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1. Introduction

During the public review and comment period for the Draft EIS and Proposed Land and Resource
Management Plan, also referred to as the Prairie Plan, (May 7 through September 6, 2001), 62
responses were received from organizations, government entities, and private citizens. Six
additional responses were received shortly after the close of the comment period. Because the
review of public comment was still active, these late responses were included within the formal
content analysis process. The Forest Service appreciates the time and effort expended by all
respondents who participated in reviewing the planning documents. Segments of some letters
appear in the following analysis to serve as examples of the public concerns expressed, but all
letters were carefully read and considered by the Midewin planning team.

The USDA Forest Service Content Analysis Team (CAT) located in Missoula, Montana
systematically analyzed all 68 responses. The Narrative Summary and the Public Concern List
produced by the Content Analysis Team and all letters received are on file at the Prairie
Supervisor’s Office. Copies of the letters received from elected officials and government agencies
are at the back of this document.

This document is organized under the general headings that mirror the EIS, “Purpose and
Need/Comparison of Alternatives” and “Affected Environment and Environmental
Consequences,” since the environmental impact statement process is the means to refining a
final land management plan. A few resource areas addressed in the draft document do not elicit
distinct public comment or are only presented within the context of management for other
resources. Therefore, to most accurately reflect public comment, the resource areas that
generate the preponderance of response (Soil, Air and Water, Vegetation and Wildlife, and
Recreation, etc.) serve as the organizational structure for consideration of all “Affected
Environment and Environmental Consequences” topics.

The public concerns listed below are a detailed account of specific questions, problems,
suggestions, or interests expressed by respondents to the Midewin documents. The Midewin
Interdisciplinary Team prepared the Forest Service agency response to each public concern.
Each public concern is followed by the respective agency response.

2. Purpose and Need

PC #: 1

Public Concern: The Prairie Plan objectives should tier to the Government
Performance and Results Act.

“Objectives should tier to GPRA (Government Performance and Results Act). These are goals and
objectives that will be used to assess the performance of the Forest Service. Why weren’t these used? Also,
they are not worded as objectives. An objective should be measurable and have an element of timeliness.
Project, manage, and enhance existing native vegetation remnants is not an objective (page 2-4) but a goal.

Should be more specific (e.g. in the next 10 years), enhance 50% of the existing vegetation remnants.”
(U.S. Forest Service, No Address - #26)

Agency Response:

The Proposed Land and Resource Management Plan (Prairie Plan), tiers to the USDA Forest

Strategic Plan (2000) which in turn is tiered to the Government Performance Review Act (Prairie
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Plan 1-3 and 2-1). In compliance with Forest Service Planning policy the Final Prairie Plan
objectives have been revised to be measurable and with a time element.

PC#: 2
Public Concern: The Prairie Plan should adhere to the Biodiversity
Recovery Plan.

“In general, we find your Plan and DEIS to be highly consistent with NIPC’s adopted regional plans and
policies, especially the Biodiversity Recovery Plan. As NIPC and the Midewin National Tallgrass Prairie
are members of Chicago Wilderness, we believe that your plan will greatly advance biodiversity restoration
in this region. Congratulations on helping to bring these tremendous resources to northeastern Illinois. We
are very pleased that you have referenced the Biodiversity Recovery Plan in your Plan. The Biodiversity
Recovery Plan cites Midewin National Tallgrass Prairie as an example of a site that, once restored, is of
sufficient size to support viable animal populations.” (Northeastern Illinois Planning Commission,
Decatur, IL - #21)

Agency Response:

As a member of Chicago Wilderness (an alliance of 136 public and private organizations working
to protect and manage the natural resources of the Chicago region), Midewin National Tallgrass
Prairie embraces the Chicago Wilderness Biodiversity Recovery Plan objectives. The Prairie Plan
outlines specific objectives, standards, and guidelines to enhance and manage dolomite prairie
and grassland birds, two elements of the prairie ecosystem with biological significance to the
Chicago region. The Final EIS examines the significance of managing habitat at Midewin for
biological diversity (FEIS 3-78 and 3-100).

PC#: 3
Public Concern: The Prairie Plan should reference the Regional Greenways
Plan.

“While the Plan presents a good mix of trail opportunities, the Plan should reference the Regional
Greenways Plan, which includes the Midewin National Tallgrass Prairie as a component. The Wauponsee
Trail is referenced, but there should also be mention of other stream greenways. Your Plan should strive to
coordinate, or ‘match-up’ with the adjoining greenway proposals in the Regional Greenways Plan.”
(Northeastern Illinois Planning Commission, Decatur, IL - #21)

Agency Response:

The 1997 Regional Greenways Plan prepared by the Northeastern lllinois Planning Commission
and the Midewin Trail Plan (Openlands Project, 1996) outline basic trail concepts. These trail
concepts were used early in the planning process at Midewin when issues and alternatives were
being developed (Prairie Plan 1-3). The Prairie Plan trail corridors shown on Map Figure 6
indicate two locations where Midewin trails could connect to the Wauponsee Trail and one
possible trail connection to the Des Plaines Conservation Area along River Road.

The Midewin National Tallgrass Prairie will continue to work cooperatively with regional and local
outdoor recreation agencies and groups to plan actual trail routes that connect Midewin to other
trail systems. The Forest Service’s management of Midewin National Tallgrass Prairie and other
National Forests occurs at two levels. At the first level, the Forest Service develops the Prairie
Plan, a broad, programmatic document accompanied by an Environmental Impact Statement. A
public review process conducted in compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA) provides a broad framework and overall management direction. At the second level, the
Forest Service implements the Land and Resource Management Plan by approving (with or
without modification) or disapproving particular “site-specific” projects. Each project proposal is
subject to further public involvement and review under NEPA and the proposed projects must be
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consistent with the Prairie Plan. The next steps for trail development will include detailed
analyses and alternatives for specific trail locations. At that time, appropriate in-depth data will be
gathered as the basis for arriving at informed decisions. Interested groups and individuals are
encouraged to stay involved with planning at the project or site-specific level.

PC#: 4

Public Concern: The Midewin National Tallgrass Prairie should coordinate
planning and implementation efforts with government agencies, adjacent
communities, and private organizations.

“I would hope that Will County officials recognize the potential contribution of Midewin to the local
economy and quality of life. Now would seem to be the time to coordinate planning decisions, set-backs,
use restrictions, etc. with the County or adjacent communities to ensure the integrity of the ‘Midewin
experience.” Even incentives - to encourage use of ‘green roof” technology on large flat-roofed industrial
buildings, or densely planted hedgerows along abutting properties to protect park view ways - should be
sold to officials as soon as possible.” (Individual, Oak Park, IL - #32)

“TROD [Trail Riders of DuPage] has established an excellent, cooperative relationship with the operating
staff of the DuPage County Forest Preserve to regularly review our mutual interest and concerns. To this
end, the writer meets with an assistant director of operations on a regular monthly basis. We would propose
that a similar effort with your personnel, could prove very beneficial for the best development of the new
Tallgrass Prairie.” (Recreational Organization-Non-Motorized, Naperville, IL - #56)

“Although staff had no outstanding issues regarding the Draft Prairie Plan itself, there was great interest in
the future planning stages dealing with recreational opportunity. DNR [Illinois Department of Natural
Resources] is particularly interested in participating in the decision making process leading to specific
development and placement of compatible recreational opportunities. When the Midewin planning team
begins this process, I would like to assign additional staff from our Forestry and Wildlife Divisions to
provide DNR input.” (Illinois Department of Natural Resources, West Chicago, IL - #38)

Agency Response:

As directed in the establishing legislation (lllinois Land Conservation Act), the Forest Service has
encouraged participation of local, state, tribal, and other federal agencies, interested groups, and
individuals during the planning process and intends to continue involvement of these groups
through implementation of the Prairie Plan and monitoring results. In particular, the Forest
Service has consulted with the lllinois Department of Natural Resources, the Forest Preserve
District of Will County, and the US Fish and Wildlife Service. The Forest Service will continue to
work cooperatively with these agencies, groups and entities throughout the next decade and
beyond as the Prairie Plan is implemented through specific projects. As a cooperating partner,
the Forest Service has contributed to various local and regional planning efforts including the Will
County Land and Resource Management Plan, Will County Stormwater Ordinance, and
Northeast lllinois Planning Commission. The Forest Service will continue to stay involved in local,
county and regional planning efforts to provide information on the contribution that Midewin
National Tallgrass Prairie can make to the local economy and quality of life, and the conservation
of the biological diversity at Midewin. However, the Forest Service only has legislative authority
over the land that was designated by Congress.

PC# 5
Public Concern: The Prairie Plan should address local standards and
guidelines for land and resource management.

“The Plan was prepared in accordance to national standards and guidelines, however local standards and
guidelines should also be consulted. NIPC has prepared several model ordinances for northeastern Illinois,
and the Plan should also refer to these standards and guidelines. For example, NIPC has model ordinances
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for floodplains, storm water drainage and detention, soil erosion and sediment control, stream and wetland
protection, and watershed management.” (Northeastern Illinois Planning Commission, Decatur, IL - #21)

Agency Response:

After review of the model ordinances, we find that the technical content of these documents
provide a sound and practical basis for protective planning. The ordinances can provide Midewin
with easy-to-use references for Midewin and any contractors working on project implementation.
The guides will better enable Midewin to meet or exceed regional standards for protection of soil
and water resources. We have added two guidelines to our Prairie Plan that cite the ordinances
on erosion and sediment control, stormwater management, and floodplain management, as well
as the “Urban Manual,” as references to be used for protection of soil and water resources. This
adjustment of the plan will make it easier for the Forest Service to meet or exceed local
standards. The sections of the model ordinances that refer to adoption of the ordinance by a
county or municipality, application and permit procedures, and enforcement by the jurisdiction are
not applicable to Midewin.

We have chosen not to adopt the “Model Stream and Wetland Protection Ordinance” for the
Prairie Plan. Midewin is strongly oriented toward wetland restoration, and we find that the
protective nature of the model ordinance is not highly complementary to our plan. Some
components of the ordinance may conflict with the Prairie Plan, particularly the fill of wetlands that
will be necessary for some restoration projects, and some agricultural practices in riparian areas
that we will use to obtain ecological objectives. We find that the protective contents of the
ordinance is adequately represented in the Prairie Plan Standards and Guidelines as well as the
Clean Water Act as enforced by the Corps of Engineers in the 404 program (Prairie Plan 4-6).

PC#: 6

Public Concern: The Midewin National Tallgrass Prairie should consult with
private landowners and local government entities regarding adjacent land
uses.

“Although the adjacent lands are privately owned and under the jurisdiction of other governmental bodies,
land use plans for adjoining areas and the NIPC Land Use Inventory should be consulted for neighboring
land uses, which might explore possible buffer areas around Midewin National Tallgrass Prairie. In
addition, there should be a process for working with local officials regarding adjacent land uses.”
(Northeastern Illinois Planning Commission, Decatur, IL - #21)

Agency Response:

The decisions made in the Record of Decision on the Prairie Plan for Midewin National Tallgrass
Prairie only affect those lands administered by the USDA Forest Service. As a cooperating
partner, the Forest Service has contributed to local and regional planning efforts including the Will
County Land and Resource Management Plan, Will County Stormwater Ordinance, Chicago
Wilderness Biodiversity Recovery Plan, and the Northeast lllinois Planning Commission. The
Forest Service works closely to coordinate planning at Midewin and adjacent properties including
the lllinois Department of Natural Resources, Will County, CenterPoint Properties at Deer Run
Industrial Park, the Joliet Arsenal Development Authority, the cities of Wilmington and Elwood,
and other private landowners. The Forest Service will continue to stay involved in local, county,
and regional planning efforts to provide information on the contribution that Midewin can make to
the local economy and quality of life, and to the conservation of biological diversity at Midewin.
However, the Forest Service only has legislative authority over the land that was designated by
Congress.
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PC# 7

Public Concern: The Midewin National Tallgrass Prairie should limit land
uses on Forest Service property adjacent to the Island City Industrial Park
if land use edge restrictions are implemented.

“Page E-5 Objective 8b. Define what you mean by land uses being edge restricted. Our concern is that we
have a right to develop our property based upon the Illinois Land Conservation Act of 1995 USCAs 1609
(PL104-106, 1996 S 1124 Sec. 2897(c)), if there is a need for buffering or restricting of uses we would
expect the U.S. Forest Service to limit their uses on the property adjacent to the Island City Industrial Park
to prevent any negative effects.” (Joliet Arsenal Development Authority, Wilmington, IL - #43)

Agency Response:

The Prairie Plan outlines basic goals and objectives for research at Midewin in Appendix E-
Research Needs and Opportunities (Prairie Plan. E-1 - E-6). Research Objective 8b: “Determine
how land-use practices and development on the borders of Midewin influence restoration
success, and determine to what extent such effects are edge-restricted.” In this context “edge-
restricted” refers to a buffer area. Within this buffer area activities and development from
neighboring properties such as industrial parks, landfills, national cemetery, and private property
may have an effect on prairie restoration and other resources at Midewin. The intent of Research
Goal 8 is to work with Midewin’s neighbors in a cooperative manner and to gather basic data to
better understand how different land use practices affect prairie resources.

The decisions made in the Record of Decision on the Prairie Plan for Midewin National Tallgrass
Prairie only affect those lands administered by the USDA Forest Service. However, recent
experience with development at Deer Run Industrial Park on the west side of Midewin shows that
industrial development does result in impacts offsite (i.e., on Midewin), and that careful
cooperative planning efforts can mitigate negative impacts. As Midewin also lies adjacent to land
set aside for the Island City Industrial Park, we expect to work closely with the Joliet Arsenal
Development Authority or subsequent landowner(s) as development progresses.

PC#: 8

Public Concern: The Midewin National Tallgrass Prairie should identify all
land surrounding the Joliet Arsenal that is being considered for
acquisition.

“Figure 5. Scenery Management System Map. The area surrounding the arsenal including the area along
Rt. 53 south of the Administration Building and the property along South Arsenal Road. Are these areas
being considered for acquisition by the U.S. Forest Service or any entity to donate to the Midewin National
Tallgrass Prairie? Obviously these properties are important considering the recent acquisition of the Russell
Farm by Corlands to benefit the Midewin National Tallgrass Prairie. From a scenic integrity standpoint
why have they not been included in your plan? . . . If the U.S. Forest Service has or is considering
acquisition or is working with another entity to acquire property surrounding the Arsenal then why are
those parcels not identified in your plan? JADA and the surrounding communities are opposed to any
further acquisition of land in the area, for or by the U.S. Forest Service or any other entity that would take
properties off the tax rolls.” (Joliet Arsenal Development Authority, Wilmington, IL - #43)

Agency Response:

To better understand the Prairie Plan Figure 5 “Scenery Management System Map”, also refer to
Figure 7 “Land Ownership Map.” The small rectangular area bordered by Route 53 to the west
and South Arsenal Road to the south is shaded brown, meaning that it is land still owned by the
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Department of Defense. This is land that will be transferred to the USDA Forest Service, as
legislated in the lllinois Land Conservation Act, Section 2916. The Final Environmental Impact
Statement Chapter 1, Purpose and Need, Location and Description, states that “approximately
3,000 additional acres are legislated to be transferred to the Forest Service pending cleanup, and
these areas have been included within the planning area, although these lands still remain under
administration by the Department of Defense.” The Prairie Plan includes lands in this status and
the total acreage for habitat restoration and scenery management, as shown on Prairie Plan
maps, includes these parcels of land.

As authorized by the lllinois Land Conservation Act, other lands may be acquired for inclusion in
the Midewin National Tallgrass Prairie by donation, purchase, or exchange on a willing seller
basis only. Thus, the Prairie Plan provides for acquisition of future parcels with priority based on
important or unique resources such as Threatened and Endangered species habitat, wetlands,
cultural resource values, followed by important recreational values or lands needed to protect
other values. The Prairie Plan states “any parcels transferred from the Department of Defense or
acquired through donation, exchange or acquisition will be managed in accordance with this
Prairie Plan without need for a plan amendment.” The Prairie Plan also states, “Only purchase
lands on a willing seller/willing buyer basis, when exchange or donation is not feasible and when
funds are available for purchase” (Prairie Plan 4-16). Private lands currently under negotiation for
acquisition were not accounted for or displayed on Prairie Plan maps, as these transactions are
not final and deeds have not been transferred.

The State of Illinois recently chose the Stabilization option under the Payment Stabilization to
States Act. For the next six years, payments to counties will not fluctuate despite an increase or
decrease of receipts from Forest Service land in lllinois.

PC#:9
Public Concern: The Midewin National Tallgrass Prairie should cooperate
with adjoining property owners to develop conservation easements.

“We’re looking at up to 40,000 acres of ‘Prairie Parklands.” Cooperation with neighbors is critical.
Conservation easements in perpetuity (tax break dollars) with adjoining farmers and industry are essential.”
(Individual, Gurnee, IL - #29)

Agency Response:

The decisions made in the Record of Decision on the Prairie Plan for Midewin National Tallgrass
Prairie directly affect only those lands administered by the USDA Forest Service. Midewin
National Tallgrass Prairie is a key component of the Prairie Parklands, an expansive area of
public, private and corporate lands in Will and Grundy counties that are significant for their native
habitat conservation goals (Prairie Plan 1-6). Midewin has many neighbors, both public and
private, and the Forest Service intends to continue to work cooperatively with adjoining
landowners.

The lllinois Land Conservation Act Section 2914(d)(1) authorizes acquisition of “lands or interests
therein for inclusion in the Midewin National Tallgrass Prairie . . . on a willing seller basis only.”
The Prairie Plan states, “Only purchase lands on a willing seller/willing buyer basis, when
exchange or donation is not feasible and when funds are available for purchase” (Prairie Plan 4-
16). Conservation easements may be a tool to preserve and protect private land from further
development, when acquisition is not a feasible alternative.
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PC #: 10
Public Concern: The Midewin National Tallgrass Prairie should prioritize
goals for each section of the proposed plan to facilitate public involvement.

“We recommend that the plan prioritize goals in each section. The goals should drive the budget, not the
other way around. It would be appreciated if there could be public input into prioritization.”
(Preservation/Conservation Organization, IL - #49)

Agency Response:

The participatory approach to the planning process over the past five years has worked to set
general priorities for Midewin. These priorities are reflected in the Land and Resource
Management Plan Goals and Objectives (Prairie Plan 2-5 through 2-14). These goals are not
further prioritized. The Prairie Plan is implemented through various site-specific projects, such as
building a visitor/learning center, restoring a portion of the prairie or wetland, or constructing a
trail. If the budget is less than full in any given year, the projects scheduled to implement the
Prairie Plan for that year may have to be rescheduled. Restoration and development projects will
be coordinated with the Army cleanup, which is on an 8 to 10 year schedule. Appendix F —
Proposed and Probable Management Practices and Descriptions of Projects for Fiscal Years
2002 to 2006, describes the projects or activities the Forest Service will pursue over the next five
years.

The Forest Service’s management of Midewin National Tallgrass Prairie occurs at two levels. At
the first level, the Forest Service develops the Prairie Plan, a broad, programmatic document,
accompanied by an Environmental Impact Statement with a public review process conducted in
compliance with NEPA. The Midewin Prairie Plan provides a broad framework and overall
management direction. At the second level, the Forest Service implements the Prairie Plan by
approving (with or without modification) or disapproving particular “site-specific” projects. Each
project proposal is subject to further public involvement and review under the National
Environmental Policy Act and the proposed projects must be consistent with the Land and
Resource Management Plan. Interested groups and individuals are encouraged to stay involved
with planning at the site-specific level.

PC #: 11

Public Concern: The Midewin National Tallgrass Prairie should reassess
the level of detail presented within the proposed planning documents.

“It is a daunting task to read through both of the . . . documents [Proposed Prairie Plan & DEIS] and make
specific comments.” (Individual, Joliet, IL - #54)

“I confess to some disappointment and misgivings, as I interpret the proposed plan; an overkill of
information (35 pages & over 600 prairie plant types) on proposed native vegetation restoration, which, in
their existence, will be identifiable only to those whose Herculean efforts restored them - and those folks
schooled in the appropriate sciences.” (Individual, Wilmington, IL - #59)

Agency Response:

The formats for Forest Service Land and Resource Management Plans and preparation of
Environmental Impact Statements are outlined in federal laws, agency regulations, and policies.
The legal burden of the Forest Service to examine the issues, analyze a reasonable range of
alternatives, and adequately assess the effects results in lengthy Environmental Impact
Statements for complex proposals such as Land and Resource Management Plans.

The Forest Service’'s management of Midewin National Tallgrass Prairie occurs at two levels. At
the first level, the Forest Service develops the Prairie Plan, a broad, programmatic document,
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accompanied by an Environmental Impact Statement with a public review process conducted in
compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act. The Midewin Prairie Plan provides a
broad framework and overall management direction. The Prairie Plan will be used to guide future
projects that will be further analyzed in detail at the site-specific level over the next decade. At the
second level, the Forest Service implements the Prairie Plan by approving (with or without
modification) or disapproving particular “site-specific” projects Future environmental assessments
and proposed projects will tier to or be based on both this Prairie Plan and Final EIS. Future
managers and interested parties will need to use these documents as references. Each project
proposal is subject to further public involvement and review under NEPA and the proposed
projects must be consistent with the Land and Resource Management Plan. Interested groups
and individuals are encouraged to stay involved with planning at the site-specific level.

We serve a large and diverse public, and to make these large documents more available to the
public, they were produced and made available hard copy, on the Midewin web site and as a CD-
ROM. Staff at Midewin have been available to answer questions as needed throughout the
comment period. An executive summary of the EIS is also available on request from the
Supervisor’s Office for those who wish to be provided with a brief synopsis.

PC #: 12

Public Concern: The Midewin National Tallgrass Prairie should continue to
provide well-written text and balanced documentation in its planning
efforts.

“I would like to mention that both the DEIS and the Prairie Plan were well written considering the
complexities involved. Both documents were understandable to the private citizen with a non-technical
background. The documents provided an educational insight into the many considerations involved with
Midewin restoration.” (Individual, Tinley Park, IL - #25)

“It is nice to see that the plan successfully balanced topics based on availability of information. Places that
have less information are given less space without all the BS’ing. It is nice that the document is based on
science and FS precedent rather than conjecture or opinion. I bet it will stand its ground well.” (Individual,
Evergreen Park, IL - #41)

Agency Response:

The formats for Forest Service Land and Resource Management Plans and preparation of
Environmental Impact Statements are outlined in federal laws, agency regulations and policies.
We serve a large and varied public, and to make these large documents more available they
were produced and made available hard copy, on the Midewin web site and on CD-ROM. An
executive summary of the EIS is also available on request from the Supervisor’s Office for those
who wish to be provided with a brief synopsis.

PC #: 13
Public Concern: The Final EIS should clarify the use of the term
“reintroduction” as it applies to management actions.

“Terminology. In various portions of the Plan and DEIS, the term ‘reintroduction’ is used to describe
potential future management options for species. This term is widely misapplied in a similar fashion to
describe a prescribed process by which individuals are placed in apparently suitable habitat, often for
conservation purposes of single species. In the field on conservation biology, it is becoming more widely
accepted to consider the standard English usage of the prefix ‘re-,” in forming the term ‘reintroduction.’
This term is correctly applied only when describing an introduction of a species, which previously occurred
only as a result of other human-mediated introduction. We suggest that future use of this term be carefully
applied only in situations that meet the above criterion. Other alternative terms (translocation; population
augmentation or enhancement; head-starting) may be more appropriate, depending upon the individual
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circumstances or contexts in which they are intended. There are several places in the Plan and DEIS where
these alternative terms are used, apparently in correct context. Careful future application of these terms
could avoid potential confusion between MNTP and conservation biologists as well as with other public
constituent groups.” (Individual, Carol Stream, IL - #55)

Agency Response:

While we agree that, wherever possible, the use of more specific terms is appropriate,
unfortunately an overall term for the activity described does not appear to exist. The term
“reintroduction” is often used for the various methodologies by which new populations of native
organisms are established in suitable habitat. For example, in one published collection of case
history and review papers, Restoring Diversity (Falk et al. 1996), three sections and nine chapters
include “reintroduction” and “reintroducing” in their titles; even the subtitle for this volume is
“Strategies for Reintroduction of Endangered Species”. (Falk et al. 1996), three sections and
nine chapters include “reintroduction” and “reintroducing” in their titles; even the subtitle for this
volume is “Strategies for Reintroduction of Endangered Species”.

Researchers have interpreted the term “reintroduction” narrowly and it has been used in
reference to the re-stocking of non-native species. Perhaps the term “restoration” is more
appropriate, and we do use this term as a “catch-all” in various places in the Prairie Plan.
Wherever possible, we have replaced “reintroduction” with more precise terms.

We have included an additional Wildlife Management Guideline in the Prairie Plan to prohibit re-
stocking or the introduction of non-native species for game management or recreation alone, and
where it may not enhance prairie ecosystem functions (Prairie Plan 4-30).

PC #: 160

Public Concern: The Final EIS should define the term “under cultivation” as
it applies to crops and forage production.

“2-4 Goal 2 (d)—Progressively reduce area under cultivation and initiate restoration to either grassland or
native prairie habitat.” ‘Under cultivation’ in this context appears to mean production of grain crops and not
production of forage for livestock or grazing for management purposes. The term cultivation has not been
previously defined in the Plan or in the DEIS Glossary (DEIS Chapter 8). Since ILCA, PL 104-106
specifically mentions grazing is a permitted agricultural activity, the term ‘under cultivation’ may need

clarification to avoid lumping of grain crops and forage crops with cultivation.” (Individual, Dundee, IL —
#66)

Agency Response:

In the Final EIS, the phrase “area under cultivation” has been replaced with “area in grain crops”.
We have tried to eliminate any other usage of the term “cultivation” that might cause confusion.

PC #: 14

Public Concern: The Final EIS should use terminology that reflects a clear
distinction between harvest of domestic plants and hunting/gathering wild
species.

“In several places, the phrase ‘game and harvest wildlife’ is used. ‘Harvest wildlife’ is never defined. To
me it means game—wild animals taken by hunting, fishing, or collecting (e.g. sessile marine species).
‘Harvest’ is properly restricted to plants grown by people. It’s strictly an agricultural word. To use this

word in relation to wild animals or plants is to put a false face on hunting and gathering, to display shame
to the dominant agricultural society. Enough is enough! Your style editor says: never use this term ‘harvest
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wildlife’ again! And don’t talk about ‘harvesting’ wild animals and plants. We hunt, we fish, we collect,
and we gather. ‘Take’ is a word hunters use. We can be sufficiently diplomatic in our speech without this
pretense that we are not really hunting and gathering. The honest words also save words, ink, and paper.”
(Individual, Chicago, IL - #36)

Agency Response:

“Harvest” is a commonly used term when referring to the total quantity of wildlife or wildlife
products (such as individuals, pelts, or eggs) removed from free-living populations during a single
season. The use of this term is commonly accepted in both scientific and technical literature for
the fields of wildlife management, animal ecology, and conservation biology. We have added this
definition to our glossary.

PC #: 15
Public Concern: The Midewin National Tallgrass Prairie should not
reference evolutionary biology as a justification for prairie restoration.

“Is there not a serious contradiction inherent in using evolutionary biology to justify any part of a
restoration/preservation effort? Does such theory allow achieving and keeping frozen in time a particular
past land/flora/fauna state? If evolutionary biology assumes change over time and tries to observe its
effects, then a ‘going backward’ in time to make and keep static a relatively small demonstration prairie
like a larger one of 160 years ago is a monumentally unnatural undertaking unlikely to be achieved. Just
consider some factors which have changed significantly in those years that cannot be reversed, such as
variations in air quality, water flow and availability, temperature changes due to extensive concrete use
nearby, other surrounding land uses, and so on!” (Individual, Frankfort, IL - #51)

Agency Response:

We find no contradiction in our use of references from evolutionary biology as a source of
information on which to base our analysis. The behavior, ecology, and inter-relationships of all
organisms are grounded in their evolutionary history. Our ability to protect, conserve, and
enhance the populations of these organisms and their habitats (lllinois Land Conservation Act
1996, Sec. 2914.c.4) will depend, in part, on the variability and adaptability these organisms have
inherited from their ancestors. Also, our ability to predict their responses to threats and
management is based in part, on scientific knowledge and studies developed under the
framework of evolutionary biology. Information about minimum habitat requirements for
population viability, potential for dispersal of exotic organisms, and response of organisms to
disturbance is based on peer-reviewed scientific studies, as directed by the Committee of
Scientists (1999, pp. 121-125, 176).

Insights from evolutionary biology have provided understanding for antibiotic resistance in
bacteria, invasions by non-native species, and other relevant issues. The preservation of prairie
in a static condition is the opposite of what we propose. Instead we hope to restore a dynamic,
functioning ecosystem that has sufficient resilience to respond to both biotic (e.g., invasive
species) and abiotic (e.g., climatic change) challenges, as detailed in the FEIS under Biodiversity
(3-72 to 3-101). This is opposed to the current condition, under which the situation for indigenous
biodiversity is either static (i.e., depauperate examples encapsulated in tiny refuges) or in decline
(extirpation or local extinction of many species). The historically rich diversity of unique organisms
and their interactions is being replaced by a simpler system that is increasingly dominated by a
few species that are widespread across several continents. Our society has made the decision to
restore and sustain as much diversity as feasible for intrinsic, social, and economic reasons, as
evidenced by Endangered Species Act, Executive Order 13112 (Invasive Species), the National
Forest Management Act, and The USDA Forest Service Strategic Plan: 2000 Revision.
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For more information please see: Committee of Scientists. 1999. Sustaining the People’s Lands:
Recommendations for Stewardship of the National Forests and Grasslands into the Next Century.
United States Department of Agriculture. 193 pp.

PC #: 16
Public Concern: The Final EIS should disclose realistic timeframes for
project development and implementation.

“The DEIS is void of any mention of the manner in which recreational trail use will progress and when. It
is unfair to the public to state that the plan is for approximately 10 years and not to tell the public what
development is realistic in one decade. Why can’t the Supplementary DEIS set forth realistic time frames
for projects? Most people would much rather know the truth than to be mislead. If no trails will be on the
ground for at least eight years, say so. If it will take 10 years to build a visitor’s center, that expectation
should be included.” (Individual, Channahon, IL - #60)

Agency Response:

The participatory approach to the planning process over the past five years has worked to set
general priorities for Midewin. These priorities are reflected in the Land and Resource
Management Plan Goals and Objectives (Prairie Plan 2-5 through 2-14). The Recreation
Objectives in the Prairie Plan were revised and now state the long-term objective of a variety of
trail types, and also the objective for the next decade of approximately 10 miles of trails.
Additionally, Appendix F — Proposed and Probable Management Practices and Descriptions of
Projects for Fiscal Years 2002 to 2006, describes the projects or activities the Forest Service will
pursue over the next five years. In particular the following projects are listed: Design and build a
visitor center and design, construct, and maintain trails on the west side of lllinois Route 53 and
outside the security fence (Prairie Plan, Appendix F-2).

PC #: 17
Public Concern: The Final EIS should disclose cost estimates for the
proposed management actions.

“No mention of cost estimates can be found in the DEIS. As a public agency funded by tax dollars, I firmly
believe a frank discussion of the cost of various aspects of the plan should be openly included. If the cost of
various aspects are expected to be high and difficult to fund, please tell us, and not let us believe that it will
happen without special or extraordinary funding. The public does not like to be lied to or mislead.”
(Individual, Channahon, IL - #60)

Agency Response:

Forest Service Planning Regulations 36 C.F.R. §219 require that each alternative considered in
detail shall have an estimate and comparison of economic effects. The Final Environmental
Impact Statement (FEIS) presents a summary of Present Net Value by alternative in Chapter 3
pp. 3-249 and 3-250. The FEIS, Appendix E, Documentation of Analysis pages E-2 through E-6,
discloses the Cost-Benefit Analysis and Calculation of Present Net Value for each alternative for
Facilities Removal, Roads, Agricultural Lease Revenues, Habitat Restoration and Maintenance,
and Recreational Facilities Construction and Maintenance.
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PC #: 18
Public Concern: The Prairie Plan should address how research activities
will be coordinated among diverse scientific institutions.

“Midewin presents an opportunity to do research relevant to issues as diverse as land/atmosphere gas
exchange, changes in the carbon/nitrogen/sulfur cycle associated with prairie restoration, the evolutionary
biology of related habitat changes (e.g., from grassland to prairie to savanna). How will the issue of
coordination of such research across a range of institutions (universities, private industry, federal
laboratories) be addressed?” (Individual, No Address - #1)

Agency Response:

Direction in the Forest Service planning regulations for research 36 C.F.R. §219.28 requires
forest plans to identify research needs with particular attention to those research needs identified
during monitoring and evaluation. The lllinois Land Conservation Act established Midewin with
four purposes, one of which is to provide opportunities for scientific, environmental, and land use
education and research. At the present, the Forest Service at Midewin is cooperating with 10
partners from universities, private industry, and other organizations for specific research projects,
and welcomes the opportunity to work with additional parties interested in research of diverse and
relevant topics at Midewin. No formal protocol or process to submit research proposals has been
established. However, those interested in research at Midewin need only to contact the staff at
Midewin and submit a preliminary proposal to the Prairie Supervisor to be considered. The Forest
Service at Midewin does not grant research funds, but does approve of research projects that
meet the intent of the establishing legislation and meets the needs of both Midewin and the
researcher.

PC #: 159

Public Concern: The Midewin National Tallgrass Prairie should
accommodate research comparisons of restoration techniques and
management strategies.

“Midewin presents a magnificent opportunity for applied research, especially in the areas of community
restoration, population dynamics, predator prey relationships, the role of keystone predators, deer herd
management and pollination ecology to name a few. The site should make accommodations for research
comparisons of various restoration techniques and management strategies. Midewin also provides the rarest
of opportunities to monitor and research the effects of introducing recreational activities on a site where
there was previously none. This is a truly extraordinary opportunity for biologists, social scientists and
outdoor recreational researchers to analyze the impacts of the various recreational pursuits such as hiking,
trail riding, camping, etc. over time as they are allowed. This would provide an excellent method and
documentation to resolve conflicts between recreational impacts and natural resource protection. The
[llinois Natural History Survey is eager to assist the Forest Service in all areas of research and monitoring
at Midewin.” (Illinois Natural History Survey, Champaign, IL — #67)

Agency Response:

The Forest Service appreciates your comments and offer for continued assistance. The Land and
Resource Management Plan, Appendix E, Research Needs and Opportunities was developed in
cooperation with the lllinois Natural History Survey. Several goals for research at Midewin include
research on effective restoration strategies and techniques. Several objectives relate to the
effects of recreational activities on natural resources. Knowledge gained and lessons learned
from research results at Midewin will be incorporated into future management plans and
management activities.
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PC#: 19
Public Concern: The Prairie Plan should address the needs of independent
scientific research and set aside sufficient portions of land for such uses.

“We believe that, because of its large size and natural features, Midewin provides a unique opportunity for
outstanding research institutions in the region to apply modern experimental approaches in ecological
research that require land areas larger than 1,000 hectares. The DEIS failed to analyze the impacts of
alternative configurations for setting aside a portion of the land area for such research activities. The impact
analysis should also have considered specific issues of ecological scale (how much land is needed to
conduct meaningful studies), support facilities, access, restricted public access, and appropriate research
activities. A component of the impact analysis should have addressed the educational benefits and
opportunities of a research program that includes graduate-student-directed research and study. In this
regard, I feel that you are remiss in meeting one of the four basic purposes for establishing the Midewin
National Tallgrass Prairie, i.e., ‘to provide opportunities for scientific, environmental, and land use
education and research.” Appendix E of the Prairie Plan discusses research needs and the goals and
objectives of research at Midewin. However, it appears to be limited to research that will be conducted by
the Forest Service and/or the Illinois DOC. There is no mention of the opportunity or the process by which
researchers from the outstanding research institutions in the region can gain access to the Midewin National
Tallgrass Prairie.” (Argonne National Laboratory, Lemont, IL - #19)

Agency Response:

Direction in the Forest Service planning regulations for research (36 C.F.R. §219.28) requires
forest plans to identify research needs with particular attention to those research needs identified
during monitoring and evaluation. The lllinois Land Conservation Act established Midewin with
four purposes, the second purpose being to provide opportunities for scientific, environmental,
and land use education and research. The Final EIS lists Environmental Education and Research
Opportunities as an issue to be addressed based on the purposes for Midewin and public input.
While recognizing the keen interest, the unique opportunity, and the legal responsibility for
research, the planning team decided that no special land allocation was needed to designate a
portion of Midewin entirely to research (FEIS 1-13). All of Midewin could be the subject of various
research projects, whether environmental resource based or socio-economic based research.
Thus each alternative to the Prairie Plan provides for education and research opportunities. The
Prairie Plan Appendix E, Research Needs and Opportunities outlines both broad and specific
research needs at Midewin. It includes a discussion of research that may be conducted at
Midewin through Special Use permits by individuals, or through a Memorandum of Understanding
or other type of agreement with Research Cooperators.

At the present, the Forest Service at Midewin is cooperating with 10 partners from universities,
private industry, and other organizations for specific research projects, and welcomes the
opportunity to work with additional parties. No formal protocol or process to submit research
proposals has been established. However, those interested in research at Midewin need only to
contact the staff at Midewin and submit a preliminary proposal to the Prairie Supervisor to be
considered. The Forest Service at Midewin does not grant research funds, but does approve of
research projects that meet the intent of the establishing legislation and meets the needs of both
Midewin and the researcher.
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PC#: 20

Public Concern: The Midewin National Tallgrass Prairie should expand
Research Oversight Committee membership to include environmental
scientists from local universities.

“My concerns relate to the implementation of the ROD as it relates to restoration planning and research
opportunities. Please have the foresight so that when you begin your restoration activities, you do so in a
manner that does not preclude future research. For example, keep in mind the need for replication and
control sites. The best way to insure that this is accomplished is through your Research Oversight
Committee. You have identified membership as the Forest Service, IDNR and the FS North Central
Experiment Station. I would recommend that you expand the membership to include experts from the
surrounding universities. This should include plant ecologists, wildlife biologists, and soil scientists as well
as other disciplines pertinent to a prairie environment. This reconfigured committee would be invaluable in
insuring that restoration proceeds in a fashion that will be conducive to future research at Midewin. I would
recommend that this committee also conduct the periodic review of the Research Plan as noted in Appendix
E.” (Individual, Lemont, IL - #15)

Agency Response:

The Prairie Plan outlines both broad and specific research needs at Midewin (Prairie Plan
Appendix E). The Prairie Plan places less emphasis on the number of programs that will be
implemented, with the realization that we need to be more adaptable to changing conditions and
personnel. The paragraph in the Proposed Prairie Plan that refers to the Research Committee
has been deleted. However, we do plan to initiate a research committee that includes experts
from surrounding universities in order to be more effective in developing a sound, dynamic
research program at Midewin and creating more awareness and interest in research
opportunities. As restoration projects are proposed, we will consider opportunities to conduct
research.

PC#: 21

Public Concern: The Midewin National Tallgrass Prairie should hasten
implementation of the preferred alternative for its benefits to visitor
enjoyment and the natural environment.

“Forest Service researchers, staff, and managers should be congratulated on developing a good plan that
balances the various goals and objectives of different interests. IOS [Illinois Ornithological Society]
recommends quick approval of the plan and a rapid transition into implementation so that the public can
enjoy the tremendous improvements to Midewin that will result from its full implementation. More
importantly, implementation will greatly improve the natural environment and increase natural habitat and
grassland bird populations.” (Preservation/Conservation Organization, Lake Forest, IL - #62)

Agency Response:

The Prairie Plan provides the broad framework under which the restoration projects and
programs will be implemented. The Forest Service did not wait until completion of the Prairie
Plan, but proceeded with initial management activities as authorized by the lllinois Land
Conservation Act soon after the land was transferred. Transition into plan implementation should
not be difficult, as the early projects were developed under similar principles and objectives of
habitat restoration for grassland birds and other sensitive species as our current plan. With Prairie
Plan implementation habitat restoration will continue, and new opportunities for outdoor
recreation on the prairie will be realized.
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3. Comparison of Alternatives

PC #: 22
Public Concern: The Midewin National Tallgrass Prairie should not select
Alternative 1.

“Alternative 1 is unacceptable. Maintaining existing conditions and programs on site severely limits
available natural habitat and will eventually lead to deterioration of existing habitats and losses of bird
populations. Alternative 1 also severely limits the potential ecological significance of the site and provides
inadequate opportunity for public education and recreation.” (Preservation/Conservation Organization,
Lake Forest, IL - #62)

Agency Response:

Inclusion of a No Action Alternative in an environmental impact statement is a requirement of the
Council on Environmental Quality regulations for implementing the National Environmental Policy
Act (NEPA) of 1969, as amended. The No Action Alternative serves as a baseline from which to
compare the impacts of the action alternatives (Alternatives 2, 3, 4, 5, and 6 in the Midewin
Prairie Plan).

While fulfilling the role of comparative baseline, the No Action Alternative is a legally required
alternative that could be selected. However, as discussed in Chapter 3 of the FEIS,
implementation of the No Action Alternative would allow the continuation of a number of current
adverse impacts such as infestations of invasive plants and decreases in the quality and quantity
of grassland, wetland, woodland, and savanna habitats and not comply with federal laws
governing management of public lands. Additionally, implementation of the No Action Alternative
would not provide for public education and recreation opportunities beyond what is currently
available on a limited basis.

PC #: 23
Public Concern: The Midewin National Tallgrass Prairie should not select
Alternative 2.

“Although implementation of Alternative 2 may produce the largest grassland bird populations, this option
does not appear to provide the best opportunity to develop sufficient native prairie habitat to provide a
viable ecosystem and does not provide sufficient recreational opportunities.” (Preservation/Conservation
Organization, Lake Forest, IL -#62)

Agency Response:

Although Alternative 2 is a feasible approach for meeting the goals and accomplishing the
purpose and need of the Midewin Prairie Plan, after a detailed evaluation of all the Final EIS
alternatives, the Forest Service has identified Alternative 4 as the agency’s preferred alternative.
The Forest Service believes Alternative 4, as modified in the Final Prairie Plan and Final EIS,
would provide the best approach to enhancing and restoring prairie habitat and grassland for
sensitive bird species, as well as making resources available to the public and providing sufficient
recreational opportunities.
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PC#: 24
Public Concern: The Midewin National Tallgrass Prairie should select
Alternative 3.

“We believe that alternative number 3 in the Draft EIS provides greater overall recreational opportunities
and connection opportunities with surrounding communities. We are confident that such an alternative
could be implemented to be compatible with primary ecosystem goals.” (Village of Elwood, Elwood, IL -
#52)

“Of the six proposed options for review and comment in the DEIS, we would consider option number 3 as
being the most favorable for equestrian participation, and the one which would be the best basis for sharing
the prairie with other trail users. Option 3 should be acceptable to all conservation minded citizens.
Obviously, no one group will ever be able to get exactly everything they want. Nevertheless, each
constituency, whether or not they will use the area, represents tax paying citizens who are sincerely
interested in the use to which the Midewin National Tallgrass Prairie will be put.” (Recreation
Organization-Non-Motorized, Naperville, IL - #56)

Agency Response:

Alternative 3 is a feasible approach for meeting the goals and accomplishing the purpose and
need of the Midewin Land and Resource Management Plan. After a detailed evaluation of all the
Final EIS alternatives, the Forest Service has identified Alternative 4 as the agency’s preferred
alternative. The Forest Service believes Alternative 4, as modified in the Final Prairie Plan and
FEIS, would provide the best approach to enhancing and restoring prairie habitat and grassland
for sensitive bird species, as well as making resources available to the public and providing
adequate connections to surrounding communities.

PC #: 25
Public Concern: The Midewin National Tallgrass Prairie should not select
Alternative 3.

“Although Alternate 3 provides a better balance between grassland bird habitat and prairie, the recreational
development is extensive and the heavy human use would likely interfere with the need to protect sensitive
plant and wildlife species.” (Preservation/Conservation Organization, Lake Forest, IL - #62)

Agency Response:

The Forest Service has evaluated and analyzed Alternative 3 along with the other four action
alternatives and the No Action Alternative in both the Draft and Final Environmental Impact
Statements. As a result of this evaluation and analysis, the Forest Service has identified
Alternative 4 as the Preferred Alternative that would best achieve the four legislated purposes of
Midewin: to conserve and enhance the native populations and habitat of fish, wildlife and plants;
to provide opportunities for scientific, environmental, and land use education and research; to
allow continuation of agricultural land uses; and to provide a variety of compatible recreation
opportunities.

PC #: 26
Public Concern: The Midewin National Tallgrass Prairie should select
Alternative 4.

“The District appreciates and supports MNTP’s use of logical planning methods and best management
practices to ensure the long-term sustainability of functional natural communities as well as rare and
threatened species within the site. The District supports the preferred Alternative 4. This alternative
provides for the widest diversity of restoration, recreation, and visitor services at an intensity level that
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seems appropriate for the scale of the site while still protecting sensitive environmental features.” (Forest
Preservation District of Will County, Joliet, IL - #18)

“We commend the United States Forest Service and MNTP staff for compiling a detailed and extremely
comprehensive plan for the site. We strongly support Alternative 4 (the preferred Alternative) as described
in The Plan and DEIS. It is obvious to me that this alternative has been carefully crafted to meet the goals
set forth by the legislation, which enabled MNTP, and also appears to be the plan, which most closely
satisfies benchmarks specified by the Analysis of the Management Situation (AMS) developed in 1999. We
provide several suggestions that are related to topics addressed [in] Alternative 4. However, we also
acknowledge that these comments are probably just more specific than would be reasonable to expect in
either of those documents, so it is our hope that MNTP staff would consider additional points in adopting
specific policies after a final plan is approved for the site.” (Individual, Carol Stream, IL - #55)

Agency Response:

The Forest Service has evaluated and analyzed Alternative 4 along with the other four action
alternatives and the No Action Alternative in both the Draft and Final Environmental Impact
Statements. As a result of this evaluation and analysis, the Forest Service has identified
Alternative 4 as the Preferred Alternative that would best achieve the four legislated purposes of
Midewin: to conserve and enhance the native populations and habitat of fish, wildlife and plants;
to provide opportunities for scientific, environmental, and land use education and research; to
allow continuation of agricultural land uses; and to provide a variety of compatible recreation
opportunities.

The Forest Service implements the Prairie Plan by approving (with or without modification) or
disapproving particular “site-specific” projects. Each project proposal is subject to further public
involvement and review under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and the proposed
projects must be consistent with the Prairie Plan. Interested groups and individuals are
encouraged to stay involved with planning at the site-specific level as projects are developed and
public input is solicited for individual projects.

PC #: 27
Public Concern: The Midewin National Tallgrass Prairie should reassess
the amount of development proposed in Alternative 4.

“Alternative 4 provides the best mix of habitats that all of the different species of birds could benefit from,
but it allows for too much development.” (Individual, Urbana, IL - #53)

Agency Response:

The Forest Service has evaluated and analyzed Alternative 4 along with the other four action
alternatives and the No Action Alternative in both the Draft and Final Environmental Impact
Statements. As a result of this evaluation and analysis, the Forest Service has identified
Alternative 4 as the Preferred Alternative that would best achieve the four legislated purposes of
Midewin: to conserve and enhance the native populations and habitat of fish, wildlife and plants;
to provide opportunities for scientific, environmental, and land use education and research; to
allow continuation of agricultural land uses; and to provide a variety of compatible recreation
opportunities.

Proposed development includes a group campground, picnic area, visitor center, and several
dispersed rustic campsites, along with a network of trails. Prior to building any new facilities,
Midewin must be cleaned of environmental and safety hazards, such as the numerous old
arsenal structures and hazardous substances. Landscape scale restoration will then begin. These
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developments will occur as cleanup and restoration proceed. Future analyses will have to be
completed before site-specific decisions are made for each development project.

PC #: 28
Public Concern: The Midewin National Tallgrass Prairie should select
Alternative 6.

“Alternative 6 outlined in Chapter 2 pages 25-26 provides the largest areas of unfragmented habitat
including two tracts larger than 3,000 acres as well as the fewest developed regions. Trails could be limited
to the eastern edge of the site. This alternative provides more native prairie restoration and would be
beneficial to the bird species that require taller grasses only.” (Individual, Urbana, IL - #53)

“MAXIMIZE THE ACREAGE RESTORED TO PRAIRIE. The Midewin National Tallgrass Prairie is an
incredible and perhaps once-in-our-lifetime opportunity to restore a near-vanished native habitat to the
region. I appreciate the Forest Service’s need to balance divergent - and sometimes competing - needs and
interests for things such as habitat restoration, recreational use, species management and so forth. My
overall concern is that the plan attempts to please too many of these competing interests, to the point where
the result will be a faux panacea that fails to achieve significant results in any one area. As this is supposed
to be a National Tallgrass Prairie (as opposed to a national recreation system or bird sanctuary, for
example), I submit that the primary purpose should be to restore as much of the 16,000 acres to native
Tallgrass prairie habitat as possible. Consequently, Alternative 6 provides the largest unfragmented acreage
available to restore to native communities, including prairie habitats.” (Preservation/Conservation
Organization, Saint Louis, MO - #63)

Agency Response:

Alternative 6 is a feasible approach for meeting the goals and accomplishing the purpose and
need of the Midewin Prairie Plan. After a detailed evaluation of all the Final EIS alternatives, the
Forest Service has identified Alternative 4 as the agency’s preferred alternative that would best
achieve the four legislated purposes of Midewin: to conserve and enhance the native populations
and habitat of fish, wildlife and plants; to provide opportunities for scientific, environmental, and
land use education and research; to allow continuation of agricultural land uses; and to provide a
variety of compatible recreation opportunities. The Forest Service believes Alternative 4, as
modified in the Final Prairie Plan and Final EIS, would achieve a sufficient increase in
unfragmented acreage, provide the best approach to enhancing, balancing, and restoring prairie
habitat and grassland for sensitive bird species, and would still make Midewin’s resources
available to the public.

4. General Environment

PC #: 29

Public Concern: The Midewin National Tallgrass Prairie should use all
available management techniques to effectively complete the prairie
restoration project.

“IOS [Illinois Ornithological Society] believes that it is important for the Forest Service to use all available
management techniques available in order to effectively complete the restoration. Among these are cutting
and removing all woody vegetation, herbiciding, field tile removal, etc. Grazing should be continued to
maintain shortgrass habitat for grassland birds. Forest Service staff should not be restricted in their use of
these methods as long as it is consistent with the approved Prairie Plan.” (Preservation/Conservation
Organization, Lake Forest, IL - #62)
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Agency Response:

The Prairie Plan, Chapter 3 Management Area Prescriptions, describes a number of feasible and
available management options including exotic species control, prescribed fire, grazing, mowing,
drain tile removal, and other management activities (Prairie Plan 3-7). The Final Environmental
Impact Statement also lists management activities that will be conducted at Midewin including
removing drain tiles, filling ditches, reconstructing stream channels, mowing grasslands, planting
and seeding, controlling noxious weeds, grazing cattle, using prescribed fire, etc. (FEIS 2-12). A
wide range of management activities is prescribed to address a variety of restoration needs and
habitat conditions. Project implementation depends on more detailed analyses that will be
completed for the specific sites. For example, before a stream channel is reconstructed, the site
will be inventoried, project objectives will be developed, issues will be scoped with public
involvement, alternatives will be developed and analyzed through the interdisciplinary NEPA
process, and a site-specific decision will be made.

PC #: 30
Public Concern: The Midewin National Tallgrass Prairie should implement
the proposed action to ensure positive net environmental impacts.

“The DEIS adequately addresses environmental concerns raised by the proposed action. The Prairie Plan
provides for a long-term objective and strategy to convert Midewin from a disjointed mosaic of human-
dominated habitats to an inter-connected, restored natural community. The Forest Service has done a good
job in defining the affected environments and describing projected environmental consequences. As would
be expected from a project of this type, implementation of the proposed plan will result in net
environmental benefits and will have a positive impact on the local environment through the clean-up of
contaminated sites, improvements in water quality, increased biodiversity, protection of sensitive species,
and increased recreational opportunities for the public. As adequately described and discussed in the DEIS,
this action will have a very positive impact on the environment and should be given approval to proceed.”
(Preservation/Conservation Organization, Lake Forest, IL - #62)

Agency Response:

The Forest Service appreciates the public interest in the future of Midewin National Tallgrass
Prairie.

PC #: 31

Public Concern: The Final EIS should include interim period standards and
guidelines restricting agricultural practices that cause environmental
damage.

“The DEIS states that agricultural use of Midewin lands will be phased out as restoration activities
progress. In planning for the interim period, we recommend that the USFS develop Plan Standards and
Guidelines that restrict, as appropriate, farming and ranching practices that could result in the spread of
noxious weeds, use of genetically modified crops that impact native species under certain conditions (e.g.,
Bt corn pollen impacts on Monarchs and other local lepidoptera), and use of pesticides and fertilizers that
may have direct and indirect nontarget impacts on aquatic and terrestrial species.” (U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency, Chicago, IL - #61)
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Agency Response:

The Prairie Plan, Standards and Guidelines for Agriculture Use, specifies that herbicides,
pesticides, or fertilizers must be approved in advance by the Prairie Supervisor, and must be
applied in a safe manner that does not affect aquatic or prairie resources. (Prairie Plan 4-31)
Additional guidelines call for utilizing agricultural practices that use only minimal amounts of
pesticides and fertilizers authorized in advance by the Prairie Supervisor, and agricultural
practices and activities will be monitored and changed as needed to minimize environmental
effects (Prairie Plan 4-31).

PC #: 32

Public Concern: The Midewin National Tallgrass Prairie should consider
monitoring feasibility when describing desired conditions within the Final
EIS.

“I like the focus and description of desired conditions for the management areas. Some of the descriptions
look too prescriptive, though, such as ‘no woody edge within 164 feet of the boundary’ (page 3-3) 82 feet.
Whatever conditions you put in will need to be monitored; make sure that you can accomplish and monitor
what you describe. The more specific you are the more difficult it will be to monitor.” (Forest Service
Employee, No Address - #26)

Agency Response:

The management prescriptions in the Prairie Plan for different habitat types were designed to
manage a variety of sensitive species. We have made the prescriptions less specific by either
adding the word “approximately” to the conditions where appropriate or adding a range of
conditions to be met in order to reduce the specificity of desired conditions and making it less
difficult to monitor habitat conditions.

PC #: 33
Public Concern: The Midewin National Tallgrass Prairie should monitor the
effects of climate change on habitat conditions.

“We recommend that the USFS consider climate change in the planning process by tracking the abundance
and distribution of species, to the extent possible through monitoring, over the life of the management plan.
Potential shifts to consider due to climate change include: habitat changes that would take place faster than
fish and wildlife may be able to adapt, and variation in water temperature that could affect fish populations
in critical ways (i.e., depletion or elimination of fish stocks). Climate change (mean temperature and
precipitation changes over time and associated increases in atmospheric carbon dioxide) and vegetative
community changes over the planning period could be significant for Midewin.” (U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency, Chicago, IL - #61)

Agency Response:

The Forest Service's obligation to address climate change is presented in the Global Climate
Change Prevention Act (GCCPA). GCCPA amended the RPA to require the Secretary of
Agriculture to consider the potential effects of global climate change on the condition of the
renewable resources on the forests and rangelands of the United States, and to analyze
opportunities to mitigate the buildup of atmospheric carbon dioxide and reduce the risk of global
climate change. The statute does not require every programmatic or site-specific decision to
consider global climate change, instead it gives the Secretary the discretion to consider this issue
as appropriate. The agency analyzed the global climate change issue in the 1990 RPA Program.
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However, future site-specific analyses of potential projects would address as appropriate
elements such the existing condition of and effects to wildlife, vegetation, and water that may be
the result of or indicative of climate changes.

As we undertake restoration on a landscape scale during the next decade and beyond,
considerable changes in the abundance and distribution of plants and animals will continue to
happen, with the intent to benefit conditions for sensitive species and restore tallgrass prairie
habitats to the extent possible. We rely on soil patterns and existing hydrological conditions to
determine the historic and potential distribution of wetlands, and we recognize that climate
change could dramatically affect the water budgets for wetlands at Midewin, including the
perennial streams. Better knowledge of anticipated climate changes and the effects on the
ecological processes at Midewin will be useful information.

PC #: 34

Public Concern: The Final EIS should include provisions to transfer
management of Will County landfill property to the Midewin National
Tallgrass Prairie.

“The landfill will be completed some day. It should be designed to finally become a part of MNTP [the
Midewin National Tallgrass Prairie]. It can have recreational value and/or used as habitat for flora and
fauna.” (Individual, Gurnee, IL - #29)

Agency Response:

The Will County landfill authorized under the lllinois Land Conservation Act is designated to
become part of the Forest Preserve District of Will County once the site is filled. The landfill is
expected to be active for 20 years once it becomes operational. The Forest Service has no
jurisdiction on county lands. The Midewin Prairie Plan outlines the basic direction for lands now
administered by the USDA Forest Service, Midewin National Tallgrass Prairie for the next 10 to
15 years.

PC #: 35
Public Concern: The Midewin National Tallgrass Prairie should reexamine
information regarding scenic integrity of the proposed Will County landfill.

“Chapter 3 of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, entitled, ‘Affected Environment and
Environmental consequences, ‘‘Scenery,” page 232 contains an inaccurate and misleading commentary on
the County Landfill. This passage states, ‘A proposal for the landfill includes a mounded system that may
reach 150 feet above adjacent lands. It is expected that the upper portion of the site, as the mound develops,
will always be unvegetated and heavy equipment (scrapers, end loaders, etc.) will be visible during
working hours. The landfill will be visible from many parts of the prairie.” The proposed County landfill
was designed not as a ‘mound’ but as a landform with undulating topography to blend with surrounding
prairie. The landfill will be vegetated, with native grasses and forbs chosen in conjunction with the
Midewin National Tallgrass Prairie staff. In contrast to the widely publicized idea that the landfill is to be
located adjacent to the Abraham Lincoln National Cemetery, the landfill is actually over 2 miles from the
cemetery and may not be significantly visible from all portions of Midewin. The height of the landfill is
approximately even with that of the water tower located nearest South Arsenal Road. This water tower is
not visible from all locations within Midewin. While heavy equipment will be utilized at the landfill, the
landfill is a temporary operation which will have an end-use designed to complement the
recreational/aesthetic values of the Prairie. Such end-use will rely heavily on the input of the Will County
Forest Preserve District and Midewin staff. In contrast, the industrial park on the west side of Route 53 will
be a more permanent visage on the Prairie. Such permanent industrial presence, which may not be as
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lightly-industrial as assumed in this section, should be more thoroughly investigated in terms of scenery
conflict, noise, and odor.” (Will County Land Use Department, Joliet, IL — #46)

Agency Response:

The Draft and Final Environmental Impact Statements were prepared with the best available
information. Recent meetings with Will County Land Use Department indicate that when
completely full, the landfill will rise approximately 145 feet above the existing topography. Using
digital elevation modeling the landfill will be visible from much of Midewin once completely
developed. Trees and other building structures, however, may obstruct views of the landfill. We
understand that plans for the landfill also include a buffer area with proposed berms and
screening vegetation. The Forest Service will continue to cooperate with the Will County Land
Use Department, the Forest Preserve District of Will County (future land managers of the landfill),
and other developers adjacent to Midewin in order to mitigate environmental impacts as these
sites are developed.

PC #: 36
Public Concern: The Midewin National Tallgrass Prairie should consult with
the Will County landfill developers and operators prior to completion of the
Final EIS.

“We are concerned about some of the statements made in the Draft EIS regarding the Will County landfill,
in particular the language contained on page 3-232 of Chapter 3, Affected Environment and Environmental
Consequences, which is as follows: ‘A proposal for the landfill includes a mounded system that may reach
150 feet above adjacent lands. It is expected that the upper portion of the site, as the mound develops, will
always be un-vegetated and heavy equipment (scrapers, end loaders, etc.) will be visible during working
hours. The landfill will be visible from many parts of the prairie . . . .” We believe this is an inaccurate
generalization of the landfill. Given the controversy surrounding the landfill being adjacent to the prairie,
we are disappointed that no one from the Midewin staff or any of the EIS preparers made any attempt to
contact us or the landfill owner, Will County, during the preparation of the Draft EIS regarding the
specifics of the landfill design or its operation. Waste Management operates over 300 landfills in the United
States and many of these facilities are located in close proximity to natural and/or recreational areas and are
able to coexist successfully with these land uses. Prior to the completion of the Final EIS, we would be
happy to meet with Midewin staff and/or the EIS preparers so that they can fully understand how a landfill
is built and operated. At the same time, we would also be happy to provide a tour of some of our facilities
in the Chicago area that demonstrate how landfills can be compatible with natural and recreational land
uses.” (Business, Grayslake, IL - #45)

Agency Response:

Members of the Midewin Planning team met with Will County planners early in the Prairie Plan
planning process and have kept abreast of developments for the landfill. As the landfill timeline
for development is now on a faster track, the Forest Service is coordinating more closely with Will
County in an effort to determine the impact that legislated cleanup at Midewin will have on the
future landfill and to minimize effects of the landfill on resources and activities at Midewin.

PC #:. 37

Public Concern: The Midewin National Tallgrass Prairie should recommend
limits on the extent, height, and duration of the proposed Will County
landfill.

“In a part of the country so lacking as ours in scenic beauty and wilderness, the transformation of the old
Joliet Arsenal into a national park is a priceless gift to the whole region. It distresses me to learn that the
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Will County Board is even considering reneging on its promise to limit the extent, height, and duration of
operation of a proposed landfill. Although landfill sites might be the only land use actually scarcer than
quality natural areas, the scope of the original landfill - limited to refuse generated within Will County over
a twenty-year period - would be violated by accepting trash from elsewhere. This would end up
contradicting the very reason this site is being reserved as a public asset: to enhance the recreational options
for residents of northeastern Illinois. The veteran’s cemetery, the two proposed industrial parks, and the
landfill are all valuable, but secondary, benefits to this transformation. As Will County continues to
transition from rural to suburban, I hope the Board will acknowledge the importance of scenic open space
to residents and tourists alike. Please exercise your best judgment to avoid corrupting this asset.”
(Individual, Oak Park, IL - #33)

Agency Response:

The Forest Service at Midewin is coordinating close