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Preface

Public Act 125 of 2004, Section 52505, requires the Michigan Department of Natural Resources (MiDNR) to seek
and maintain third-party sustainable forestry certification. Forest certification requires that MiDNR forest
management plans take into consideration social and economic parameters that affect future forest management
operations. Currently, the MiDNR is preparing a statewide forest management plan, and each of three eco-teams
are drafting ecoregional management plans. The social and economic information provided in this report will be
used to assess current social and economic conditions and to develop future management directions within each
of the plans.

The report focuses primarily on three ecoregions: the Western Upper Peninsula, Eastern Upper Peninsula, and
Northern Lower Peninsula as defined by the MIDNR along county boundaries. It covers social and economic
conditions within these ecoregions in aggregate and on a county-level basis. As a result data for the areas in and
around Michigan state forests are highlighted.

The “Social and Economic Assessment for the Michigan National Forests” (July 25, 2003), by Larry Leefers,
Karen Potter-Witter, and Maureen McDonough from Michigan State University, provides a general model for this
report.

The assessment report is based on secondary data. No primary data collection was done. MiDNR personnel
provided unpublished data from MiDNR records. The report presents analyses of existing data and discusses
relationships and trends in the variables of interest, and contains some projections based on existing literature.

The authors would like to especially acknowledge Lawrence Pedersen and Thomas Haxby of the MiDNR for their
cooperation and assistance in this project. We greatly appreciate the assistance of many individuals throughout
the MiDNR who provided specific data: Jason Bau, Rick Bresnahan, Steve DeBrabander, Bob DeVilles, Lisa
Dygert, Brian Frawley, Tom Hoan, Mike Koss, Susan Krusik, Lt. Tom Lennox, Mark MacKay, Pat Murley, David
Price, Jim Radabaugh, Brandon Reed, William Schmidt, Jason Stephens, Anna Sylvester, Ada Takacs, and
Eleanora Wehrwein.
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J. Michael Vasievich Larry A. Leefers

and
Tessa Systems, LLC Michigan State University
mvasie@tessasys.com leefers@msu.edu

September 5, 2006

Citations: (primary report and appendix)

Tessa Systems, LLC. 2006. Social and Economic Assessment for Michigan’'s State Forests. A report prepared for
the Michigan Department of Natural Resources, Forest, Mineral, and Fire Management Division, Lansing,
Michigan. East Lansing, MI: Tessa Systems, LLC. 153 p.

Tessa Systems, LLC. 2006. Social and Economic Assessment for Michigan’s State Forests: Appendix. A report
prepared for the Michigan Department of Natural Resources, Forest, Mineral, and Fire Management
Division, Lansing, Michigan. East Lansing, MI: Tessa Systems, LLC. 152 p.

(. Tessa Systems, LLC
. | | 1950 Wembley Way
L East Lansing, Ml 48823




Table of Contents

[ (=3 7= T = PSRRI i
LI 101 (=01 0T 1= | £ RO ii
(O =T o] =T g I o 4 o To 1¥ o] 4 (o o F PO PPRTTPN 1
[ 1S3 (] o= I @ o] o1 1= S OSSR 1
U] 00 1S TSP PTPTPRRPPPPNE 2
o 0] o 1 2
Figure 1.1. MiDNR ecoregion boundaries and associated counties (Source: MIiDNR) .........cccccccvveeeviiiinnnee. 3
Figure 1.2. MiDNR ecoregions, Forest Management Units and county ecoregion aggregations for the social
and economic assessment (SOUrce: MIDNR) .......oiiiiiiiiiiii e 3
Table 1.1. Michigan ecoregion counties (Source: MiDNRY) ........ccuiiiiiiiiiiiiii e 3
Table 1.2. Total land, MiIDNR, and state forest area by ecoregion (Source: MiDNR) .........cccccoiiiiiiiiieneeannnn. 4
Y o] o] (0 T o EO O UTTTT PP 4
[ =] = LU (=T O 1 (T o PP PURPPPRN 5
Chapter 2. Demographic Patterns and Trends in MiChigan. ... 6
1] (oo (U7 i o] o PRSPPI 6
(Lo o101 F= o T I €= 3 o £ U PURRPRN 6
Total population and Population ChANGE ...........ooi i e e e e e e e s e st ae e e e e e snrnreeeees 6
Table 2.1. Total population in the United States, Michigan, and ecoregion areas (1980, 1990, and 2000)
and percentage change iN POPUIRLION. ..........uiiiiiiiie e e e e e e s e r e e e e e s e srnnrneeeeaeeeanns 7
Figure 2.1. Total population, Michigan and ecoregions, 1790-2000.............coccuutieiriieieiniinie e 8
Figure 2.2a. Ten-year population change (counts), 1980 t0 1990 ........cccuuriiiiiuiiiieiiiiiee e 9
Figure 2.2b. Ten-year population change (percent), 1980 t0 1990 ........cccueteiiiiiiieriiiiie e 9
Figure 2.2c. Ten-year population change (counts), 1990 t0 2000 ............uueiiiiieaiiiiiiiiiieee e 9
Figure 2.2d. Ten-year population change (percent), 1990 t0 2000 ...........uuuiiiiieeiiiiiiiiiieeee e eee e e e 9
Figure 2.3. Population change by county, 1980-1990 and 1990-2000. ........ccouueariiiuiriiiieia e eeeiiieieeeee e 10
Lo o101 F=X o) o [0 1= g S (TSP 10
Table 2.2. Total population, land area, and population density in the United States, Michigan, the Western
Upper Peninsula, the Eastern Upper Peninsula, and the Northern Lower Peninsula, 2000. ....................... 10
Figure 2.4. Population density by county, 1980 and 2000 (persons per square mile.).........ccccvvrerreeerriinnnns 11
Proximity of population t0 StAte fOrESIS .....cciiieiieiie e e e e a e 11
Table 2.3. Estimate of population near state forest [ands for 2000. ..........ccooiiiiiiiiiieeeni e 11
Components of POPUIALION CHANGE. ..........oii it 12
Table 2.4. Births, deaths and, net migration by ecoregion, 1990-1999 ..........cccoccuviiiiiiiiienniee e 13
Population age, structure, SEX and dEPENUENCY .......cooiiiuiiiiieie ettt e e e e e e e e e e e e e saaeeeaaae e s 13
Table 2.5. Population by sex and total for ecoregions, Michigan and the United States.............ccccceeeeeennn. 13




Figure 2.5. Age cohorts, in percent, by sex in Michigan and ecoregions, 2000 ..........ccccceeevevriiiiieereeesinnnns 14

Ethnic/racial COMPOSITION.......ueiiiiiiii e e e e e e e e e s e e e e e e e e e aant e e eeeeeeesannnereaeeessnnsnnnnneaeeensn 14
Table 2.6. Racial and ethnic composition of population by impact area, 1980, 1990, and 2000. ................ 15
Figure 2.6. Percent of minority (non-white) and Hispanic population by county in Michigan, 2000 ............. 16

EdUCAtioNal BCNIEVEIMENT .......oiiiiiiiii ettt e et e e e e et b et e e e ab b b e e e e sabe e e s asbeeeeeaabaeeeeane 17

[ (018 S T PP 17
Housing unitS and SEASONAI NOIMES ........coiii ittt e e e e e bbbttt e e e e e e s babbe e e e e e e s annbeaeeeaaaaeeas 17

Figure 2.7. Total population, housing units, and housing units per person, by minor civil division, 2000 ....18

Table 2.7. Total housing units by Michigan and ecoregion, 1990 and 2000..............cccciiriereeeeeeiiiiniieeeeeeen, 19
Figure 2.8. Seasonal homes as a percent of housing units, 2000............ccceeieeei i 20
Selected studies on fragmentation and parcelization of [and.............cccccieiiii i 20
TSy =] (= 1ot PRSP 22
Chapter 3. MI DNR Relationships With COMMUNITIES ......uuuiiiiiiiiiiieec e e e enannes 23
0T [ o 1o T o RSP PURRR 23
COMMUNIEIES OF INEEIEST ...t e e e e e e e e e e s et e e ee e e s e e s s beeeeeeeeesanenteeeeeaeeeaannssnnneneeeeens 23
Table 3.1. MiDNR-identified communities of interest by Category. ... 24
Acceptance of perceived natural reSOUIrCe CRANGES .........uoiiii i e e e e e saaees 24
Perceptions of the importance of NALUIAl FESOUICES. .......oi ittt a e e aeeeaa e e as 24
Table 3.2. Distribution of DNR-issued citations by ecoregion and statewide by type, 2004..............ccccec..... 25
Perceptions Of CRANGE...........uiiiiiii e e e e e e e e e e e e e s s e sttt e e e e eeeesaataaeeeeeeesssaantnraneeaeeeeas 25
Figure 3.1. Percent of respondents who feel each characteristic of the EUP has changed over the past five
years (Source: Peterson 1999). ...t e e e e e e e e e s a it —— e e e e e s e aanraraeees 26
Figure 3.2. Percent of respondents who support given strategies for the future of the EUP (Source:
L= G2 T T I S 1S TSR 27
Community capacity and WEIl DEING .........uuiiiieiiiiiiiie e e e s e s e e e e e e s s st aee e e e s ennrnrnreeeeeeean 27
Table 3.3. Community capacity and well being measures for ecoregion counties, 2000. ...........cccccveeereennnn. 28
Institutional and Other relatioNSNIPS ... ....coi et e et e e aanneee s 30
THDAI GOVEIMIMENTS .....eiiiitei ittt s et e e e bbbt e e e et et e e ok bt e e e e nb bt e e e abb e e e e anbbe e e e annbeeeeenbnas 30
Figure 3.3. Federally recognized Tribes in MiChigQan. ..........oooiuuiiiiiiiii e 31
Figure 3.4. Treaty cessions in Michigan, 1795-1842. ........coiuuuiiiiiaaa e e e e eanees 31
Public participation/partnershipS/VOIUNTEEIS. .........co e e e e e e e e e as 31
Table 3.4. Groups of organizations involved in Michigan DNR volunteer and partnership activities (self
(1] 001 (Yo ) PRSP RRRRR 32
Table 3.5. Summary of volunteer activity by program area and hours, Jan.1 —Oct. 8, 2004 (self reported).33
Table 3.6. Number of State Forest acres "Adopted” by interested groups (self reported). ........ccccccvvveeeennn. 33
Table 3.7. Number of forest dump sites tracked by Michigan DNR.............cccciiiiiie e 34
Table 3.8. Volunteer Forest Dumpsite Cleanup Activities, 1991-2005. .......cc.ceeiriiiieiiiiiieerieee e 34
Table 3.9. Project Learning Tree (PLT) Workshops conducted by DNR staff, 2003 to 2005. ...........cc......... 35




Land Use, Planning, @na POJCY .........uuiiiiiiiiiiiiiieie et s s e e e e e s s et e e e e e e s s snnsnan e e ee s s snnrnaneeeeeeenn 35

= VoL g 1= e (=T TS = UL = PR 35
Table 3.10. Major federal statutes affecting national forest management. ..........cccccooveiiiiiiieee e incciiiieeeeeen, 35
MBJOT STALE STALULES .....eeeeeeiie ettt a et e e skttt e e ek b bt e oo st et e e e Rk bt e e e aabe e e e nb b e e e s anbbe e e e ennbneeeeannns 36
Table 3.11. State statutes affecting state forest planning. ... 36
Major local planning and ZONING STATULES .......ooiiuiiiiiiiii ettt e e e e e e bbb e e e e e e e e aanberaeeaaaaeeas 37
Table 3.12. Principal local planning and zoning statutes affecting state forest planning.............cccccccceeee. 37
Table 3.13. Master plans and zoning ordinances by county and €COregion. ...........ccoueuevieiieeeeeiiiiiiiieeeeeenn 37
YT =] (=T A ToT PP PR 39
Chapter 4. Economic Vitality and Natural Resource DePENdENCE .......ccooiiuuiiiiiiiii i 41
1Y ugoTo (8 o1 oo F TP U PR UP PP UUPRTOURRPRI 41
Number of EStabliSNMENTS ..o 41
Table 4.1. Number of establishments, for selected economic sectors by ecoregion, 2005............ccccceeeeenn. 42
Table 4.2. Total wages (million $) for selected economic sectors by ecoregion, 2005. ..........ccccccvvvvevvnnenn. 43
Table 4.3. Average weekly wages, for selected economic sectors by ecoregion, 2005.............ccccvveeereeennn. 44
= 10T ] [0) Y 04 L=T 01 B o)V A= Tox (o S PP PP PP PPPPPPPPPPRPTIN 45
Table 4.4. Average annual employment, for selected economic sectors by ecoregion, 2005...................... 45
Figure 4.1. Employment by ecoregion, 1990 t0 2005 .........coiiiuiiiiiiiieaeieiiiiiie e e e e e e rereeee e e e e e eanees 46
Figure 4.2. Unemployment rate by ecoregion and Michigan, 1990 t0 2005 ..........cccuuiiiiiieiniiiiiiiieeee e a7
Figure 4.3. Unemployment rate by county, 2000 and 2005..........cceeeeiiiiiiiiiiiiiee e e e e e seirrrre e e e e e e 47
EMPIOYMENT SEASONAIILY .....uviiiiei it e e e s e s e e e e e e s e s saa b e e e e e eaeessasantbaeeeeeessnstnraneeaaeanns 48
Figure 4.4. Average monthly unemployment rate by ecoregion, 1990 — 2005. ........ccccceeeeeeeiiiiiinieeeeeeeeeeinns 48
Figure 4.5. Variation in unemployment rate by county for 2000 and 2005. ...........ccccciiireee e 49
Forest-related 8CONOMIC BCHVITIES .........cuuiiiiiiiee e s e sr et esre e e s e e nnes 49
BT ] o =T = U o IRV Yoo I o] (o o T i UUER 49
Table 4.5. Employment and firms in the forest products industries by county and ecoregion, 2005. .......... 50
RECIEAtION AN TOUFISITI ..ciiiiiie ittt ettt ettt e e e sttt e e et bt e e e et b et e e e bbbt e e e abbe e e e s aaseeesaabeeeeeanbneeeeane 50
Table 4.6. Tourism-related spending by segment and ecoregion, 1995, 1997, and 2000. ............cccccvceeennn. 51
Figure 4.6. Tourism-related spending and state market share by county, 2000...........ccccccoiiiiiiiiiiiieernnnnnns 52
Figure 4.7. Change and percent change in tourism spending, by county, 1997 to 2000. ..........ccccceeeriiinnnns 52
[ ITpT=T = ST o = T To o = PP OO PPPPRPT 53
GOVEINIMENT ACHIVILIES. ...ttt ittee ittt e st et e st et e st et e sh bt e e be e e sh b e e et et e sabeeabb e e eabeeebe e e s abeeennreeennes 53
LN 0] o] (070 01=] o 1 USRI 53
Figure 4.8. Number of MiDNR employees by ecoregion, 1995 — 2005. Note: Mecosta County data not
T 10T [= o PP PR PP TTRRPR 54
Figure 4.9. Percent of full-time MiDNR employees by ecoregion, 1995 — 2005. Note: Mecosta County data
1] BT o] 1o 1= SRRSO URRRRR 54
Payments iN LIEU OF TAXES (PILT) .etiiiiiiiiiiiiiiee ittt ettt ettt ettt e st e e e s sabe e e e e sabe e e e ssbe e e e s anbneeeeanes 54




Table 4.7. MI DNR payments to counties in lieu of taxes by ecoregion, 1999-2004. .........c..cccoveccvvvveeeeeennn. 55

Regional eCoNOMIC WEII-DBING ..o e e e e e e e e e e s s e a e e e e e e s s annrnrnneeeeeeean 55
Household and Per Capita INCOME...........iii ittt e et e e st e e e s bb e e e s abbe e e e ssbeeeessabneeeeanes 55
Table 4.8. Households and household income by ecoregion, 2000...........cc.ueieiiiiieeniiirieenieee e 56
Figure 4.10. Median household income by county and ecoregion, 2000 ..........c.ccccveeeiiiiireenniiee e 57
Figure 4.11. Per capita personal income trends by county and ecoregion, 1970-2004 ...........cccccceeeeiinnnns 58
Table 4.9. Household with earnings and income sources by county and ecoregion, 2000..............ccccceeen... 59
Housing CharacteriStiCS @nd VAIUES ..........ooi ittt e e e e e e s et e e e e s sanbeaeeeaaae e s 59
Table 4.11. Housing units and median value by county and ecoregion, 2000 ............cccccveeeeeeeeviiciineeneeeenn, 60
Land values from selected studies and Ml DNR data (acquisition/disposal) ..........ccccccoevcviiieeieeeiiiiiiiieneeeenn, 60
Table 4.12. Value of undeveloped, non-agricultural land by region, 2003 - 2005 .........cccccceeeeeeiiiciiieeeeeenn. 60
Table 4.13. Recent purchases of forestland parcels by the MIDNR ...........coocciiiiiie e, 60
Figure 4.12. Per acre price for undeveloped parcels sold in Wexford County, 2000-01 (Source: Leefers and
RTAT T =22 01 1 ) RSP 61
Natural reSOUICE AEPENUEIICY ......ueeiiiiiiiie ittt e e ettt e e st bt e e e ek b et e e s et be e e e e sabe e e e e sabbeeeesabbeeesasbeeeeesnbneeeeane 61
Figure 4.13. Percent of total county earnings (dependency measure) from wildland-based industries, 1990
Source: E. Schuster, USDA-Forest Service, unpublished data, 1993. ... 62
Table 4.14. Percent of total county earnings (dependency measure) from forest products industries, 1996
....................................................................................................................................................................... 62
YT =] (= o1 PP OTPRPR 63
5. Natural RESOUICES PrOGUCTION ...cciiuiiiiiiiiiiie ettt ettt ekttt et e e s bt e e s bb e e eabr e e e e sbbn e e e s annneee s 64
1Y ugoTo (8 o1 oo H TP TP PP UUPROURRPRI 64
Table 5.1. Top twenty states in terms of timberland area (thousand acres) in 2002. ........cccccccoeeecvvvieereeennn. 64
Table 5.2. Trends in Michigan timberland area and ownership, 1953 t0 2002...........cccccvievreeeeeiiccniieeeeeeenn 64
(=g T DT OO PP R PUROPRRTRI 65
Figure 5.1. Distribution of land cover in the Upper Peninsula, 2000.............coouiieiiiiieiniiee e 66
Figure 5.2. Distribution of land cover in the Lower Peninsula, 1980 and 2000. ............cccceeeviiieeennieeeeenine, 67
Table 5.3. Percent of ecoregions by land cover, 1980 and 2000 .........c.ccooiiiiiiiiieiee i e e seieeeee e 67
Table 5.4. Counties by ecoregion with greater than 5% change in forest area from 1980 to 2000.............. 69
Figure 5.3. Change in forest cover from 1980 to 2000 DY COUNLY. ........uuiiiiiiiiiiiiieee e 69
Forest area, type, distribution @and OWNEISNIP ..........eiiiiiiii e a e e e e e e e as 69
Table 5.5. Forest area (thousand acres) by land class for all owner groups, by ecoregion, 1980, 1993, and
1200 PP PP P PPPPPPPPPPPPPPPTPRE 70
Table 5.6. Forest area (thousand acres) by land class for State ownership, by ecoregion, 1980, 1993, and
2004 b E R Ao E e E 1R e e R ARt R e R e e eR e e AR bt ARt eh et ean e bt e bt e nhe e nnne e 71
Figure 5.4. Distribution of State-owned timberlands as determined by the USDA-Forest Service Inventory,
2000-2004. ..ottt ettt ——tettttttt e £ttt £ttt bttt bttt £ttt £ttt £ 8 £ 8 £ 8ttt Rttt e et e et e et e s et e e eeeeenneernnen 72
Timberland area DY fOrEST LYPE ... ittt ettt e e st b et e e sbb e e e e s sabe e e e e aabneeeeanes 72
Figure 5.5. Timberland area by softwood forest types for all owners, 1980, 1993, and 2004...................... 73




Figure 5.6. Timberland area by hardwood forest types for all owners, 1980, 1993, and 2004..................... 74

Figure 5.7. Timberland area by softwood forest types for State ownership, 1980, 1993, and 2004. ........... 74
Figure 5.8. Timberland area by hardwood forest types for State ownership, 1980, 1993, and 2004........... 75
Figure 5.9. Timberland area by hardwood forest type and ecoregion, all owners, 2004..............ccccvveernen. 76
Figure 5.10. Timberland area by softwood forest type and ecoregion, all owners, 2004. ..............ccceeeenee. 76
Figure 5.11. Timberland area by hardwood forest type and ecoregion, State ownership, 2004. ................. 77
Figure 5.12. Timberland area by softwood forest type and ecoregion, State ownership, 2004.................... 77
Volume Of GroWING STOCK THEES ... ...ttt ettt e e e e e e skt b e e e e e e e e e e ababeeee e s e nnnbeeeeaaeeesaannne 77
Figure 5.13. Total growing stock volume and volume per acre for all forest types on State-owned
L ] o= g = T o E T2 01 S SOOI 78
Table 5.7. Volume of all growing stock trees (million cubic feet) on timberland, all owners and State
ownership, by forest type and ecoregion, 2004. .............uuiiiieeei i 78
LC 10 11 | o TSP PR PSR 79
Table 5.8. Average net annual growth (million cubic feet) on timberland, all owners and State ownership,
by forest type group and ecoregion, 2004...........ccoiuiie ittt 79
=T 0072 1 SRR 80

Table 5.9. Average annual removals of merchantable volume (million cubic feet) from growing stock trees
on timberland, all owners and State ownership, by forest type and ecoregion, 2004. ............cooeccuvieeeeeeenn. 80

Figure 5.14. Percent of timberland, volume, growth, and removals from State lands by forest type, 2004. 81

B0 =T g ] 0T [ Tox o T o USRS 81
Figure 5.15. Pulpwood production (thousand cords) from all lands by ecoregion, 1980 to 2004................. 82
Figure 5.16. Pulpwood production from all lands, by species group, Western Upper Peninsula, 1980 —
2004, ettt R et eR e en et Rt R e e Rt oAttt eR e oA et eRe oA £ e ARt eR e en Rt ARt e R e e Rt eReeRe e et eReeneeereeneenaeaneenne e 83
Figure 5.17. Pulpwood production from all lands, by species group, Eastern Upper Peninsula, 1980 — 20084;.
Figure 5.18. Pulpwood production from all lands, by species group, Northern Lower Peninsula, 1980 —
1200 1 T PP PPPPPRPPPPPPPPPPPRS 84
Table 5.10. Distribution of pulpwood production (thousand cords) by species and ecoregion, 2004. ......... 84
Table 5.11. Distribution of sawlog production (MBF) by species and ecoregion, 1998.............cccccvviieeeenennn. 85
Figure 5.19. Pulpwood production (thousand cords) by species and ecoregion, 2003..............ccccceeeeeiinnns 86
Figure 5.20. Sawlog production (MBF) by species and ecoregion, 1998. ... 87

Michigan DNR timber vOIUME and VAIUE .............ouviiiiii e e e e e s s st e e e e e e s s sanrrrereeaeeeaan 87
Figure 5.21. Volume of pulpwood for selected species groups sold from DNR lands by ecoregion, 1986 -
200 LRSS 88
Figure 5.22. Volume of sawlogs sold from DNR lands for selected species by ecoregion, 1986 -2005. .....89

Table 5.12. Volume of timber products (cords) sold from all DNR lands, by species group, 1986 to 2005. 90
Figure 5.23. Trend in total revenue for DNR timber sales from State Forests, 1986 — 2005. ..............cc...... 91

Table 5.13. Value of timber products (thousand dollars) sold from all DNR lands, by species group, 1986 to
2001 T PP UPP PRSP 91

Vi



Table 5.14. Average bid ($/cord) for timber products sold from all DNR lands, by species group, 1986 to

122001 YOO PPPPPPPRP 92
Figure 5.24. Real price trends (adjusted for inflation) for selected pulpwood timber products by region,
L1986 10 2005. ...veeeeeiiiiie e ittt e e ettt e e et e e e e e e e e e e —e e e e —— e e e e ——— e e et ———ae e e ——— e e e e ta—a e e e taee e nreeeeaateteeannraeaeeanraes 94
Figure 5.25. Real price trends (adjusted for inflation) for selected sawlog timber products by region, 1986
LC0 022 00 L TSSO 95
Mineral, Oil AN QAS EXIFACTION........cii ittt ettt e e e e e e e b e et e e e e e e s e bbb et e e e aaeesaabebeeeeaaessaannbsbaeeaaaaaass 96
(O] 1 1= 1o Lo I G- T S TSP EPP TR 96
Figure 5.26. Distribution of oil and gas wells in MiChigan. ..........cccccooii i 96
Table 5.15. Area (thousand acres) of State-owned land, by ownership rights and ecoregion ..................... 97
Table 5.16. Michigan oil production (thousand barrels, including natural gas liquids and condensate) on all
lands, by ecoregion, 1990 10 2005. ........ccuuiiiiiieeeie it r e e e s s s e e e e e e e e e e e s s —rreeeeeaan—araaaeeeananne 97
Table 5.17. Michigan gas production (million cubic feet) on all lands, by ecoregion, 1990 to 2005............. 98
Table 5.18. Distribution of Michigan lands and oil and gas wells by ecoregion, 2005............ccccocvvveirinnenen. 98
T =T = 1 PSP 98
Table 5.19. Mineral occurrences by commodity group, development status, and ecoregion....................... 99
Figure 5.27. Distribution of metallic mineral occurrences in Michigan. ...........cccooiuiiiiiiieiiiie s 100
Figure 5.28. Distribution of nonmetallic mineral occurrences in Michigan.............cccccccoiiccs 100
WV ALET RESOUITES .....ciiieiiiiiiiiiiieeeie ettt ettt ettt ettt ettt ettt ettt te et ettt sttt ettt 5555555555555 5 5555555555555 5 55455t £ £ e £ e e e 5 e e s e s e s e sessbnnnnnnnnns 100
Table 5.20. Distribution of major watersheds and percent land area coverage by ecoregion, 2000.......... 101
Figure 5.29. Hydrologic unit (watershed) boundaries in Michigan by ecoregion. .........c.ccccoocccviveeeeeeeniiinnns 102
Figure 5.30. Groundwater, surface water, and total water use by county, 2000. ...........cccoeecivvirieeeeeeninnnnns 103
Figure 5.31. Per capita water use in Michigan, by county, 2000. .........ccccuvriereriiiiiiieeee e e e 104
Table 5.21. Public water supply by ecoregion from ground and surface water, 2000. .........cccccceevvvrnvvnnnen. 105
Table 5.22. Per-capita water use and per-acre withdrawals from ground and surface water, by ecoregion,
200 RSP 105
SPECIAI TOIESE PIrOTUCES ......eeiiitiiee ettt ettt ettt e e st bt e e e sk b et e e ek be e e e e aabee e s aabe e e e e anbbeeeeabreeeenans 105
0= 10111V 01T Vo L S PP PT PP T TUPPP 105

Table 5.23. Number of captive privately-owned cervid facilities in Michigan by type of registration, 2004.106

Figure 5.32. Number of active captive privately-owned cervid facilities inspected in 2004. (from O’Brien et

LI 0[O LT o T RSP PRT 106
Figure 5.33 Distribution of captive privately-owned cervid facilites by Michigan DNR Wildlife Management
LU o 1 P2 07 SRS URPPPPRP 107
Table 5.24. Number of captive privately-owned cervid facilities in Michigan by Wildlife Management Unit,
12207 S PP PRT 107
TSy (= (= 1ot O PP SR 108
Chapter 6: Outdoor Recreation USes and ValUES..........c.uuuuiiiiiiiii et e et n e e e e nnan e e e e e e 110
0T [ T 1o T o PSR 110
Settings fOr OULAOOr RECIEALION .........eiiiiiiieeiitiee ettt et e e s sttt e e e st b et e e e st et e e s sneeessabaeeeesnbreeeeanes 110
Figure 6.1. Public 1ands in MIChIQaN. ...........ooiiiiiiie et e e e e e e be e e e e e e e e nnnes 111

Vii



Table 6.1. Public 1ands in MICRIGANT. ...........ccooovoe ettt et e e reeaeeteereseeeae e 111

Table 6.2. Major forestland owners enrolled in Michigan’s Commercial Forest Program. ..............ccc..ee.... 112
Figure 6.2. Commercial Forest Program lands in northern Michigan, 2005. ...........ccccccoiiiiiiiiiieninniieeens 112
Special areas and ESIGNALIONS ........ooiiiiiiieiiiiie et e e e st e e e e st b et e e s atbe e e e s sabeeesaabeeeeesbreeeeann 113
Recreation Opportunity SPECtrum (ROS) @rEaS. .....c.ciiuurtieiiiiieeiiiiiee ettt st e re e sbbe e e e seneeee s 113
Figure 6.3. Recreation Opportunity Spectrum setting and experience characterization. .............c.ccccoe... 113

Table 6.3. Recreation Opportunity Spectrum areas proposed in 2006 Michigan National Forest Plans. ..114

WilAErNESS @nd WIlA ATBAS ...ttt e ettt et e e e e e e s ab b e et e e e e e e s e aanbb e e e e e e e e snnbbbaeeaaaaaeas 114
Table 6.4. Natural areas in Michigan protected by the National Wilderness Preservation System............ 114
Natural Rivers and Wild and SCENIC RIVETS .......ocuuiiiiiiiiie ittt st e e sneae e e ssnae e snnaeee s 115
Figure 6.4. Wild and Scenic Rivers and Natural Rivers in Michigan............cccccccooiiiiiiiie e, 116
[ TS o =Y (=T I 1 - V] SR 116
Table 6.5. Michigan state pathways by ECOregion...........uuueiiiiiiiiiiiieie e anrenee s 116
Table 6.6. Miles of Trails and Pathways by Provider, 2006. .............cooouiiiiiiiiieiiiiee e 117
Natural Beauty Roads and Heritage ROULES ...........eiiiiiiiiie ittt 117
Campgrounds and other special areas and deSigNAtIONS ..........coocuuiiiiiiiiiieiii e 118
Table 6.7. Michigan state forest campgrounds by ECOregion. ...........uueiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieee e 118
Table 6.8. Michigan state parks DY ECOI@QION. .....cccua ittt e e e e snee e eas 119
Figure 6.5. Public and private campgrounds in northern Michigan (Source: Leefers and Vasievich 2001).
..................................................................................................................................................................... 120
Table 6.9. Campsites by ecoregion, 2000. ..........ceeiieeiiiiiiiiiie e e e e e e e e e s e s e e e e e e e e e arrrrreees 120
RECTEALION TACKHITIES ...ovveie ettt e ettt e e e sttt e e e sabe e e e e sabb e e e e anbbe e e s sbe e e e e anbaeeeeanbaeeeennnees 121
Table 6.10. Natural resources and recreation/travel facilities by ecoregion. .........ccccccevveciiieeree e, 121
State and national trends in recreation ACHVILIES...........icuiiii i sbeeeeeaaes 121
Table 6.11. Projections for change in the U.S. population and selected recreation visits for the region
(North Region), adjusted t0 2000 = L100. .....cccuiurtteiirieeeerteeee ettt e e e st e e sbee e e e s rbbe e e e sabbeeeesasbeeeesasbeeeasbeeeesanes 121
Access to outdoor recreation (including transportation and traffic COUNtS) ..o, 123
Recreation activities and participation on state and national fOrests ... 124
Table 6.12. Site visit length of stay (in hours) from the National Visitor Use Monitoring (NVUM) Program, by
Michigan NALIONEAI FOFESL. ...ttt e e e e ettt e e e e e e e s e bbbe e e e e e e abbbeeeeaaaeeeaannes 124
Table 6.13. Top five primary recreation activities (and percent) from the National Visitor Use Monitoring
(NVUM) Program, by National fOrEST. .........ueiiiiiiii et e e e e e e e e st rae e e e e e e s e sanbeae e e e e e s nnnes 124
T o L= = Ted o T S PP P PP PPPPPPPPPPPPPPPPON 125
[RNCTo (=T LT o F= U 1= 1 PSPPI 125
Figure 6.6. MiDNR snowmobile and ORYV license sales (in thousands), 1998-2004. ..........ccccccceveeeeerinnnns 126
S = TR (0] (=5 o= 1 g oo | o] [T LSS 127
Figure 6.7. Camper days at state forest campgrounds by ecoregion for regular and senior campers, FY
20101001 TSRS PPP 127
Table 6.14. Camper days in cabins and group areas by ecoregion, FY 2002-05. ..........cccoccvereeeiniiciinnnn. 127

viii



Figure 6.8. Fee structure at private and public campgrounds, ca. 2000 (Source: Leefers and Vasievich

200 ) T TP PP PP URPUTOPR 128
Figure 6.9. Fee structure at public campgrounds, ca. 2000 (Source: Leefers and Vasievich 2001).......... 129
Hunting, fishing, trapping, and other dispersed reCreation ............cccuueiieee i 129
Table 6.15. License sales for selected hunting and trapping species, 1997-2004. .........ccccoevveeeiniieeennnnn. 130

Figure 6.10. Number of paid hunting license holders in Michigan, 1995-2005 (Source: Frawley 2004 and
MIDNR UNPUDBIISNEA GALA). ... . ..ottt e e e e e e e bbbt e e e e e e e e e sbbeeeaaaaeeaaannnes 130

Figure 6.11. Number of active firearm deer, small game, and waterfowl hunters (went afield) in Michigan,
1954-2005 (Source: Frawley 2004 and MiDNR unpublished data). Note: All available annual data

T (== 1 (= o U PEEPRN 131
Figure 6.12. Number of active spring turkey, fall turkey, and bear hunters (went afield) in Michigan, 1968-
2005 (Source: Frawley 2004 and MiDNR unpublished data)............cccooiiiiieniieiieceeeec e 131
Figure 6.13. Number of active furtakers (went afield) that trapped or hunted furbearers in Michigan, 1957-
2004 (Source: Frawley 2004 and MiDNR unpublished data).............ccceveiiiiiieiiiiieiee e 132
Table 6.16. Participation in outdoor activities by segment in the eastern Upper Peninsula and northern
RTAT o o 1 1 SO UPRRRR 133
Spending Profiles for Forest-Based ReCreation ViSItOrS ...........uuiiiiiiieiiiiiiee ittt e e 134
Table 6.17. Average per person national forest trip expenditures within 50 miles of recreation site,
HiaWatha NAtiONAI FOTEST. .......uiiiiiiiiiii ettt e et e e s s b e e e e st e e e e ss b e e e e e srreeeeaans 135
Economic Impacts of Forest-Based RECreation ViSItOIS ...........ciiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiee et e e e e s s siirnee e e e e e e e s nnnnae e e e e 135
[T =] (=T o1 PO PP SR 137
Chapter 7. Other FOrest USeS and VAIUES ...ttt e e e e e ebb e e e e e e e e e as 140
(10T [N Tod oo PP TR 140
Existing historic buildings and archaeologiCal SItES .........ccuuiiiiiiiii e a e 140
Table 7.1. Number of existing historic buildings and archaeological sites by ecoregion................ccc.vvvee. 140
Native AMEFCAN CUIUIAL SILES .......viiiii ittt e e e st e e e et b e e s abe e e e abbe e e e e snbneeeennnnes 141
SPECIAI SILES ...ttt ettt e o bt e e e bt e oo R b e e e e e R b et e e e R b et e e R b e e e e e aabe e e e e e bae e e e abreeeeae 141
Table 7.2. Special places near the Black River and in the Upper Peninsula (Schroeder 2002)................. 141
Benefits associated with gathering special forest ProdUCTES. ........cooi i 142
PASSIVE USE VAIUES ...ttt ettt e ettt e ookt e ookt e ook b et e e e ea b et e e e aa b et e e b be e e e e anbe e e e e anbne e e e annnes 142
Figure 7.1. Biological diversity areas in the Western Upper Peninsula ..o 144
Figure 7.2. Biological diversity areas in the Eastern Upper Peninsula .............c.coccccvvieeieeeiiiiiciiieeeee e 145
Figure 7.3. Biological diversity areas in the Northern Lower Peninsula..............cccccvvveviieiiiiiiiiiieece e 146
L E (=] 1] 0 ot PO OURPPR PR 147
Chapter 8. ASSESSIMENT SUMMIAIY ......uuiiiiiieiee i iiiiitieie e e e e e s sis e e e e ee e st e s e e e eeeeeeessaaatraaeeeeeessassssteseeeeesaassraranaeaaeaes 148
(O aT= T o (=] I [ ] o o [T ) o PSS 148
Chapter 2. Demographic Patterns and Trends in MiChigan ...........cccccoo i 148
Chapter 3. Ml DNR Relationships With COMMUNITIES..........coiuiiiiiiiiee e 149
Chapter 4. Economic Vitality and Natural Resource DEPENUENCE ...........uuveviieeeiiiiiiiiiiieee e sesiieee e e e e e 149
Chapter 5. Natural RESOUICES PrOQUCTION. ........ciiiiiiiiiiiiii ettt e e e e e e s ab bt e e e e s sannbeeeeeas 150




Chapter 6. Outdoor Recreation USES aNd VAIUES..........ceeiiiiiiuiieiiiee s st e e e e e s s s e e e e e e s e s snnrenen e e e e snnnnreaeeees
Chapter 7. Other fOorest USES @nd VAIUES..........ccoiiieiiiiiiiie et e e e s e e e e e e e s s e e e e e e s s annrnneees

Data gaps and lIMILATIONS ........cooiiiiiiie ettt e e e et e e e et b e e e st b et e e ettt e e e abbe e e e e snbneeesannnes




Chapter 3. MI DNR Relationships with Communities

Introduction

The MiDNR and other natural resource agencies interact with communities to understand issues of mutual
interest and to implement programs for management of natural resources. The interactions of agencies and
communities is a widespread phenomenon (McDonough et al. 1999, Leefers et al. 2003). Intergenerational
sustainability of ecosystem functions and processes that support productive biological systems is desired by the
MIDNR and citizens of Michigan. Sustainability in the context of human communities is central to this view.

The draft 2006 State Forest Management Plan (2006) lists three goals related to communities
e To maintain essential ecosystem services,
e To sustain social-economic values, and
e To provide public access.

These three goals require the interaction of the MiDNR and various communities. Three objectives related to
providing public access are: provide recreational opportunities, provide educational opportunities, and allow for
cultural uses. This chapter draws on Leefers and others (2003) for its structure and part of its content. It provides
an overview of communities of interest, acceptance of perceived natural resource changes, community capacity
and well being, and institutional and other relationships.

Communities of interest

Communities of interest can be classified as place-based or affiliation-based (Leefers et al. 2003). For example,
towns in close proximity to state forests are places that have geographic proximity to natural resources of
interest—forests, lakes, rivers, and so on. In other cases, people may be affiliated due to common interests in
hunting, fishing, horseback riding and other activities, even if they are not near state forests. Whether they are in
close proximity to forests or they are linked to the forest due to interests, these citizens are affected by state forest
management, and they have a stake in how state forests are managed.

Communities of interest may be statewide and/or specific to certain ecoregions (Appendix Table A3.1). For
purposes of this report, we have classified communities of interest under 14 major categories (Table 3.1). The list
is not exhaustive, but provides a good cross-section of the types of organizations with an interest in state forest
management. Recreation-related organizations and local governments and are most numerous. Given the myriad
of forest-based recreation activities in Michigan, the proliferation of local communities of interest with a focus on
specific wildlife habitats, hunting opportunities, recreational trails and other interests is expected.

Statewide communities include international organizations, federal agencies, Tribes, multi-state organizations,
other state agencies, universities, statewide recreation and other user groups, conservation and environmental
groups, and non-governmental organizations. Local communities specific to ecoregions include counties, local
units of government, local chambers of commerce and regional/local groups similar to those existing at the state
level. In addition, there are local permanent residents and seasonal residents. Forest landowners, whose lands
are often interspersed with state forest lands, form local communities of interest and may be permanent or
seasonal residents.

23



Table 3.1. MiDNR-identified communities of interest by category.

Number of
Type of Organization Organizations

International and Federal Government 12
Tribal Governments/Organizations 17
Multi-State Government 13
Local Government 78
Universities 12
Research, Development, and Extension 3

Forestry 26
Energy 2

Recreation 156
Conservation 16
Environmental 9

Water Resources 26
NGOs-Other 12
Media 2

Source: Appendix Table A3.1.

Acceptance of perceived natural resource changes

Communities of interest focus on many natural resource activities, conditions and issues. They are interested in
the status quo as well as potential changes in natural resources. Research has not been completed that is
specific to perceived natural resource changes for each ecoregion, but several studies provide insights to views
managers will face when they propose changes in resource programs. Relevant studies include Kakoyannis,
Peterson and Steffens (1999), Carr and Halvorsen (2001), Leatherberry (2003), Moser and others (2005),
Clendenning, Field and Kapp (2005), McDonough (1999), and Peterson (1999).

Perceptions of the importance of natural resources

Natural resource features affect why people live in an area and visit it. People enjoy the peace, quiet and
tranquility of northern Michigan, the opportunity to be close to nature, and scenic beauty (Kakoyannis et al. 1999).
In the WUP, researchers found that there was widespread recognition of the contributions public forests made to
the quality of life in their communities (Carr and Halvorsen 2001). In addition, people wanted to maintain the
undeveloped character of the area, have a sustainable economy, and retain access to the forests. Finally, there
was recognition of the importance of encouraging forest-based economic development. Citizen participation was
viewed as critical to the success of agencies pursuing sustainable management.

Personal values related to natural resources were explored in a study of the EUP (Kakoyannis, Peterson and
Steffens 1999). Respondents noted that water quality, air quality, and scenic beauty were among the top UP
characteristics that they rated as “very important.” Access to public lands and water and outdoor recreation
opportunities were also important characteristics. Respondents were more satisfied with the natural resource-
related characteristics than they were with components of the human environment (e.g., taxes, health care
facilities, school quality, job opportunities, etc.). Seasonal visitors (non-residents) assigned higher levels of
importance to amenities, whereas permanent residents focused more on the human environment as important
characteristics (e.g., jobs were more important for them). Lack of development and large tracts of public lands
contribute to the attractiveness and appeal of the UP.

The National Woodland Owners Survey, completed in 2001, provides some insights regarding family woodlot
ownership in the Lake States (Leatherberry 2003). Over one quarter of the land owned is held by people 70 years
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old or older, and almost half of the family-owned forestland has been owned for at least 25 years. Most people
own forestlands for values related to the quality of life (a homestead, a place for recreation, etc.). In the nearby
states of Indiana, lllinois, and lowa, researchers found that farm woodlot owners interested in income potential
generally had higher timber volumes on their woodlots, owners interested in aesthetics had well-stocked stands
with larger trees, and owners who were interested in timber management and wildlife tended to have the highest
number of timber species present (Moser et al. 2005). In essence, their views on natural resources were reflected
in their timberland holdings.

A recent survey of landowners in northwestern Wisconsin compared attitudes toward wildlife management
between seasonal homeowners and permanent residents (Clendenning et al. 2005). They emphasized the growth
of seasonal and recreational homes in northern Wisconsin and elsewhere where there are good amenity
characteristics (clearly the situation in northern Michigan). The authors noted that migration into these areas came
from four streams: retirees seeking a rural lifestyle, younger newcomers seeking a slower pace of life,
professionals who can commute to work or work remotely, and seasonal homeowners. For many of the
newcomers, preservation of amenities that drew them to the area were important. Longer term residents, as noted
in the EUP, were supportive of economic development that will provide opportunities for themselves and their
children. Part of the attraction of northern areas is that they have characteristics that are not as common in their
urban environment (e.g., forest, rivers, access to recreation areas, etc.). Consequently, seasonal homeowners
are more supportive of land use controls. Longtime residents are more supportive of managing pubic lands for
hunting than newer residents. But both groups are supportive of endangered species protection and wilderness
values. People raised in an urban environment were less supportive of hunting than those raised in rural areas or
small cities. Thus, stakeholders’ perceptions of natural resources depend, in part, on their personal histories.

In some cases, state forest users and others enjoy recreational activities, but cross the boundary between legal
and illegal use of the natural environment. In many cases, these activities lead to citations from the MiDNR (Table
3.2). The majority of citations in 2004 were given out in the NLP. Fish and wildlife citations were most common,
followed by ORYV citations. Overall, the lowest number of citations issued over the 1995-2004 period were in 2004
(Appendix Table A3.2).

Table 3.2. Distribution of DNR-issued citations by ecoregion and statewide by type, 2004.

Gen.
Total Land& | Snow- Environ | Criminal

Ecoregion | citations | Wildlife | Fish water | mobile | Marine ORV -mental [Other
WUP 1,462 24.3% | 18.9% 9.7% | 18.5% 6.5% | 17.8% 0.5% 3.8%
EUP 510 30.0% | 18.6% 7.1% | 22.4% 5.9% | 14.5% 0.4% 1.2%
NLP 7,733 17.6% | 21.1% | 19.7% | 12.9% 51% | 19.0% 0.5% 4.0%
State 14,944 19.4% | 25.3% | 14.7% | 11.9% 7.5% | 16.5% 0.5% 4.2%

Source: Appendix Table A3.2

Perceptions of change

Natural resource managers deal with change on a regular basis. As a part of the EUP study (McDonough 1999),

residents were asked about their perceptions of change (Figure 3.1). Several natural resource-based attributes

were viewed as being largely unchanged over the past five years (Peterson 1999). Scenic beauty, water quality,
air quality and access to public lands and water were viewed by most respondents as unchanged. Fishing quality,
on the other hand, was viewed as decreased by the majority of respondents, and residents interviewed voiced
concerns about increasing deer populations. Many attributes associated with development (e.qg., traffic,
hotel/motel dev., etc.) were viewed as increasing over the five-year period. Residents recognize change is

underway, but many would like the EUP to remain similar to the region they know now.
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Figure 3.1. Percent of respondents who feel each characteristic of the EUP has changed over the past five
years (Source: Peterson 1999).

Given the perceived changes in the EUP, residents were asked about their support for various policies for
addressing future development (Figure 3.2). Setting aside natural areas, tourism, and more outdoor recreation
opportunities garnered the most support with over 60% in each category. Improving and attracting various
industries had widespread support, but mining, seasonal homes, casino gaming, and prisons had lower levels of
support. Hence, there is a diverse set of development options that are perceived as supporting the EUP culture.
Many residents feel they have little control over the future growth in the region and the policies that will affect it.
WUP residents (Houghton-Ironwood-Iron River) voiced similar concerns for the need to develop economically
while maintaining the quality of life (Carr and Halvorsen 2001).
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Figure 3.2. Percent of respondents who support given strategies for the future of the EUP (Source:
Peterson 1999).

Community capacity and well being

The ability of communities to cope with changes in resource availability related to state forest management varies
within and among communities (Leefers et al. 2003). Physical infrastructure, human capital and civic
responsiveness were identified as key characteristics related to community capacity for adapting to changes in
timber availability in the Pacific Northwest (USDA 1993). Human capital has many dimensions, including
education, knowledge, skills, health, and values. Statistics on the civilian workforce reflect some aspects of
human capital. Civic responsiveness includes leadership and institutional infrastructure including community
assistance agencies and charitable organizations. These categories are similar to those of Flora and Flora (1993)
who demonstrated that these factors are important components of community capacity to adapt to change.
Additional measures of community well-being identified particularly in studies of forest-dependent communities
include: percent of families below the poverty line, percent of families on welfare, average educational
achievement, infant mortality, per capita income, incidence of social pathologies, and racial and ethnic diversity
(Fortmann et al. 1989, Kusel and Fortmann 1991, McDonough et al. 1999, McDonough et al. 2002). The
existence of land use policies including zoning ordinances and master plans provide an institutional metric for
capacity to address change.

Following Leefers, Potter-Witter and McDonough (2003), seven measures for assessing community capacity and
well being for the WUP, EUP and NLP counties are presented (Table 3.3):

¢ Unemployment: Percentage unemployed in the civilian labor force (US Census 2000)
e Poverty: Percentage of people below the poverty line (US Census 2000)
e Dependency: Proportion of people under 16 and over 65 to the total population (US Census 2000)

e School enrollment: Percent of population 16-19 years old not in school and not a high school graduate
(US Census 2000)
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e Diversity: Percent minorities (US Census 2000)

e Civic infrastructure: Public charities per thousand people. The Internal Revenue Service (IRS) defines
public charities as organizations that engage in inherently public activity. These include a variety of
charitable, nongovernmental and/or public service organizations. The IRS maintains an official list of
these organizations (National Center for Charitable Statistics, 2000 data)

e Land use policies: The Michigan Society of Planning Officials (MSPO) maintains records on the
institutional structure for land use decision making in Michigan (1995); key features include the existence
of county zoning ordinances, master plans and land use studies, local planning and zoning ordinances
and the number of structural features in each county. The Institute for Public Policy at Michigan State
University recently updated these data (2003). Counties with comprehensive or master plans and zoning
ordinances are tallied; each occurrence counts as “1”.

Of the 45 northern Michigan counties, only Leelanau and Grand Traverse counties had unemployment rates
below the state average in 2000 (Table 3.3). Thirty-six of 45 counties (80%) in northern Michigan had higher rates
of poverty than the state average. Only six counties had a smaller percentage of dependent residents than the
state average. Seventeen of 45 counties have a higher percentage of 16-19 year olds not in school. Baraga,
Chippewa and Mackinac counties have a higher level of ethnic diversity than the state as a whole. The WUP, with
lower county populations, has more charitable organizations per 1000 residents than most counties in northern
Michigan. Several counties in the northern part of the Lower Peninsula also have high levels of charitable
organizations. Approximately 1/3 of the counties in northern Michigan have both a master plan and a zoning
ordinance at the county level. Twenty-seven percent have no county-wide planning policies in place. Thus, in
comparison to statewide averages, northern Michigan is characterized by relatively high unemployment, high
rates of poverty, high percentages of dependent residents, and low ethnic diversity. But, the counties have higher
percentages of students enrolled in school than the state as a whole.

Table 3.3. Community capacity and well being measures for ecoregion counties, 2000.

. Unem- Depen- School i i Civic
(%) (%) (%) ment (%) ture

Western Upper Peninsula

Baraga 6.4 111 39.2 8.5 21.4 1.83 0
Delta 5.2 9.8 40.8 3.7 4.2 2.93 2
Dickinson 4.1 8.6 43.2 4.6 2.0 2.62 0
Gogebic 6.2 14.2 43.1 7.8 5.8 3.40 0
Houghton 4.8 13.8 37.3 3.9 4.5 3.50 0
Iron 5.6 124 45.8 3.3 3.7 4.34 0
Keweenaw 6.1 104 42.8 5.3 5.0 3.48 2
Marquette 4.3 9.7 34.9 3.4 4.9 3.34 1
Menominee 4.1 10.0 41.3 4.9 3.8 1.54 0
Ontonagon 6.3 12.1 41.8 7.5 2.8 3.33 1
Eastern Upper Peninsula

Alger 5.3 114 37.7 5.7 12.2 2.94 0
Chippewa 6.3 13.8 34.0 8.2 24.1 2.54 0
Luce 6.0 16.5 36.8 18.3 17.2 2.28 2
Mackinac 7.5 10.5 40.4 115 19.9 3.35 0
Schoolcraft 8.0 12.8 41.3 104 11.3 2.58 2
Northern Lower Peninsula
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: Unem- Depen- School i i Civic
(%) (%) (%) ment (%) ture

Alcona 6.7 124 43.5 10.5 2.0 1.37 1
Alpena 5.5 11.3 40.8 5.7 1.8 2.84 1
Antrim 45 8.8 41.8 7.7 3.0 2.42 1
Arenac 5.7 14.2 39.9 104 4.6 1.22 1
Benzie 4.5 8.4 40.9 6.6 3.6 3.00 2
Charlevoix 4.4 8.2 40.8 6.7 3.7 3.76 1
Cheboygan 8.0 11.2 41.6 7.5 5.2 2.19 2
Clare 5.3 14.9 41.7 9.7 2.6 1.47 0
Crawford 4.6 13.3 41.1 6.6 3.6 2.17 2
Emmet 5.4 7.5 39.6 7.2 5.7 4.07 2
Gladwin 5.2 12.6 41.6 12.2 2.4 1.19 2
Grand Traverse 3.4 6.7 38.5 8.1 3.5 3.75 0
losco 6.3 125 44.0 11.3 3.1 2.23 0
Kalkaska 4.6 11.0 39.3 13.4 2.5 1.63 2
Lake 5.6 19.0 41.6 25.1 15.3 2.12 2
Leelenau 3.0 6.8 41.8 2.8 6.5 2.75 1
Manistee 5.3 11.2 40.7 9.6 5.8 2.81 1
Mason 4.8 10.9 41.0 10.1 4.2 2.05 2
Mecosta 4.2 14.0 35.7 5.1 7.3 2.10 2
Missaukee 4.4 11.3 41.9 10.0 2.5 2.14 1
Montmorency 7.9 12.9 44.2 7.3 1.6 2.33 1
Newaygo 4.6 10.9 41.9 10.2 5.2 1.78 1
Oceana 5.8 13.7 42.2 12.7 9.6 2.01 1
Ogemaw 5.3 14.4 42.3 7.5 2.5 1.80 1
Osceola 4.5 12.7 41.3 8.6 25 2.20 1
Oscoda 6.0 15.3 43.5 16.1 2.2 1.59 1
Otsego 4.1 8.4 40.5 4.3 2.5 2.92 2
Presque Isle 8.2 10.2 43.3 6.5 1.9 2.57 2
Roscommon 5.3 13.8 43.8 8.2 2.0 1.81 1
Wexford 5.3 11.0 40.8 11.2 2.7 2.46 2
Michigan

Michigan 3.7 9.7 38.4 8.7 19.8 2.24 NA

Each county has a unique set of characteristics associated with community capacity and well being. An
examination of three counties, one from each ecoregion, illustrates the array of characteristics. Iron County in the
WUP has relatively high unemployment levels, high rates of poverty, high percentages of dependent residents,
low ethnic diversity and no county-wide land-use policies. These attributes clearly pose challenges for county
residents and institutions. However, it has a high number of charitable organizations per 1000 residents; this is a
strength for the area because a more extensive network of community organizations engage in many public
activities (Leefers et al. 2003). Chippewa County in the EUP has similar characteristics, but a very diverse
population, and diversity can be a source of new ideas for addressing community issues. Finally, Leelanau
County in the NLP had the lowest unemployment rate in northern Michigan, a low level of poverty, and some
county-wide planning. The latter highlights some local desire to manage natural resources for the future. Overall,
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their civic infrastructure is above average compared to others in the state; this is due mostly to the high levels of
civic infrastructure in the WUP and the EUP. Hence, these data must be viewed relative to others and in a local
context in order to get an accurate picture of the well being and capacity of individual counties.

Institutional and other relationships

Relationships that the MiDNR has with other organizations and people in communities near state forests are
important for communicating agency and publics’ concerns regarding forest management, creating public support
for the forest management, and extending resources available for forest management activities. Citizens are
involved in many forest-related activities to help insure that forests are meeting community needs. Moreover,
public involvement provides a sense of ownership of state forests and creates an interest in forest-based
activities. This involvement includes relationships with Tribes and other government units, public participation,
partnerships with other organizations, the use of volunteers and off-forest education activities. In addition,
institutional policies influence management of state forests. These policies exist at the federal, state and local
level.

Tribal governments

The U.S. and Michigan governments have unique legal and political relationships with Indian tribes. Tribes are
independent sovereign nations, and there are 12 federally recognized Tribes in Michigan (Figure 3.3). The U.S.
government has a trust responsibility for protecting the rights of Federally Recognized Indian Tribes. Trust
responsibilities are “those duties that relate to the reserved rights and privileges of Federally Recognized Indian
Tribes as found in treaties, executive orders, laws and court decisions that apply to the national forests and
grasslands” (USDA-Forest Service 1997).

State forests collaborate with Tribes in the management of state forest lands (Forest Certification Work Instruction
9.1, 2006). In part, the MiDNR identifies and protects “sites of special cultural, ecological, economic, or religious
significance to indigenous peoples on State Forest Lands.” Further, there is a MiDNR statewide coordinator for
tribal issues. Tribal contacts and involvement in on-the-ground management activities include identification of
tribal geographic areas of interest and invitations to MiDNR Forest Management Unit (FMU) open houses and
compartment reviews, and to statewide and ecoregional public planning events. In addition MiDNR coordinates
activities, when appropriate, with Tribal Historic Preservation Officers (THPO) and the State Historical
Preservation Office (SHPO) regarding activities associated with tribal archaeological sites, tribal cultural property,
and tribal sites of historic significance. Finally, an annual meeting between the MiDNR and the 12 Federally
Recognized Indian Tribes is held to discuss topics of mutual interest.

Many treaties define the relationships between the Tribes, the U.S. and Michigan. For example, Reinhardt (2004)
identified 17 treaties signed between the Anishinaabe Three Fires Confederacy tribes and the United States of
America that contain educational provisions. Treaty cessions in which Tribes ceded their lands occurred over a
five-decade period starting in the 1790s (Figure 3.4). Some of these treaties (e.g., 1836 and 1842) also cover
tribal hunting, fishing and gathering rights in Michigan forests.
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Figure 3.3. Federally recognized Tribes in Michigan. Figure 3.4. Treaty cessions in Michigan, 1795-
1842.

Public participation/partnerships/volunteers

Public participation is helpful in state forest decision making and in developing approaches to natural resource
management. Public participation occurs at three primary administrative levels: at the State or Division level, at
the Ecoregional or District Level, and at the Forest Management Unit Level (Forest Certification Work Instruction
1.5, 2005). In addition, there is substantial public participation in a wide variety of MiDNR programmatic and
project work. At all levels, mailings are used to communicate information and announcements to various publics.
And personal contacts with interested publics occur at all levels.

At the State Level, a portion of each Natural Resource Commission (NRC) public meeting has time for public
comments. Other administrative bodies associated with the NRC also provide for public input. MiDNR employees,
when appropriate, can attend meetings of various interest groups. A relatively new addition for public participation
is the DNR Forest Management Advisory Committee. It is a broad, balanced group with many interests aimed at
providing advice to the MiDNR Director in terms of policy and practices. Other examples of statewide advisory
boards include: Snowmobile Advisory Committee, ORV Advisory Board, Recreational Trails Program Advisory
Council, Citizens Waterfowl Advisory Council, Hunter Recruitment and Retention Work Group, and Michigan
State Parks Citizens’ Committee. Another statewide board is the Michigan Forest Finance Authority which has
responsibility for managing the financing of forest management operations, implementing a system of forest
management, issuing bonds or notes, and contracting for timber cutting rights.

At the Ecoregional or District Level, social values and impacts will be considered as part of special projects that
cross FMU boundaries. MiDNR and external expertise will be used on these projects when appropriate. Public
involvement will also be used in developing ecoregional plans. Public meetings and written comments will be
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used in this process. Finally, public input and review will be used in developing and reviewing criteria and
indicators for the ecoregional planning efforts.

At the Forest Management Unit Level, there are three formal opportunities for public input: during the annual FMU
open house, via the FMU web page or through written or oral comments to FMU staff, or during compartment
reviews. In addition, there are other opportunities for input. For example, the Pigeon River Country Advisory
Council provides advice to the MiDNR Director regarding management and policies for the Pigeon River Country
Forest Management Unit.

Partnerships are commonplace in contemporary natural resource management. Partnerships involve two or more
groups which have shared goals. By combining efforts on shared activities, the partnership can have better
access to needed and timely capital (financial, human, social) and act with greater efficiency (Leefers et al. 2003).

Partnerships with other organizations and agencies help state forests get more work done and integrate the state
forests more directly in the communities in which they are located. Michigan’s state forests have extensive
relationships with diverse partners across the state (Table 3.4). The representative list includes diverse groups
such as church organizations, federal agencies, local law enforcement agencies, and sportsman clubs. In total,
there are more than 1,100 volunteer and partnership organizations. Though data are only partial, volunteers
contributed close to 3,500 hours over nine months in 2004 (Table 3.5). The major programs were Urban &
Community Forestry (planting and caring for trees, exotic plant removal), Adopt-a-Forest, River and Trails
programs (trash abatement), Project Learning Tree (educational), Campground Hosts, and Lime Island (general
maintenance). The volunteer hours capture only part of their contribution—preparation and travel are not counted,
and many activities are not recorded.

Statewide, thousands of acres of state forests have been adopted by local groups which assist primarily in
cleanup activities (Table 3.6). lllegal dumping of trash is a major problem on public lands throughout northern
Michigan (Table 3.7). The majority of dump sites are on MiDNR lands, the largest public landowner. And the
majority of the sites are associated with the NLP, an area with greater population densities than the UP.
Volunteers provide tremendous assistance in cleaning these sites (Table 3.8).

Public education and outreach are important MiDNR activities. Project Learning Tree is one example of
educational programs aimed at increasing knowledge about forested systems (Table 3.9). The MiDNR conducts
public educational outreach through a variety of methods including printed materials, web sites, workshops,
interpretive signing, and other means.

Table 3.4. Groups of organizations involved in Michigan DNR volunteer and partnership activities (self
reported).

Type of Organization

Banks and Credit Unions

Business Organizations (e.g. Chambers of Commerce)
Church Organizations and Camps

Civic Organizations (e.g. Kiwanis)

Conservation Districts

Private Conservation Groups (Friends of...)

Federal Agencies (National Forests, National Parks, Rural Development, Coast Guard)
Individual Families

Industrial Firms

Landowner and Homeowner Associations

Local Community Governments

Local Law Enforcement Agencies

Military Units

National Interest Groups

Educational Nature Centers

Other State Government Units

Outdoor Recreation Clubs
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Outdoor Recreation Outfitters and Guides

Public and Private Schools

Retall Establishments

Sportsman Clubs (Hunting, Fishing, Wildlife)

Tribal Groups and Interests

Universities

Youth Programs (4-H, Boy and Girl Scouting Organizations)

Table 3.5. Summary of volunteer activity by program area and hours, Jan.1 —Oct. 8, 2004 (self reported).

Program # of Volunteers Total Hours
Reported
Urban & Community Forestry 1,430 5177
Adopt-a-programs 1,915 10,459
Project Learning Tree 23 218
Campground Host 27 14,080
Lime Island 15 123
Total: 3,410 30,057

Table 3.6. Number of State Forest acres "Adopted" by interested groups (self reported).

Ecoregion/
County Total Acres

Western Upper Peninsula

Marquette 720
WUP Total 720
Eastern Upper Peninsula

Alger 1,280
Mackinac 1,280
EUP Total 2,560
Northern Lower Peninsula

Alcona 3,520
Alpena 440
Charlevoix 2,425
Cheboygan 5,600
Clare 762
Crawford 5,240
Emmet 2,512
Gladwin 2,360
losco 16,880
Kalkaska 6,180
Lake 1,280
Manistee 520
Mason 320
Missaukee 920
Montmorency 1,600




Ecoregion/

County Total Acres
Newaygo 120
Ogemaw 3,120
Oscoda 22,400
Otsego 2,720
Presque Isle 1,560
Roscommon 18,850
Wexford 200
NLP Total 99,529
Michigan 213,258

Table 3.7. Number of forest dump sites tracked by Michigan DNR.

Ecoregion DNR | USFS | Other | Total DNR DNR Sites
Sites Acres per 1,000
Acres
Western Upper Peninsula 93 70 1 164 960,895 0.097
Eastern Upper Peninsula 47 24 0 71| 1,116,699 0.042
Northern Lower Peninsula 539 82 3 624 | 2,073,890 0.260
Michigan 894 177 4 1075 | 4,581,428 0.195

Source: Ada Takacs, Michigan DNR

Note: Includes sites on all lands managed by the Other = private, county, township, or city/town lands.

Table 3.8. Volunteer Forest Dumpsite Cleanup Activities, 1991-2005.

Year Projects | Participants Acres

1991 8 282 41,622
1992 50 495 51,778
1993 43 380 68,650
1994 41 381 53,041
1995 84 889 80,095
1996 59 540 116,840
1997 59 584 89,050
1998 106 2,629 165,813
1999 96 1,071 72,365
2000 117 1,144 93,485
2001 117 1,277 139,200
2002 105 923 82,452
2003 86 878 65,947
2004 106 1,915 69,612
2005 100 1,818 59,840

Note: Includes sites on both state and federal lands.




Table 3.9. Project Learning Tree (PLT) Workshops conducted by DNR staff, 2003 to 2005.

Year Workshops | Participants

2003 9 42
2004 17 181
2005 17 251

Data Source: Ada Takacs, Michigan DNR

Land Use, Planning, and Policy

State forests exist in a political and social environment of national, state and local land use policies. Some of
these policies do not directly influence state forest management, but they drive management decisions on
adjacent and nearby lands. Land use policies, for purposes of this report, are legislative and other policies that
influence land allocation decisions and management activities. Federal statutes directly affecting national forest
management and other federal statutes that affect national forest management are presented first (Table 3.10),
followed by Michigan statutes that impact state and local land use, and finally local land-use policies by ecoregion
are presented.

Major federal statutes

Policies related to national forests are emphasized in Table 3.10; they are managed by the USDA Forest Service.
National forests have the most significant land holdings of any federal agency. However, the USDI National Park
Service and USDI Fish and Wildlife Service also have lands in northern Michigan. They have their own organic
legislation and management policies that flow from legislation. The “other federal statutes” apply to all federal
agencies.

Table 3.10. Major federal statutes affecting national forest management.

Major USDA Forest Service statutes

Cooperative Forestry Assistance Act of 1978

Forest and Rangeland Renewable Resources Planning Act of 1974

Forest and Rangeland Renewable Resources Research Act of 1978

Multiple-Use Sustained-Yield Act of 1960

National Forest Management Act of 1976
Organic Administration Act of 1897

Weeks Law of 1911

Other federal statutes

American Indian Religious Freedom Act

Americans with Disabilities Act

Antiquities Act
Archaeological Resources Protection Act

Civil Rights Act
Clean Water Act

Endangered Species Act

Land and Water Conservation Fund Act

National Environmental Policy Act
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National Historic Preservation Act

Native American Grave Protection and Repatriation Act

Rehabilitation Act

Religious Freedom Restoration Act

Resource Conservation and Recovery Act

Wild and Scenic Rivers Act

Wilderness Act

Source: Vincent et al. 2001

Major state statutes

Historically, Michigan had numerous statutes related to natural resource management. In 1994, these disparate
statutes were combined into the Natural Resources and Environmental Protection Act (P.A. 451) (Table 3.11).
Most chapters and parts associated with state forest and other resource management are in Article Ill, Natural

Resource Management. Natural Resource Commission and other MiDNR policies implement the legislative intent

of P.A. 451.

Table 3.11. State statutes affecting state forest planning.

Article | - General Provisions (324.101...324.2521)

Part 1 Short Title And Savings Clauses
Part 3 Definitions
Part 5 Department Of Natural Resources
Part 7 Forest And Mineral Resource Development
Part 9 Joint Environmental Management Authorities
Part 11 General Appellate Rights And Public Access To Government
Part 13 Permits
Part 15 Enforcement
Part 16 Enforcement Of Laws For Protection Of Wild Birds, Wild Animals, And Fish
Part 17 Michigan Environmental Protection Act
Part 18 Uniform Transboundary Pollution Reciprocal Access
Part 19 Natural Resources Trust Fund
Part 20 Michigan Conservation And Recreation Legacy Fund
Part 21 General Real Estate Powers
Part 23 Agriculture And The Environment
Part 25 Environmental Education
Article Il - Pollution Control (324.3101...324.21552)
Chapter 1 Point Source Pollution Control
Chapter 2 Nonpoint Source Pollution Control
Chapter 3 Waste Management
Chapter 4 Pollution Prevention
Chapter 5 Recycling And Related Subjects
Chapter 6 Environmental Funding
Chapter 7 Remediation
Chapter 8 Underground Storage Tanks
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Article lll - Natural Resources Management (324.30101...324.83109)

Chapter 1 Habitat Protection

Chapter 2 Management Of Renewable Resources
Chapter 3 Management Of Nonrenewable Resources
Chapter 4 Recreation

Article Vii - Codification Of Pa 451 (324.90101...324.90106)

Part 901

Major local planning and zoning statutes

Local planning and zoning combine to direct local land use. Planning authorities focus on developing
comprehensive plans at various governmental levels (region, county, township, and municipality), whereas zoning
authorities implement the planning direction (Table 3.12). Various levels of intergovernmental or interagency
coordination are required under these statutes (Leefers et al. 2003). A number of other statutes affect state forest
lands. For example, the Subdivision Control Act of 1967 (P.A. 288) influences how private lands are subdivided.
This, in turn, may affect habitat conditions near state forests.

Table 3.12. Principal local planning and zoning statutes affecting state forest planning.

Principal planning authorities

P.A. 168 of 1959 Township Planning Act
P.A. 285 of 1931 Municipal Planning Act
P.A. 282 of 1945 County Planning Act

P.A. 281 of 1945 Regional Planning Act

Joint Planning Act

Principal zoning authorities

P.A. 184 of 1943 Township Zoning Act
P.A. 207 of 1921 City and Village Zoning Act
P.A. 183 of 1943 County Zoning Act

Table 3.13. Master plans and zoning ordinances by county and ecoregion.

Counties by Ecoregion Master Plan | Zoning Ordinance

Western Upper Peninsula
Baraga

Delta Yes Yes
Dickinson
Gogebic
Houghton
Iron
Keweenaw Yes Yes
Marquette Yes
Menominee
Ontonagon Yes
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Counties by Ecoregion Master Plan | Zoning Ordinance
Eastern Upper Peninsula
Alger
Chippewa
Luce Yes Yes
Mackinac
Schoolcraft Yes Yes
Northern Lower Peninsula
Alcona Yes
Alpena Yes
Antrim Yes
Arenac Yes
Benzie Yes Yes
Charlevoix Yes
Cheboygan Yes Yes
Clare
Crawford Yes Yes
Emmet Yes Yes
Gladwin Yes Yes
Grand Traverse
losco
Kalkaska Yes Yes
Lake Yes Yes
Leelenau Yes
Manistee Yes
Mason Yes Yes
Mecosta Yes Yes
Missaukee Yes
Montmorency Yes
Newaygo Yes
Oceana Yes
Ogemaw Yes
Osceola Yes
Oscoda Yes
Otsego Yes Yes
Presque Isle Yes Yes
Roscommon Yes
Wexford Yes Yes

Source: Institute for Public Policy and Social Research, 2004
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Chapter 3. MI DNR Relationships with Communities

Table A3.1. Communities of interest by eco-region (self reported)

State-
wide

WUP

EUP

NLP

Organization

Int'l Government

X

X

X

X

International Joint Commission - Great Lakes Regional Office

Federal Government

Camp Grayling

Farm Service Agency

Hiawatha National Forest

Huron Manistee National Forest

Natural Resource Conservation Service

Natural Resources Conservation Service

Ottawa National Forest

x

US Fish and Wildlife Service

USDA Forest Service

X

USDI National Park Service

Multi-State Government

X

X

X

X

Great Lakes Fishery Commission

State Government

Governor’s Office

Michigan Department of Agriculture

Michigan Department of Environmental Quality

XX [ XX

X | X[ XX

X | X[ XX

Michigan Department of Natural Resources Fisheries Division

Michigan Department of Transportation

Michigan Dept. of Agriculture

Michigan Economic Development Corporation

Michigan Sea Grant

XXX | X

XXX | X

XXX | X

Michigan Water Resources Commission

State Historic Preservation Office

XXX XXX | X[ X[ X|X]|X

State senators and representatives

Local Government

Alcona County Road Commission

Alpena County Road Commission

Antrim County Road Commission

Arenac County Road Commission

Bay County Road Commission

Benzie County Road Commission

Charlevoix County Road Commission

XXX X[ X[ X|X|X

Cheboygan County Road Commission

Chippewa E Mackinac Cons District

x

Clare County Road Commission

County Conservation Districts

X | X

County Road Commissions
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State-
wide

WUP

EUP

Z
=
T

Organization

Crawford County Road Commission

Emmet County Road Commission

Gladwin Co. Rd. Comm.

XX [ XX

Gladwin County Road Commission

Gogebic County Forest

Grand Traverse County Road Commission

losco County Road Commission

Isabella County Road Commission

Kalkaska County Road Commission

Lake County Road Commission

XXX X[ XX

Leelanau County Road Commission

Luce County Road Commission

x

Manistee County Road Commission

Marquette Conservation District

Mason County Road Commission

Mecosta County Road Commission

Midland County Road Commission

Missaukee County Road Commission

Montmorency County Conservation District

Montmorency County Road Commission

XX XX X[ XX

Newaygo County Road Commission

Newberry Fire Dept

Oceana County Road Commission

Ogemaw County Road Commission

Osceola County Road Commission

Oscoda County Road Commission

Otsego Co Road Commission.

Otsego County Road Commission

Presque Isle County Road Commission

XX XXX [ X|X|X

Roscommon County Road Commission

Tri-County Fire Department

Tri-Township Fire Dept

Waverly Township (Cheboygan County)

XX [ X

Wexford County Road Commission

Development/planning

Alpena Area Chamber of Commerce

Boyne Area Chamber of Commerce

Cadillac Area Chamber of Commerce

Cadillac Visitor's Bureau

Cadillac Winter Promo.

Charlevoix Area Chamber of Commerce

Cheboygan Area Chamber of Commerce

Clare Co. Planning Committee

XXX XXX XXX

County Road Association of Michigan
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State-
wide

WUP

EUP

NLP

Organization

United Bear Hunters

UP Sportsman Assoc

UP Whitetails Of Dickinson County

XX [ XX

Upper Peninsula Sport Fishermen's Association

Whitefish Township Fire Dept

Whitetails Unlimited

Whitetails Unlimited - Ontonagon Co.

Wild Turkey Hunters Association

Wildlife Society

Wildlife Unlimited of Delta County, Michigan, Inc.

Wildlife Unlimited Of Dickinson Co.

Wildlife Unlimited Of Iron County

XX XXX | X| X[ X

x

Woodcock Limited

Land Management

X

Charlevoix Conservancy

Friends of the Pictured Rocks

Great Lakes Bioregional Land Conservancy

HeadWaters Land Conservancy

Land Conservancy of West Michigan

Leelanau Convervancy

Little Forks Conservancy

Little Traverse Conservancy

Pigeon River Country Association

PTS Betsie to Sable Conservancy

XX XXX [ XXX |X

Saginaw Basin Land Conservancy

Conservation

American Land Conservancy

Cadillac Area Land Conservancy

Conservation Reserve Alliance

Conservation Resource Alliance

Elkland Senior Conservation Club

Grand Traverse Regional Land Conservancy

Grass Lake Natural Area

Michigan Association of Conservation Districts

Michigan Natural Features Inventory (MNFI)

Michigan Nature Association

Michigan Resource Stewards

XX | X|X|X

XX |[X|X[X

XX [ X[ X[X

Michigan United Conservation Clubs

Old Mission Conservancy

Points Betsie to Sable Conservancy

The Nature Conservancy of Michigan

XXX XXX XXX XXX X[ XX

The Wildflower Association of Michigan

Environmental

>

Friends of Northeast Michigan Ecosystems
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State-
wide

WUP

EUP

NLP

Organization

Greening of Detroit

Michigan Environmental Council

Northern Michigan Environmental Action Council

Northwoods Wilderness Recovery

XX [ X|X[X

The Sierra Club, Mackinac Chapter

Upper Peninsula Environmental Coalition

West Michigan Environmental Action Council

XXX | X[X

Wilderness Society

Water Resources

Bear Creek Watershed Council

Black Lake Association

Boardman River Advisory Council

Boardman River Project

Boardman River Restoration and Protection Project

Cedar River Alliance

Chippewa Water Conservancy

Clean Water Action

Defenders of the Great Lakes

Friends of the Crystal River

Friends of the Jordan River Watershed

Grand Traverse Bay Watershed Initiative

Lake Michigan Federation

Michigan Association of Drain Commissioners

Michigan Audubon Society

Michigan Wildlife Habitat Foundation

N. Tittabawassee R. Task Force

North American Lake Mgmt Society

Pere Marquette Watershed Council

Pigeon River Habitat Initiative

Pine River Association

Thunder Bay River Watershed Council

Tip of the Mitt Watershed Council

Upper Black River Watershed Rest. Committee

Upper Manistee River Restoration Committee

XXX XXX XXX XXX X XXX X XXX XXX XX | X[ X[ X

Walloon Lake Trust & Conservancy

NGOs-Other

Farm Bureau

Mcmillan Township Supervisor

MI Farm Bureau

Michigan 4-H Foundation

Michigan Association of Counties

Michigan Association of Realtors

Michigan DNR Retirees Ethical Association

XX [ X[ X[X

Michigan Farm Bureau
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State-
wide

WUP

EUP

NLP

Organization

Michigan Nursery and Landscape Association

Pigeon River Country Advisory Council

Public Sector Consultants

XX [ X | X

Twin Bay Trail Riders

Media

Michigan Outdoor Writers Association

X | X

Print media

Unknown

Camp Daggert

EC&S

ENFIA

FSA

NMC

Spirit of the Woods

XX XX X[ XX

We Love Smokey Society
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Table A3.2. Number of DNR-issued citations by ecoregion and type, 1995 to 2004

Year Total Wildlife Fish Land Snow- Marine ORV Environ- Gen.
Citations and mobile mental Criminal
water / Other
Western Upper Peninsula
1995 1,713 403 419 156 366 131 213 4 21
1996 2,168 365 419 170 720 186 219 12 77
1997 2,099 338 425 184 634 171 257 9 81
1998 1,921 371 414 175 339 216 287 13 106
1999 1,900 309 421 169 450 203 238 13 97
2000 1,901 351 399 158 527 168 206 7 85
2001 1,697 331 337 178 362 144 250 5 90
2002 1,348 307 233 176 329 93 160 4 46
2003 1,387 308 225 115 318 106 246 5 64
2004 1,462 355 276 142 271 95 260 7 56
Eastern Upper Peninsula
1995 1,137 240 175 121 338 110 135 4 14
1996 1,162 229 198 80 354 102 142 5 52
1997 1,268 271 208 80 416 107 118 5 63
1998 1,149 164 178 106 383 127 119 1 71
1999 1,153 157 189 66 443 103 142 7 46
2000 1,024 147 146 80 378 84 151 4 34
2001 905 166 156 101 201 86 144 1 50
2002 1,119 197 122 111 418 72 142 3 54
2003 897 152 103 51 392 47 114 3 35
2004 510 153 95 36 114 30 74 2 6
Northern Lower Peninsula
1995 7,302 1,491 1,983 700 783 409 1,789 61 86
1996 7,845 1,293 2,112 641 1,118 597 1,725 48 311
1997 8,733 1,385 1,895 788 1,574 598 2,093 60 340
1998 9,045 1,088 2,004 951 1,146 657 2,739 58 402
1999 8,187 1,112 2,188 683 767 641 2,397 52 347
2000 7,788 1,090 2,082 813 860 413 2,172 51 307
2001 8,305 1,219 2,230 702 692 514 2,523 49 376
2002 7,974 1,342 2,130 1,010 515 541 2,053 55 328
2003 8,534 1,552 1,957 1,655 796 427 1,735 48 364
2004 7,733 1,361 1,629 1,527 1,001 394 1,466 42 313
Michigan
1995 18,070 4,249 4,851 1,962 1,815 1,903 2,894 137 259
1996 19,115 3,714 5,075 1,762 2,607 2,146 2,885 96 830
1997 19,829 4,047 4,651 1,812 3,195 1,919 3,236 110 859
1998 19,466 3,344 4,837 2,048 2,060 2,239 3,849 105 984
1999 19,294 2,972 5,448 2,017 2,024 2,374 3,504 106 849
2000 19,309 2,930 5,588 2,155 2,432 1,902 3,352 89 861
2001 17,731 3,060 4,878 1,784 1,506 1,705 3,800 82 916
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Year Total Wildlife Fish Land Snow- Marine ORV Environ- Gen.
Citations and mobile mental Criminal

water / Other
2002 17,454 3,376 4,591 2,091 1,557 1,843 3,087 96 813
2003 17,707 3,550 4,332 2,598 1,901 1,353 3,005 89 879
2004 14,944 2,900 3,774 2,193 1,783 1,124 2,465 79 626

Includes all citations issued by DNR staff on all lands.
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