FEIS, there are few 
artificially non-forested areas (less than 5%), and these acreages are small, and generally less 
than 10 acres in size (see Chapter 3, Wildlife, MIS/Ruffed Grouse, cumulative effects).  
Documentation prepared for the revision of the Forest Plan contains lengthy analysis and 
discussion of changes in vegetation composition, patch size of forest types, and connectivity 
(Cleland et al., 2004a).  This analysis concluded the following:  “Relative to most of the upper 
Midwest, however, the western UP has escaped the massive clearing for agriculture, broadscale 
forest type changes, or other dramatic landcover changes.  Clearly, the western UP represents 
one of the least altered landscapes in the eastern US”. 
 
85) Public Concern Statement:  Concerns were expressed that the reductions in early 
successional forest habitats will have negative impacts on wildlife dependent on those habitats.  
Commenters felt that not enough discussion of these impacts was included in the DEIS.  
(#00001-00005), (#00009), (#00014), (#00020), (#00025), (#00037), (#00048), (#00050), 
(#00085), (#00120), (#00124), (#00125), (#00128), (#00143), (#00300), (#00416), (#00425), 
(#00429-00430), (#00432), (#00461-00462), (#00464), (#00462), (#00466)  (#00485), (#00498), 
(#00509), (#00522), (#00530), (#00533) 
 
Response:  Management of the aspen ecosystems on the Ottawa was identified as a Principal 
Issue for Forest Plan revision.  Comments received reflect differing views about aspen 
management on the Ottawa.  The alternatives do present a range of aspen acres available for 
management within the suited land base, and as a component of the desired vegetation condition.  
The FEIS identifies alternatives eliminated from detailed study.  The aspen alternative, which 
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offered aspen management at the level projected for the 1986 Forest Plan (e.g., 138,000 acres) 
was among those eliminated from further analysis (see FEIS, Chapter 2, Alternative Eliminated 
from Detailed Study).  Appendix A of the FEIS states that all alternatives would manage and 
maintain a significant acreage of aspen equal to about 20% of the total suitable forest land with a 
range of 92,000 to 120,000 acres.   
 
Alternative 3-Modified does propose an increase in the acres of aspen managed on the suited 
base from 102,000 (as shown for Alternative 3 in the DEIS) to 109,000 acres.  In addition, this 
alternative proposed some changes in the desired condition composition percentages for aspen in 
MA 1.1a from 50 to 70% to 60 to 70%, and in MA 3.1a from 25 to 45% to 35 to 45%.  The 
proposed management in Alternative 3-Modified of 109,000 acres on the suited base represents 
approximately 54% of all the aspen acres (199,000) on the Ottawa or approximately 93% of all 
the suited (117,100 acres) aspen acres.   
 
The FEIS discloses the effects of a reduction of aspen acres in the suited base under Alternative 
3-Modified compared to the 1986 Forest Plan, and the long-term loss of aspen acres on the 
unsuited base due to successional changes (see Chapter 3, Vegetation).  The FEIS also discusses 
the reduction in grouse habitat, long-term reduction in the forestwide grouse population and 
other early successional species, as well as recreational hunting opportunities (see Chapter 3, 
Wildlife, MIS/Ruffed Grouse and Game Species).    
 
The Ottawa does recognize the importance of providing early successional forest types and 
habitats for species that need early successional habitats.  This is shown where aspen is part of 
the desired vegetation condition for all of the MA prescriptions that have active management, 
and some MAs (e.g., 1.1a, 3.1a, and 4.2a) include relatively large aspen components in their 
desired conditions to take advantage of larger patches of the aspen ecosystem.  In addition, there 
is an objective to emphasize regeneration harvest of mature aspen within the next 10 to 15 years 
to assure that aspen is maintained within the desired range.   
 
86) Public Concern Statement:  Some commenters presented opposition to the delineation of a 
Remote Habitat Area (RHA) and associated road closure management.  Concerns regarding 
management included reduction of recreational access within the RHA, uncertainty about the 
role of roads in wildlife habitat, and the lack of guidelines and ROS for the RHA.  (# 00346-
00437), (#00485) 
 
Response:  The Remote Habitat Area was established in the 1986 Forest Plan and is an area 
encompassing 256,000 acres that would benefit several sensitive or federally-listed species that 
require some degree of remoteness from human activity.  These species include gray wolf, 
American marten, northern goshawk, and red-shouldered hawk (as discussed in the Biological 
Evaluation, USDA Forest Service 2006b). 
 
The desired condition of the RHA is to provide one mile or less of open road per square mile of 
land.  The RHA incorporates only a portion of MAs 2.1, 2.2, 3.1a, 4.1a and 6.2 (2006 Forest 
Plan, Chapter 3).  As such, only a portion of these MAs would be considered through Forest Plan 
implementation for lower open road densities.  All of these MAs have a desired condition road 
density of 3 to 4 miles per square mile, with the exception of MA 6.2, which is 1 ½ to 2 ½ miles 
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per square mile.  The FEIS states that the current total density of roads in all management areas 
is within or below established guidelines (USDA Forest Service 2005i).    
 
The RHA was not identified as a revision topic, and therefore was not analyzed in detail.  Since 
the RHA was not a principal or secondary issue, management within the RHA would continue as 
currently conducted under the 1986 Forest Plan.  The RHA is identified as a goal (with two 
associated objectives) in the 2006 Forest Plan (Chapter 2, 2600).   See also the response to Public 
Concern Statement #101. 
 
87) Public Concern Statement:  A commenter expressed concern that Goal Number 30 is too 
vague and does not provide adequate direction.  This commenter provided a suggestion for 
improving the goal language.  (#00485) 
 
Response:  There are a number of goals, objectives, standards and guidelines that provide 
direction for fisheries and aquatic resources management within the 2006 Forest Plan (see 
Chapter 2).  Changes to the goals and objectives have taken place during the transition from 
DEIS to FEIS.  The commenter’s suggestion for improved goal language (as submitted, “Provide 
diverse and healthy environment for aquatic ecosystems with emphasis on native species and 
desired non-native species”) was taken into consideration.  The goal identified by the commenter 
has been refined, and assigned a new number (#34), and now states, “Provide improved habitat 
conditions for aquatic species through increased emphasis on the health, quality and ecological 
function of aquatic ecosystems” (2006 Forest Plan, Chapter 2, Resource Specific Goals and 
Objectives, 2600).  
 
Information pertaining to how standards, guidelines, goals and objectives are developed is 
disclosed in the 2006 Forest Plan (Chapters 2 and 3, Introduction), as well as in the response to 
Public Concern Statement #1.   
 
88) Public Concern Statement:  A commenter expressed concern that goals providing 
management direction for fisheries and aquatic resources do not identify how cooperation with 
local governments will proceed as done in the 1986 Forest Plan.  (#00392) 
 
Response:  Goal 4 of the 2006 Forest Plan provides guidance for promoting external relations, 
including collaborative work with cooperators, including local governments (see Chapter 2, 
1500).  Cooperative efforts are also listed in Chapter 4 (Monitoring and Evaluation) of the 2006 
Forest Plan.  As stated in the response to Public Concern Statement #18, monitoring and 
evaluation of the 2006 Forest Plan is strategic in nature.  Monitoring would allow the Ottawa the 
ability to respond to changing conditions, make changes based on new information, and test the 
effectiveness of Forest Plan direction (2006 Forest Plan, Chapter 4, Introduction).  Determination 
of monitoring protocols would be discerned during implementation of the 2006 Forest Plan.   
 
89) Public Concern Statement:  The US EPA expressed concerns about the impacts on forest 
structure and ecology from the white-tailed deer population, specifically effects to cedar and 
hemlock forest types.  They also requested additional disclosure about cooperative efforts 
planned with the Michigan Department of Natural Resources and the Ottawa’s perspective on an 
optimal deer population.  (#00529) 
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Response:  Impacts on forest resources due to white-tailed deer herbivory are discussed in 
several places with the FEIS (Chapter 3, Vegetation, Forest Health and Hemlock/White Pine; 
Native Plants and Plants of Management Concern; Wildlife, Game Species and others).  An 
objective to reduce impacts of herbivory on the viability of native species is included as part of 
the Forest Plan (Objective listed under Goal 30; see 2006 Forest Plan, Chapter 2, 2600).  In 
addition, Forestwide Goal 4 relates to the cooperative work programs and sharing data with other 
land managers, which would include the Michigan DNR (see 2006 Forest Plan, Chapter 2, 1500).   
 
90) Public Concern Statement:  Support for jack pine, balsam fir and northern hardwood 
management practices as well as optimizing stand species diversity was expressed.  The 
commenter recommends including management for increasing conifer types through forest 
management practices are planned in accordance with maintaining deeryard complexes.  The 
commenter requests the following factors be considered for conifer management:   

• Pursue coordination for management for deeryard complexes; 
• Favor conifer expansion over hardwoods in lowland areas; and 
• Emphasize increased amounts of hemlock wherever appropriate.  (#00533) 

Response:  The Game Species section discusses importance of maintaining thermal cover near 
browse supplies for deer (FEIS, Chapter 3, Wildlife).  Goal 4 of the 2006 Forest Plan directs the 
Ottawa to cooperate with other groups, like Michigan DNR, in resource management (see 
Chapter 2, 1500).  The 2006 Forest Plan puts additional emphasis on restoration of mesic 
conifers, in particular hemlock and white pine, which should serve to maintain and restore 
thermal cover over the long-term (Chapter 2, 2400 and 2600).  The 2006 Forest Plan also directs 
the Ottawa to manage the balsam fir type to maintain a component of young dense conifer for 
snowshoe hare and other species (Chapter 2, 2400 and 2600).  Alternative 3-Modified contains 
direction to maintain about 10,000 acres of jack pine, which would also serve to increase short-
lived conifer managed on suitable lands (see FEIS, Chapter 3, Vegetation).   
 
91) Public Concern Statement:  Commenters requested that management for increasing the 
wild turkey population be included in the Proposed Forest Plan.  The commenters feel that a 
coordinated effort with the National Wild Turkey Federation’s local chapter would assist in 
expanding the wild turkey population onto the Ottawa and therefore increase public hunting 
opportunities.  (#00300), (# 00413), (# 00417), (#00524), (#00572) 
 
Response:  Wild turkeys are not native to the Ottawa or western Upper Peninsula as habitat 
conditions have not been suitable, neither today nor in the recorded past.  The primary limiting 
factor has always been the high snowfall, with other limiting factors such as cold temperatures, 
duration of snow cover, and lack of hard mast for foraging needs.  Occasionally, turkeys are seen 
on the Ottawa, but these birds are thought to be dispersers from areas to the south and east, 
where turkeys have been introduced.  Additionally, the State of Michigan manages game species. 
 
92) Public Concern Statement:  Some commenters expressed concerns that the species viability 
evaluation is inadequate.  These commenters requested an expanded analysis for viability per 
alternative and further clarification for the process used to determine the outcome ratings shown 
in Appendix E of the DEIS.  Concerns were also expressed about the role of monitoring and 
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evaluation to ensure populations are maintained at minimum viable levels.  (#00129), (#00145- 
00160), (#00163-00284), (#00288-00296), (#00303-00308), (#00323-00325), (#00327-00345), 
(#00349-00354), (#00356-00357), (#00360-00371), (#00374-00376), (#00378-00386), (#00394-
00400), (#00402-00407), (#00438), (#00442), (#00447), (#00451), (#00523), (#00529), (#00575-
00649), (#00652-00656) 
 
Response:  For the 2006 Forest Plan revision effort, 130 species were evaluated for viability 
using a process outlined in the FEIS, Appendix E.  In light of comments received the process to 
determine species viability based on these outcomes was clarified (see FEIS, Appendix E).   
 
For most species, there was little difference among alternatives for the viability outcomes.  This 
was because the proposed standards and guidelines were the same across all alternatives and/or 
the differences in management activities, between alternatives, were not large enough to 
substantially affect the outcome.  For many of the species of concern, habitat is not the limiting 
factor.  When there is abundant, suitable but unoccupied habitat available, minor changes in the 
amounts and distribution do not affect the outcome ratings.   
 
Four MIS have been recommended to represent the four key habitats that receive the majority of 
forest management activities.  The monitoring of MIS would be supplemented by other forms of 
monitoring as described in Chapter 4 of the 2006 Forest Plan.  This chapter presents 
recommended monitoring efforts that are intentionally general, in terms of what species or 
habitats would be monitored, and how it would occur, to allow the Forest the most flexibility to 
adapt to changes, such as new scientific information or emerging issues.  However, Chapter 4 
does provide that: 1) the Forest would monitor for ecological conditions to maintain viable 
populations of native and desired non-native species; and 2) the Forest would monitor the extent 
management is contributing to the conservation of sensitive, threatened, and endangered species. 
 
93) Public Concern Statement:  A commenter expressed concerns that the goshawk population 
is not viable in the Upper Peninsula of Michigan.  (#00436) 
 
Response:  Viability of the northern goshawk was evaluated as part of the Forest Plan revision’s 
SVE process (see FEIS, Appendix E).  That evaluation concluded that viability is not an issue 
with the northern goshawk on the Ottawa.  The Ottawa is at the southern edge of this species 
breeding range.  As expected, population density is low and reproduction can be sporadic.  
Viability of goshawks at the southern edge of the breeding range is dependent upon immigration 
from source populations located further north.  See the FEIS (Chapter 3, Wildlife, RFSS), the 
Biological Evaluation (USDA Forest Service 2006b), and FEIS Appendix E for discussions and 
determination of northern goshawk viability on the Ottawa.     
 
94) Public Concern Statement:  A commenter suggested that paper birch and northern white 
cedar forest types are in decline and requested disclosure of the analysis for these species relative 
to the concerns expressed.  The commenter also requested information about how the plants of 
management concern would be dealt with through monitoring and evaluation.  (#00319) 
 
Response:  Declines in paper birch and cedar are discussed in the section on Native Plants and 
Plants of Management Concern in the FEIS (see Chapter 3, Vegetation Section).  Chapter 4 of 
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the 2006 Forest Plan provides a broad outline of monitoring questions that would be addressed.  
For example, monitoring for Forest management activities that would restore vegetation 
composition and spatial landscape patterns would be used to look at changes in the extent of 
stands of white cedar, hemlock and paper birch.  Wild rice beds would be evaluated based on 
monitoring for the maintenance and restoration of an abundant amount of native aquatic flora 
and fauna in streams and lakes (2006 Forest Plan, Chapter 4, Monitoring Matrix) or as part of the 
wild rice restoration program with cooperators based on the Forestwide Goal for external 
relations (2006 Forest Plan, Chapter 2, 1500).  Cutleaf toothwort would be evaluated as a 
management indicator species.  Sweet grass is currently being surveyed for in Forest projects, 
along with other rare plants.  Princess pine and blueberries are not scheduled for specific 
monitoring at this time.  As stated in the response to Public Concern Statement #18, monitoring 
and evaluation of the 2006 Forest Plan activities is strategic in nature; monitoring methods and 
protocols will be developed as part of Plan implementation.  Monitoring would allow the Ottawa 
the ability to respond to changing conditions, make changes based on new information, and test 
the effectiveness of management for the species of management concern.   
 
95) Public Concern Statement:  A commenter requests consideration of adaptive management 
strategies to increase paper birch regeneration.  The commenter supports guidelines that consider 
paper birch to remain as inclusions and reserve trees.  (#00319) 
 
Response:  The monitoring and evaluation section in the 2006 Forest Plan stresses the use of 
adaptive management to move the Ottawa towards meeting desired conditions.  Harvest cutting 
methods for the various species in the 2006 Forest Plan are guidelines (see Chapter 2, 2400).  
These guidelines do allow for management flexibility.  Adaptive management would be 
practiced to ensure that regeneration objectives are met for paper birch and other forest types.  
An objective was added to the 2006 Forest Plan to specifically maintain paper birch on the 
landscape (Chapter 2, 2400). 
 
96) Public Concern Statement:  A commenter suggests the following wording for an objective 
under Goal Number 23:  “Promote the use and availability of local native plant materials for 
restoration, rehabilitation, and revegetation projects.”  (#00319) 
 
Response:  The intent of this objective is that plant materials (i.e., seeds, stem cuttings, rhizome 
cuttings, fascines, etc.) would be gathered on the Ottawa and used directly within a similar 
ecological zone of the Forest or propagated in the general area of the Ottawa (such as at Toumey 
Nursery in Watersmeet) for transplantation back on the Ottawa.  To ensure the intent is clear, the 
objective and guideline language addressing this topic were modified to include the term “local 
native” as suggested by the commenter.   
 
Changes to the goals and objectives have taken place during the transition from DEIS to FEIS.   
The goal identified by the commenter has been refined as stated above, and is assigned a new 
number, (Goal #26, specifically Objective ‘e’ of this goal).    

Management Indicator Species 
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97) Public Concern Statement:  Some concerns were expressed that the number and type of 
Management Indicator Species recommended for selection is inadequate.  Recommendations 
included maintaining some MIS utilized in the 1986 Forest Plan, as well as including additional 
species that differ from the 1986 and Proposed Forest Plan.  Commenters expressed concerns 
that the four species would not represent the wide array of habitats on the Ottawa or provide an 
accurate depiction of how management activities would affect the wildlife species represented by 
the MIS.  Other comments stated that the process used to identify the proposed MIS fails to 
explain rationale for choosing the proposed species, does not show rationale for those species 
eliminated from selection, and that the process disregards NFMA and NEPA regulations.  
(#00052), (#00129), (#00144- 00160), (#00163-00284), (#00288-00296), (#00303-00308), 
(#00316), (#00319), (#00323-00325), (#00328), (#00330), (#00332), (#00334-00345), (#00349-
00354), (#00356-00357), (#00360-00371), (#00374-00376), (#00378-00386), (#00388), 
(#00394-00400), (#00402-00407), (#00436), (#00438), (#00442), (#00447), (#00451), (#00482), 
(#00485), (#00523), (#00532), (#00575-00576), (#00578-00581), (#00583), (# 00585-00587), 
(#00590), (#00592-00602), (#00604), (#00606-00617), (#00619-00625), (#0627-00628), 
(#00631- 00643), (#00645-00649), (#00653-00656) 
 
Response:  To address comments received, Appendix H of the FEIS has been updated.  This 
appendix includes discussion of the process used to recommend species for MIS on the Ottawa, 
and also why some species were not selected.  Research has pointed out limitations in the ability 
of MIS to detect changes caused by management activities (Niemi and McDonald 2004, Niemi et 
al. 1997, Landres et al. 1988).  Consequently, the Ottawa has recommended four MIS species to 
represent the four key habitats that receive the majority of forest management activities.   
 
Fifty two species, including mammals, reptiles, amphibians, fish, birds, invertebrates, and plants, 
were evaluated and the four species were chosen using the criteria outlined in Appendix H of the 
FEIS.  There is no requirement that any particular number of species be chosen, or that all 
habitats must be represented.  The monitoring of MIS would be supplemented by other forms of 
monitoring as described in Chapter 4 of the 2006 Forest Plan.  This chapter presents 
recommended monitoring efforts that are intentionally general, in terms of what species or 
habitats would be monitored, and how it would occur, to allow the Forest the most flexibility to 
adapt to changes, such as new scientific information or emerging issues.  However, Chapter 4 
does provide that: 1) the Forest would monitor for Forest management activities that provide 
ecological conditions to maintain viable populations of native and desired non-native species; 
and 2) the Forest would monitor the extent Forest management is contributing to the 
conservation of sensitive, threatened, and endangered species. 
 
This process is compliant with both NEPA and NFMA regulations.  For example, NFMA 
regulations list five categories to consider when choosing MIS.  These categories were 
considered during the recommendation for MIS, and are explained in detail in Appendix H of the 
FEIS.  All of the original MIS species from the 1986 Plan were included in the evaluation 
process for the 2006 Forest Plan.  Only one of the original MIS species was chosen for inclusion 
in the Plan, the ruffed grouse. 
 
98) Public Concern Statement:  Some commenters requested that the American bittern remain 
listed as a management indicator species.  Comments included concerns that this species is 
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impacted because timber harvest is conducted at the edge of wetlands and that there is a lack of 
data regarding the bittern’s viability.  (#00129), (#00145- 00160), (#00163-00284), (#00288-
00296), (#00303-00308), (#00323-00325), (#00327-00345), (#00349-00354), (#00356-00357), 
(#00360-00371), (#00374-00376), (#00378-00386), (#00394-00400), (#00402-00407), (#00436), 
(#00442), (#00447), (#00451), (#00523), (#00575-00649), (#00652-00656) 
 
Response:  The American bittern is one of many species on the Ottawa which is present, but not 
very common due to low amounts of suitable habitat.  The habitat that is available; shrubby 
marshes, bogs and wet sedge meadows, is some of the least disturbed habitat on the Forest, 
especially during the critical breeding season.  Monitoring, casual observations, and the annual 
Ottawa Breeding Bird Census have confirmed the presence of American bitterns across many 
areas of the Ottawa where suitable habitat exists.  Due to these reasons, biologists and ecologists 
on the Ottawa elected to replace the aquatic MIS habitat species (American bittern, common 
loon, osprey, bald eagle, brook trout, and northern pike) of the 1986 Forest Plan, with a trio of 
macro-invertebrates indicative of good water quality in stream habitats.  Ottawa biologists and 
ecologists believe that the species listed above from the 1986 Forest Plan are monitored and 
tracked adequately through other means by both the Forest and other cooperating agencies.  
Biologists believe the mayfly-stonefly-caddisfly suite is a better indicator of cold water streams 
and riparian habitat because they would be sensitive to increases in sedimentation and changes in 
water temperature and oxygen levels.  Appendix H of the FEIS has been updated to reflect 
concerns expressed about disclosure of information used to develop the proposed list of MIS.   
 
99) Public Concern Statement:  Some concerns were expressed that there was inadequate 
guidelines for management of American marten because commenters claim that the marten is a 
Regional Forester’s Sensitive Species.  Other commenters asked if the Ottawa would create 
boreal forest habitat to promote species viability.  (#00319), (#00346), (#00437) 
 
Response:  The American marten is currently not a Regional Forester’s Sensitive Species for the 
Ottawa National Forest.  Marten populations have been increasing on the Ottawa and in the 
Western Upper Peninsula in recent decades, leading to their removal from the State of Michigan 
Threatened Species List in 1999.  In 2000, a limited trapping season was initiated for marten, 
which is still in effect.   
 
American marten was selected as one of four Management Indicator Species (MIS) for the 
Ottawa, as an indicator for older conifer forests with a component of dead/down wood on the 
forest floor (FEIS, Chapter 3, Wildlife, MIS).  The Ottawa does propose to regenerate boreal 
forest in suitable locations, but it would be a limited amount because the Ottawa is on the 
southern edge of the boreal zone.  
 
The 2006 Forest Plan also contains specific guidelines for management of marten habitat (see 
Chapter 2, Wildlife, 2600).  In addition to these guidelines, a variety of other goals, objectives, 
standards, and guidelines would serve to benefit American marten.  Some of these include: 
 

• Goal #1 Objectives to (1c) to increase long-lived and short-lived conifers; (1d) expand 
white pine and hemlock components; and (1e) classify of old growth across the landscape 
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• Goal #2 Objectives to (2a) restore white pine and hemlock components in hardwood 
stands; (2b) increase snags; and (2c) increase volume of large woody debris 

• Goal #17 direction to increase the acreage of long-lived conifers, and maintain the 
acreage of short-lived conifers 

• Goal #27 direction to provide adequate habitat for MIS, including marten 
• Goal #31 direction to manage the RHA and provide habitat for marten and other species 
• Guideline for lowland conifer management 
• Guideline for boreal forest maintenance and regeneration 
• MA standards and guideline to emphasize conifer management in MAs 4.1a and 4.2a 

 
100) Public Concern Statement:  Concern was expressed that the analysis for the mayfly-
stonefly-caddisfly suite did not address the effects of vegetation management per alternative.  
(#00516) 
 
Response:  In response to this concern, the FEIS discussion for this MIS suite was reviewed and 
clarified as appropriate for the effects of vegetation management upon habitat for these species 
(FEIS, Chapter 3, Wildlife, MIS).  In addition, more information is available in Appendix H of 
the FEIS. 

Threatened and Endangered Species 
101) Public Concern Statement:  Some commenters felt that the impact of road density upon 
rare and endangered species (specifically wolves) was not fully examined.  A commenter also 
requested standards and guidelines that indicate a specific, Forest road density supported by 
research and provides the most protection to wolves from road encounters.  (#00145 00160), 
(#00163-00284), (#00288-00296), (#00303-00308), (#00323-00325), (#00327-00345), (#00349-
00354), (#00356-00357), (#00360-00371), (#00374-00376), (#00378-00386), (#00394-00400), 
(#00402-00407), (#00436), (#00438), (#00442), (#00447), (#00451), (#00523), (#00575-00649), 
(#00652-00656) 
 
Response:  Road density was not identified as a Forest Plan revision issue, so management area 
prescriptions relative to road density do not vary across the alternatives.  Furthermore, the 
Remote Habitat Area established in the 1986 Forest Plan, which prescribes an open road density 
of one mile per square mile (mi/mi2) of land, remains the same in the Forest Plan.  So overall, 
there would be little, if any, measurable change in road management in the 2006 Forest Plan.   
 
There are changes in management of OHV access on the Forest’s roads and trails, which has 
been analyzed in numerous places throughout the FEIS, as well as the Biological Assessment 
(USDA Forest Service 2005h) and Biological Evaluation (USDA Forest Service 2006b) prepared 
for revision analyses.  Specifically, the Biological Assessment provides a thorough analysis of 
expected effects due to roads on wolves, eagles and Canada lynx.  Endangered Species Act 
determinations were made of “May Affect, Likely to Adversely Affect Individuals” for wolves 
due to roads and road management practices, and for bald eagles due to implementation of the 
Recreation Program, in particular, the activities of recreationists utilizing the Ottawa.  Other 
Forest program areas resulted in either “May Affect, Not Likely to Adversely Affect Individuals” 



Public Involvement and 
Response to Comments  Appendix J 

Final Environmental Impact Statement J-80 Ottawa National Forest 

or “No Effect” determinations for wolves and eagles.  There were no Forest programs that 
resulted in “May Affect, Likely to Adversely Affect Individuals” determinations for Canada lynx 
or Kirtland’s warblers, the only other federally-listed species likely to occur on the Ottawa.  
Several program areas resulted in “May Affect, Not Likely to Adversely Affect” determinations, 
however, including roads and road management, recreationist access and a few others.  Most 
programs were thought to have “No Effect” on Canada lynx or Kirtland’s warbler.  Note that a 
“May Affect, Not Likely to Adversely Affect” determination can include beneficial effects, and 
beneficial effects were predicted to wolves, Canada lynx and Kirtland’s warbler due to 
implementation of the Forest’s vegetation management program. These documents are located in 
the planning record (USDA Forest Service 2005h, USDA Forest Service 2006b). 
 
In the Biological Evaluation, direct and indirect effects of roads and road management were 
evaluated for numerous species, including terrestrial vertebrates (e.g. wood turtles), terrestrial 
invertebrates (e.g. West Virginia White butterfly), aquatic vertebrates (red-side dace), aquatic 
invertebrates (mussels) and numerous plants (e.g. Botrychium ferns) (USDA Forest Service 
2006b).  Although roads are expected to have effects upon individuals of all these species, no 
species’ viability is expected to be compromised by roads or road management at a 
programmatic level.  Guidance in the 2006 Forest Plan directs the Ottawa to manage roads in a 
way that minimizes their adverse effects upon the environment (see 2006 Forest Plan, Chapter 2, 
2500, 2600, and 7700).  Furthermore, additional analysis of road effects upon a particular 
population of a sensitive species would through implementation of the direction in the 2006 
Forest Plan.   
 
The final Biological Opinion received from the USDI Fish and Wildlife Service in March, 2006 
(USDI Fish and Wildlife Service 2006a) reflected the Endangered Species Act determinations 
the Forest recommended in our Biological Assessment for bald eagles, gray wolves, Canada lynx 
and Kirtland’s warbler (USDA Forest Service 2005h).  These determinations were summarized 
in response to Public Concern Statement #104.  
 
102) Public Concern Statement:  A commenter requested disclosure of management options 
for sensitive fish species.  Specifically, the commenter recommended brook trout as a MIS, 
requested monitoring and evaluation of restoration efforts, and requested the development of 
standards and guidelines for lake sturgeon.  (#00516) 
 
Response:  The 2006 Forest Plan addresses management for fish species through Goals, 
Objectives, Standards, and Guidelines (Chapter 2, 2080, 2500 and 2600).  Specific guidelines for 
sensitive species, which would include all sensitive fish species (i.e. lake sturgeon and redside 
dace) can be found in Forestwide standards and guidelines, Section 2600.   
 
The lake sturgeon, redside dace, and lake herring (cisco) are Regional Forester’s Sensitive 
Species (RFSS) and were included in the Species Viability Evaluation (SVE) process.  Their 
viability was evaluated against the four alternatives, at 20, 50, and 150 years into the future (see 
FEIS, Appendix E).    
 
Brook trout and smallmouth bass were considered for inclusion as MIS.  It was determined 
however, that the mayfly-stonefly-caddisfly suite would be used to monitor cold-water streams 
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rather than brook trout.  The process used for determining MIS species is discussed at length in 
Appendix H of the EIS, including the rationale for including, or excluding, individual species.  
 
103) Public Concern Statement:  A concern was expressed that some species (i.e. Canada 
warbler, Cape May warbler and wood thrush) that are recognized as species of concern by the 
USDI Fish and Wildlife Service and Partners in Flight have not been included as MIS or RFSS.  
The commenter believes that the specialized breeding habitats of these species are not adequately 
considered.  (#00516) 
 
Response:  The Eastern Region of the Forest Service Regional Forester's Sensitive Species 
(RFSS) list is updated and maintained through a separate process than Forest Plan revision.  The 
list is updated about every five years at the Regional level, but is reviewed and updated almost 
every year at the Forest level.  As a first step in identifying RFSS, biologists review known data 
and records to determine species which may be at risk.  This data would include species of 
concern lists from USDI Fish and Wildlife Service, Michigan DNR and Partners in Flight.  
Following this “coarse-filter” evaluation, species that “may be at risk” undergo a “risk 
evaluation” process.  If the risk evaluation determines that “viability is a concern as evidenced by 
significant current or predicted downward trend in numbers and density” or “significant current 
or predicted downward trends in habitat capability that would reduce a species existing 
distribution” (FSM 2670.15) then the species would be added to the RFSS.   
 
The species listed by the commenter (Canada warbler, Cape May warbler and wood thrush) have 
been evaluated by Ottawa’s Biologists and do not warrant RFSS listing at this time.  The Ottawa 
National Forest 2005 list and effects analysis for the RFSS species is presented in the Biological 
Evaluation (USDA Forest Service 2006b).  A list of species included in the Biological 
Evaluation analysis is presented in Appendix G of the FEIS. 
 
104) Public Concern Statement:  The USDI Fish and Wildlife Service support selection of 
Alternative 3 and concurs with the analysis and proposed management for threatened and 
endangered species on the Forest.  (#00516) 
 
Response:  The Ottawa National Forest acknowledges and appreciates the support of the USDI 
Fish and Wildlife Service for Alternative 3.  The Biological Assessment (USDA Forest Service 
2005h) was updated to reflect changes for Alternative 3-Modified, and this information was 
submitted to the USDI Fish and Wildlife Service.  In its Biological Opinion, the USDI Fish and 
Wildlife Service (2006a) stated: 
 

“After reviewing the current status of the gray wolf, the environmental baseline for the 
proposed action area, the proposed management direction for the species, and the 
cumulative effects, it is the Service’s biological opinion that the action, as proposed, is 
not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of the Eastern DPS [distinct population 
segment] of the gray wolf.  Critical habitat has been designated for the gray wolf in 
northern Minnesota and on Isle Royale; however, the proposed action will not occur in 
those areas and is not likely to adversely affect critical habitat.  
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We believe the proposed desired conditions, goals, objectives, standards, and guidelines 
are intended to contribute to the recovery of the gray wolf and are expected to have long 
term beneficial effects. The risk of adverse effects from illegal killing of wolves (i.e., 
trapping, shooting, vehicle strikes) is expected to be minor and is moderated by 
direction in the proposed Plan to maintain or improve conditions for the species.  
Therefore, the proposed Plan will contribute to the recovery of the Eastern DPS of the 
gray wolf and would provide long term management assurance for the wolf within the 
DPS.  As such, the Service does not anticipate any reduction in reproduction, numbers, 
or distribution of the species to result from implementing the proposed Plan.  The action 
will not appreciably reduce the likelihood of survival and recovery of gray wolves.” 

 
In its Biological Opinion (March, 2006), the USDI Fish and Wildlife Service stated, 
 

 “After reviewing the current status of the bald eagle, the environmental baseline for the 
action area, the effects of the proposed action, and the cumulative effects, it is our 
biological opinion that the action, as proposed, is not likely to jeopardize the continued 
existence of the bald eagle.  Critical habitat for this species has not been designated; 
therefore no destruction or adverse modification of critical habitat is anticipated. 
 
The bald eagle population on the Forest has increased over the past 40 years.  The 
proposed Plan will continue the proactive and protective management of bald eagles, as 
directed by the NSBERP [Northern States Bald Eagle Recovery Plan].  Some activities, 
specifically recreation, may cause localized decreases in reproduction and numbers of 
bald eagles.  We believe that, while this level of adverse effects remains, the proposed 
action, taken together with cumulative effects, is not reasonably expected to, directly or 
indirectly, reduce appreciably the likelihood of both the survival and recovery of the 
bald eagle in the wild by reducing the species’ reproduction, numbers, or distribution 
within the action area.”   

 
In its Biological Opinion (March, 2006), the USDI Fish and Wildlife Service stated, 
 

“…[W]e concur with the Ottawa’s determination that the proposed Plan is not likely to 
adversely affect the species.  However, if in the future, additional information becomes 
available that indicates that Kirtland’s warblers are present, we recommend that the 
Ottawa reinitiate consultation.” 
 

In its Biological Opinion (March, 2006), the USDI Fish and Wildlife Service stated, 
 

 “…[W]e conclude that it is extremely unlikely that Canada lynx are currently present 
on the Ottawa National Forest and we concur with the Ottawa’s determination that the 
proposed Plan is not likely to adversely affect the lynx”. 
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105) Public Concern Statement:  The commenter requests that the Ottawa conduct formal 
consultation under Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act.  (#00438) 
 
Response:  Forest Service Manual (FSM) 2670.3 and Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act 
(ESA) stipulate a continuing need for the Ottawa and USDI Fish and Wildlife Service to consult 
and coordinate in matters affecting listed species.  The Memorandum of Agreement (August 
2000) expedited and added standardization to this coordination.  A Consultation Agreement 
between the three Michigan National Forests and the East Lansing Field Office was approved in 
July 2002.  Necessary consultation has been conducted at various junctures during the revision 
process.  See comments #101 and #104 for more information on results. 
 
106) Public Concern Statement:  A commenter recommended that management direction 
outlined for wildlife, fish and sensitive plants should identify threatened species and associated 
management direction before all other species.  The commenter also requested that management 
direction focus on preserving habitat and protecting species from threats.  (#00502) 
 
Response:  As stated in Appendix E of the FEIS (and also in Appendix F of the 2006 Forest 
Plan) the Ottawa is mandated to provide and manage habitats to maintain viable populations of 
existing native and desired non-native wildlife, fish, and plant species by NFMA.  Accordingly, 
the Ottawa would provide habitat for species listed by the USDI Fish and Wildlife Service as 
Threatened or Endangered under the Endangered Species Act, and for Regional Foresters’ 
Sensitive Species that occur within the Ottawa’s proclaimed boundaries.   
 
Analysis of the potential effects per alternative is discussed in the Wildlife section of the FEIS 
for the four federally-listed species considered for the planning area:  gray wolf, Canada lynx, 
Kirtland’s warbler, bald eagle (see Chapter 3, Wildlife, Threatened and Endangered Species). 
 
Numerous goals, objectives, standards, and guidelines in the 2006 Forest Plan are intended to 
provide habitat and/or protection for one or more federally-listed species (see Chapter 2, 2600).  
Also, see Goals and Objectives for Species of Viability Concern in the 2006 Forest Plan (see 
Chapter 2, 2600).  
 
107) Public Concern Statement:   Some commenters expressed concern that only four, 
federally threatened/endangered species were analyzed and questioned why other species were 
not considered.  Other commenters requested that the Ottawa develop management direction and 
monitoring guidelines that will assist in the recovery of other T&E species, such as the Hine’s 
emerald dragonfly and Eastern cougar.  (#00129), (#00145-00160), (#00163-00284), (#00288-
00296), (#00303-00308), (#00323-00325), (#00327-00345), (#00349-00354), (#00356-00357), 
(#00360-00371), (#00374-00376), (#00378-00386), (#00394-00400), (#00402-00407), (#00436), 
(#00442), (#00444), (#00447), (#00451), (#00523), (#00525-00526), (#00532), (#00535), 
(#00541-00552), (#00562-00571), (#00575-00649), (#00652-00687), (#00689-00726), (#00728- 
-1645), (#0164-01672) 
 
Response:  The USDI Fish and Wildlife Service is the agency responsible for determining how 
the Ottawa conducts analysis for threatened or endangered species that may occur on the Forest.  
The USDI Fish and Wildlife Service concurred that the four federally listed species identified in 
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the FEIS constituted an accurate listing of the species known to be present on the Ottawa.  The 
Eastern cougar and Hine’s emerald dragonfly are not on the list. 
 
There has been considerable speculation as to the existence of a wild cougar population in 
Michigan.  Some information inferred as proof of a wild, breeding population of Eastern cougar, 
or puma (Felis concolor) in Michigan is highly speculative and lacks scientific credibility.   
 
The USDI Fish and Wildlife Service considers the Eastern cougar as extirpated in Michigan and 
presumed extinct in the wild throughout its range, including Michigan (USDI Fish and Wildlife 
Service 2005d).  It is the responsibility of the USDI Fish and Wildlife Service to develop 
recovery or management plans for threatened or endangered species.  No Eastern cougar 
recovery or management plan exists between the USDI Fish and Wildlife Service and the 
Ottawa. 
 
The Ottawa does provide suitable prey (i.e. white-tailed deer) for Eastern cougar.  However, the 
Ottawa has been conducting pre-project winter mammal tracking surveys since 1995, and no 
evidence has been found indicating the presence of eastern cougar on the Ottawa.  The Michigan 
DNR has also established winter mammal tracking routes in the Upper Peninsula, and annually 
conducts extensive winter tracking to monitor wolf distribution and abundance in the Upper 
Peninsula.  These surveys are conducted with established protocols.  The objective is to gather 
information on the possible presence of target species and to look at distribution across the 
survey areas.  To date, none of the Michigan DNR surveys or Ottawa surveys has encountered 
any evidence to indicate that cougar are present in the Upper Peninsula.   
 
The Hine’s emerald dragonfly has very specific habitat requirements. They have only been found 
in wetlands fed by calcareous groundwater seepages overlaying calcareous bedrock. The nearest 
example of this type of geology is the Niagara Escarpment in the eastern Upper Peninsula of 
Michigan and eastern and southern Wisconsin.  The Ottawa lies outside of the Niagara 
Escarpment, and has no known calcareous bedrock; therefore it lacks the critical habitat 
requirement for this species and could not support a population. 
 
108) Public Concern Statement:  A commenter requested disclosure of information outlining 
the rationale to explain why only five RFSS were included in the analysis.  The commenter also 
requests analysis of past actions on RFSS and discussion for a monitoring plan to evaluate these 
impacts.  (#00438) 
 
Response:  All Regional Forester’s Sensitive Species (RFSS) that are listed for the Ottawa are 
analyzed in detail in the Biological Evaluation, which is located in the planning record (USDA 
Forest Service 2006b).  A selected group of these RFSS are also highlighted in the FEIS itself, as 
noted by the commenter.  As explained, the RFSS species selected for coverage in the FEIS are 
mainly those where a measurable change in habitat (either amount or quality) was expected 
under one or more of the alternatives, either due to management actions or natural succession 
(see Chapter 3, Wildlife, RFSS).  Barred owl, though not an RFSS species, was also included in 
the FEIS because it is an important raptor species that is typical of late-seral northern hardwood 
habitats on the Ottawa, many acres of which receive vegetation management. 
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Chapter 4 of the 2006 Forest Plan includes information on monitoring and evaluation, which 
includes monitoring of sensitive species.  For more information and discussion on expected 
effects of each Forest Plan alternative on RFSS species and other species at risk, see Appendix E 
of the FEIS.  The list of RFSS included in the Biological Evaluation analysis is presented in 
Appendix G of the FEIS. 
 
109) Public Concern Statement:  Some comments received showed support for the selection of 
Alternative 1 since it provides the highest percentage of jack pine to benefit nesting habitat for 
Kirtland’s warbler and sharp-tail grouse, as well as prey habitat for Canada lynx.  Other 
comments recommended more, intensive management adjacent to the Baraga Plains area as well 
as cooperative management efforts with the Michigan DNR to manage for Kirtland’s warbler 
and sharp-tail grouse.  One comment stated that management of older, natural conifer stands was 
preferred over perpetuating conifer plantations.  (#00433), (#00466), (#00470) 

 
Response:  Alternative 3-Modified is expected to create the best habitat conditions for Kirtland’s 
warbler, and potentially for grassland species, such as the sharp-tailed grouse.  This alternative 
now contains direction to maintain the same acreage of jack pine as Alternative 1, but also 
includes additional guidance specific to Kirtland’s warbler regarding creating large patches (up 
to 550 acres) of densely stocked jack pine with small ¼-acre openings as nest sites.  See MA 
direction for MAs 4.1a and 4.2a in Chapter 3 of the 2006 Forest Plan.  The 2006 Forest Plan 
directs that the Ottawa would develop and maintain larger openings in xeric soils, as these areas 
are more ecologically appropriate for such openings, and would benefit grassland species.  For 
the first several years after clearcutting, large acreages of temporary openings would also be 
useable by grassland species.  These large clearcuts would not be done under Alternative 1 
because the direction did not exist in the 1986 Forest Plan.  Furthermore, it can be expected that 
more and better snowshoe hare habitat would be developed under Alternative 3-Modified than 
Alternative 1 due to the specific direction relative to hares (see 2006 Forest Plan, Chapter 2, 
2600, Canada lynx), but that does not apply to Alternative 1.   
 
The Ottawa regularly meets with Wildlife staff from Michigan DNR, and has begun discussions 
about cooperative management of the jack pine resource on the Baraga Plains.  Both agencies 
recognize that cooperative management to aggregate patch size and optimize harvest scheduling 
would generate more suitable habitat than either agency could generate independently.  Goal 4 of 
the 2006 Forest Plan encourages the Ottawa to work cooperatively with other parties to 
maximize ecological benefits, and we are pursuing those opportunities as they arise (2006 Forest 
Plan, Resource Specific Goals and Objectives, 1500).  
 
The 2006 Forest Plan contains increased emphasis on management of long-lived conifers, 
especially hemlock and white pine (see Chapter 2, 2400 and 2600).  The intention is to increase 
the acreage of these species, and their presence in northern hardwoods.  However, the Ottawa 
would not be managing for an increased amount of older jack pine on suited lands.  Mature and 
over-mature jack pine currently exists in unsuited lands, such as within Wild and Scenic river 
corridors and the Sturgeon Gorge Wilderness, and these stands would continue to age and 
gradually convert to other forest types, assuming a fire or other natural disturbance does not re-
set the successional stage. 
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110) Public Concern Statement:  USDI Fish and Wildlife Service suggested additional 
management direction to provide additional habitat for the Kirtland’s Warbler.  (#00516) 
 
Response:  Alternative 3-Modified includes the following changes to provide additional 
opportunities to create/maintain Kirtland’s warbler habitat (see Chapter 1 of the FEIS): 

• 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 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. 

The 2006 Forest Plan does contain a goal for Kirtland’s warbler habitat management.  It also 
provides guidelines/objective for management of 4,000-5,000 acres of jack pine in large patches 
up to 550 acres in size (2006 Forest Plan, Chapter 2, 2600).  The Kirtland’s warbler guidelines 
are more strategic, than prescriptive, but do provide the ability to regenerate jack pine at the 
proper stem density and provide for the small openings within the jack pine regeneration.  The 
goals, objectives, standards and guidelines of the 2006 Forest Plan would provide the breeding 
habitat conditions that this species needs, and would also provide habitat conditions for a number 
of other species that use the jack pine forest type. 
 
The USDI Fish and Wildlife Service did concur with management strategy.  The Biological 
Opinion received from the USDI Fish and Wildlife Service (2006a) reflects the Endangered 
Species Act determinations the Forest recommended in our Biological Assessment for the 
Kirtland’s warbler (USDA Forest Service 2005h).  See response to Public Concern Statement 
#104.  
 
111) Public Concern Statement:  Commenters expressed concerns that survey work done on 
the Ottawa for the Canada lynx has not been adequate and that the Forest should do more to 
provide habitat for the species.  (#000129), (#00145-00160), (#00163-00284), (#00288-00296), 
(#00303-00308), (#00323-00325), (#00327-00345), (#00349-00354), (#00356-00357), (#00360-
00371), (#00374-00376), (#00378-00386), (#00394-00400), (#00402-00407), (#00436), 
(#00442), (#00447), (#00451), (#00523), (#00575-00649), (#00652-00656) 
 
Response:  The Ottawa has conducted many surveys to detect the presence of Canada lynx.  The 
Forest implemented and conducted the National Lynx Survey Protocol from 1999 through 2003.  
Forest Service personnel have conducted winter tracking surveys to gather data on the presence 
and distribution of a variety of mammals, including Canada lynx, on many project areas 
throughout the Forest.  The Ottawa has received the results of the Michigan DNR wolf tracking 
surveys and winter furbearer tracking surveys and used this information for assessing the 
likelihood of lynx presence on the Ottawa.  The 2006 Forest Plan contains many goals, 
objectives, standards and guidelines that would provide habitat for Canada lynx on the Forest 
(see Chapter 2, 2600).  The following direction would also prove beneficial for lynx (see 2006 
Forest Plan, Chapter 2): 
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• Forestwide Goals 1 and 2 are general, but can be used to provide habitat conditions for 
Canada lynx 

• Resource specific Goals 16 and 17 would also provide habitat conditions. 
• Resource specific Goal 29 and accompanying objective are aimed at habitat connectivity 

and lynx forage habitat.   
• Guidelines for old growth management would aid in providing lynx denning habitat. 
• Guidelines for American marten would assist in providing denning and foraging habitat 

for lynx.   
• Standards for Canada lynx would provide habitat for denning and foraging, and working 

to provide suitable spatial arrangement of denning and foraging habitat for Canada lynx.  
• Guidelines for terrestrial ecosystems would also provide denning habitat.   
• Guidelines in MAs 1.1a, 3.1a, 4.1a and 4.2a would assist in providing foraging habitat for 

lynx. 

In addition, the following changes were made to Alternative 3-Modified to provide additional 
opportunities for maintaining/creating snowshoe hare habitat (see Chapter 1 of the FEIS): 

• 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. 

 
112) Public Concern Statement:  Commenters are concerned that a proper habitat assessment 
has not been completed for the Canada lynx and that not enough has been done to show that 
recovery needs for the species will be met.  (#000129), (#00145-00160), (#00163-00284), 
(#00288-00296), (#00303-00308), (#00323-00325), (#00327-00345), (#00349-00354), (#00356-
00357), (#00360-00371), (#00374-00376), (#00378-00386), (#00394-00400), (#00402-00407), 
(#00436), (#00438), (#00442), (#00447), (#00451), (#00523), (#00575-00649), (#00652-00656), 
(#00736), (#00738-00835), (#00837), (#01081), (#01142), (#01282), (#01325), (#01397), 
(#01494),(#01501), (#01539-001541), (#01543-01547), (#01571), (#01602), (#01612-01620), 
(#01652), (#01662), (#01665)   
 
Response:  The Ottawa completed a broadscale assessment of the Forest relative to the Canada 
lynx.  The assessment examined the ecological context in which the Ottawa resides.  The 
assessment examined a number of factors including:  historic and current vegetation conditions, 
successional pathway information, prey base, lynx competitors, connectivity with lynx source 
populations and habitat (i.e., dispersal, landscape connectivity, and forest connectivity).   
 
A simple habitat model was developed to look at amounts and arrangements of foraging habitats 
on the Forest.  The model also ranked foraging habitats (i.e., good, fair, or poor).  The factors 
discussed in the assessment covered the items for a broadscale assessment identified in the Lynx 
Conservation Assessment and Strategy (LCAS) (USDA Forest Service 2000c).  The 2006 Forest 
Plan contains many goals, objectives, standards and guidelines that would provide habitat for 
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Canada lynx on the Forest.  This direction is discussed in the response to Public Concern 
Statement #111.    
 
For Canada lynx management Alternative 3-Modified calls for the maintenance of approximately 
90,000 acres of aspen on the suited land base, and maintaining approximately 91,000 acres of 
lowland conifer and 34,000 acres of short-lived conifer types which currently exist on unsuited 
lands.  This does not include approximately 89,000 acres of long-lived conifers that can produce 
secondary foraging habitat and has potential for supplying denning habitat.  These acres 
represent a substantive portion of the Ottawa with the ability to provide habitat for lynx, and 
contribute to the conservation of lynx and lynx habitat on the Forest.      
 
113) Public Concern Statement:  Comments were received suggesting that all of the 
requirements of the Lynx Conservation Assessment and Strategy should be included as 
mandatory in the Proposed Forest Plan.  (#00438) 
 
Response:  The Lynx Conservation Assessment and Strategy was developed to provide a 
consistent and effective approach to conserve Canada lynx on federal lands in the conterminous 
United States (USDA Forest Service 2000c page E-1).  The overall goals were to develop 
recommended lynx conservation measures, provide a basis for reviewing the adequacy of Forest 
Service and BLM land and resource management plans with regard to lynx conservation, and to 
facilitate Section 7 conferencing and consultation at the programmatic and project levels (USDA 
Forest Service 2000c; Introduction page-1).  In February 7, 2000, the Forest Service and USFWS 
signed the Canada Lynx Conservation Agreement.  Section VI of this agreement is Conservation 
Actions That Will Be Carried Out.  This agreement deals with programmatic planning (part 2) 
and project planning and implementation (part 3).  The Ottawa has complied with the terms of 
the Conservation Agreement.   
 
The 2006 Forest Plan would have programmatic measures necessary to conserve Canada lynx 
per part 2 described above.  All of the programmatic planning objectives, standards and 
guidelines in the LCAS (USDA Forest Service 2000c) were evaluated for applicability as 
potential 2006 Forest Plan goals, objectives, standards and guidelines.  That review is contained 
in Appendix D of the Broadscale Assessment of Ottawa National Forest Relative to Canada 
Lynx (located in the planning record).  The results of this evaluation and the broadscale 
assessment identified which parts of the programmatic objectives, standards and guidelines of 
the LCAS should be carried forward into the 2006 Forest Plan as goals, objectives, standards, 
and guidelines.  This recommended direction concentrated on maintaining and improving 
foraging and denning habitat on the Ottawa.  Foraging habitat (snowshoe hare habitat) was 
identified as the primary limiting factor for lynx on the Ottawa so the 2006 Forest Plan does 
include this in the proposed goals, objectives, standards and guidelines (see Chapter 2).   

Implementation 
114) Public Concern Statement:  A commenter suggested that, because we have to obtain Soil 
Erosion and Sedimentation Control permits from counties prior to projects within 500 feet of 
water bodies, we should not consider any new trail or road construction in these areas.  (#00137) 
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Response:  The Ottawa is not required to obtain permits as mentioned by the commenter.  The 
2006 Forest Plan does contain direction to provide for ecologically healthy watersheds, soils, 
riparian areas and streams (see Chapter 2, 2500).  More detailed information is presented in the 
FEIS for Recreation and Transportation sections (see Chapter 3).  Also see the responses to 
Public Concern Statements #29, #30 and #31 for further information about trail management.   
 
115) Public Concern Statement:  A commenter expressed concern that heritage resource 
protection is causing insignificant items to be protected and that inventories should be reduced to 
more manageable levels.  (#00539) 
 
Response:  Interim protections are put in place for any inventoried sites based on requirements 
of applicable laws, regulations and policies (see Chapter 1 of the 2006 Forest Plan). 
 
116) Public Concern Statement:  Concern was expressed that clearcut harvest would be 
implemented within inventoried roadless areas.  (#00540) 
 
Response:  The only identified inventoried roadless area on the Ottawa is the Ehlco area (located 
in MA 6.1).  The rule titled the State Petitions for Inventoried Roadless Area Management (per 
NFMA) was effective on May 13, 2005.  The rule allows the Governors of each state to petition 
for proposed changed to management requirements for National Forest System inventoried 
roadless areas within their States.  To date, no petition has been received from the Governor of 
Michigan.  Until a petition is received from the Governor, the inventoried roadless area would be 
managed as outlined in the 2006 Forest Plan, as part of MA 6.1 in a semi-primitive non-
motorized recreational environment (see 2006 Forest Plan, Chapter 3, MA 6.1).  Timber 
harvesting would be permitted, however a site specific analysis would be required prior to 
implementation of silvicultural treatment.  Uneven-aged management of northern hardwoods 
would be emphasized in the MA, although some even-aged management could occur.  
Temporary openings would generally be limited to 25 acres.    
 
117) Public Concern Statement:  Concern was raised over motorized recreation within the 
Sylvania Perimeter Area.  (#00058), (#00137) 
 
Response:  Changing the management direction within the Sylvania Perimeter area (MA 8.2) 
was not a Forest Plan revision issue.  Motorized recreation on snowmobiles and OHVs would be 
permitted on designated trails and routes only.  Refer to response to Public Concern Statements 
#29 and #69 for information related to the process that would be used for designating OHV trails 
and routes.   
 
118) Public Concern Statement:  Concerns were raised over how enforcement of additional 
regulations related to snowmobiles and ATVs/OHVs would be accomplished.  (#00026), 
(#00055-00058), (#00106), (#00442), (#00513), (#00560) 
 
Response:  Enforcement of all recreation regulations and providing public use information are 
ongoing programs.  The Ottawa would continue to work towards improving the quality and 
effective dissemination of travel management information.  During implementation of the 2006 
Forest Plan, the Ottawa is proposing to more clearly define allowed, restricted, and prohibited 
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uses to the public, particularly for OHV users.  Improved public information should also help 
enforcement.  Law enforcement staffing is related to budget and implementation.  Funding and 
budgets are discussed in Chapter 1 of the 2006 Forest Plan.  Staffing levels relate to funding and 
are also not specified in Forest Plans. 
 
119) Public Concern Statement:  Concern has been raised that the multi-use trail from 
Bergland to Rockland is not properly signed.  (#00057) 
 
Response:  This is an implementation issue not a Forest Plan revision issue.  Signing of trails 
and other activities could be conducted through implementation of the 2006 Forest Plan.   
 
120) Public Concern Statement:  Concern was raised that landline programs on the Forest 
should be increased.  (#00539) 
 
Response:  The landline program is not a Forest Plan revision issue.  Funding and budgets are 
discussed in Chapter 1 of the 2006 Forest Plan.  Staffing levels relate to funding and are also not 
specified in Forest Plans.  The size of the landline program is determined largely through budgets 
established by Congress.   
 
121) Public Concern Statement:  Concerns were raised over how the Ottawa will implement a 
higher ASQ given that the Forest has not produced timber to the level allowed in the 1986 Plan.  
(#00014), (#00021), (#00075-00080), (#00112), (#00122), (#00131), (#00139), (#00141), 
(#00285), (#00421-00422), (#00456), (#00478), (#00485) 
 
Response:  ASQ is an outcome of vegetation management that is conducted to achieve a variety 
of resource goals.  The level of vegetation management conducted on the Ottawa is dependent on 
factors such as budgets, staffing, public involvement, and site specific environmental analysis.   
 
ASQ is a ceiling, not a goal (see FEIS, Appendix A).  ASQ is an average decadal amount that is 
projected that the Ottawa can sustainably produce.  Congress sets the Forest Service budget, 
which impacts the Ottawa’s ability to develop and implement vegetation management projects.  
Funding is not specified in Forest Plans.   
 
122) Public Concern Statement:  A concern over the process used to grant access to private 
inholdings was raised, particularly that the Proposed Forest Plan should address a streamlined 
process for granting access.  (#00301) 
 
Response:  There are laws and regulations that guide the granting and acquisition of access, and 
therefore this was not included as a Forest Plan revision issue, nor was specific guidance needed 
in the 2006 Forest Plan.  The Ottawa recognizes the need to secure access and works with 
landowners as opportunities arise. 
 
123) Public Concern Statement:  Concerns were raised over metallic sulfide mining being 
allowed on the Forest and the fact that Forest Plan revision does not address this issue. (#00007), 
(#00145- 00160), (#00163-00284), (#00288-00296), (#00303-00308), (#00323-00325), (#00327-
00345), (#00349-00354), (#00356-00357), (#00360-00371), (#00374-00376), (#00378-00386), 
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(#00394-00400), (#00402-00407), (#00436), (#00442), (#00447), (#00451-00452), (#00457), 
(00523), (# 00531), (#00575-00649), (#00652-00656) 
 
Response:  The history of mining in Michigan’s Upper Peninsula predates the establishment of 
the Ottawa and resulted in the vast majority of minerals on the Ottawa land base (subsurface) 
being privately owned.  As a result, mining and mineral rights are not Forest Plan revision issues.  
The privately owned minerals are considered either reserved, in which the mineral rights are held 
by the party that transferred the lands to the Ottawa or outstanding, in which the mineral rights 
had been severed from the surface rights before the acquisition of the lands.   
 
Mineral rights are recognizable property rights and it is possible to use the surface to access the 
minerals.  There are federal and state laws and regulations that are applicable to all reserved and 
outstanding mineral rights, as well as the terms of the deed.  Depending on the time of severance, 
the Secretary’s Rules and Regulations (per NFMA), is applicable to reserved mineral rights In 
the case of administering private mineral access located under federal lands, oversight would be 
obtained from other governmental agencies, such as the Office of Geological Survey of the 
Michigan Department of Environmental Quality (MDEQ).   
 
The objective of the Ottawa would be to minimize damage to NFS resources.  The Michigan 
DEQ currently has regulations pertaining to metallic mineral mining and sulfide mining (MDEQ, 
2004c).  These regulations would also apply to any leased federally owned minerals.  With 
federally owned minerals, site-specific analysis and decisions are made prior to consent to lease.  
In addition, mineral leasing is limited or does not occur with federally owned minerals in 
management areas with that specific direction.   
 
124) Public Concern Statement:  A comment was received that requested more emphasis on 
land acquisition as opposed to exchanging lands.  (#00447) 
 
Response:  Land acquisition is not a Forest Plan revision issue.  The 2006 Forest Plan identifies 
priorities for acquisition, but the level of land acquisition activity is a Forest Plan implementation 
issue and dependent on funding and public support.  Both land exchange and land purchases are 
important tools in meeting the desired land ownership pattern of the Ottawa.  In many cases, 
landowners may not wish to sell land but may propose an exchange to meet their own land 
management objectives.  Numerous exchange proposals are presented to the Forest each year, 
but only those lands with qualities identified as priorities in the 2006 Forest Plan are given 
consideration.  The purchase of land is an important means of acquiring key parcels of property 
and the Forest has an active land purchase program.  Funding for land purchase, unfortunately, is 
not always available.  Congress appropriates money each year for land acquisition, but there are 
always more proposals than there is funding.   
 
125) Public Concern Statement:  Some commenters feel that the Proposed Forest Plan should 
include a strategy for how the road density, particularly within non-motorized areas of the 
Ottawa, will be lowered.  Additionally, commenters requested that the 2006 Forest Plan include 
discussion of appropriate road closure devices.  (#00023), (#00046), (#00052), (#00145-00160), 
(#00163-00284), (#00288-00296), (#00300), (#00303-00308), (#00315), (#00323-00325), 
(#00327-00345), (#00349-00354), (#00356-00357), (#00360-00371), (#00374-00376), (#00378-
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00386), (#00394-00400), (#00402-00407), (#00436), (#00438), (#00442), (#00447), (#00451), 
(#00457), (#00523), (#00536), (#00575-00649), (#00652-00656) 
 
Response:  The 2006 Forest Plan is a strategic document and does not discuss implementation 
strategies.  Road density in non-motorized areas was not identified as a Forest Plan revision 
issue, as it was not raised during the comment periods held before or after the release of the 
Notice of Intent.  Implementation of how and where road closures would be placed to manage 
road densities would follow direction established in the 2006 Forest Plan (see Chapter 2, 2300 
and 7700), as well as appropriate Forest Service Manual and Handbook direction.   
 
126) Public Concern Statement:  Concerns were raised that communications towers should not 
be permitted on National Forests.  (#00504) 
 
Response:  The 2006 Forest Plan is a strategic document and does not discuss implementation 
strategies.  Placement of communication towers was not identified as a Forest Plan revision 
issue, as it was not raised during the comment periods held before or after the release of the 
Notice of Intent.  Decisions for communication tower placement on NFS lands would follow 
direction established in the Forest Service Manual and Handbook direction for Special Uses 
management, and following the NEPA process. 
 
127) Public Concern Statement:  A request for close coordination with the Michigan DNR was 
requested in relation to prescribed burn plans.  (#00533) 
 
Response:  Fire management was analyzed as a secondary issue (FEIS, Chapter 1).  Goal 4 of 
the 2006 Forest Plan provides guidance for all promoting external relations, including 
collaborative work with several cooperators, including the state government (see 2006 Forest 
Plan, Chapter 2, 1500).  Cooperative efforts are also listed as an item in the monitoring and 
evaluation section of the 2006 Forest Plan (Chapter 4, Monitoring Matrix).   
 
128) Public Concern Statement: Opposition to prescribed burning due to a potential for air 
pollution was expressed.  (#00007) 
 
Response:  Prescribed fire and effects to Ottawa’s air quality is discussed in the FEIS (see 
Chapter 3, Air Quality and Fire Management).  The effects analysis conducted for air quality 
determined that the amount of prescribed burning proposed annually on the Ottawa would 
contribute negligible particulate matter emissions.  
 
As a part of the implementation of the 2006 Forest Plan, the Ottawa would develop a prescribed 
fire program, which would emphasize the ecological value of fire in fire-prone ecosystems.  The 
implementation and effects analysis of any proposed prescribed burning projects would first 
undergo analysis on a site-specific project level basis. 
 
129) Public Concern Statement:  A concern has been raised that tree planting is an unsuitable 
method of reforestation that can result in improper species or genetics for sites planted.  (#00447) 
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Response:  For many forest types on the Ottawa, natural regeneration is the most appropriate 
and most cost effective method of regeneration.  Natural regeneration would generally be the 
favored method to regenerate northern hardwoods, northern red oak, aspen, paper birch, jack 
pine, white spruce, balsam fir, and hemlock.  
 
Planting would be done in situations such as: 

• If natural regeneration was not successful 
• To maintain optimum habitat for species such as the Kirtland’s warbler 
• For forest restoration - to introduce species such as white pine or hemlock back on sites 

where they once occurred, and there currently is no seed source 
• For certain species such as red pine, where natural regeneration is often not successful 

because of disease problems  

The majority of the tree seedlings that are planted on the Ottawa are grown within the Forest 
boundary, at the J.W. Toumey Nursery.  The nursery grows seedlings using locally adapted, 
genetically diverse seed when available.  Over the last several years, the majority of the trees 
planted on the Ottawa have been white pine for forest restoration.  Blister rust resistant white 
pine seedlings have been planted, which have resulted in higher survival rates.   
 
130) Public Concern Statement:  A request to include forest certification as part of 2006 Forest 
Plan revision was received.  (#00300) 
 
Response:  Forest certification for the Ottawa is beyond the scope of the Forest Plan analysis.  
Two National Forests in the Forest Service Eastern Region are currently authorized to “pilot test” 
third party forest certification – the Allegheny National Forest and the Chequamegon-Nicolet 
National Forest.  It is possible that certification would be something undertaken in the future, 
through separate analysis processes. 
 
131) Public Concern Statement:  Some commenters suggest that the ASQ should be raised to 
make up for shortfalls in volume harvested in previous years.  Commenters also express concern 
that the forest has not described how it will fully implement the Plan.  (#00301), (#00434) 
 
Response:  The Ottawa would be managed to maintain forest health, improve vegetative 
diversity, and improve wildlife habitat while protecting other resources.  Timber harvesting is 
used as a tool to meet those objectives, while supplying a sustainable amount of timber products 
to the timber industry.  Modeling and analysis was used in the determination of the ASQ, the 
maximum sustainable volume that could be produced from the Forest over the planning period 
(see FEIS, Appendix A).  Constraints were built into the model to ensure that there would be a 
non-declining timber yield that harvesting would be economically efficient, and Forestwide and 
management area constraints could be met to achieve the multiple use goals and objectives in the 
Plan.  A new suitability analysis and a new ASQ analysis were performed for the 2006 Forest 
Plan  
 
The Ottawa cannot “catch up” volume from past decades by adding to the ASQ for the 2006 
Forest Plan.  ASQ is a ceiling, not a target.  The amount of timber volume offered in any given 
year would be based on the Forest budget, other Forest priorities, and the amount of volume 
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available from specific vegetation management project decisions made after environmental 
analysis and public involvement. See the response to Public Concern Statement #57 for more 
information related to ASQ.  See FEIS, Appendix A for more information.   
 
The 2006 Forest Plan provides direction for overall management of the Ottawa.  Areas proposed 
for treatment and management strategies for treatment would be decided during project level 
implementation of the Plan.   
 
132) Public Concern Statement:  A request was made that areas to be treated during the 
implementation of the 2006 Forest Plan be shown on maps within the Forest Plan.  (#00529) 
 
Response:  The 2006 Forest Plan provides overall direction for management of the Forest.  
Decisions to identifying areas in need of treatment and management practice used would be 
decided during implementation of the 2006 Forest Plan following the NEPA process. 
 
133) Public Concern Statement:  There is concern that the longer skidding distances specified 
in MAs 6.1 and 6.2 have negative impacts on the soil and that additional equipment and 
operating restrictions should be in the Proposed Forest Plan to prevent these impacts.  (#00539) 
 
Response:  Requirements such as the ones requested are site-specific in nature and are better 
suited to analysis required as part of site-specific projects.  See response to Public Concern 
Statement #132. 
 
134) Public Concern Statement:  One commenter would like to have small timber sales made 
available to local loggers.  (#00415) 
 
Response:   Sales would be available to both large and small operators.  The Ottawa’s 
cumulative set-aside program for fiscal years 2001-2005 designated 80% of the volume to be 
offered to small business operators.  Rates for fiscal years 2006-2010 were re-calculated in 2006, 
and will remain at 80%.   
 
135) Public Concern Statement:  Some commenters would like to see a requirement for 
equipment cleaning, as a non-native invasive species prevention measure, included in the 
Proposed Forest Plan.  (#00319), (#00433), (#00447) 
 
Response:  There are a variety of prevention measures that can be used to slow the spread of 
non-native invasive species, depending on the species (e.g. aquatic vs. terrestrial) and other 
conditions.  Since the 2006 Forest Plan is a programmatic document, not all prevention measures 
and when or where we may use them is discussed.  Instead, the 2006 Forest Plan direction 
includes a list of appropriate prevention measures (see Chapter 2, 2080).  An objective to limit 
the spread, which implies the use of prevention measures, is also included.   
 



  Public Involvement and 
Appendix J  Response to Comments 

Ottawa National Forest J-95 Final Environmental Impact Statement 

An additional guideline to make the use of prevention measures more explicit has been 
developed.  Cleaning of off-road equipment used for timber harvest is required under a national 
timber sale contract clause, under certain conditions.  The use of this clause and other specific 
prevention practices are best determined at the project level since projects vary in their risk for 
spreading invasive species. 
 

Comments Received from Agencies and Elected Officials 
Comments received from federal, tribal, state, local agencies, and elected officials are 
represented in the public concern statements.  This section presents the comments from these 
agencies and officials in their entirety (FSH 1909.15.24.13) 
 

ORGANIZATION NAME ACT 2 
Letter Number 

OTTAWA 
Letter Number 

Federal Agencies   
United States Department of Interior Fish and 
Wildlife Service 

07 00516 644 

United States Environmental Protection Agency 07 00529 657 
Federal Elected Officials   
US House of Representatives - Bart Stupak 07 00531 1603 
Tribal Officials   
Lac Vieux Desert Band of Lake Superior Chippewa 
Tribal Government 

07 00467 428 

Great Lakes Indian Fish & Wildlife Commission 07 00319 320 
Lac Vieux Desert Band of Lake Superior Chippewa 
Tribal Government 

 L117 

State Agencies   
State of Michigan Department of Environmental 
Quality 

07 00311 306 

State of Michigan Department of Natural Resources 07 00533 1605 
State of Michigan Department of History, Arts, and 
Libraries 

07 00508 498 

County Officials   
County of Gogebic Board of Commissioners 07 00021 22 
County of Gogebic Board of Commissioners 07 00140 141 
Keweenaw County Commissioner 07 00472 449 
Iron County Board of Commissioners 07 00461 478 
Township Officials   
Ontonagon Township Board 07 00456 473 
City Officials   
City of Kingsford 07 00079 56 
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ORGANIZATION NAME ACT 2 
Letter Number 

OTTAWA 
Letter Number 

School   
North Dickinson County School 07 00422 3 
Moran Township School District Board of Education 07 00078 54 
Watersmeet Schools 07 00079 55 
Ewen-Trout Creek Consolidated Schools 07 00080 69 
Wakefield-Marenisco School District 07 00077 70 
White Pine School District 07 00112 117 
L'anse Area Schools 07 00075 82 
Breitung Township Schools 07 00122 128 
Mid Peninsula School District 07 00139 140 
Ironwood Area Schools 07 00285 152 
Ontonagon Area Schools 07 00460 477 
St. Ignace Area Schools 07 00141 142 
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