
Hudson Creek Complex ERA Plan 
Michigan Department of Natural Resources 

Forest Resources Division 
Roscommon Forest Management Unit 

Updated December 2018 
Michigan.gov/Forestry 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 



Last Revised:  10/03/2019  2 

Administrative Information 
  

• Hudson Creek Complex includes EO polygons for Poor Conifer Swamps, Dry-Mesic 
Northern Forests, Northern Wet Meadows, and a Rich Conifer Swamp 

• Roscommon Forest Management Unit; Au Sable Outwash Management Area; 
Compartments 35 – all or portions of Stands 55, 108, 109, 110, 18, 19, and 23 AND 
Compartment 66 – Stand 13 

• Roscommon County; T24N R02W Sections 12, 13, 14, 23 and T24N R01W Section 18 
• Contact information  

o Plan Writer: Dale Ekdom, Forester, Roscommon FMU 
o Local Foresters & Biologists: Steve Anderson, Roscommon FMU, Unit Manager; 

Mark Boersen, Roscommon FMU, Wildlife Biologist 
• Entirely on State of Michigan owned lands, parts of some of the EO’s spill over onto 

private property in spots but the parts on private property are not mapped 
• No existing infra-structure known 
• EO’s contain or are immediately adjacent to Hudson Creek which is a tributary of a 

natural river (South Branch of the Au Sable River) 

Conservation Values 
 

• Hudson Creek Complex ERA includes the following natural communities, all of which are 
recognized as being a representative example of that natural community 

o Dry-Mesic Northern Forest, EO_ID 18789, EO_Rank – BC (Good or fair estimated 
viability), 6-4-2018, State S3 rank and Global S4 rank 

o Poor Conifer Swamp, EO_ID 18739, EO_Rank – B (Good estimated viability), Last 
observed 6-5-2018, State S4 rank and Global G4 rank 

o Rich Conifer Swamp, EO_ID 18794, EO_Rank – C (Fair estimated viability), Last 
observed 6-5-2018, State S4 rank and Global G4 rank 

o Northern Wet Meadow, EO_ID 18792, EO_Rank B (Good estimated viability), 
Last observed 6-6-2018, State S4 rank and Global G4G5 rank 
 

• Hudson Creek Dry-Mesic Northern Forest is a dry-mesic northern forest occurring on 
sandy dune ridge islands and peninsulas within poorly drained outwash plain. Fires have 
influenced the species composition and structure of the forest. Fire-charred pine stumps 
indicate that fire likely contributed to the regeneration of these stands. A 52.6cm and 
fire-scarred Red Pine was cored and estimated to be 185 years old and a 58.5cm Red 
Pine was estimated to be 165 years old. In addition, a 56.8cm Red Pine was cored and 
estimated to be 85 years old. Canopy/crown fire was likely patchy as indicated by the 
variable canopy ages across the forest. The structure of the forest ranges from even-



Last Revised:  10/03/2019  3 

aged to uneven aged depending on the severity of historical fires. Excellent White Pine 
and Red Pine regeneration occurs in the understory along the wetland margin of the 
sandy ridges. The soils are characterized by a thin (1-2cm) needle mat over fine-textured 
acidic (pH 4.5-5.0) sands.  
 
For more information refer to the MNFI Community Abstract: 
http://mnfi.anr.msu.edu/abstracts/ecology/Dry-mesic_northern_forest.pdf 

 
Description from the Element Occurrence Record for Hudson Creek Dry-Mesic Northern 
Forest: The canopy (75-90%) is dominated by Red Pine and White Pine with canopy 
associates including Red Maple and Paper Birch. Canopy dominates typically range in 
DBH from 50-65cm with some pines reaching 65-85cm. The scattered subcanopy (10-
20%) is characterized by Red Pine, Paper Birch, pine spp., Balsam Fir, and Northern  
White Cedar. Regeneration of White Pine and Red Pine is locally dense within the 
understory (5-20%), especially along the margins of the ridges and the adjacent 
wetlands. Additional understory species include Balsam Fir, Red Pine, and Black Spruce. 
The low shrub layer is patchy (30-40%) and is dominated by huckleberry and blueberry 
species with sweet fern occasionally. The ground cover (80-100%) is characterized by 
bracken fern, wintergreen, Canada mayflower, starflower, and bunchberry. The soils are 
characterized by a thin (1-2cm) needle mat over fine-textured acidic (pH 4.5-5.0) sands.  
 
Other High Conservation Values Present:  

o Old forests/mixed age stands that include trees >120 years old 
o  Pine stands of natural origin 
o  Possible Type 1 Old Growth 

Other Values for consideration: None 

• Hudson Creek Poor Conifer Swamp is a poor conifer swamp located on a poorly drained 
outwash plain within a large wetland complex associated with Hudson Creek that 
includes muskeg, rich conifer swamp, rich tamarack swamp, northern wet meadow, and 
northern shrub thicket. Within the wetland complex, poor conifer swamp grades to rich 
conifer swamp and rich tamarack swamp and intergrades with muskeg. The sphagnum 
mat is continuous and dominated by graminoids and forbs, dense shrub cover, and an 
open conifer canopy. The soils are characterized by moderate to deep (50cm to >100 
cm) saturated peats that are acidic (pH 4.5) over wet acidic (pH 5.0) sands. Sphagnum 
hummocks and hollows provide microsite diversity by creating small-scale gradients in 
soil moisture and soil chemistry.   
 
For more detailed information refer to the MNFI Community Abstract 
http://mnfi.anr.msu.edu/abstracts/ecology/Poor_Conifer_Swamp.pdf 

 

http://mnfi.anr.msu.edu/abstracts/ecology/Dry-mesic_northern_forest.pdf
http://mnfi.anr.msu.edu/abstracts/ecology/Poor_Conifer_Swamp.pdf
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Description from the Element Occurrence Record for Hudson Creek Poor Conifer 
Swamp: The poor conifer swamp is characterized by a continuous carpet of sphagnum 
moss, a species-poor herbaceous layer, a dense low shrub layer (80-90%), a sparse to 
dense understory (5-70%), and coniferous canopy (50-80% canopy closure). The poor 
conifer swamp is floristically homogenous. The canopy is dominated by black spruce and 
tamarack with associates including white pine and red pine. Canopy trees range from 
10-20cm DBH. The understory is characterized by conifer saplings including black 
spruce, Pine spp., and tamarack. The low shrub layer is dominated by leatherleaf, 
Labrador tea, and blueberry species with bog laurel and bog rosemary common. 
Characteristic species of the herbaceous layer include sedge species, creeping 
snowberry, wintergreen, thin-leaf cotton-sedge, small cranberry, three-leaved false 
Solomon’s-seal, and royal fern. The soils are characterized by moderate to deep (50cm 
to >100 cm) saturated peats that are acidic (pH 4.5) over wet acidic (pH 5.0) sands. 
Sphagnum hummocks and hollows provide microsite diversity by creating small-scale 
gradients in soil moisture and soil chemistry. 
 
Other High Conservation Values: None 
 
Other Values for consideration: None 
 

• Hudson Creek Rich Conifer Swamp is a dense and diverse rich conifer swamp located on 
a poorly drained outwash plain. The soils are characterized by deep (50cm to > 1 m) 
saturated sapric peats that range from circumneutral to alkaline (pH 7.0-7.5) and overlie 
wet coarse-textured alkaline sands (7.5-7.8). Well-developed sphagnum hummocks and 
hollows provide microsite diversity by creating small-scale gradients in soil moisture and 
soil chemistry. Windthrow and coarse woody debris are common within the rich conifer 
swamp.  
 
For more detailed information refer to the MNFI Community Abstract 
http://mnfi.anr.msu.edu/abstracts/ecology/Rich_conifer_swamp.pdf  
 
Description from the Element Occurrence Record for Hudson Creek Rich Conifer 
Swamp: This rich conifer swamp is characterized by a continuous carpet of sphagnum 
moss, a species-rich herbaceous layer, a patchy low shrub layer (15-40%), and a patchy 
to dense understory (25-90%) and an open to closed coniferous canopy (50-95% canopy 
closure). The rich conifer swamp is floristically diverse. The canopy is dominated by 
northern white cedar with canopy associates including spruce spp. tamarack, poplar 
spp., and white pine, which typically range from 15-45cm DBH. Northern white cedar 
regeneration is rare in the understory due to high deer browse pressure. Additional 
understory species include balsam fir, speckled alder, common winterberry holly, and 
red-osier dogwood. The patchy low shrub layer is characterized by alder-leave 
buckthorn, Labrador tea, blueberry species, and swamp fly honeysuckle. The diverse 
herbaceous layer is dominated by sedges, cinnamon fir, sensitive fern, and dwarf 
raspberry and characteristic species include creeping snowberry, twinflower, three-

http://mnfi.anr.msu.edu/abstracts/ecology/Rich_conifer_swamp.pdf
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leaved false Solomon’s-seal, bunchberry, fowl manna grass, starflower, naked 
miterwort, Canada mayflower, bluebead lily, gay-wings, oak fern, and small enchanter’s-
nightshade. The margins of the swamp, where rich conifer swamp transitions to 
northern shrub thicket; tamarack, speckled alder, and graminoids (i.e., sedge species) 
become more prevalent as the canopy becomes more open and the peats are wetter. 
The soils are characterized by deep (50cm to > 1 m) saturated sapric peats that range 
from circumneutral to alkaline (pH 7.0-7.5) and overlie wet coarse-textured alkaline 
sands (7.5-7.8). Well-developed sphagnum hummocks and hollows provide microsite 
diversity by creating small-scale gradients in soil moisture and soil chemistry.  
 
Other High Conservation Values: None 
 
Other Values for consideration: None 

 
• Hudson Creek Northern Wet Meadow is a Northern wet meadow occurring in poorly 

drained outwash plain along Hudson Creek. Northern wet meadow is part of large 
wetland complex that includes rich conifer swamp, poor conifer swamp, muskeg, and 
northern shrub thicket. Northern wet meadow and northern shrub thicket occur to east 
of dry-mesic northern forest. Northern wet meadow influenced by seasonal flooding 
and periodic flooding from beaver activity. Well-developed sedge hummocks 
throughout the complex provide micro-topography and fine-scale gradients in soil 
moisture and chemistry. The soils of the northern wet meadow are deep (> 1 meter) 
inundated slightly acidic (pH 6.5-6.8) inundated peats. The site is shaped by natural 
processes and is buffered by extensive wetlands.  
 
For more detailed information refer to the MNFI Community Abstract 
http://mnfi.anr.msu.edu/abstracts/ecology/Northern_Wet_Meadow.pdf 
 
Description from the Element Occurrence Record for Hudson Creek Northern Wet 
Meadow: Northern wet meadow is graminoid-dominated with sedge species and blue-
joint and herbaceous associates including water smartweed, marsh fern, rattlesnake 
grass, marsh bellflower, and wild blue flag. The low shrub layer is sparse to patchy (10-
40%) with meadowsweet, sweet gale, meadow willow, bog birch, and leatherleaf. The 
tall shrub layer is sparse with scattered speckled alder, meadow willow, and bog birch. 
The scattered overstory (5%) contains white pine and tamarack. The soils of the 
northern wet meadow are deep (> 1 meter) inundated slightly acidic (pH 6.5-6.8) peats 
with water depths ranging from 10-30cm. 

 
Other High Conservation Values: None 

 
Other Values for consideration: None 
 
 

 

http://mnfi.anr.msu.edu/abstracts/ecology/Northern_Wet_Meadow.pdf
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Threats Assessment 
 
Primary threats to the ERA include: 

• Creating roads/access points where they do not currently exist increasing the potential 
for invasive species encroachment and hydrologic change 

• Fire suppression of light intensity fires within the complex which are needed to maintain 
the ERA 

• Addition of ditching, diking, or culverts which alter the natural hydrology of the area 
• Timber harvest within the adjacent uplands which have the potential to alter the 

hydrology of the area 
• Introduction of Invasive species 

 
Potential long-term threats include: 

• Development and fragmentation of the private parcels in the area which are contiguous 
to portions of the ERA 

• New oil and gas development on the site.  There is oil and gas development as well as a 
major utility right-of-way (with both pipelines and powerlines) to the south-west of the 
site  

• Limited cedar recruitment in the rich conifer swamp portion due to high deer browse as 
lack of cedar regeneration will cause this portion of the ERA to disappear or develop into 
a different natural community  

Management Goals 
 

• Management goals for the Dry Mesic northern Forest portions of the ERA complex 
o Manage for an un-fragmented forest with a closed canopy and large, old (>120 

years) trees 
o Maintain an absence of invasive species 
o Ensure a representation of native plants, indicator species, and rare species 
o Allow natural processes to occur 

 
• Management goals for the Northern Wet Meadow portion of the ERA complex  

o Manage for intact and functioning hydrology 
o Maintain an absence of invasive species 
o Allow natural processes to occur 

 
• Management goals for the Rich Conifer Swamp and Poor Conifer Swamp portions of the 

ERA complex  
o Maintain an intact and functioning hydrology 
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o Maintain a representation of native plants, indicator species, and rare species 
within the ERA and an absence of invasive species 

o Reduce fragmentation 
o Maintain an absence of invasive species 
o Manage for an un-fragmented forest with a closed canopy and large, old (>120 

years) trees 

Management Objectives 
 
NOTE: The following Management Objectives describe the measures necessary to ensure the 
maintenance and/or enhancement of the ERA site or sites. Objectives and associated actions 
will be prioritized and implemented based upon available resources. 

o Allow natural processes such as windthrow, flooding, and fire to occur as much 
as possible 

o Maintain road-less aspect of the area by allowing no new roads or access points 
and closing/rehabilitating existing unused roads 

o Maintain hydrology of the area by allowing no new ditches, dikes, or culverts 
o Limit timber harvest within the ERA itself and limit silvicultural activities on the 

perimeter of the ERA to ones which maintain the hydrology of the area  
o Ensure timber activities in the ERA manage for the presence of trees >120 years 

of age or   
o Monitor for and address invasive species within and adjacent to the ERA 

 

Management Actions 
 

• Write a wildfire plan to (1) incorporate a “Let Burn” policy on all fires within the ERA 
where safety concerns allow; and (2) limit/confine fire suppression to the upland buffer 
around the ERA, and/or (3) use “MIST” tactics if suppression must be undertaken within 
the ERA boundaries 

• Write access/hydrology plan limiting or discouraging new roads/access points and new 
dikes/ditches/culverts 

• Write prescriptions for any treatments in stands within the 2021 YOE compartment 
(71035) which preserve the areas hydrology and incorporate large, old tree 
management. The rest of the stands in adjacent compartments (71066 – 2029 YOE)  
will be handled during their YOE compartment review process 

• Assess area for invasive species as needed 
• Purchase outright, use Conservation Easements, or work with adjacent landowners to 

manage portion of ERA on private properties in the ERA 
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Monitoring 
• Wildfire Plan written and approved 
• Access/Hydrology plan written and approved 
• Prescriptions written and approved 
• Confirm presence/absence of invasive species 
• Confirm presence/absence of trees >120 years old 
• Private parcel(s) in state ownership or have conservation easement(s) or other ERA 

management agreement with the landowner obtained 
 
 

• Quick Reference Table 

Indicator Current Status Desired Future Status 
Summary 
Assessment 

Wildfire Plan None Approved Plan TBD 
Treatment Rx's None Approve at 2021 CR TBD 
Trees>120 Years 
Old Few to Absent Present TBD 
Invasive Species Unknown Absent TBD 
Access Plan None Approved Plan TBD 

Land Acquisition Private  
State owned or CE or other 
agreement  TBD 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Imagery: 
 

• NOTE: ERA boundaries are derived from the underlying Natural Community EO 
boundary which are mapped using NatureServe standards. EO Boundaries are 
informed by vegetation and other site characteristics including soils, landform, and/or 
historic aerial imagery.  As a result, it is not uncommon for EO/ERA boundaries to 
differ from forest inventory stand boundaries. If these difference result in potential 
conflicts with proposed forest activities, consult with the Forest Conservation and 
Certification Specialist to request a boundary evaluation by Michigan Natural Features 
Inventory. 
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Locator map  
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Site Map 
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Signatures & Approval Date: 
• Approved at 2021 YOE Compartment Review on September 17, 2019 
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