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SUMMARY 
The Huron-Manistee National Forests propose to update the 1983 Pere Marquette 
National Scenic River Management Plan, amended in 1990. The project is located on 
the Baldwin Ranger District, Huron-Manistee National Forests, Michigan.  

The action is needed now to:  

1. Ensure the free-flow, water quality and outstandingly remarkable values (ORVs) 
for which the river was designated under the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act are 
maintained.  The Pere Marquette National Scenic River ORVs include: 

Heritage Resources 

Scenery 

Recreation  

Fisheries  

2. Update the 1983 Pere Marquette National Scenic River Management Plan, 
amended in 1990. The Wild and Scenic Rivers Act (Public Law 90-542), as 
amended, requires that a comprehensive river management plan (CRMP) be 
prepared and updated every five years or when conditions change.  

3. Address public issues and concerns which have intensified or changed since the 
last CRMP update.  The planning team identified two key issues from the public 
comments; 1) river access and facility management and 2) visitor use and 
capacity.  In addition, the team identified shoreline development, aquatic and 
fisheries habitat, unified management of the river corridor, law enforcement, and 
information and education as items needing to be updated in the 1983 Pere 
Marquette CRMP. 

The theme of the Proposed Action, Alternative 2, is providing a balance between 
recreation use and demands and the protection and enhancement of river resources. 
This alternative addresses the increasing year round recreational use and demand 
within the river corridor by improving parking opportunities at a number of sites.  The 
boat launch slide would be removed at Gleason’s Landing with trailered boat launch 
facility use shifted to Bowman Bridge which has existing capacity for current and future 
use levels.  Gleason’s Landing would revert to its original purpose of being an incidental 
launch and take-out site for watercraft.  In addition, boat launch facilities would be 
constructed at Lower Branch Bridge.  Alternative 2 differs from the 1983 Pere Marquette 
CRMP, (Alternative 1 - No Action), since these facility actions are not proposed in the 
1983 Pere Marquette CRMP with the exception of parking facilities at Lower Branch 
Bridge. 

Alternative 2 also differs from Alternative 1, No Action, related to visitor use and capacity 
of the river corridor.  While the proposed action would not change the number of summer 
watercraft permits, it does place capacity restrictions on visitors during the spring and fall 
seasons.  Visitor controls during the spring and fall were not part of the 1983 Pere 
Marquette CRMP.  In the spring, visitor capacity would be limited based on available 
parking in the river corridor which is estimated to be approximately 660 spaces.  In the 
fall, visitor use would be limited by both available parking (660 spaces) as well as the 
implementation of a watercraft permit system during Friday, Saturday, Sunday, and 

Pere Marquette National Scenic River Environmental Assessment                                v 



 

holidays.  The fall watercraft permit system would include 150 daily watercraft permits.  
These permits would be allocated between commercial fishing guides and the public.  

In addition to the proposed action, the Forest Service evaluated the following 
alternatives: 

Alternative 1 – No Action, Continuation of 1983 Pere Marquette CRMP 

This alternative continues management of the Pere Marquette National Scenic River and 
its corridor under the amended 1983 Pere Marquette CRMP. There would be no change 
from current direction.  All the 1983 and 1990 CRMP action items, except the Bowman 
Bridge angler trails and the Lower Branch Bridge parking have been completed.  
Maintenance at sites would continue and improvements would follow the guidance 
provided in the current plan. Law enforcement would be strengthened and the Huron-
Manistee National Forests would continue to work with the State of Michigan on a 
cooperative management strategy for the corridor. 

Alternative 3 
The theme of this alternative is to enhance river resource protection with minimal change 
to existing facilities and expansion of the watercraft management system. This 
alternative is the most restrictive to the recreation user.  No new facilities would be 
constructed and the boat slide would be removed from Gleason’s Landing.  Watercraft 
permits would be required in the spring and fall on Friday, Saturday, Sunday, and 
holidays.  The permit system would include 150 daily watercraft permits.  These permits 
would be allocated between commercial fishing guides and the public. 

Alternative 4  
The theme of this alternative is to provide for the highest level of recreation use and 
demand while protecting and enhancing river resources. This alternative is the least 
restrictive to the recreation user.  New facilities would be constructed, including a back-
down launch at both Gleason’s Landing and Lower Branch Bridge.  The number of 
available parking spaces would be increased to approximately 750 spaces.  A summer 
watercraft permit would only be required on Friday, Saturday, Sunday, and holidays and 
there would be no watercraft permits during either the spring or fall seasons.  Visitor 
capacity would be limited by the number of available parking spaces.  

Decision to be Made 
Based upon the effects of the alternatives, the responsible official will decide:  

• Measures to protect and enhance free-flow and water quality; 

• Measures to protect and enhance the Outstandingly Remarkable Values; 

• Appropriate recreation use capacities; 

• Appropriate land and facility development; and 

• The type and extent of the Monitoring Program. 

This decision does not include authorizing any ground-disturbing actions.  Site-specific 
analysis would be done for ground-disturbing projects that implement the CRMP.  

Based upon this environmental assessment and the public comments received, the 
Responsible Official may decide to: (1) select the Proposed Action Alternative, (2) select 
one of the other alternatives, (3) select one of the action alternatives after modifying the 
alternative with additional mitigation measures, (4) create a new alternative by selecting 
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and combining activities from the alternatives analyzed, or (5) select the No Action 
Alternative, choosing to take no action at this time. 
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CHAPTER 1 – NEED FOR THE PROPOSAL 

Introduction 
The Pere Marquette River is located in Michigan’s Lower Peninsula, partially within the 
Huron-Manistee National Forests. The river system begins east of Baldwin and empties 
into Lake Michigan at Ludington. A river corridor map can be found in Appendix E. 

In 1968, under the initial Wild and Scenic Rivers Act (PL 90-542), the Pere Marquette 
was designated as a study river. The Forest Service developed a final environmental 
impact statement and proposed designation for a 66.4 mile segment of the main stream 
between the junction of the Middle and Little South Branches east of Baldwin and the 
Old Highway 31 Bridge (USDA-FS 1977).  On November 10, 1978, this portion of the 
Pere Marquette River was classified as a National Scenic River and management 
responsibilities were delegated to the USDA Forest Service (PL 95-625).  

In July 1978, the entire Pere Marquette River and major tributaries were designated a 
Michigan Natural River by the State of Michigan (State Act 231, PA 1970). The 
conservation of Michigan Natural Rivers and their outstanding natural, cultural, and 
recreational values is important to the heritage, tourism, outdoor recreation, and long-
term economic development of Michigan. As a result of this designation, zoning 
regulations that restrict development adjacent to the river were implemented to protect 
environmental and aesthetic values (Michigan DNR July 1978). Approximately 70 
percent of the river corridor is privately owned and the development and vegetation 
management on these lands is regulated through these ordinances.  

The Pere Marquette National Scenic River corridor is comprised of 13,100 total acres 
(Table 1). 

Table 1. Pere Marquette National Scenic River Corridor Land Ownership1

 Private Federal Other Public Land 
Acres 9,178 2,292 1,630 
Percent of 
Total 70.1% 17.5% 12.4% 

Average 
Corridor 
Acres per 
River Mile 

138 
acres/mi 34.5 acres/mi 24.6 acres/mi 

 

The Pere Marquette River is a free flowing, high quality stream maintaining large 
populations of resident trout and potamodromous steelhead and salmon. It is a 
nationally known fishing destination.  

Wild and Scenic Rivers Act 
Congress enacted and President Johnson signed into law the Wild and Scenic Rivers 
Act (Public Law 90-542, 1968; amended PL 95-625, 1978) to provide for a National Wild 
                                                 
1 Data Source: Huron-Manistee National Forest GIS Database 2007.  Private and other public 
land acres are estimates. 
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and Scenic Rivers System (WSR). Eligible rivers must be free-flowing and have one or 
more “outstandingly remarkable” scenic, recreational, geologic, fish and wildlife, historic, 
cultural or other similar values. A river area is classified, designated, and managed as 
wild, scenic, or recreation, depending upon the level of development, access, and water 
quality at the time of designation (Appendix A). The Pere Marquette River was 
designated a National Scenic River, defined as “those rivers or sections of rivers that are 
free of impoundments and accessible in places by roads with shorelines or watersheds 
still largely primitive and shorelines largely undeveloped (Wild and Scenic Rivers Act 
1978).” 

Rivers in the Wild and Scenic River system must be managed to protect and enhance 
the “outstandingly remarkable values” (ORV) but not limit other uses that do not 
substantially interfere with public use and enjoyment of these values. The Wild and 
Scenic Rivers Act requires that the managing agency, or agencies, develop a 
comprehensive river management plan (CRMP) to provide for the protection of river 
values. As directed by the 2006 Huron-Manistee National Forests’ Plan (Forest Plan), 
the Pere Marquette National Scenic River Management Plan would implement Forest 
Plan direction. Currently, the Pere Marquette is managed under the 1983 Pere 
Marquette National Scenic River Management Plan (1983 Pere Marquette CRMP), as 
amended in 1990 (USDA-FS 1983). 

Purpose and Need for Action 
The need for action and purpose of this environmental assessment (EA) is to: 

1. Ensure the outstandingly remarkable values for which the river was designated 
under the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act are maintained.  Management of the 
Congressionally-designated Pere Marquette National Scenic River corridor will 
protect unique areas that have outstandingly remarkable values (ORVs) such as 
scientific, biological, geological, historical or recreational characteristics of local, 
regional or national significance (USDA-FS 2006). Specific Pere Marquette 
National Scenic River corridor management objectives are: 

• Outdoor recreation – Visitors to the river experience a predominantly natural 
environment with moderate evidence of the sights and sounds of humans. 
Visitors easily differentiate between public land and private land. Visitors have 
a positive experience without impacting river resources or private property.   

• Fisheries – High quality fish habitat is maintained and improved upon, including 
protection of threatened, endangered, and special concern species. 

• Visual and aesthetic attributes – The shoreline and riverbed is maintained and 
enhanced to reflect the landscape character of the river corridor. 

• Historic or archeological resources – Areas of historic or archeological 
significance receive special management attention. 

• Free-flow – Free-flow conditions are maintained. 

• Water quality – The State of Michigan water quality standards are met or 
exceeded. 

2. Update the 1983 Pere Marquette CRMP, amended in 1990, as directed by the 
Wild and Scenic Rivers Act.  
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3. Provide direction in the river's comprehensive river management plan (CRMP). 

Use and population pressure have changed along the Pere Marquette River corridor 
since 1990. As boating equipment has evolved and become more affordable, numbers 
of privately owned canoes, kayaks, drift boats, and inflatables (from six- person rafts to 
individual inflatable fishing craft) have increased.  Where traditionally users accessed the 
river in the summer as wading anglers or in a livery canoe, this is no longer the case.  
This increase in private boat ownership and use has meant easier and more frequent 
access to the Pere Marquette River.   

In addition to increased fishing pressure regulations have changed within the corridor, 
shifting the use, harvest, and methods of fishing. Development pressure on private lands 
within the corridor has also increased.  

This change of use has raised several management concerns and social conflicts 
pertaining to river access and facilities, recreation use and capacity, law enforcement, 
aquatic habitat, and the unified management of the river corridor. These changes mean 
there is an even greater need for the Forest Service and the State of Michigan to 
collaborate on managing the corridor. 

Decision Framework 
Based on the Environmental Assessment (EA), the Forest Supervisor of the Huron-
Manistee National Forests would decide whether to implement an action alternative, a 
modified action alternative, or the current management alternative. The following 
programmatic decisions would be made: 

• Measures to protect and enhance free-flow and water quality; 

• Measures to protect and enhance the Outstandingly Remarkable Values; 

• Determination of recreation use capacities; 

• Determination of appropriate land and facility development; and 

• Determination of a monitoring system. 

Decision space in this EA is directed by law and policy.  The Wild and Scenic Rivers Act 
requires the protection and enhancement of free-flow, water quality, and ORVs; 
therefore, alternative actions related to river access points, the level of development, and 
recreation use capacities (issues identified through public involvement) are evaluated 
within this framework. 

The Huron-Manistee National Forests, together with the public, tribal, State, and local 
government agencies will update the amended 1983 Pere Marquette CRMP based on 
the selected alternative from this EA.  The new Pere Marquette National Scenic River 
CRMP would provide programmatic direction for managing the river corridor. The CRMP 
provides goals, desired future conditions, and standards and guidelines. In addition, the 
plan would determine recreation use capacities, appropriate land and facilities 
development, and a resource monitoring system.  A secondary purpose is to encourage 
compatible activities on private lands within the river corridor so as to minimize adverse 
effects on river values.   

The CRMP that would be written following a decision would apply to the entire river 
corridor from the Forks to its terminus at the Old Highway 31 Bridge.  This includes 
application of any 2006 Huron-Manistee National Forests’ Plan standards and guidelines 
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that apply to the river corridor.  The CRMP would implement the 2006 Huron-Manistee 
Forests’ Plan.  If the CRMP is silent on any issue or resource, the Forest Plan is used for 
direction. 

This decision does not include authorizing any ground-disturbing actions.  Site-specific 
analysis would be done for ground-disturbing projects that implement this EA or the 
CRMP. A preliminary implementation schedule for activities proposed with this analysis 
is found in Appendix I.   

Management Area Direction 
This section contains the specific management direction for Forest Service activities on 
Federal lands within the Pere Marquette National Scenic River corridor (MA 8.1 Special 
Areas). The management direction states the bounds or constraints within which all 
activities would be carried out in achieving the planned goals and objectives for the river. 
Specific project proposals would be developed following National Environmental Policy 
Act (NEPA) procedures and stay within the bounds of management direction standards 
and guidelines. 

Management direction would follow the approved Pere Marquette National Scenic River 
CRMP, protecting the unique features of the river.   

Standards and guidelines for the Pere Marquette National Scenic River corridor are 
found in Appendix C. The standards and guidelines are organized by the Forest Service 
resource area file designations for easy cross-reference with the 2006 Huron-Manistee 
National Forests’ Plan. If Appendix C or this EA is silent on any issue or resource, 
management direction defaults to the Huron-Manistee National Forests’ Plan (2006).  
Monitoring data collected over the life of this document would allow the development of 
additional standards and guidelines, if needed, in the future 

Planning Process 
The Forest Service has prepared this EA in compliance with the National Environmental 
Policy Act and other relevant Federal and State laws and regulations. This EA discloses 
the direct, indirect, and cumulative environmental impacts that would result from the 
proposed action and alternatives. As required by forest land planning regulations (36 
CFR 219), an interdisciplinary team (IDT) was established and the public is involved in 
the process. A list of IDT members and consultants can be found in Chapter 5.  

The project planning record is located at the Baldwin Ranger District Office in Baldwin, 
Michigan. 

Agency Jurisdiction 
The Forest Service has primary management responsibilities within the Pere Marquette 
National Scenic River corridor. The Pere Marquette is also a Michigan Natural River. 
The objectives of the Michigan Natural Rivers Act are similar and complement those of 
the National Wild and Scenic Rivers program. The Pere Marquette is managed 
cooperatively by the State and Federal government for the common good of the river 
resources and its users. 

To establish consistent management within the river corridor, a Memorandum of 
Understanding (MOU) between the State of Michigan and the Forest Service was written 
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in 1980. This allows for cooperation in the enforcement of State and Federal regulations 
pertaining to the Pere Marquette River.   

State zoning regulations are in effect within the Michigan Natural River Zone (the river 
and land within 400 feet of the river). From1985 to 2006, the Forest Service 
representative on the Pere Marquette Zoning Board was a voting member.  Today, the 
Forest Service maintains a liaison position (advisory, non-voting) that monitors the 
effectiveness of natural river zoning, ensures Federal projects comply with zoning, and 
works closely with local and State officials to strengthen controls and regulation 
enforcement.   

USDA Forest Service 
The Huron-Manistee National Forests manage approximately 2,292 acres of National 
Forest System land within the Pere Marquette National Scenic River corridor. 
Management of the Huron-Manistee National Forests is guided by the 2006 Land 
Management Plan, which includes goals, objectives, and standards and guidelines for 
managing natural resources and the social and economic environment. The goals and 
objectives outlined in the 2006 Land and Resource Management Plan for Wild and 
Scenic Rivers, Management Area 8.1, (III-1.1-2) are as follows: 

Maintain the outstandingly remarkable values of each river for which they were 
designated under the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act. 

Management direction is established by each river's management plan. 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) enforces Federal wildlife laws, oversees 
the protection of endangered species and migratory birds, restores nationally significant 
fisheries, and conserves and restores wildlife habitat such as wetlands. It also oversees 
the Federal aid program that annually distributes hundreds of millions of dollars in excise 
taxes on fishing and hunting equipment to State fish and wildlife agencies.  

The Endangered Species Act requires that the Forest Service enter into consultation 
with the USFWS and agree on critical habitat and anticipated effects to federally listed or 
proposed species within the national forests.  Portions of the river corridor provide 
habitat for bald eagle and potential habitat for the Karner blue butterfly and Indiana bat, 
both federally listed threatened species.  

The USFWS also manages the Sea Lamprey Control Program in cooperation with the 
Great Lakes Fisheries Commission and Michigan Department of Natural Resources 
(DNR).  Active sea lamprey control measures are used on the Pere Marquette River. 

State of Michigan 
The State of Michigan is responsible for the enforcement of State laws and regulations in 
the river zone, including those related to water quality standards, water use, Natural 
River District land use and development, hunting, fishing, and boating. A Memorandum 
of Understanding was written between the Forest Service and State of Michigan in 1980 
that emphasizes cooperative management of the river.  
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Michigan Department of Natural Resources (DNR) is responsible for managing and 
protecting Michigan’s fish and wildlife resources. The DNR sets fish and wildlife harvest 
levels and oversees fishing and hunting regulations and seasons on all lands.   

The DNR also provides recreational opportunities on State land and administers the 
Michigan Natural Rivers program.  The Pere Marquette River is designated a Michigan 
Natural River with a 400 foot river district on each side of the stream. 

Michigan State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) is a federally mandated office 
under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended, and 
implementing regulations at 36 CFR 800. Federal agencies are required to consult with 
SHPO regarding the eligibility of historic and cultural properties for nomination to the 
National Register of Historic Places, and on determinations of effect from Federal 
undertakings and management decisions.  

Michigan’s Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) is responsible for protecting 
public health and the environment by administering the State’s environmental quality 
laws and delegated Federal programs to prevent, control, and abate pollution of air, 
water, and land resources. 

Lake and Mason County Planning Departments 
Mason County had previously adopted a natural river zoning ordinance but rescinded it 
in April, 2005.  Lake County has chosen not to adopt a natural river zoning ordinance. 
Therefore, Michigan Natural River zoning rules apply to all private lands within 400 feet 
of the river in those two counties.  One Natural River Zoning Review Board, which 
includes representatives from township and county government as well as private 
citizens, serves both counties in reviewing applications for variance and special use 
permits. 

Townships  
Townships are statutory units of government in Michigan, having those powers expressly 
provided by State law.  The river corridor traverses eight Townships: Pleasant Plains, 
Lake, and Sweetwater Townships in Lake County, and Branch, Custer, Amber, Riverton, 
and Pere Marquette Townships in Mason County. The townships have all chosen to 
defer implementation of natural river zoning to the DNR. 

Ceded Territories (or Tribal Relations) 
The Huron-Manistee National Forests honor the U.S. government trust responsibility and 
treaty obligations towards Native American tribes with a government to government 
relationship. This relationship is outlined in the Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) 
between the Forest Service and the Little River Band of Ottawa Indians, the Grand 
Traverse Band of Ottawa and Chippewa Indians, the Little Traverse Band of Ottawa 
Indians, and the Sault Tribe of Chippewa Indians (May 2006). The MOU is in regards to 
Tribal – Forest Service relations on National Forest Lands within the territory ceded in 
the Washington Treaty of 1836 and any National Forest lands located within the exterior 
boundaries of the reservation of any signatory Tribe. 

The Pere Marquette River lies within the ceded territories under the Treaty of 1836.  
Section VI.B. of the MOU deals with National Forest Planning and decision making.  
Specifically, “The Tribes and Forest Service agree that they shall consult, on a 

6                Pere Marquette National Scenic River Environmental Assessment 



Chapter 1 – Need for the Proposal 

 

government-to-government basis, on all Forest Service decisions that affect the 
abundance, distribution, or access to the natural resources on lands administered by the 
Forest Service.  In addition, the parties agree that the goal of such consultation shall be 
that any such Forest Service decision shall recognize and shall accommodate the 
Tribes’ treaty-reserved rights, shall protect and enhance treaty-reserved natural 
resources, and shall accommodate the exercise of treaty-reserved rights by Tribal 
members under Tribal regulations.” 

Public Participation 
In 1996, the Forest Service and Michigan State University entered into a partnership to 
gather data on use and to identify the public’s issues for the Pere Marquette River.  
There was a year-long survey of use in the river corridor commencing in the Fall of 1996 
and concluding in the Summer of 1997.  This survey provided data on the number of 
people using the river and the river corridor, what activities people were participating in, 
and the economic contribution of the users and their activities to the local economy. 

The second part of this project involved interviews with visitors and shoreline owners 
who had said they would be willing to be interviewed when they completed the original 
use survey.  Visitors and shoreline owners were interviewed by telephone and asked 
questions about their use of the corridor and its management. A list of issues and 
concerns identified as extremely or highly important was generated from this research 
(Nelson and Smith 1998; Smith 1999).  This list of issues and concerns were the starting 
point for discussions with the public when the Huron-Manistee National Forests began 
the process of updating the 1983 Pere Marquette CRMP in 2003. 

Since this initial research was completed, there have been three public meetings; the 
first on November 19, 2003, a second on January 29, 2004, and a third on December 
14, 2006.  Invitations to these meetings were mailed to river users, permit holders, 
riparian owners, conservation organizations, Pere Marquette Watershed Council, Tribal 
representatives, Michigan DNR, local government officials, and interested publics.  For 
those that could not attend a meeting, contact information for mailing, emailing, or calling 
in comments was provided.  

Each of these meetings had a specific objective(s).  The first meeting in November 2003 
was to review the issues that had been identified by Nelson and other researchers 
(1998) to ensure the Forest Service had captured the issues that needed to be 
addressed in the river plan update.  At the meeting, no additional broad issues were 
added to the list generated from the phone interviews in 1998 with riparian owners and 
visitors.  However, the meeting, e-mails, phone calls, and letters received in response to 
this November 2003 meeting provided clarification and detail to the broad issues. 

The objectives for the second meeting in January 2004 were to describe the current 
management situation for various river resources and the rules and regulations, i.e. the 
framework within which the river plan update process would take place.  An additional 
objective included the review of the issues.  Comments from the meeting, e-mails, phone 
calls, and letters received after the January meeting confirmed the issues had been 
adequately identified. 

The third meeting was held in December 2006.  The objective of the meeting was to 
review the alternatives that had been developed to ensure a reasonable range that 
addressed the issues identified by the public, Tribes, State of Michigan, and Forest 
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Service.  In response to public comments received at the meeting, phone calls, e-mails, 
and letters some proposed actions in the alternatives were modified. 

In addition to the public meetings information about the river plan update process, all 
handouts, powerpoint presentations, and meeting notes are posted on the Huron-
Manistee National Forests website (www.fs.fed.us/r9/hmnf/index.shtml).  The 1983 Pere 
Marquette National Scenic River Plan update project has also been listed continuously 
on the Huron-Manistee National Forest’s Schedule of Proposed Actions since April 1, 
2004 providing additional opportunity for public comment. 

Appendix B provides in-depth information on public participation for this project.  A copy 
of the mailing list and the letters and e-mails received can be found in the project file. 

Free-flow and Water Quality River Values 
Free-flow 
The Pere Marquette River is spring fed with stable streamflows (USDA-FS December 
1973).  At the time of designation, free-flow was influenced by nonconforming private 
land practices, roads, and road crossings.  However, the eligibility study found the river 
met the free-flowing criteria, making the Pere Marquette eligible for WSR designation 
(USDA-FS December 1973).  

Today, free-flowing condition is influenced by the sea lamprey control barrier in addition 
to any nonconforming private land practices, as well as, roads and road crossings.  With 
the exception of the sea lamprey control barrier, there are no dams or diversions on the 
mainstem Pere Marquette River within the WSR corridor.  

The Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, Section 3(a)(16), specifically mentions the control of the 
sea lamprey; “control of the lamprey eel [sea lamprey] shall be permitted subject to such 
restrictions and conditions as the Secretary of Agriculture may prescribe ….”   

Desired Condition for Free-flow 
• The Pere Marquette River is free-flowing with a range of flows that provide 

optimum conditions for fish, wildlife, natural processes, and channel integrity. 

The existing condition is the desired condition for free-flow.  Section 7 of the Wild and 
Scenic Rivers Act requires analysis be conducted for any water resource development 
project.  The existing nonconforming private land practices, utility corridor crossings, 
roads and road crossings would remain.  All projects would be analyzed on a proposal-
specific basis. 

Free-flow Indicators 
• No new dams, diversions, or obstructions to free-flow. 

Water Quality 
Water quality was considered “excellent” at the time of designation (USDA-FS 
December 1973). In 1973, the Pere Marquette River met or exceeded State of Michigan 
Water Quality Standards for “Total Body Contact” and “Intolerant Fish, Cold Water 
Species.” No headwater pollution problems were identified in the 1973 study report. 
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Based on water chemistry and macroinvertebrate sampling conducted by the Michigan 
DEQ, water quality in the Pere Marquette mainstem is meeting the established water 
quality standards for a coldwater stream.  The data indicate that the mainstem system 
has high quality waters in almost all locations (Michigan DEQ 2002).  This is consistent 
with Northern Ecological Service’s (1999) finding that “Water quality parameters reported 
for the Pere Marquette River system suggest water quality is unimpaired.” 

Given the predominance of sandy soils within the Pere Marquette River watershed, 
streambank erosion has the potential to contribute significantly to the sand bedload 
level.  While erosion itself is a natural process, streambank erosion on systems such as 
the Pere Marquette River has been accelerated by historical land uses and current day 
recreation.  Another source of sediment delivery that contributes to the elevated sand 
bedload is poorly designed road-stream crossings, especially when viewed from a 
cumulative perspective across the entire watershed.  Sand in the river (sand bedload) 
continues to impair fish habitat and is a part of Analysis Issue 2. Aquatic and Riparian 
Habitat. 

Desired Condition for Water Quality 
• The Pere Marquette River has excellent water quality that supports diverse 

aquatic communities.   

• State of Michigan water quality standards for total body contact and cold water 
fisheries are met.  

Desired Condition for Erosion and Sediment Regimes 
• The Pere Marquette River corridor is maintained in a state of dynamic 

equilibrium with natural erosional and depositional processes occurring at local 
scales.  Changes in stream channel characteristics and valley walls occur at 
normal rates and extent.   

• Riparian habitat management and stabilization of human caused or accelerated 
erosion are designed to allow natural processes to continue and to blend with 
the natural landscape.   

• Severe and moderately eroding stream banks are stabilized.   

• The cumulative amount of hardened streamside stabilization, over time, does 
not exceed five percent of the river segment (Appendix C). 

The existing condition is at the desired condition for water quality with the exception of 
sand bedload levels. A watershed assessment completed in 1999 for the Pere 
Marquette River system concluded that water quality is unimpaired. Most parameters 
were typical for a northern Michigan hardwater stream (dissolved oxygen, nutrients, 
alkalinity, hardness, turbidity, etc.) and no elevated parameters were reported (Northern 
Ecological Services 1999). This was further corroborated by the Michigan Department of 
Environmental Quality (2002).  Water temperature for this coldwater system is 
maintained by the groundwater-dominated hydrology.   

Stabilization of eroding streambanks has addressed the contribution from this source to 
sediment delivery.  The cumulative amount of hardened stabilization done under the 
Pere Marquette River Restoration is 7.3 percent of the waterline over the 40 river miles 
between the Forks and Walhalla.  It is 4.4 percent when viewed from the 66-mile 
designated Scenic corridor.  Sediment delivery contributing to elevated sand bedload 
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levels from transportation systems is being addressed through ongoing watershed 
restoration partnerships. 

Water Quality Indicators 
• Water quality meets Michigan DEQ water quality standards. 

• Best Management Practices (BMPs) are implemented at all road crossings. 

• Indicators for Analysis Issue 2. Aquatic and Riparian Habitat also apply.  These 
indicators are found in the discussion about Issues. 

Outstandingly Remarkable River Values  
River values and significant issues are the foundation of this analysis. The purpose of 
the comprehensive river management plan (CRMP) is to protect and enhance river 
values and to resolve issues related to management of the river’s resources. The Wild 
and Scenic Rivers Act, Section 1(b), identifies free-flow, water quality, and 
“outstandingly remarkable values” as river values to be protected and enhanced. 

The suite of resources listed by Congress for the Pere Marquette River and the eligibility 
assessment (USDA-FS December 1973) noted that there was at least one ORV present. 
Outstandingly Remarkable Values are river related and river dependent values that are 
rare, unique, or exemplary at a regional or national scale (Interagency WSR 
Coordinating Council 1996).   

An ORV Resource Assessment was completed to confirm which river-related resources 
were considered outstandingly remarkable and address resource conditions at the time 
of designation, resource conditions today, and desired resource conditions.  The 
complete ORV River Resource Assessment can be found in the project file. 

Water quality, a trout fishery, and lack of streamside development were among the 
dominating characteristics that qualified this stream for consideration as a Wild and 
Scenic River during the river study in 1973 (USDA-FS December 1973).  The ORVs for 
the Pere Marquette River are 

Heritage Resources 

Scenery 

Recreation 

Fisheries 

This section of the document provides a brief description of the ORV (tiered to the ORV 
Resource Assessment), identifies the ORV desired condition and discusses how the 
desired condition relates to the existing condition.  Indicators have been selected for 
free-flow, water quality, and each ORV in order to evaluate protection and enhancement 
of river values, issue resolution, attainment of goals, and monitoring results (Table H-1; 
Appendix H).  In addition, the indicators used describe potential environmental effects 
related to the alternatives (Table 10; Chapter 4).  Where possible, the indicators are 
quantified. When the indicators cannot be quantified, a narrative discussing specific 
effects is presented in Chapter 4 of this EA. 
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Heritage Resources 
Heritage resources are an outstandingly remarkable value along the Pere Marquette 
River.  At present, a large majority of the Pere Marquette’s known heritage resources are 
archaeological.  They include Native American settlements, logging industry related 
sites, Euro-American pioneer homesteads, and even former villages and towns.  All 
heritage resources possess some degree of importance because each can help reveal 
the patterns and details of past life ways.  

More than 500 heritage resource archaeological sites spanning more than 10,000 years 
of human history have been recorded within the Pere Marquette watershed.  The earliest 
archaeological sites date to the time following the recession of glacial ice.  The cultures 
of many peoples from ancient Paleo-Indian hunters through Woodland farmers to the 
period of written history represented by Euro-American traders, loggers, and settlers are 
found in the watershed and designated corridor.  This rich historical and archaeological 
record offers a wide and fertile array of interpretive and educational opportunities. 

Because the Pere Marquette is both 
free-flowing and includes public 
ownership, the historic record of the 
lands along the river is likely to be 
both well preserved and well 
represented, and thus, exemplary of 
their contexts.  This record is also 
unique in the sense that the historical 
record, the mix of physical resources 
and their specific characteristics could 
not be duplicated elsewhere because 
of geographic, environmental and 
cultural variables. 

Desired Condition for Heritage Resources 
• Information and understanding of the historic record within the scenic river 

corridor has significantly progressed through a scheduled, comprehensive 
program of site survey, analysis, and historic context development.   

• All Federal undertakings are in compliance with the provisions of the National 
Historic Preservation Act.   

• Site condition is assessed and regularly monitored.   

• Mitigation measures to preserve needed integrity are implemented.   

• A comprehensive interpretive plan for the scenic river corridor is formulated 
and projects are carried out. 

The trend for Heritage Resources related to the desired condition is not known.  Few of 
the pre-historic or historic sites have been studied. 

Heritage Resource ORV Indicators  
• Percent of public lands within the designated corridor surveyed to Huron-

Manistee National Forests standards.   

• Site condition monitoring benchmarks are met.   

Historic log drive on a northern Michigan river 
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• A corridor interpretive plan is formulated and approved.   

• Number of Heritage Resource properties where site integrity is maintained or 
enhanced. 

Scenery  
The Pere Marquette River is distinguished by exemplary characteristics that define 
outstandingly remarkable scenic values (USDA-FS December 1973).  The Pere 
Marquette watershed has “north country appeal” with a mixture of public and private 
land, rivers and lakes, and wooded hillsides.  The variety of topography, vegetation, and 
the river’s clear water and sinuous alignment were the characteristics cited as scenic 
features in the designating 1973 Study Report.  These continue to be the primary scenic 
features.  River features such as rocks, logs, pools, and eddies make the river 
interesting and challenging to canoeists and anglers.  In addition, the change of river 
character from open marshes and broad valleys near Lake Michigan to the confined 
reaches above Walhalla Bridge adds to the scenic value.  

Contemporary culture along the river 
encompasses a mix of five communities, 
private property and public land. This 
cultural aspect is an integral element in the 
function of the river in the community 
making the scenery often more rural than 
expected in a National Scenic River. Yet the 
setting enfolds these structures as a kind of 
built environment rhythm along the river 
banks.  The checkered layout of Federal, 
State and private lands bands the river 

corridor so that the ownership alters intermittently along the way. Nodes of intense 
development are evident at community locations and these developments are 
inconsistent with the recreation opportunity spectrum designation as well as with the 
scenic integrity objective of “high.” Nevertheless the long, stretched out natural river 
banks balance these intrusions of aesthetic anomaly and by the standard of other rivers 
in the region it is not considered to be highly developed. This is the reason the drafters 
of the WSR designation determined that scenery was an outstandingly remarkable value 
based on the “lack of development.” 

Desired Condition for Scenery 
• The landscape character and unique scenic features are maintained or 

enhanced by meeting the scenic integrity objective of high. 

The existing condition for the majority of the river is at the scenic integrity objective of 
high. Approximately 80 percent of the river corridor meets the scenic integrity objective. 

Scenery ORV Indicators 
• Scenic integrity objective of high is met. 

• Indicators for Analysis Issue 1. Shoreline Appearance also apply.  These 
indicators are found in the discussion about Issues.  
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Recreation 
Recreation opportunities along the Pere Marquette River are outstandingly remarkable. 
The river is a major recreational attraction for northwest Michigan and is within a 2-hour 
drive of over one million people.  The river provides a significant contribution to the 
regional economy and draws national and international attention for its high quality 
fisheries.  

Desired Condition for the Recreation Experience and Facilities 
• The Pere Marquette River 

corridor provides opportunities 
for a variety of river-related 
recreation experiences that 
attract visitors from outside this 
geographic region.   

• Recreation related conflicts are 
minimal and resolved on a 
case by case basis without 
further management actions 
taken by the Forest Service.   

• Overall visitor satisfaction 
levels continue to be reported and overall satisfaction with the recreational 
experience continues to be high.  

• Private and commercial watercraft permits are within established allocations.   

• Developed recreation facilities are managed to protect and enhance the rivers’ 
resources while providing access at appropriate locations.  The facility 
development level is generally at a level 3 or less. 

• Dispersed recreation sites are compatible with river values. 

The existing condition is close to the desired condition for recreation facilities. 

The existing condition is close to the desired condition for the recreation experience with 
a majority of satisfied users. Currently, canoe livery and general public summer use is 
restricted through the watercraft permit system.  This system applies between May 15 
and September 10; there are no use restrictions during the spring or fall.     

Desired Condition for Visitor Education 
• The Pere Marquette River corridor provides outstanding opportunities for visitor 

education.   

• Interpretive efforts are designed to enhance recreational experiences, influence 
proper stewardship behaviors, and protect river resources. 

The existing condition for visitor education is provided through a brochure which includes 
some resource and regulatory information and a map.  Information and regulatory signs 
are present in the recreation sites.  Limited interpretive signs or exhibits are present. 
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Recreation ORV Indicators 

Recreation Availability 

Recreation Experience 

River Access and Facilities 

• Meeting Recreation Opportunity Spectrum (ROS) guidelines and facility 
development level. 

• Number of parking spaces. 

• Number of social trails or human induced bank erosion per river segment. 

• Number of user-created campsites per river segment. 

• Number of user-created fire rings per river segment. 

River Recreation Use and Capacity 

• Number of general/private and canoe livery watercraft permits. 

• Number of outfitter and guide permits. 

• Social Indicators. 

• Number of violation notices issued. 

• Change in the number of complaints regarding the river corridor. 

• River Recreation Visitor Experience Surveys. 

Fisheries  
At the time of designation, 
the Pere Marquette River 
was recognized as one of the 
few high quality fishing rivers 
remaining in the nation 
(USDA-FS December 1973).  
Today, as in the past, the 
river nurtures populations of 
resident brown trout.  It also 
provides world-class fishing 
opportunities for steelhead 
and salmon.  

In terms of fish communities, 
66 different species were documented to occur between 1925 and 1998.  Fifty-nine are 
considered native and seven are introduced (common carp, redear sunfish and five 
salmonids: coho and chinook salmon, Atlantic salmon, brown and rainbow trout) and one 
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that colonized the Great Lakes, the sea lamprey. A complete listing of species is found in 
Table 15 of Northern Ecological Service’s (1999) assessment. 

Today, much of the fisheries concerns focus on increasing pressure by recreational 
anglers.  A recreational use survey conducted in 1997 indicated that 59 percent of the 
users of the Pere Marquette River fished (Nelson et al. 1998).  In some areas of the 
river, high levels of use have degraded riparian habitat warranting the construction of 
stairways, boardwalks, and other remedial measures to provide access while protecting 
sensitive riparian habitat. 

To date there are no documented occurrences of any federally listed aquatic 
endangered or threatened species in the Pere Marquette National Scenic River corridor.  
However, there have been documented occurrences of two Regional Forester’s aquatic 
sensitive species (greater redhorse sucker and lake sturgeon) in the river corridor and 
one species (creek heelsplitter mussel) in the Big South Branch which is a major 
tributary of the Pere Marquette River. 

Desired Condition for Fish and Aquatic Habitat 
• Aquatic habitat conditions support a diverse, productive, and stable aquatic 

community.  

• Sand bedload has been reduced, resulting in increased aquatic invertebrate 
production, more gravel spawning areas, deeper pools, and greater habitat 
diversity.   

• Structural cover from large wood strikes a good balance between maintaining 
aquatic habitat needs with watercraft safety.    

• High quality salmonid habitat is maintained and special emphasis is given to 
the restoration of sensitive aquatic species such as the greater redhorse 
sucker.   

• High levels of fishing for salmon and steelhead are managed to protect 
sensitive riparian habitat. 

• Native and desirable non-native species are self-sustaining. 

• Work cooperatively with USFWS and Michigan DNR to manage aquatic Non-
native Invasive Species (NNIS). 

The existing condition is moving towards the desired condition for fish and aquatic 
habitat. Currently, the State manages for wild, self-sustaining fish populations under a 
variety of protective regulations to provide a diversity of quality angling experiences on 
the Pere Marquette River.  However, the foundation for these fish populations in the river 
is habitat management.  The Pere Marquette River Restoration Partnership Project 
addressed the majority of severe and moderately eroding streambanks, thereby 
reducing sediment delivery from this source.  Riparian areas that have been impacted 
from high levels of use are being addressed through remedial measures such as 
boardwalks and stairways that blend in with the natural river setting in most instances.  
Large wood that forms navigation hazards is being collaboratively managed by river 
interest groups and resource agency personnel.  
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Fisheries ORV Indicators 
• Fish species composition and self-sustaining fish populations. 

• Stream wood per mile. 

• Channel width/depth ratios. 

• Effectiveness of aquatic Non-native Invasive Species (NNIS) control programs. 

Issues 
Issues were identified by the public and the ID Team.  Two levels of issues are used in 
this analysis to develop alternatives and compare the effects of the alternatives; Key 
Issues and Analysis Issues (Table 2 and 3).  A third set of issues, Management 
Issues, have also been identified and were used to develop management features 
common to all alternatives (Table 2).   

Key issues are those of sufficient concern to drive the development of alternatives.  The 
key issues are specific to this geographic area and proposal.  Key issues do not have 
indicators; alternatives are composed of different applications of each key issue.  
Measurement of key issue environmental effects are integrated into each alternative and 
evaluated in Chapter 4. 

Analysis issues are those that are not critical in developing alternatives but are important 
for their value in designing specific protective measures and to measure the effects of 
the alternatives. The Interdisciplinary Team (IDT) identified “issue indicators” to measure 
how each analysis issue would be affected by the alternatives (Table 3).  Each issue 
may have more than one indicator, depending on its complexity.  Issue indicators were 
selected for their ability to show the differences between alternatives.  

Key Issues 
Key issues drive the development of the action alternatives including the proposed 
action.  Key issues for the Pere Marquette National Scenic River are:  River Access and 
Facilities, and Recreation Use and Capacity.  

Key Issue 1. River Access and Facilities 
River users have expressed: 

• A desire to expand the number of river access points to improve recreation 
opportunities and spread out use over more of the river. The location most 
often cited for development is Lower Branch Bridge.  

• A desire to maintain the existing level of development (no new river access 
points or facility upgrades). 

• A desire for upgrades to some existing facilities for visitor convenience or 
safety. The location most often cited for an upgrade is the inclusion of a back-in 
watercraft launch at Gleason’s Landing.  

• A desire to solve the conflicting philosophies of expanded parking capacity to 
accommodate use as opposed to the desire to see more enforcement to limit 
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parking to the current capacity.  During the fall, parking pressure is high 
throughout the corridor often leading to illegal parking and user conflicts. 

• A desire to modify Indian Bridge to provide drift boat passage during high 
water.   

• A desire that Forest Service and State of Michigan access sites be managed 
under one set of rules and regulations through unified management.  The 
public would like consistent management of public access sites. 

• Concern that some restroom facilities along the river are old, at the end of their 
planned life, and do not meet current user demands or Forest Service 
standards.  

Shoreline appearance, characterized by a lack of development, was cited in the original 
river designation studies as the rationale for scenery being an outstandingly remarkable 
value. The appearance of any facility improvement, facility construction, or vegetation 
treatment must be compatible with the natural setting as they are components of both 
the shoreline and the river access issue.  

Key Issue 2. Recreation Use and Capacity 
River users have expressed: 

• Concern that heavy recreation use during the fall salmon season (the Friday 
before Labor Day thru October 31) has led to user conflicts and a diminished 
sense of security for riparian landowners. 

• Concern that allowing too much recreation use in the river corridor may be 
inconsistent with protection and enhancement of outstandingly remarkable 
values.  

• Concern that recreation use is impacting shoreline vegetation and eroding 
banks, especially at Gleason’s Landing and Maple Leaf.  

• Concern that use of the area and the number of watercraft associated with 
fishing on the river is increasing without protective measures. 

• Concern that restricting recreation use may negatively reduce the public’s 
ability to enjoy the Pere Marquette River and its outstandingly remarkable 
values. 

• Concern over the 24-hour, 7-day a week fishing use in the river corridor during 
the fall. 

• Concern over the split between public and commercial (canoe livery) watercraft 
permit allocation. 

• Desire to change the watercraft and guide permitting procedures to either 
increase or restrict use. Currently, the State of Michigan and the Forest Service 
operate separate permitting systems for commercial use. Unified management 
of the permit system would increase the ability to manage recreation use based 
on river recreation capacity. 

Recreation is a river ORV.  The key is to balance recreation demand with the scenic 
river experience. 
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Analysis Issues 
Analysis issues do not drive alternatives but are used to measure the environmental 
consequence of an alternative.  Each analysis issue has one or more issue indicators 
which can be used to compare and contrast the alternatives (Table 10). 

Analysis Issue 1.  Shoreline Appearance  
Shoreline appearance evaluates both the level of development and how the 
development fits into the landscape.  It includes the combined appearance of built 
features, loss of vegetation, signing, fish enhancement, and bank stabilization structures. 

Analysis Issue 1 Indicators 
• Number of existing facilities and access points at development level 3 or 

greater. 

• Number of new streamside developments tracked through the number of 
approved variances issued under Michigan Natural River zoning. 

Analysis Issue 2.  Aquatic and Riparian Habitat 
Aquatic and riparian habitat is an issue for 
both visitors and landowners alike.  
Aquatic habitat is affected by forces from 
within the river corridor as well as impacts 
outside of the river corridor (for example, 
sediment delivery from transportation 
systems on a watershed scale).  Within 
the Pere Marquette River corridor, sand 
bedload, terrace and streambank erosion, 
and removal of large woody material 
(LWM) for navigation are concerns. 

Analysis Issue 2 Indicators 
Large wood clearing for navigational passage 

• Change in bank and terrace 
erosion through change to 
existing facilities or development of new facilities. 

• Amount and management of large wood within the river corridor related to 
navigation and aquatic habitat. 

Management Issues and Features 
In addition to Key and Analysis Issues, the IDT identified issues that have lead to 
management features common to all alternatives.  Resolution of these issues is through 
existing law and policy or cooperative management between State and Federal 
agencies.  Management features are included in document sections “Actions Common 
to All Alternatives”, and “Actions Common to Alternatives 2, 3, and 4.” 
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Management Issue 1.  Law Enforcement 
Current law enforcement along the river corridor may be ineffective at protecting and 
enhancing the river values and protecting the rights of private property owners. Littering, 
which is difficult to enforce, was cited by several respondents as a major social, scenic, 
and environmental issue along the corridor. In addition, illegal parking, trespass, 
camping, and fires on private property were mentioned by riparian landowners. Alcohol, 
illegal drug use, and sanitation are also components of the law enforcement issue. The 
fall salmon fishing season is perceived to be the time of the most serious and dangerous 
social conflicts and environmental degradation.  This is a shift from the perception that 
summer was the season of primary conflict when the river was first designated. 

Management Issue 2. Unified Management of the River Corridor 
Both visitors and landowners have expressed a desire to see unified management of the 
river corridor between the Forest Service and State of Michigan.  The various townships 
and cities with access points would be collaborative partners in management. Unified 
management includes both the management of access sites and common watercraft 
and river use regulations for the entire river corridor.  Lack of unified management 
causes confusion among river users about which rules and regulations apply to 
particular areas of the river corridor. 

Management Issue 3.  Improved Signing within the River Corridor 
Clear, concise, and consistent signing has been identified as an issue with the river 
corridor. Signing also needs to be sensitive to its impact on the scenic values of the 
corridor. 

Management Issue 4.  Information and Education 
As identified in the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act and the 1983 Pere Marquette CRMP, 
information and education is a key component of successful river corridor management.  
A vibrant information and education program has the likelihood of shaping appropriate 
expectations for recreational experiences and legal behavior.  It also conveys the ORVs 
to visitors. 

Management Issue 5.  Land Exchange and Acquisition 
Management criteria found in Chapter 2, “Actions Common to All Alternatives” would be 
used to guide Federal land exchanges or acquisition.    

Management Issue 6.  Maintenance of Existing Facilities 
Maintenance of existing facilities would occur as part of all alternatives.  Proper 
maintenance is critical to protect public safety, enhance the recreational experience, 
safeguard the environment, and protect facility investment. 

Summary of Relationship Between the ORVs and Issues  
Table 2 displays the tie between the rivers ORVs and the issues discussed above. The 
Key Issues of River Access and Facilities and Recreation Use and Capacity as well as 
the Management Issues are all part of the larger Recreation ORV.  Recreation issues 
currently drive the need for change.  These Key Issues and Management Issues will be 
discussed as part of the Recreation ORV analysis.   
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The Analysis Issue of Shoreline Development closely aligns with the Scenery ORV and 
will be discussed in the Scenery ORV sections of this document.   The Analysis Issue of 
Aquatic and Riparian Habitat is part of the Fishery ORV. 

Table 2. Pere Marquette River Values and Issues 
River Values (ORV)   Issues 

Recreation 
 

Scenery  
 

Fisheries 
 

Heritage Resources 

 Key Issues 
River Access and Facilities 
River Recreation Use and Capacity 

Analysis Issues 
Shoreline Development 
Aquatic and Riparian Habitat 

Management Issues 
Law Enforcement 
Unified Management of the River Corridor 
Signing 
Information and Education 
Land Exchange and Acquisition 
Maintenance of Existing Facilities 

 

Table 3. River Values, Analysis Issues and Associated Indicators  
Outstandingly 

Remarkable River 
Values 

Indicators 

Free-flow No new dams, diversions, or obstructions to free-flow 
Water Quality Water quality meets Michigan DEQ Water Quality Standards for 

“Primary Contact Recreation and Cold Water Fishery”  
 
Best Management Practices (BMPs) are implemented at all road 
crossings 
 
Human disturbances are small and localized 
 
Indicators for Analysis Issue 2. Aquatic and Riparian Habitat apply  

Heritage 
Resources 

Percent of public lands within the designated corridor surveyed to 
Forest Service standards 
 
Site condition monitoring benchmarks are met 
 
A corridor interpretive plan is formulated and approved 
 
Number of heritage resource properties where site integrity is 
maintained or enhanced 

Scenery Scenic Integrity Objective of high is met 
 
Indicators for Analysis Issue 1. Shoreline Appearance apply 
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Outstandingly 
Remarkable River 

Values 
Indicators 

Recreation Recreation Availability 
 
Recreation Experience 
 
River Access and Facilities 
• Meeting Recreation Opportunity Spectrum (ROS) guidelines 

and facility development level 
• Number of parking spaces 
• Number of social trails or human induced bank erosion per 

river segment 
• Number of user-created campsites per river segment 
• Number of user-created fire rings per river segment 

 
River Recreation Use and Capacity 
• Number of general/private and canoe livery watercraft 

permits 
• Number of outfitter and guide permits 

 
Social Indicators 
• Number of violation notices issued 
• Change in the number of complaints regarding the river 

corridor 
• River Recreation Visitor Experience Surveys 

Fisheries 
(including habitat) 

Fish species composition and self-sustaining fish populations 
 
Stream wood per mile 
 
Channel width/depth ratios 
 
Effectiveness of aquatic NNIS control programs 

Issues Indicators 
Analysis Issue 1 - 
Shoreline 
Appearance 

Number of existing facilities and access points at development 
level 3 or greater 
 
Number of new streamside developments tracked through the 
number of approved variances issued under the Michigan Natural 
River zoning 

Analysis Issue 2 – 
Aquatic and 
Riparian Habitat 

Change in bank and terrace erosion through change to existing 
facilities or development of new facilities  
 
Management of large wood material within the river corridor 
related to navigation and aquatic habitat 
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Published Scenic River Corridor Boundaries 
The Pere Marquette National Scenic River Corridor boundaries were established and 
published in the Federal Register when the river was designated a National Scenic River 
(Wednesday, April 18, 1980, Vol. 45 No. 75).  A river corridor map is found in Appendix 
E). A description of the boundary can be found in the project file. No additions or 
changes to the published boundaries are proposed with this assessment.  
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CHAPTER 2 – ALTERNATIVES 

Introduction 
This chapter describes the alternatives considered for the Pere Marquette National 
Scenic River Environmental Assessment. It includes a description of proposed actions 
for each alternative.  

Four alternative management scenarios are analyzed in this document. Alternative 1 or 
No Action is the current management plan and continues to implement the amended 
1983 Pere Marquette CRMP. Alternative 2 is the Proposed Action. The interdisciplinary 
team developed this alternative through a process of establishing desired resource 
conditions, reviewing existing management direction, and evaluating existing resource 
conditions. Where current management direction is not sufficient to move river resources 
towards the desired condition, new management standards and guidelines or actions 
were proposed.  Alternatives 3 and 4 were developed by the interdisciplinary team after 
reviewing issues generated during public meetings.  

Following a discussion of Actions Common to All Alternatives will be a discussion of 
each alternative and its components.  Tables 7, 8, and 9 were developed to provide a 
side by side alternative comparison of Key Issue 1, Key Issue 2, and Analysis Issue 2, 
respectively.  Table 10 displays how the alternatives address the ORVs, water quality, 
free-flow, and the Analysis Issues. 

Actions Common to All Alternatives 
These management actions would be implemented under all alternatives, including 
Alternative 1.  

Interagency Cooperation 
• The Forest Service continues in an advisory role on the Natural Rivers Zoning 

Board. 

• The Forest Service would continue to work with the townships and State of 
Michigan to ensure that existing zoning regulations are in place, implemented, 
and effective at protecting the ORVs.  Where existing regulations do not protect 
the river corridor and ORVs, work with the townships and State to strengthen 
zoning and development regulations. 

• Michigan Department of Natural Resources would continue to manage fish and 
wildlife populations. 

• Federally listed species; the bald eagle, Karner blue butterfly, and Indiana bat, 
would continue to be managed under approved recovery plans. 

Tribal Relations 
• Forest Service recognizes and accommodates the Tribes’ treaty-reserved 

rights, protects and enhances treaty-reserved natural resources, and 
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accommodates the exercise of treaty-reserved rights by Tribal members under 
Tribal regulations. 

• The Forest Service ensures that tribal members be allowed unimpeded access 
to the Pere Marquette for all 1836 Treaty rights including tribal regulated 
hunting, fishing, and gathering activities.  

• Tribal members using the river for purely recreational purposes are required to 
obtain watercraft and other parking or use permits similar to the general public.  

Law Enforcement 
• Rules or regulations to protect the river corridor can be written by the Forest 

Supervisor under Section 36 of Code of Federal Regulations (CFR), Part 261. 

• All roads and trails on National Forest System lands are closed to off-road 
vehicles unless posted open by the Forest Service.   

• Enforce all existing rules and laws with special emphasis on violations related 
to litter, trash dumping, open fires on Forest Service land outside of designated 
campgrounds, operating watercraft under the influence, camping, and illegal 
parking.   

• The Forest Service would continue to work with local and State law 
enforcement agencies towards the desired condition of eliminating illegal 
behavior within the river corridor. These behaviors include, but are not limited 
to; trespassing, vandalism, littering, trash dumping, illegal fishing (e.g., illegal 
methods such as snagging, harvest in no kill zones, etc.), animal leash laws, 
and human and pet sanitation. 

• Use of motorized watercraft would continue to be prohibited upstream from 
Indian Bridge. 

• Camping would be restricted to designated sites within the river corridor. 

• Close National Forest System lands in the river corridor to fires except at 
designated campsites. 

Public and Canoe Livery Watercraft Permit System 
(Summer Season) 

• Watercraft permits apply to specific segments of the river: Forks to Bowman 
Bridge, Bowman Bridge to Upper Branch Bridge, and Upper Branch Bridge to 
Walhalla.   

• A watercraft is defined to be a tube, canoe, kayak, raft, drift boat, personal float 
tube, or any other vessel that can carry people down a river.  

• Watercraft use hours are 9:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m., except when a watercraft is 
being used for fishing. 

• Numbers of summer watercraft permits available are based on the day of the 
week. 
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Commercial Use 
• Fishing guides and canoe liveries are permitted through the Forest Service 

special use program.  

• Permits allow one trip per day per permitted boat. 

• Accessibility Guidebook for Outfitters/Guides Operating on Public Lands is 
used by all commercial guides (USDA-FS March 2004).  

• Any new commercial use must be evaluated for appropriateness and its 
potential impacts to the river’s ORVs. 

Information and Education 
• Information and education would be emphasized through multiple venues: 

interpretive exhibits and programs, presentations to non-profit organizations 
such as the Pere Marquette Watershed Council, brochures, web sites, informal 
contacts by Forest Service employees with recreationists and adjacent 
landowners in the course of their duties, special events, and volunteer launch 
hosts and river rangers.  The use of volunteer launch hosts and river rangers 
would depend on the level of public support and participation (FSM 2354.03 
(4)). 

• Coordinate with the State, cities, and townships to develop signs, information 
brochures, and education opportunities. 

• Coordinate with the State, cities and townships to develop common bulletin 
boards and ensure relevant and current information is posted. 

• The current Pere Marquette Sign Plan would be updated in the new CRMP 
using the sign management recommendations found in Appendix G. 

• Develop tools and products (e.g., a short video) for use with the public to 
educate visitors on river use ethics. 

Land Exchange and Acquisition 
• Land exchange and acquisition would follow the guidance provided in Section 6 

of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act.   

• Land exchanges, acquisition, and conservation easements would occur 
through a willing seller and depend on available funding. 

• The priorities of land acquisition are: 

o First: The purchase of lands or interest in land needed for 
development of public facilities identified in the plan or needed to 
protect areas of special significance. 

 
o Second: The purchase of lands or interests in lands adjoining existing 

or planned public facilities for a buffer between those facilities and 
private land. 
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o Third: The purchase of lands to assure the protection of the river 
resources from development. This would normally involve large tracts 
with potential for subdivision or commercial development. This would 
include land identified as having valuable wetland or riparian 
resources. 

Maintenance of Existing Facilities 
The Forest Service has planned repairs and maintenance at the following access sites: 

• Bowman Bridge – Replace picnic tables and toilet facilities with those that are 
universally accessible and more efficient to maintain. 

• Upper Branch Bridge – Replace toilet facilities with those that are universally 
accessible and more efficient to maintain. 

• At all developed access sites, ensure that best management practices are met 
and that access site roads, parking lots, and angler trails do not result in 
erosion, impact on soils, or loss of vegetation.   

• At all developed access sites, ensure that guidelines for accessibility are met.  
References for accessibility include USDA Forest Service, Outdoor Recreation 
Accessibility Guidelines (FSORAG); USDA Forest Service, Trail Accessibility 
Guidelines (FSTAG), and Section 1003. Recreational Boating Facilities from 
the ADA and ABA Accessibility Guidelines for Buildings and Facilities, Federal 
Register on July 23, 2004. 

• Facilities follow The Built Environment Image Guide, Lake Province direction 
(USDA-FS December 2001).  

The following actions are recommended for non-Forest Service access sites. 

• Custer Bridge (Township Park) – Post Wild and Scenic River signs on the 
bridge and post access site rules.  

Forest Service Recreation Enhancement Fee Program 
• Claybanks, Green Cottage, Gleason’s Landing, Bowman Bridge, Rainbow 

Rapids, Upper Branch Bridge, and Maple Leaf access sites would remain 
under the Forest Service Recreation Enhancement Fee Program.  

• Designated campsites adjacent to Sulak access on National Forest lands 
would be added to the Forest Service Recreation Enhancement Fee Program. 

Aquatic and Riparian Restoration and Stabilization 
• Prior to implementing bank stabilization or hardening, complete a Wild and 

Scenic Rivers Act Section 7 free-flow analysis. 

• To protect and enhance the ORVs; restoration and site stabilization would 
continue to be implemented as necessary.  Restoration and site stabilization 
would be compatible with the scenic river designation and harmonize with the 
surrounding environment (FSM 2354.42c (6)).  Additional direction is given in 
the Standards and Guidelines for the Pere Marquette National Scenic River 
Corridor (Appendix C) and FSM 2354.42. 
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• Examples of specific actions that may occur include the installation of durable 
surfaces (native, nonnative, synthetic) on trails, parking lots, and roads; 
barriers (rocks, logs, posts, fences) to direct public use; and bank and channel 
erosion control and habitat structures (FSM 2354.41a – Exhibit 01).  The use of 
rebar, cable, and anchoring materials is permissible as long as they do not 
create hazards or interfere with recreation use, are visually acceptable, protect 
the rivers free-flowing quality, and do not prevent naturally occurring events 
(Interagency WSR Coordinating Council May 1997). 

• Cumulative bank stabilization using hard techniques (e.g., riprap, rock) that fix 
the river in place would not occur on more than five percent of the total 
segment shoreline length.  Measurement would be by river segment; Forks to 
Bowman Bridge, Bowman Bridge to Upper Branch Bridge, Upper Branch 
Bridge to Walhalla, Walhalla to Custer, and Custer to Old Highway 31.  

Alternative 1 – No Action, Continuation of 1983 
River Management Plan 
General Overview 
This alternative continues management of the Pere Marquette National Scenic River and 
its corridor under the existing amended 1983 Pere Marquette CRMP. There would be no 
change from current direction.   

All the 1983 and 1990 CRMP action items, except the Bowman Bridge angler trails and 
the Lower Branch Bridge parking have been completed.  Maintenance at sites would 
continue and improvements would follow the guidance provided in the current plan.  

This alternative addresses: 

ORVs, water quality, and free-flow values are protected and enhanced through 
implementation of 2006 Forest Plan and the 1983 Pere Marquette CRMP Standards and 
Guidelines.  In addition, all “Actions Common to All Alternatives” would be implemented 
as they are part of the existing river management plan. 

Key Issue 1, River Access and Facilities is addressed by maintaining facilities at 
existing access sites, managing overcrowding issues at Gleason’s Landing by 
considering a separate angler access point on the Jorgenson property, developing 
angler trails at Bowman Bridge, and constructing an angler boat access with parking for 
3-4 vehicles at Lower Branch Bridge (Table 7).  

Available parking spaces would remain at approximately 600 spaces within the river 
corridor (Forks to Old Highway 31 Bridge); approximately 500 parking spaces are 
available upstream of Indian Bridge (inclusive).  These parking figures include overflow 
lots and campsite parking.  Parking concerns along county roads adjacent to developed 
sites are not addressed. Green Cottage, Gleason’s Landing, Bowman Bridge, Rainbow 
Rapids, Upper Branch Bridge, and Maple Leaf parking lots would continue to be plowed 
in the winter. 

Key Issue 2, Recreation Use and Capacity is addressed through the continuation of 
the existing general/private use and canoe livery watercraft permit system and guide 
services.  The increased spring and fall season fishing visitor use is not addressed in the 
current CRMP. 
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1. Commercial and Public Watercraft Permits and River Use 

Currently, one permit is required for each watercraft.  Together the public and canoe 
liveries share approximately 41,383 summer watercraft permits.  Table 4 outlines the 
daily number and allocation of watercraft permits with Tables 4a and 4b displaying the 
daily public and canoe livery allocations, respectively.  The public permits are obtained 
from the Forest Service through the mail, over the phone, or at the office.  These permits 
can be reserved.  Under the current management plan there are no use controls during 
the spring and fall seasons. 

During both 2005 and 2006, approximately 35 percent of all available permits were 
issued (Walker 2007).  Segment 1 (Forks to Bowman Bridge) is the most desired 
segment of river with approximately 50 percent of available permits issued. 

Table 4. Total Daily Canoe Livery and Public Watercraft Permit Allocation (May 15 
– September 10) 

 Forks to 
Bowman 
Bridge 

Bowman 
Bridge to 

Upper Branch 
Upper Branch 

to Walhalla Total 

Weekdays 82 75 83 240 
Saturday 248 196 198 642 
Sun/Holidays 223 172 149 544 

Table 4a. Daily Public Allocation of Watercraft Permits 
 Forks to 

Bowman 
Bridge 

Bowman 
Bridge to 

Upper Branch 
Upper Branch 

to Walhalla 
Total / 

Percent of 
Total 

Weekdays 12 19 19 50 21% 
Saturday 28 56 38 122 19% 
Sun/Holidays 25 49 29 103 19% 

Table 4b. Daily Canoe Livery Allocation of Permits 
 Forks to 

Bowman 
Bridge 

Bowman 
Bridge to 

Upper Branch 
Upper Branch 

to Walhalla 
Total / 

Percent of 
Total 

Weekdays 70 56 64 190 79% 
Saturday 220 140 160 520 81% 
Sun/Holidays 198 123 120 441 81% 
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2. Riparian Landowner Watercraft Permits (Landowners between the Forks to Indian 
Bridge access site) 

Riparian landowner watercraft permits are not part of the above allocation.  The current 
system (one permit per property) of issuing these permits would not be altered under this 
alternative.  Landowner permits do not have an expiration date.  The current system of 
tracking which landowners have permits or what permits have been destroyed is not 
accurate. Tracking valid landowner permits has become difficult.  When a property 
changes hands, the new landowner is responsible for obtaining a new watercraft permit. 

3. Commercial Outfitter and Guide Permits for Fishing  

Currently on the Pere Marquette River, there are two types of commercial watercraft 
use, one regulated by the Forest Service and one regulated by the State of Michigan.  
The Forest Service permits 23 guides with a total of 36 boats to operate from Forest 
Service administered access sites.   

In 2006, the State of Michigan DNR issued land use permits to commercial guides.  
Twenty-nine permits were issued allowing commercial guides to launch and retrieve 
boats from State administered access sites within the Pere Marquette River corridor 
(Ron Monroe, DNR, personnel communication).  These access sites include the Forks, 
M-37 Bridge, Sulak, Walhalla, and Old Highway 31.  These permits do not allow for the 
launch or retrieval of boats from Forest Service administered sites.  Some of those 
obtaining State permits also have a Forest Service special use permit for commercial 
guiding.  The number of State permitted commercial guides may change in the future 
depending on State regulations and administration of the permit process.   

The Recreation Opportunity Spectrum (ROS) Classification for the river would not 
change.  The river from the Forks to Lower Branch Bridge would remain Roaded Natural 
and the river from Lower Branch Bridge to Custer would remain Semi Primitive 
Motorized. 

Analysis Issue 1, Shoreline Development is addressed through design features to 
protect scenic integrity as well as implementation of Michigan Natural Rivers zoning and 
regulation policies.  Maintenance is emphasized at existing sites and there are additional 
opportunities for visitor information and education outlined within the existing plan. 

Analysis Issue 2 Aquatic and Riparian Habitat is addressed through the current effort 
on bank and shoreline restoration.  River users manage river navigation hazards within 
USFS-DNR guidelines (Table 9).  

All of the management issues; law enforcement, unified management, improved 
signing, information and education, land exchanges and acquisition, and maintenance of 
existing facilities are part of the current 1983 Pere Marquette CRMP and would be 
implemented as funding and resources become available.  All “Actions Common to All 
Alternatives” would be implemented with an increased emphasis on law enforcement.   

The existing Pere Marquette National Scenic River Management Plan Standards and 
Guidelines can be found in Table 5. 
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Table 5. 1983 Pere Marquette National Scenic River CRMP Management Direction 

Resource 1983 Pere Marquette National Scenic River CRMP 
Management Direction 

1900 - Land and 
Resource 
Management 
Planning 

On other public lands or private lands the FS would 
recommend denial of any permits for proposals that may 
negatively impact the values for which the river was 
designated. 

2000 - National Forest 
Resource 
Management  
(Non-native Invasive 
Species) 

The Huron-Manistee National Forests would monitor the 
corridor for non-native invasive species.  
 
On public land the forest would take actions appropriate 
within the scenic river corridor to control catastrophic 
incidents caused by insects, and/or disease infestation. 

2300 - Recreation 
Management 
Visual Quality 

Shoreline would meet Visual Quality Objectives of 
Retention and Partial Retention. 
 
The portion of the river from the Forks of the Middle 
Branch to Walhalla Bridge would be maintained for 
retention (activity must not be visually evident). 
 
From Walhalla to Highway 31, the river would be managed 
for partial retention (activities must remain visually 
subordinate to the characteristic landscape). 

2300 - Recreation 
Management 
Recreation 
Opportunities 

Angers would be provided access that: 
a) Meets the needs of the anglers without conflicting with 
other policies and actions outlined in this plan. 
b) Distributes fishing pressure and minimizes conflicts with 
riparian owners. 

2300 - Recreation 
Management 
Recreation 
Development 

Some modification of existing launch sites would be 
necessary to meet the assigned Visual Quality Objectives, 
protect resources from erosion and provide for angler boat 
access. 
 
No additional access sites would be developed below 
Lower Branch Bridge. 
 
Sites upstream from Indian Bridge would be designed for 
launching of non-motorized watercraft use only. 
 
Below Indian Bridge they would be designed for non-
motorized and motorized watercraft on trailers. 
 
To assure uniform management objectives, policies and 
watercraft rules and to avoid river user confusion, the FS 
would seek administrative jurisdiction of State accesses 
for the purpose of controlling watercraft use. 
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Resource 1983 Pere Marquette National Scenic River CRMP 
Management Direction 

2300 - Recreation 
Management 
Developed Sites 

Camping within Wild and Scenic River corridors is 
permitted at designated sites. 
 
Water access rest stops would be provided at the midpoint 
of major non-motorized watercraft routes (The Forks to 
Bowman Bridge, Bowman Bridge to Upper Branch Bridge, 
Upper Branch Bridge to Walhalla Bridge). 
 
New rest stop developments would be primitive and well 
screened to meet visual quality objectives and located 
away from naturally eroding banks. They would contain 
toilets, picnic tables, and trash receptacles. Vehicle access 
into these areas would be prohibited, except for 
administrative purposes. 
 
The need for rest stops below Walhalla Bridge would be 
determined through monitoring of future use and demand. 
No rest stops are planned below Walhalla Bridge and no 
action would be taken to encourage use below Walhalla. 

2300 – Recreation 
Management 
Areas of Special 
Significance 

Areas of special significance inside the river corridor would 
receive special management attention. Those areas are 
defined as having: 
a) Special scenic or unusual physical features that might 
be damaged or destroyed by public use. 
b) Historic, archaeological, or scientific features. 

2400 - Timber 
Management 
Vegetation 
Management 

 
The river’s unique values would be protected, preserved, 
and enhanced through maintenance of vegetation native 
to the area. 
Guidelines 
Vegetation within the corridor would be allowed to evolve 
through natural processes, except when it is manipulated 
for the following reasons: 
a) To maintain critical habitat for threatened or 
endangered wildlife species. 
b) To correct severe damage cause by fire, wind, ice, 
insect/disease, or other catastrophe. 
c) To correct erosion. 
d) To screen developments and meet visual quality 
objectives. 
e) To manage vegetation for critical wildlife situations 
outside the seen area. 
 
2,292 acres would be managed as old growth 

2500 – Soil, Water 
and Air 
Soil 

Human-caused erosion in fragile areas would be 
eliminated. 
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Resource 1983 Pere Marquette National Scenic River CRMP 
Management Direction 

2500 – Soil, Water 
and Air 
Water 

Objectives 
Free-flow conditions would be maintained and the State of 
Michigan standards for total body contact for recreation 
and cold water fisheries would be met. 
Guidelines 
Water temperature range would be maintained for 
indigenous biota. 
 
Potential sources of pollution would be prevented from 
entering the river, if possible, as they are identified. 

2500 – Soil, Water 
and Air 
Air 

Objectives 
The State of Michigan air quality standards would be met. 
Guideline 
Protect resources of the river corridor from impairment due 
to air pollution. A Class II designation is adequate at this 
time. 

2600 – Wildlife, Fish, 
and Sensitive Plant 
Habitat Management 

Objectives 
High quality fish and wildlife habitat would be maintained 
and improved with emphasis given to the return and 
protection of threatened and endangered species. 
Guidelines 
A high quality resident and potamodromous fish population 
would be maintained and enhanced in coordination with 
other resource needs. 
 
Other resource values would be protected from damage 
caused from heavy fishing pressure generated by 
potamodromous fish migration. 
 
The FS will coordinate the implementation of effective 
lamprey control measures with the Great Lakes Fishing 
Commission and the DNR to protect the Great Lakes and 
Pere Marquette fisheries. 

2800 - Minerals and 
Geology 

Objectives 
Extraction of minerals would be managed so as not to 
interfere with other river objectives. 

5100 – Fire 
Management 

Fire protection efforts would continue as they have in the 
past for the river corridor. The DNR and the FS would 
each provide protection within their zones of 
responsibilities. 

5300 - Law 
Enforcement 

Cooperative agreements with State and county law 
enforcement agencies would be sought to enforce State 
and local regulations within the corridor and on the river. 
 
Regulations necessary to protect the river area from 
damage or destruction would be developed under Section 
36 of CFR, Part 261, by the Forest Supervisor. 
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Actions Common to Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 
These management actions would be implemented under Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 but 
would not be implemented with Alternative 1. 

Interagency Cooperation 
• The Forest Service and DNR would work towards unified management of the 

facilities and lands within the river corridor. This may be accomplished using a 
variety of processes, including but not limited to, a Memorandum of 
Understanding (MOU), land exchange (about 1,300 acres of State land would 
become part of the National Forest System within the river corridor), or the 
lease of State access sites by the Forest Service (FSM 2354.03 (5)).  

• Under unified management, all access sites and the watercraft and commercial 
permitting system would be managed under one set of regulations.  

• Under unified management, outfitters and guides permitted by the DNR would 
be allowed to operate on the Pere Marquette River. The Forest Service would 
issue a special use permit based on their existing State permits. 

• Negotiations between the State of Michigan and Forest Service for unified 
management are complex. A timeline for implementation of unified 
management has not been determined. 

• Any State sites managed by the Forest Service would be added to the Forest 
Service Recreation Enhancement Fee Program as permitted under the 
enabling legislation (REA, 2004).   

• Continue Forest Service support of the State of Michigan Natural River 
designation. 

• Work with Lake and Mason County Road Commissions to close parking along 
county roads adjacent to access sites. 

Forest Service Acquisition of State Land within the River 
Corridor 

• Negotiations between the Forest Service and the DNR regarding the unified 
management of Federal and State access sites between the Forks and Indian 
Bridge access site may result in Forest Service acquisition of State land.  As 
stated in Section 6(a)(1) of the WSR Act Federal acquisition of State land may 
only occur through donation or exchange.  

• If land acquisition occurs, the Forest Service would acquire about 1,300 acres 
of State land. This acquisition would meet the acre limitations imposed by the 
WSR Act, Section 6(a)(1), which limits Forest Service fee title acquisition to 
less than an average of 100 acres per mile (Table 6). 
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 Table 6. Pere Marquette National Scenic River Corridor Land Ownership if 
Acquisition of State Land Occurs 

 Private Federal 
State of Michigan 
and other Public 

Land 
Acres 9,178 3,592 330 
Percent of Total 70.1% 27.4% 2.5% 
Average Corridor 
Acres per River 
Mile 

138 acres/mi 54 acres/mi 5 acres/mi 

River Seasons 
• Seasons are defined as: 

• Spring:  March 1 thru the Thursday before Memorial Day. 

• Summer:  Friday before Memorial Day thru Labor Day. 

• Fall:  Tuesday after Labor Day thru October 31. 

• Winter: November 1 thru February 28. 

Public and Canoe Livery Watercraft Permit System 
• Public and canoe livery watercraft permits are required during the summer 

season. 

• Watercraft permit hours are 9 am to 6 pm, except when fishing. 

• One permit equals 1 canoe, 1 drift boat, 1 inner tube, 2 kayaks, or 1 of any 
other type of watercraft EXCEPT rafts.  Two permits are required for one raft.  
See Appendix F for rationale. 

• Commercially available inflatable raft numbers are capped at the 2006 levels to 
protect aquatic habitat by reducing the need for wider large wood clearing for 
navigation.  The cap is 29 rafts between the two canoe liveries. 

• Limit the size of rubber rafts to no more than a six-person raft, generally less 
than six feet in width. 

Commercial Use 
• Commercial use would be permitted by a special use permit. 

Monitoring 
• Implement the monitoring program described in Appendix I. 

Pere Marquette National Scenic River Corridor 
Standards and Guidelines 

• The CRMP which would result from this EA would be incorporated, by 
reference, into the Huron-Manistee National Forests’ Plan (2006).  The Forest 
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Plan intends for the CRMP to be a stand alone document.  Once incorporated 
by reference, the Pere Marquette CRMP can be updated without a Forest Plan 
amendment. 

• If the Pere Marquette National Scenic River CRMP is silent on any issue, goal, 
resource, standard, or guideline, the Huron-Manistee National Forests’ Plan 
(2006) becomes the guiding document.  

• The Huron-Manistee National Forests’ Plan (2006) contains Forest-wide and 
Management Area Standards and Guidelines (MA 8.1 for Wild and Scenic 
Rivers).  This river planning process and development of a CRMP provides a 
forum to modify these Forest-wide and Management Area Standards and 
Guidelines to make them specific to the Pere Marquette National Scenic River 
Corridor, if needed, to protect the ORVs, water quality, or free-flow.  

• The proposed Pere Marquette National Scenic River management direction is 
found in Appendix C.  This management direction applies to the Pere 
Marquette National Scenic River Corridor only. 

Alternative 2 – The Proposed Action 
General Overview 
The theme of this alternative is providing a balance between recreation use and 
demands and the protection and enhancement of river resources. This alternative 
addresses the increasing year round recreational use and demand within the river 
corridor.  

This alternative addresses: 

ORVs, water quality, and free-flow values are protected and enhanced through the 
implementation of Standards and Guidelines (Appendix C) and management actions.  In 
addition, “Actions Common to All Alternatives” and “Actions Common to Alternatives 2, 
3, and 4” would be implemented. 

Key Issue 1, River Access and Facilities is addressed by maintaining facilities at 
existing access sites and increasing access or facilities at others (Table 7).  Restroom 
facilities would be provided or improved at Elk, Logmark, and Maple Leaf. Facilities 
would be improved or defined at Jorgenson’s and 40th Street, and Lower Branch Bridge.   

Overcrowding, safety, and maintenance concerns at Gleason’s Landing in the spring 
and fall are addressed by removing the boat slide and requiring the use of Bowman 
Bridge access for retrieving and launching boats.  Bowman Bridge has adequate, 
existing parking for all trailered vehicles and a large launch area that is underutilized.  It 
is approximately 45 minutes downstream from Gleason’s Landing via drift boat.  This 
would allow Gleason’s Landing to be used by wading anglers at the end of the “flies 
only” section.  Gleason’s Landing would continue to be used as a canoe launch in the 
summer, which was the original intent of this river access site. 

Additionally, angler trails are proposed at Bowman Bridge.  Seasonal overflow parking 
would be constructed adjacent to Wingleton Road (Rainbow Rapids) for vehicles with 
boat trailers only, and angler boat access with parking for approximately ten vehicles 
would be provided at Lower Branch Bridge.  Parking at Maple Leaf, at the two existing 
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lots, would be enlarged and Indian Bridge would be modified to accommodate drift 
boats.  

Available parking spaces would increase, approximately ten percent, over the current 
condition to approximately 660 spaces within the river corridor (Forks to Old US 31 
Bridge); with approximately 560 parking spaces upstream of Indian Bridge (inclusive).  
Delineation of parking with signs and/or wheel stops would occur at all sites(Table 8). 

Parking concerns adjacent to all developed sites, except Rosebush Bend, are addressed 
by restricting parking on county roads within 400 yards of developed access site year 
around (Table 8).  The Forest Service Recreation Enhancement Fee Program would be 
expanded to include all developed sites under Forest Service management except for 
walk-in and canoe-in only sites. 

Key Issue 2, Recreation Use and Capacity (Table 8) is addressed through the actions 
identified below. Increased demand for summer recreation opportunities are addressed 
through a pooled permit system for watercraft permits during the week.  Restrictions 
would be placed on spring and fall visitors through parking availability.  Additional fall 
visitor restrictions include limits on fall watercraft use and an overnight closure of access 
points. 

This alternative would not accommodate fall and spring peak use levels currently being 
experienced. Alternative 2 would provide use controls during fall and spring seasons and 
reduce the number of visitors during these peak seasons.  Any facility reconstruction or 
construction would not be built to accommodate the existing peak use during the spring 
or fall. 

Because of new definitions in what constitutes a watercraft, the number of boats on the 
river during the summer may increase, for example one permit would cover two kayaks.  
However, the total number of summer watercraft permits available would not change and 
the number of users would remain at the level identified in the 1983 CRMP.  See 
Appendix F for additional discussion. 

Riparian landowner concerns for security are provided through implementation of 
“Actions Common to All Alternatives” and “Actions Common to Alternatives 2, 3, and 4.”  

1. Commercial and Public Watercraft Permits and River Use 

Summer Season (the Friday before Memorial Day thru Labor Day) 

• All watercraft must have a permit during the summer season. 

• Watercraft would still be restricted through the watercraft permit to operating 
between the hours of 9 a.m. to 6 p.m. unless the watercraft is being used for 
fishing. 

• The total number of public and canoe livery watercraft permits available during 
the summer season does not change from the current allocation found in Table 
4. 

• During the summer season, Monday thru Thursday (excluding holidays), 
watercraft permits are pooled between the Forest Service and canoe liveries, 
however the total number of available watercraft permits would not change. 

• Pooling permits would mean that the general public and the liveries would draw 
from a combined allocation of permits.  This would potentially increase the 
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number of permits available to the general public because historically the 
canoe liveries have not utilized all of their permitted capacity during the week. 

• On weekends and holidays, the watercraft allocation between the public and 
canoe liveries is similar to Alternative 1 (Tables 4a and 4b).   

• Commercial canoe livery use of Indian Bridge access site would not be 
permitted. 

Spring Season (March 1 thru the Thursday before Memorial Day) 

• Allowable use would be based on available parking capacity of approximately 
660 spaces within the river corridor; approximately 560 spaces upstream of 
Indian Bridge (inclusive) once all the facility expansions have occurred.   

Fall Season (the Tuesday after Labor Day thru October 31) 

• Watercraft permits would be required on Friday, Saturday, Sunday, and 
holidays from the Forks downstream to Indian Bridge.   

• A daily maximum of 150 watercraft permits would be available (Appendix F).  
This 150 includes a mix of commercial guide and public watercraft permits.  
The number of commercial guide permits, both Federal and State, would not be 
increased and are expected to utilize approximately 70 of the available permits.  
The number of permits for the fall season is based on the number of available 
parking spaces, current boat use, and the number of fishing holes.  During the 
fall, boating anglers spend more time on holes and move slowly down the river.  
In addition, there are substantially more wading anglers.  Use along the river 
does not disperse itself as in the summer, thus fewer watercraft permits, when 
compared to the summer season, would be available. 

• Developed access sites, except designated campsites, would be closed from 
11 p.m. to 4 a.m. during the fall season.  No parking, launching, or boat 
retrieval would be allowed during these hours. 

Winter Season 

• Snowplowing would continue at Green Cottage, Gleason’s Landing, Bowman 
Bridge, Rainbow Rapids, Upper Branch Bridge, and Maple Leaf parking lots 
during the winter. M-37, Sulak, and Walhalla would be added if the Forest 
Service manages these sites. 

2. Riparian Landowner Watercraft Permits (Landowners between the Forks to Indian 
Bridge access site) 

• Permits issued prior to 2007 would be void and landowners would be required 
to obtain a new landowner watercraft permit. 

• Riparian landowner watercraft permits would be issued annually and have an 
annual use report requirement.  

• One permit would be provided to each tax parcel or in the case of recreation 
associations, one permit would be provided for each permanent dwelling.   

• The permit would be transferable between watercraft.  One permit equals 1 
canoe, 1 drift boat, 1 inner tube, 2 kayaks, or 1 of any other type of watercraft.   
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3. Commercial Outfitter and Guide Permits for Fishing 

Alternative 2 would not change the current commercial watercraft permits for fishing on 
the Pere Marquette River.  The two types of commercial watercraft use, one regulated 
by the Forest Service and one regulated by the State of Michigan would continue.  The 
Forest Service would continue to permit 23 guides with a total of 36 boats to operate 
from Forest Service administered access sites.   

The State of Michigan would continue to permit 29 guides, however the number of State 
permitted commercial guides may change in the future depending on State regulations 
and administration of the permit process.   

Under a unified management scenario, current State of Michigan land use permit 
holders would be issued a Forest Service special use permit to operate from current 
State access sites; Forks, M-37 Bridge, Sulak, Walhalla, and Old Highway 31.  These 
permit holders would not be permitted to launch or retrieve boats from existing Forest 
Service sites.   

The Recreation Opportunity Spectrum (ROS) Classification would change for the 
river segment between Lower Branch Bridge and Walhalla.  Currently this river segment 
is classified as Semi Primitive Motorized, under Alternative 2 this river segment would be 
re-classified as Roaded Natural.  This change in classification acknowledges the existing 
level of development and recreation experience along this segment of river, as well as, 
expectations for future development. 

Analysis Issue 1, Shoreline Development is addressed through design criteria as new 
or enlarged facilities are proposed at Jorgenson’s, 40th Street, Rainbow Rapids, and 
Lower Branch Bridge (Table 7).  Maintenance and improvements would occur at other 
sites.  In addition, there are opportunities for visitor information and education similar to 
the existing plan. 

Analysis Issue 2, Aquatic and Riparian Habitat stabilization of eroding streambanks 
on the mainstem river and improvement of poorly designed road and stream crossings 
within the watershed would continue.  Forest Service and DNR river managers would 
manage river navigation hazards in cooperation with river users (Table 9).   

All of the management issues; law enforcement, unified management, improved 
signing, and information and education as stated under the sections “Actions Common 
to All Alternatives” and “Actions Common to Alternatives 2, 3, and 4” would be 
implemented with an increased emphasis on law enforcement.  Actions such as land 
exchanges and acquisition and improvements to existing facilities would occur as 
funding and resources become available.  

Alternative 3 
General Overview 
The theme of this alternative is to enhance river resource protection with minimal change 
to existing facilities and expansion of the watercraft management system. This 
alternative is the most restrictive to the recreation user.   
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This alternative addresses: 

ORVs, water quality, and free-flow values are protected and enhanced by 
implementation of Standards and Guidelines (Appendix C) and design criteria. In 
addition, “Actions Common to All Alternatives” and “Actions Common to Alternatives 2, 
3, and 4” would be implemented.   

Key Issue 1, River Access and Facilities is addressed by maintaining existing facilities 
and limiting improvement to what is necessary for the protection of river resources 
(Table 7).  Restroom facilities would be provided or improved at Elk, Logmark, and 
Maple Leaf. No new facilities would be developed. Facility improvement would focus on 
reducing erosion, impacts to streamside vegetation, and user impacts to the river 
corridor. For example, the Maple Leaf parking lot would be moved to the top of the 
bench, away from sensitive terrace soils.  In addition, Taylor Road beyond the parking 
area would be closed to public vehicular use. 

Overcrowding, safety, and maintenance concerns at Gleason’s Landing in the spring 
and fall are addressed by removing the boat slide and requiring the use of Bowman 
Bridge access for retrieving and launching boats.  Bowman Bridge has adequate, 
existing parking for all trailered vehicles and a large launch area that is underutilized.  It 
is approximately 45 minutes downstream from Gleason’s Landing via drift boat.  This 
would allow Gleason’s Landing to be used by wading anglers at the end of the “flies 
only” section.  Gleason’s Landing would continue to be used as a canoe launch in the 
summer, which was the original intent of this river access site. 

Available parking spaces would remain the same as current conditions with 
approximately 600 spaces within the river corridor (Forks to Old US 31 Bridge).  This 
would occur through the redesign of existing parking areas (e.g., marking and 
delineating individual parking spaces) or moving them from sensitive areas at Gleason’s 
Landing, Maple Leaf, and Walhalla (Table 8). 

Parking concerns adjacent to all developed Forest Service sites, except Rosebush 
Bend, are addressed by restricting parking on county roads within 400 yards of the 
developed access site year round (Table 8).  The Forest Service Recreation 
Enhancement Fee Program would be expanded to include all developed access sites 
under Forest Service management except for walk in and canoe-in only sites. 

Key Issue 2, Recreation Use and Capacity (Table 8) is addressed through the actions 
identified below. Increased demand for recreation opportunities is restricted, especially 
in the spring and fall seasons through parking controls.  No additional parking is 
proposed and parking restrictions would be enforced. Riparian landowner concerns for 
security are provided through implementation of “Actions Common to All Alternatives” 
and “Actions Common to Alternatives 2, 3, and 4”, in addition to restrictions on fall 
watercraft use and an overnight closure of access points. 

This alternative would not accommodate peak fall and spring use currently being 
experienced. Alternative 3 would provide visitor control during fall and spring seasons by 
controlling available parking and requiring a watercraft permit on weekends and holidays 
during these peak use seasons.  Visitor use would also be reduced since no facility 
construction would be implemented and any reconstruction would be scaled and sited to 
reduce visitor impacts to the ORVs. 

Because of new definitions in what constitutes a watercraft, the number of boats on the 
river during the summer may increase, for example one permit would cover two kayaks.  
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However, the total number of summer watercraft permits available would not change and 
the number of visitors would remain the same. 

1. Commercial and Public Watercraft Permits and River Use 

Summer Season (the Friday before Memorial Day thru Labor Day) 

• All watercraft must have a permit during the summer season. 

• Watercraft would still be restricted through the watercraft permit to operating 
between the hours of 9 a.m. to 6 p.m. unless the watercraft is being used for 
fishing. 

• The total number of public and canoe livery watercraft permits available during 
the summer season does not change from the current allocation found in Table 
4.  Utilization and allocation of the watercraft permits remains the same as 
under current management (Tables 4a and 4b). 

• Commercial canoe livery use of Indian Bridge access site would not be 
permitted. 

Spring Season (March 1 thru the Thursday before Memorial Day) 

• On Friday, Saturday, Sunday, and holidays all watercraft must have a permit.  

• A daily maximum of 150 watercraft permits would be available (Appendix F).  
This 150 includes a mix of commercial guide and public watercraft permits.  
The number of commercial guide permits, both Federal and State, would not be 
increased and are expected to utilize approximately 70 of the available permits.  
The reduced number of permits for the spring season is based on changes in 
river use by anglers during spring fishing season.  During the spring, boating 
anglers spend more time on holes and move slowly down the river and there 
are substantially more wading anglers.  Use along the river does not disperse 
itself as in the summer, thus fewer watercraft permits, when compared to the 
summer season, would be available. 

Fall Season (the Tuesday after Labor Day thru October 31) 

• All watercraft would be required to have a permit on Friday, Saturday, Sunday, 
and holidays.   

• A daily maximum of 150 watercraft permits would be available (Appendix F).  
This 150 includes a mix of commercial guide and public watercraft permits.  
The number of commercial guide permits, both Federal and State, would not be 
increased and are expected to utilize approximately 70 of the available permits.  
The reduced number of permits for the fall season is based on changes in river 
use by anglers during fall fishing season.  During the fall, boating anglers 
spend more time on holes and move slowly down the river and there are 
substantially more wading anglers.  Use along the river does not disperse itself 
as in the summer, thus fewer watercraft permits, when compared to the 
summer season, would be available. 

• Developed access and recreation sites, except designated campsites, would 
be closed from 11 p.m. to 4 a.m. during the fall season.  No parking, launching, 
or boat retrieval would be allowed during these hours. 
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Winter Season 

• Snowplowing would not occur. 

2. Riparian Landowner Watercraft Permits (Landowners between the Forks to Indian 
Bridge access site) 

• Riparian landowners would be required to obtain a watercraft permit for each 
use like the general public.   

3. Commercial Outfitter and Guide Permits for Fishing 

Alternative 3 would reduce Forest Service permitted commercial watercraft permits on 
the Pere Marquette River.  The two types of commercial watercraft use, one regulated 
by the Forest Service and one regulated by the State of Michigan would continue.  The 
Forest Service would gradually reduce the number of permits by approximately 25 
percent as businesses are sold or use by a permittee drops below 50 service days. 

The State of Michigan would continue to permit 29 guides, however, the number of State 
permitted commercial guides may change in the future depending on State regulations 
and administration of their permits.   

Under a unified management scenario, current State of Michigan land use permit 
holders would be issued a Forest Service special use permit to operate from State 
access sites; Forks, M-37 Bridge, Sulak, Walhalla, and Old Highway 31.  These permit 
holders would not be allowed to launch or retrieve boats from Forest Service sites.   

The Recreation Opportunity Spectrum (ROS) Classification for the river would not 
change.  The river from the Forks to Lower Branch Bridge would remain Roaded Natural 
and the river from Lower Branch Bridge to Custer would remain Semi Primitive 
Motorized. Retaining the Semi Primitive Motorized classification for the river between 
Lower Branch Bridge and Walhalla would acknowledge the expectations that 
implementation of this alternative would retain a more primitive recreation experience for 
the visitor. 

Analysis Issue 1, Shoreline Development is addressed through design criteria as 
existing facilities are maintained.  In addition, there are opportunities for visitor 
information and education similar to the existing plan. 

Analysis Issue 2, Aquatic and Riparian Habitat stabilization of eroding streambanks 
on the mainstem river and improvement of poorly designed road and stream crossings 
within the watershed would continue.  Forest Service and DNR river managers would 
manage river navigation hazards (Table 9).  

All of the management issues; law enforcement, unified management, improved 
signing, and information and education as stated under the sections “Actions Common 
to All Alternatives” and “Actions Common to Alternatives 2, 3, and 4” would be 
implemented with an emphasis on law enforcement.  Actions such as land exchanges 
and acquisition and improvements to existing facilities would occur as funding and 
resources become available. 

Pere Marquette National Scenic River Environmental Assessment                 41 



Chapter 2 – Alternatives 

Alternative 4  
General Overview 
The theme of this alternative is to provide for the highest level of recreation use and 
demand while protecting and enhancing river resources. This alternative is the least 
restrictive to the recreation user.   

This alternative addresses: 

ORVs, water quality, and free-flow values are enhanced and protected by 
implementation of Standards and Guidelines (Appendix C) and design criteria. In 
addition, “Actions Common to All Alternatives” and “Actions Common to Alternatives 2, 
3, and 4” would be implemented.   

Key Issue 1, River Access and Facilities is addressed by maintaining facilities at 
existing access sites and increasing access or facilities at others (Table 7).  Restroom 
facilities would be provided or improved at Elk, Logmark, Maple Leaf, and Lower Branch 
Bridge.  New parking would be provided at Jorgenson’s and 40th Street.  A back-down 
launch is proposed at Gleason’s Landing.  New seasonal overflow parking for vehicles 
with trailers would be provided at Rainbow Rapids (Wingleton Road), Gleason’s 
Landing, Claybanks, and Green Cottage.  Construction of angler boat access with 
parking for approximately 20 vehicles at Lower Branch Bridge would occur. Parking at 
Maple Leaf would be enlarged at the existing location.  Providing year round drift boat 
passage under Indian Bridge is included in Alternative 4.   

Available parking spaces would increase approximately 25 percent over the current level 
to approximately 790 spaces within the river corridor (Forks to Old US 31 Bridge), with 
approximately 690 parking spaces upstream of Indian Bridge (inclusive). This would 
occur through the establishment of overflow parking, enlarging existing parking areas, or 
delineation of sites with signs and wheel stops at Green Cottage, Claybanks, Jorgenson, 
Gleason’s Landing, Rainbow Rapids, 40th Street, Lower Branch Bridge, Maple Leaf, and 
Walhalla (Table 8). 

Parking would be restricted on county roads adjacent to developed access sites (Table 
8).  The Forest Service Recreation Enhancement Fee Program would be expanded to 
include all developed access sites under Forest Service management except for walk in 
and canoe-in only sites. 

Key Issue 2, Recreation Use and Capacity (Table 8) is addressed through the actions 
identified below. Increased demand for summer recreation opportunities are addressed 
by not requiring public watercraft permits Monday through Thursday, excluding holidays 
and few restrictions on spring and fall visitors.  Available parking spaces for spring and 
fall visitors would increase approximately 25 percent over the current level. Riparian 
landowner concerns for security are provided through implementation of “Actions 
Common to All Alternatives” and “Actions Common to Alternatives 2, 3, and 4.” 

This alternative would accommodate parking during the fall and spring to the peaks 
currently being experienced. 

Because of new definitions in what constitutes a watercraft, the number of boats on the 
river during the summer may increase, for example one permit would cover two kayaks.  
However, the total number of summer watercraft permits available would not change and 
the number of visitors would remain the same.   
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1. Commercial and Public Watercraft Permits and River Use 

Summer Season (the Friday before Memorial Day thru Labor Day) 

• All watercraft must have a permit during the summer season on Fridays, 
Saturdays, Sundays, and holidays (no permits required on Monday through 
Thursday, excepting holidays). 

• Watercraft hours are 9 am to 6 pm except when fishing. 

• Friday, Saturday, Sunday, and holiday allocation of the watercraft permits 
between the public and canoe liveries remains the same as current 
management (Tables 4a and 4b). 

• Commercial canoe livery use of Indian Bridge access site would be permitted. 

Spring Season (March 1 thru the Thursday before Memorial Day) 

• Allowable use would be based on available parking capacity of approximately 
790 spaces within the river corridor under all jurisdictions; approximately 690 
spaces upstream of Indian Bridge (inclusive) once all the facility expansions 
(Table 7) have occurred. 

Fall Season (the Tuesday after Labor Day thru October 31) 

• Allowable use would be based on available parking capacity of approximately 
790 spaces within the river corridor; approximately 690 spaces upstream of 
Indian Bridge (inclusive) once all the facility expansions have occurred. 

• Developed access and recreation sites would not be closed from 11 p.m. to 4 
a.m. during the fall season. 

Winter Season 

• All Recreation Fee sites would be plowed. 

2. Riparian Landowner Watercraft Permits (Landowners between the Forks to Indian 
Bridge access site) 

• Permits issued prior to 2007 would be void and landowners would be required 
to obtain a new landowner watercraft permit. 

• Riparian landowner watercraft permits would be issued annually and have an 
annual use report requirement.  

• One permit would be provided to each tax parcel or in the case of recreation 
associations, one permit would be provided for each permanent dwelling.   

• The permit would be transferable between watercraft.  One permit is defined as 
1 canoe, 1 drift boat, 1 inner tube, 2 kayaks, or 1 of any other type of 
watercraft.   

3. Commercial Outfitter and Guide Permits for Fishing 

Alternative 4 would increase Forest Service permitted commercial watercraft permits on 
the Pere Marquette River.  The two types of commercial watercraft use, one regulated 
by the Forest Service and one regulated by the State of Michigan would continue.  The 
Forest Service would increase the number of commercial watercraft permits by 
approximately 25 percent. 
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The State of Michigan would continue to permit 29 guides, however, the number of State 
permitted commercial guides may change in the future depending on State regulations 
and administration of the permit process.   

The Recreation Opportunity Spectrum (ROS) Classification would change for the 
river segment from Lower Branch Bridge to Walhalla.  Currently this river segment is 
classified as Semi Primitive Motorized, under Alternative 4 this river segment would be 
re-classified as Roaded Natural.  This change in classification acknowledges the existing 
level of development and recreation experience along this segment of river as well as 
expectations for future development. 

Analysis Issue 1, Shoreline Development, is addressed through design criteria as 
existing facilities are maintained or improved and new facilities are constructed.  In 
addition, there are opportunities for visitor information and education similar to the 
existing plan. 

Analysis Issue 2 Aquatic and Riparian Habitat stabilization of eroding streambanks 
on the mainstem river and improvement of poorly designed road and stream crossings 
within the watershed would continue.  River users would continue to manage river 
navigation hazards using State and Federal guidelines as they do under the current river 
management plan (Table 9).  

All of the Management Issues; law enforcement, unified management, improved 
signing, and information and education as stated under the sections “Actions Common 
to All Alternatives” and “Actions Common to Alternatives 2, 3, and 4” would be 
implemented with an emphasis on law enforcement.  Actions such as land exchanges 
and acquisition and improvements to existing facilities would occur as funding and 
resources become available. 
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Table 7. Key Issue 1. River Access and Facilities 

Action 
Alternative 1- Existing 

River Management Plan 
(Current Management) 

Alternative 2 – Proposed 
Action Alternative 3 Alternative 4 

Any maintenance actions are common to all alternatives 
Presumes “unified” management (all public access sites are under the management of the Forest Service either through land 
exchange, lease, Memorandum of Understanding (MOU), or other agreement) 
Forks No Change No Change No Change No Change 

M-37 Bridge No Change Delineate parking (signs 
and wheel stops) No Change Delineate parking (paving 

and striping) 
72nd Street 
Walk-In  No Change No Change No Change No Change 

Green 
Cottage No Change No Change No Change 

Seasonal over-flow parking 
lot for 10 cars developed 
east of existing parking 
loop for spring and fall use 

Claybanks No Change No Change No Change 

Provide up to 25% more 
parking at both locations 
(road ending and 
Claybanks parking) 

Jorgenson’s 
Walk-In 
Access 

No Change 

Improve two existing 
parking areas and provide 
one new lot for 3-5 
vehicles with stairs to river 
  
Designate 4 campsites 

No Change 

Improve two existing 
parking areas and provide 
one new lot for 10-15 
vehicles with stairs to river 
  
Designate 4 campsites 
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Action 
Alternative 1- Existing 

River Management Plan 
(Current Management) 

Alternative 2 – Proposed 
Action Alternative 3 Alternative 4 

Gleason’s 
Landing 

Consider separating angler 
boat access from the 
canoe rest stop utilizing 
the Jorgenson tract 

Remove the boat slide 
closing Gleason’s Landing 
to trailer boat launching 
and retrieval 
 
Do not allow parking of 
vehicles with trailers at 
Gleason’s Landing.  Trailer 
parking would be provided 
at Bowman Bridge 
 
Gleason’s Landing would 
receive commercial canoe 
livery use  
 
Maintain the campground 
and day use 

Remove the boat slide 
closing Gleason’s Landing 
to trailer boat launching 
and retrieval 
 
Do not allow parking of 
vehicles with trailers at 
Gleason’s Landing.  Trailer 
parking would be provided 
at Bowman Bridge 
 
Gleason’s Landing would 
receive incidental 
commercial canoe livery 
use (10% of Segment 1 
launches 
 
Maintain the campground 
and day use 

Develop back-down launch 
 
Construct a new seasonal 
40 car over-flow parking 
for spring and fall use only 
 
Designate a “guide only” 
seasonal parking lot during 
the spring and fall season 
 
Maintain the campground 
and day use 

Rosebush 
Bend  No Change No Change No Change No Change 

Bowman 
Bridge 

Develop angler trails on 
public land downstream 
from the access site 

Develop angler trails on 
public land downstream 
from the access site 

Develop angler trails on 
public land downstream 
from the access site 

Develop angler trails on 
public land downstream 
from the access site 

Rainbow 
Rapids No Change 

Develop seasonal over-
flow adjacent to Wingleton 
Road for 10 vehicles with 
boat trailers only 

No Change 

Develop seasonal over-
flow adjacent to Wingleton 
Road for 20 vehicles with 
boat trailers only 
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Action 
Alternative 1- Existing 

River Management Plan 
(Current Management) 

Alternative 2 – Proposed 
Action Alternative 3 Alternative 4 

40th Street 
Walk-In 
Access 

Not a developed access 
site 

Develop 3-5 vehicle 
parking with trail (1/4 mile) 
to river 

Not a developed access 
site 

Develop 10-15 vehicle 
parking with trail (1/4 mile) 
to river 

Sulak No Change No Change No Change No Change 

Upper Branch 
Bridge  No Change No Change No Change No Change 

Elk Walk-In 
Access No Change Replace pit toilet with  

vault toilet 
Replace pit toilet with vault 
toilet 

Replace pit toilet with vault 
toilet 

Lower 
Branch 
Bridge 

Construct angler access 
with parking for 3-4 
vehicles 
 
No camping 

Develop back-in boat 
access, parking for 10 cars 
and trailers 
 
Provide toilets 
 
No camping 

No change from existing 
condition, i.e. walk in 
access only 
 
No camping 

Develop back-in boat 
access, parking for 20 cars 
and trailers 
 
Provide toilets  
 
No camping 

Logmark 
Walk-In 
Access 

No Change 

Relocate site in the same 
area to reduce erosion and 
provide improved access 
from the river  
 
Install vault toilet 
 
Designate 4 camp sites 

Relocate site in the same 
area to reduce erosion and 
provide improved access 
from the river 
 
Install vault toilet 
 
Designate 4 camp sites 

Relocate site in the same 
area to reduce erosion and 
provide improved access 
from the river 
 
Install vault toilet 
 
Designate 4 camp sites 
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Action 
Alternative 1- Existing 

River Management Plan 
(Current Management) 

Alternative 2 – Proposed 
Action Alternative 3 Alternative 4 

Maple Leaf 

No Change to current 
parking lot   
 
Provide toilets   
 
Relocate and reconstruct 
riparian access trails 

Develop 1 new and 
expand the 2 existing sites 
to accommodate up to 50 
vehicles, no trailers 
 
Provide toilets 
 
No camping 
 
Relocate and reconstruct 
riparian access trails  

Move lower parking lot to 
top of bench, limit size to 
current capacity (12 
vehicles) 
 
Retain second parking 
area (10 vehicles) in its 
current locations 
 
Provide toilets  
 
No camping 
 
Relocate and reconstruct 
riparian access trails  
 
Close Taylor Road beyond 
the parking location to 
public vehicular use 

Increase size of the two 
existing parking areas at 
their current location to 
accommodate up to 80 
vehicles, no trailers 
 
Provide toilets  
 
No camping 
 
Relocate and reconstruct 
riparian access trails  
 

Walhalla  No Change 

Slope parking lot to drain 
away from river 
 
Delineate parking (signs 
and wheel stops) 

Slope parking lot to drain 
away from river 
 
Delineate parking (signs 
and wheel stops) 

Slope parking lot to drain 
away from river 
 
Delineate parking (paving 
and striping) 

Indian Bridge 
Do not change the bridge 
height to allow drift boat 
passage 

Modify bridge to 
accommodate drift boat 
passage  

Do not change the bridge 
height to allow drift boat 
passage 

Modify bridge to 
accommodate drift boat 
passage  
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Action 
Alternative 1- Existing 

River Management Plan 
(Current Management) 

Alternative 2 – Proposed 
Action Alternative 3 Alternative 4 

These sites are outside of the Forest boundary. 

Custer Bridge 
(Township) 
Includes both 
sides of the 
road and the 
Weir Site 

Encourage the 
development of adequate 
parking, signing, and 
erosion control 

Improve canoe portage 
around Sea Lamprey Weir 
 
Encourage the 
development of adequate 
parking, signing, and 
erosion control 

Encourage the 
development of adequate 
parking, signing, and 
erosion control 

Improve canoe portage 
around Sea Lamprey Weir 
 
Encourage the 
development of adequate 
parking, signing, and 
erosion control 

Scottville 
Bridge – 
multiple 
ownerships  

Encourage City and State 
to establish and maintain a 
vegetative screen 

Encourage City and State 
to establish and maintain a 
vegetative screen 

Encourage City and State 
to establish and maintain a 
vegetative screen 

Encourage City and State 
to establish and maintain a 
vegetative screen 

Old Highway 
31 No Change 

Encourage sloping of 
parking lot to drain away 
from river 

Encourage sloping of 
parking lot to drain away 
from river 

Encourage sloping of 
parking lot to drain away 
from river 
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Table 8. Key Issue 2. Recreation Use and Capacity 

Action 
Alternative 1- Existing 

River Management Plan 
(Current Management) 

Alternative 2- Proposed 
Action Alternative 3 Alternative 4 

Commercial and Public Permits and River Use 
Spring (March 1 – Thursday before Memorial Day)  
(Typical spring use is fishing for steelhead and trout, both from boat and shore) 

Watercraft 
Use 
Restrictions 
and Permit 
Requirements 

No restrictions on  use 

Allowable use based on 
available parking capacity 
which is proposed to 
increase approximately 10% 
over the current 600 parking 
spaces within the river 
corridor  
 

Friday, Saturday, Sunday, 
and Holidays – All watercraft 
must have a permit during 
the Spring Season  
 
150 Watercraft Permits are 
available daily (includes 
State and Federal 
commercial guide permits) 
 
 

Allowable use based on 
available parking capacity 
which is proposed to 
increase approximately 
25% over the current 600 
parking spaces within the 
river corridor  
 
Any additional 
development within the 
corridor would be within 
the constraints of the 
ORVs (no impacts to 
ORVs)  
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Action 
Alternative 1- Existing 

River Management Plan 
(Current Management) 

Alternative 2- Proposed 
Action Alternative 3 Alternative 4 

Summer (Friday before Memorial Day – Labor Day) 
(Typical summer use includes canoeing, kayaking, and fishing) 

Watercraft 
Permit Period 

All watercraft must have a 
permit during the Summer 
Season 

All watercraft must have a 
permit during the Summer 
Season 

All watercraft must have a 
permit during the Summer 
Season 

All watercraft must have a 
permit during the Summer 
Season, EXCEPT 
Monday-Thursday 
(excluding holidays) 

Watercraft 
Permit 
Numbers and 
Allocation 

Total watercraft permit 
numbers are described in 
Table 4 and do not change 
 
Watercraft permits are 
allocated between the 
Forest Service and Canoe 
Liveries as described in 
Tables 4, 4a, 4b 
 
Permits are issued based on 
the day of the week 

Total watercraft permit 
numbers are described in 
Table 4 and do not change 
 
Monday-Thursday, 
excluding holidays, pooled 
permits for watercraft use 
between the canoe liveries 
and the Forest Service 
 
Weekend and holidays, 
watercraft permits are 
managed similar to 
Alternative 1 

Total watercraft permit 
numbers are described in 
Table 4 and do not change 
Watercraft permits managed 
similar to Alternative 1 

Monday – Thursday, 
excluding holidays, no 
public watercraft permits 
are needed 
 
Weekend and holidays, 
watercraft permits are 
managed similar to 
Alternative 1. The number 
of weekend watercraft 
permits are described in 
Table 4 and do not change 
 

Raft 
Restrictions No cap on inflatable rafts 

Inflatable rafts capped at 
2006 levels and current size 
(less than 6 ft wide) 

Inflatable rafts capped at 
2006 levels and current size 
(less than 6 ft wide) 

Inflatable rafts capped at 
2006 levels and current 
size (less than 6 ft wide) 

Watercraft 
Use Hours 

Watercraft use hours of 9 
a.m. to 6 p.m. (except 
fishing) 

Watercraft use hours of 9 
a.m. to 6 p.m. (except 
fishing)   

Watercraft use hours of 9 
a.m. to 6 p.m. (except 
fishing) 

Watercraft use hours of 9 
a.m. to 6 p.m. (except 
fishing) 
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Action 
Alternative 1- Existing 

River Management Plan 
(Current Management) 

Alternative 2- Proposed 
Action Alternative 3 Alternative 4 

Fall (Tuesday after Labor Day – October 31) 
(Typical fall use is primarily fishing for salmon, both from boat and shore) 

Watercraft 
Permit 
Numbers and 
Allocation 

No restrictions on allowable 
use 

Friday, Saturday, Sunday, 
and holidays – All watercraft 
must have a permit during 
the Fall Season  
 
150 watercraft permits are 
available daily (includes 
State and Federal 
commercial guide permits) 
 
Overall allowable use based 
on available parking 
capacity which is proposed 
to increase approximately 
10% over the current 600 
parking spaces within the 
river corridor  

All watercraft must have a 
permit during the Fall 
Season  
 
150 watercraft permits are 
available daily (includes 
State and Federal 
commercial guide permits) 
 
Overall allowable use based 
on current available parking 
capacity of 600 parking 
spaces within the river 
corridor 

Allowable use based on 
available parking capacity 
which is proposed to 
increase approximately 
25% over the current 600 
parking spaces within the 
river corridor  
 
Additional development 
within the corridor would 
not negatively impact 
ORVs 

Access Site 
Closures 

Access sites do not have a 
closure order 

11 p.m. – 4 a.m. closure of 
developed access sites, 
other than designated 
campsites 

11 p.m. – 4 a.m. closure of 
developed access sites, 
other than designated 
campsites 

Access sites do not have a 
closure order 
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Action 
Alternative 1- Existing 

River Management Plan 
(Current Management) 

Alternative 2- Proposed 
Action Alternative 3 Alternative 4 

Winter (November 1 – February 28) 
(Typical winter use is steelhead fishing, both from boat and shore.  Use may be described as light to moderate) 
Watercraft 
Permit 
Numbers and 
Allocation 

No restrictions on allowable 
use 

No restrictions on allowable 
use 

No restrictions on allowable 
use 

No restrictions on 
allowable use 

Snowplowing All Recreation Fee sites are 
plowed  

All Recreation Fee sites are 
plowed  

Forest Service would not  
plow access sites 

All Recreation Fee sites 
are plowed  

Commercial Outfitter and Guide Permits for Fishing 

Commercial 
Guide Permit 
Numbers 

Commercial watercraft use 
(Federal or State permits) 
does not change from 2006 
levels 

Commercial watercraft use 
(Federal or State permits) 
does not change from 2006 
levels 

Reduce 2006 Federal 
permitted commercial 
watercraft use by 25% as 
businesses change  

Increase 2006 Federal 
permitted commercial 
watercraft use by 25%  
 
 

Commercial 
Use at Indian 
Bridge 
Access Site 

No commercial canoe use at 
Indian Bridge access site 

No commercial canoe use at 
Indian Bridge access site 

No commercial canoe use at 
Indian Bridge access site 

Authorize commercial 
canoe use of Indian Bridge 
access site 
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Action 
Alternative 1- Existing 

River Management Plan 
(Current Management) 

Alternative 2- Proposed 
Action Alternative 3 Alternative 4 

Other Proposed Actions 

Parking 
Restrictions 
on County 
Roads 

Parking is allowed on county 
roads except at Green 
Cottage and Claybanks 
access sites 

Parking is not allowed on 
county roads (through 
cooperation with the 
counties) or Forest Service 
roads adjacent to developed 
access sites except 
Rosebush Bend 

Parking is not allowed on 
county roads (through 
cooperation with the 
counties) or Forest Service 
roads adjacent to developed 
access sites except 
Rosebush Bend 

Parking is not allowed on 
county roads (through 
cooperation with the 
counties) or Forest Service 
roads adjacent to 
developed access sites 
except Rosebush Bend  

Landowner 
Permits 

No change to landowner 
watercraft permits would 
occur 

Private landowner permits 
re-issued with expiration 
dates.  One permit per 
taxlot.  The permits would be 
transferable between boats 

No landowner permits would 
be issued.  Landowners 
would be required to obtain 
a watercraft permit for each 
use like the general public 

Private landowner permits 
re-issued with expiration 
dates.  One permit per 
taxlot.  The permits would 
be transferable between 
boats 

 

Table 9. Analysis Issue 2. Aquatic and Riparian Habitat 

Action Alternative 1- Existing 
River Management Plan 

Alternative 2- Proposed 
Action Alternative 3 Alternative 4 

Large Woody 
Material 
Management 

River users manage 
navigation hazards within 
USFS –DNR guidelines 

USFS, DNR and river 
users cooperatively 
manage navigation 
hazards 

Only USFS and DNR 
manage navigation 
hazards 

River users manage 
navigation hazards within 
USFS –DNR guidelines 
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Alternative Actions Considered but Eliminated 
from Further Study 
The following actions were not included in any of the alternatives.  Rationale for this 
decision is included in the discussion. 

Eliminating Alcohol Use within the River Corridor 
Alcohol use within the river corridor was identified as a concern.  An alternative to 
prohibit alcohol use was eliminated from further study because Michigan State law 
prohibits the operation of a vehicle or watercraft while intoxicated.  In addition, there is 
an existing Forest Supervisor Order that prohibits the possession of alcoholic beverages 
by anyone under the age of 21 (36 CFR 261.5866). 

The primary objective of an alcohol ban would be to reduce or eliminate the occurrence 
of unacceptable behaviors by visitors related to alcohol consumption.  It was determined 
that unacceptable behaviors are usually exhibited by a small percent of the visitors.  The 
responsibility for alleviating the behaviors of concern would be placed on those who 
benefit directly from recreation through a strong public education program, targeted at all 
river users, and through special use permit conditions for commercial operators.  
Currently the canoe liveries discourage use of glass containers and styrofoam coolers. 

Changing the Current Number of Watercraft Permits 
Available (Summer Season) 
The Forest Service has received comments stating a desire to see a change in the 
number of watercraft permits available.  Evaluation of summer visitor use data (1983 to 
present), assumptions, and the process used in the original use capacity estimate 
(USDA-FS 1983, Appendix J) indicate they are still valid and have not changed. The 
Recreation report in Chapter 3 indicates that not all watercraft permits are being issued, 
especially during the weekdays.  In addition, use figures for the 2005 and 2006 summer 
season are very similar, showing a slight upward trend and little need for additional 
permits (Tables 17 and 20).  What has changed since 1990 is the type of watercraft 
being used on the river and the spring and fall fishing use.  

Analysis of the ORVs does not indicate that the Pere Marquette River values are 
compromised under the current permit numbers.  Monitoring for physical and biological 
components has found that these are not at risk during the summer season.  Water 
quality meets Michigan State water quality standards.  The only water quality parameter 
of concern identified is sediment and this concern is isolated to identified river reaches 
and sediment sources.   

It is the social component where management can have the greatest effect on the river 
corridor and its resources (Nelson 2007).  Review of the monitoring data from Dr. Nelson 
has shown that within the social component it is not the number of general watercraft 
use permits available but the behavior of the recreation visitor that is most affecting the 
river corridor and its resources.  Visitor behavior is addressed under the Management 
Issues “Common to All Alternatives.” 
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Closing Existing River Access Sites 
An alternative that considered closing existing river access sites due to Forest Service 
budget constraints was not analyzed in detail.  The concern was that under unified 
management the Forest Service would obtain management responsibilities of four State 
access sites and that the additional cost of managing these sites would be offset by 
closing Forest Service access sites.  Public comments and analysis of the river’s 
recreation values has found that all existing sites, Forest Service and State, are 
necessary for managing use within the Pere Marquette River corridor.  In addition, the 
Pere Marquette National Scenic River corridor is identified as a premier recreation site in 
the Huron-Manistee National Forests Recreation Site Facility Master Plan with regional 
and national significance. 

Extension of Forest Service Authority within the Pere 
Marquette National Scenic River Corridor 
An alternative that considered extending Forest Service authority within the Pere 
Marquette National Scenic River corridor was not analyzed in detail.  Under Section 
10(d) of the WSR Act, the Forest Service may impose management under its general 
statutory authorities to carry out the purpose of the Act and protect and enhance ORVs. 
Interagency Guidelines have interpreted this to mean the Forest Service can “require 
special-use permits for all commercial guiding services on WSRs flowing through 
Federal and private lands (Interagency WSR Coordinating Council 2002).”  Thus, once a 
boat is on the river, the Forest Service as the WSR administering agency, can control 
surface users regardless of whether the launch or retrieval occurs on Federal, State, or 
private lands to protect river resources.  This authority is not extended into the broader 
river corridor and the Forest Service cannot control activities on private lands. 

The rationale for removing it from the EA includes the desire of the Huron-Manistee 
National Forests to work cooperatively with the State of Michigan and stakeholders 
rather than extend its authorities.  Cooperative efforts would focus on resource 
protection, monitoring, and the development of thresholds and standards for measuring 
ORV protection and enhancement.  If this approach does not result in the protection and 
enhancement of river values, the Huron-Manistee National Forests can fall back to 
Section 10(d) of the WSR act without additional analysis. 

Issues Outside the Scope of this Document 
The following issues were considered outside the scope of this document relative to 
alternative development and analysis.  These issues may be included in the cumulative 
effects analysis found in Chapter 4.  Justification for this decision is included in the 
discussion. 

Management of Resident and Potamodromous Fish 
The State of Michigan is entrusted with protecting the natural resources of the State 
through a specific provision within the Michigan Constitution (Article IV, Section 52).  The 
DNR is responsible for managing the aquatic resources of the State through protection, 
rehabilitation, and appropriate utilization.  The DNR is committed to the conservation, 
protection, management, use, and enjoyment of the State's natural resources for current 
and future generations.  Additionally, the DNR seeks to provide quality recreational 
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opportunities to the people of Michigan through the effective management of populations 
of fish and wildlife. 

The DNR’s authority is specified in the State of Michigan Constitution (Article IV, Section 
52) and the Natural Resources and Environmental Protection Act (Act 451 of 1994).  
Included in its recognized authority is the management of fish populations including all 
fishing regulations.  The Forest Service has the responsibility to protect and maintain 
aquatic habitat on National Forest System lands.  Through the Sykes Act (88 Stat 1369 
as amended; 16 U.S.C. 670g, 670h, 670o), the Forest Service is directed to work 
cooperatively with DNR.  However, other than cooperative habitat management on the 
National Forest, management of resident and potamodromous fish lie outside the 
authority of the Forest Service.  

Michigan Fishing and Outfitter Guide Regulations 
Public comments received related to Michigan fishing regulations are beyond the scope 
of this document.  The Forest Service is working cooperatively with the State as they 
implement their State land use permits for commercial use at State access sites along 
the Pere Marquette River. 

Sea Lamprey Weir 
Issues revolving around the presence and operation of the Sea Lamprey Weir are 
outside the scope of this analysis. The Wild and Scenic Rivers Act of 1968 was 
amended in 1978 to specifically mention the control of the sea lamprey (Section 3 
(a)(16)). The sea lamprey structure is operated by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service in 
cooperation with the Great Lakes Fishery Commission and DNR and the removal or 
management is not within the jurisdiction of the Forest Service.   

Monitoring 
Monitoring provides a quality control and adaptive management strategy for the 
implementation of the CRMP. The monitoring program is designed to be the foundation 
for the long-term protection and enhancement of the Pere Marquette’s river-related 
values (Appendix H). Objectives of the monitoring program are to: 

1. Determine the extent to which the plan is being implemented. 

2. Determine if desired conditions are being maintained or achieved. 

3. Ensure management direction (standards and guidelines) is being followed. 

4. Ensure management direction is effective in protecting and enhancing the ORVs. 

5. Identify the need for adaptive management if the current level of management is 
not effective in protecting and enhancing the ORVs. 

Monitoring criteria outlined in this section is based upon the Limits of Acceptable Change 
process which follows the premise that the “…planning framework is a continuation of 
the carrying capacity concept that focuses on deciding the amount of change that would 
be allowed to occur rather than defining how much use is too much (Stankey et al. 
1985).”  The goal of management is to keep the character and rate of change due to 
human factors within acceptable levels that are consistent with plan standards. 
Therefore, this emphasis does not aim to prevent all human-caused change in the 
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corridor. These limits tie closely with the protection and enhancement of Pere 
Marquette’s River ORVs.  

Monitoring activities are described in Appendix H and are specific to the Pere Marquette 
National Scenic River corridor.  Implementation of monitoring would be based on the 
availability of funding.  The Huron-Manistee National Forests would make every effort to 
identify opportunities that would reduce the cost to the government.  If adequate funding 
is not available, some monitoring activities may not take place. 

Adaptive Management  
Management actions can and should be changed if monitoring indicates repeated 
instances of unacceptable impacts to the river’s ORVs. Sampling methods may change 
as better techniques become available or if the current monitoring strategy is not 
providing the needed answers.  

It is Forest Service policy, FSM 2354.03 (4), to manage the use of rivers by establishing 
as few regulations as possible.  However, it is also Forest Service policy to manage wild 
and scenic rivers to protect and enhance the river values for which the river was 
designated.  If monitoring finds that the current level of management is not protecting or 
enhancing the ORVs, more restrictive measures may be instituted by the agency. The 
Forest Service may issue closure orders due to resource damage without environmental 
analysis. Documentation as to the need for change and the action would be placed in 
the project file.  

In addition, the following measures are within the range of alternatives developed and 
evaluated.  As a result of new information and monitoring conducted over the life of the 
CRMP, a new decision may be issued and include one or more of the following 
restrictions:  

• Require walk-in anglers to obtain a river corridor use permit. 

• Adjust the watercraft permit system by : 

• Changing the number of watercraft permits allocated per section or per day. 

• Adding additional restrictions such as group size limits or additional boat 
launch restrictions (metered launches).   

• Requiring public watercraft permits over a longer season of use. 

• Issuing watercraft permits based on a lottery system. 

• Restrict the number of walk-in anglers. 

• Add a required designated campsite permit. 

• Close access sites, trails, and streambank areas to recreation use.
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Comparison of Alternatives 
Table 10. Comparison of River Values, Issues, and Indicators by Alternative 

River Value or Issue and 
Indicator Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 Alternative 4 

Free-flow 
No new dams, diversions, or 
obstructions to free-flow 

Free-flow maintained 
and enhanced 

Free-flow maintained 
and enhanced 

Free-flow maintained 
and enhanced 

Free-flow maintained 
and enhanced 

Water Quality 
Water quality meets Michigan 
DEQ water quality standards  

Water Quality 
maintained 

Water Quality 
maintained 

Water Quality 
maintained 

Water Quality 
maintained 

Water Quality 
Human disturbances are small 
and localized 

Water Quality 
maintained 

Water Quality 
maintained 

Water Quality 
maintained 

Water Quality 
maintained 

Heritage Resources ORV Heritage Resource 
ORV maintained 

Heritage Resource 
ORV maintained and 
enhanced 

Heritage Resource 
ORV maintained and 
enhanced 

Heritage Resource 
ORV maintained and 
enhanced 

Heritage Resources ORV 
Percent of public lands 
surveyed to Forest Service 
standard  

Monitoring not 
completed as 
recommended 

Monitoring completed 
as recommended 

Monitoring completed 
as recommended 

Monitoring completed 
as recommended 

Heritage Resources ORV 
Site condition monitoring 
benchmarks are being met  

Monitoring not 
completed as 
recommended 

Monitoring completed 
as recommended 

Monitoring completed 
as recommended 

Monitoring completed 
as recommended 

Heritage Resources ORV 
A corridor interpretive plan is 
formulated and approved   

Corridor interpretive 
plan not implemented 

Corridor interpretive 
plan implemented 

Corridor interpretive 
plan implemented 

Corridor interpretive 
plan implemented 

Heritage Resources ORV 
Number of properties where 
site integrity is maintained or 
enhanced   

Heritage Resource 
property integrity is 
not maintained 

Heritage Resource 
property integrity is  
maintained and 
enhanced 

Heritage Resource 
property integrity is  
maintained and 
enhanced 

Heritage Resource 
property integrity is  
maintained and 
enhanced 
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River Value or Issue and 
Indicator Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 Alternative 4 

Scenery ORV 
Scenery integrity objectives 

Scenery ORV 
diminished over time 

Scenery ORV 
maintained, 
potentially enhanced 

Scenery ORV 
maintained and 
enhanced 

Scenery ORV 
diminished over time 

Recreation ORV ORV maintained ORV maintained and 
enhanced ORV maintained ORV maintained and 

enhanced 
Recreation ORV 
Availability of recreation 
opportunities 

Increase    Maintain Decline Increase

Recreation ORV 
Recreation Experience Gradual decline Maintain Enhance Potential decline 

Recreation: River Access 
and Facilities 
Meeting ROS guidelines 

No change in ROS 
class, current ROS 
classification not 
being met 

Change ROS class 
from Lower Branch 
Bridge to Walhalla to 
RN 

No change in ROS 
class, but 
management would 
change on Forest 
Service lands to 
better meet the 
existing ROS 
classification 

Change ROS class 
from Lower Branch 
Bridge to Walhalla to 
RN 

Recreation: River Access 
and Facilities 
Number of parking spaces 

600    660 600 750
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River Value or Issue and 
Indicator Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 Alternative 4 

Spring – watercraft 
use restricted by 
available parking  

Spring – watercraft 
use restricted by 
available parking 

Spring – 150 
watercraft permits 
available 

Spring – watercraft 
use restricted by 
available parking 

Summer – No 
change from current 

Summer - pooled 
permits, results in an 
increase in private 
watercraft availability 

Summer – No 
change from current 

Summer – No 
permits needed 
Monday-Thursday for 
an increase in private 
watercraft availability. 
Fri, Sat, Sun, 
Holidays no change 
from current  

Recreation:  River Use and 
Capacity 
Number of Forest Service 
general and private and 
commercial watercraft permits 

Fall – No watercraft 
permits required and 
no parking 
restrictions 

Fall – 150 watercraft 
permits available 

Fall – 150 watercraft 
permits available 

Fall – watercraft use 
restricted by available 
parking 

FS – 23 guides/36 
boats 

FS – 23 guides/36 
boats FS – reduced by 25% FS – increase by 

25% 
Recreation: River Use and 
Capacity 
Number of outfitter and guide 
watercraft permits during the 
year 2006 

State – 29 land use 
permits – could 
increase 

State – 29 land use 
permits – could 
increase 

State – 29 land use 
permits – could 
increase 

State – 29 land use 
permits – could 
increase 

Recreation 
Monitoring 

Limited monitoring 
data obtained 

Monitoring data for 
river access, 
recreation use and 
capacity, and social 
indicators collected 

Monitoring data for 
river access, 
recreation use and 
capacity, and social 
indicators collected 

Monitoring data for 
river access, 
recreation use and 
capacity, and social 
indicators collected 

Fisheries ORV Fishery ORV 
maintained 

Fishery ORV 
maintained and 
slightly enhanced 

Fishery ORV 
maintained and 
enhanced 

Fishery ORV 
maintained 

Fisheries ORV 
Stream wood per mile 

Decreased level of 
large wood 

Increased level of 
large wood 

Increased level of 
large wood 

Decreased level of 
large wood 
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River Value or Issue and 
Indicator Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 Alternative 4 

Fisheries ORV 
Channel width to depth ratio 

Channel getting 
deeper over time due 
to reduced sediment 
delivery 

Channel getting 
deeper over time due 
to reduced sediment 
delivery 

Channel getting 
deeper over time due 
to reduced sediment 
delivery 

Channel getting 
deeper over time due 
to reduced sediment 
delivery 

Fisheries ORV 
Fish species composition 

No change from 
existing1

No change from 
existing1

No change from 
existing1

No change from 
existing1

Fisheries ORV 
Effectiveness of NNIS control 

No change from 
existing1

No change from 
existing1

No change from 
existing1

No change from 
existing1

Analysis Issue 1 - Shoreline 
Appearance 
Number of existing facilities 
and access points at 
development level 3 or greater 

10    11 10 11

Analysis Issue 1 - Shoreline 
Appearance 
Number of streamside 
developments tracked through 
the number of approved 
variances issued under the 
natural river zoning  

Continued 
involvement 

Continued 
involvement 

Continued 
involvement 

Continued 
involvement 

Analysis Issue 2 – Aquatic 
and Riparian Habitat 
Change in bank and terrace 
erosion through change to 
existing facilities or 
development of new facilities  

Continued impact Improvement Improvement  Continued impact

                                                 
1 Fish species composition and sea lamprey control are presumed to stay the same within the context of Forest Service actions under the 
alternatives. There are factors beyond the scope of Forest Service management within the river corridor that could affect fish populations and sea 
lamprey control (e.g., Great Lakes ecosystem interactions, Michigan DNR and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service management). 
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River Value or Issue and 
Indicator Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 Alternative 4 

Analysis Issue 2 – Aquatic 
and Riparian Habitat 
Management of large wood 
material within the river 
corridor related to navigation 

Decreased level of 
large wood 

Increased level of 
large wood 

Increased level of 
large wood 

Decreased level of 
large wood 

Effect to Scenic River 
Classification 

Does not change the 
scenic river 
classification 

Does not change the 
scenic river 
classification 

Does not change the 
scenic river 
classification 

Level of development 
may result in a need 
for additional 
analysis, river 
classification may 
change  
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CHAPTER 3 – AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

Introduction 
This chapter describes the existing conditions for the ORVs and river corridor.  The 
Affected Environment section provides general information and establishes a baseline 
against which effects of the alternatives may be compared.  Chapter 4 builds on these 
descriptions to analyze the potential effects of each alternative on the resource.  A 
detailed discussion of each river resource can be found in the Outstandingly Remarkable 
River Resource Assessment in the project file.  

Free-flow  
The Pere Marquette River is the longest unregulated (no dams or impoundments) river 
system in the Lower Peninsula.  The river is spring fed.  A watershed assessment 
completed in 1999 by Northern Ecological Services concludes that the hydrological 
characteristics of the river system are stable, but not as stable as other streams in 
Michigan (Northern Ecological Services 1999). Annual flow has increased gradually 
since 1939, but the cause is unknown (Northern Ecological Services 1999).  There is a 
USGS streamflow gauge at Scottville. 

Occasional inclusions of consolidated clay soils occur that are highly resistant to erosion 
and act as hydraulic controls, creating riffles below them.  Mean gradient of the 
mainstem is 4.1 feet per mile (Northern Ecological Services 1999).  Mean annual flow is 
713 cubic feet per second (cfs) based on the USGS gauge at Scottville.  The mean 
monthly flow ranges from 497 to 1,030 cfs based on the 67-year period of record from 
1939 through 2006.  Thus, the ratio of the maximum monthly average to the minimum 
monthly average flow is 2.1, indicative of the stable flow regime.  The stable flow regime 
and low gradient result in relatively low stream power and limited ability to move 
bedload.   

Today, free-flowing condition is influenced by the sea lamprey control barrier in addition 
to any nonconforming private land practices, as well as, roads and road crossings that 
existed at the time of designation.  The WSR act, Section 3(a)(16), specifically mentions 
the control of the sea lamprey; “control of the lamprey eel [sea lamprey] shall be 
permitted subject to such restrictions and conditions as the Secretary of Agriculture may 
prescribe … (Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, Section 3 (a)(16)).”  

The risk of surface water diversion for irrigation or commercial use is low in the 
watershed. There is no risk of surface water diversion on the mainstem.  The 
commercial consumptive use of groundwater is an emerging issue in north central 
Michigan.  Currently there are no commercial consumptive wells pumping groundwater 
in the Pere Marquette watershed.  

Section 7(a) of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act protects designated rivers from water 
resource development projects.  This provision protects the existing free-flowing nature 
of the Pere Marquette River. 
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Water Quality 
Based on water chemistry and macroinvertebrate sampling conducted by the Michigan 
DEQ, water quality in the Pere Marquette mainstem is meeting the established water 
quality standards for a coldwater stream (designated “trout stream”).  The data indicate 
that the mainstem system has high quality waters in almost all locations (Michigan DEQ 
2002).  Water quality parameters meet the criteria for total body contact, recreation, and 
aquatic life.  The river has mildly alkaline hard water.  It has adequate mineral and 
nutrients for aquatic life, yet no indication of enrichment due to organic loading.  This is 
consistent with Northern Ecological Services (1999) finding that “Water quality 
parameters reported for the Pere Marquette River system suggest water quality is 
unimpaired.” 

In recent years, two projects have been completed that will improve water quality in the 
Pere Marquette River watershed.  The town of Scottville completed an upgrade to the 
city’s sewage system.  Prior to the upgrade during large rain events raw sewage would 
sometimes overflow from lagoons into the mainstem of the river.  This no longer 
happens because the lagoons are no longer used and sewage is routed to Ludington for 
treatment .   

Secondly, the Michigan Department of Transportation recently completed an upgrade to 
their storm water drain around the Village of Baldwin.  The Village of Baldwin is also 
planning to upgrade their storm water drain once some legal issues are resolved.  
Historically, both storm water drains flowed directly into the Baldwin River (a major 
tributary of the Pere Marquette).  Now a vortex system is used to filter the water before it 
enters the river. 

Given the predominance of sandy soils within the Pere Marquette River watershed, 
streambank erosion has the potential to contribute significantly to the sand bedload 
levels.  While erosion itself is a natural process, streambank erosion on systems such as 
the Pere Marquette River has been accelerated by historic land uses (e.g., river log 
drives, riparian harvest, conversion of forest to farm land) and current day recreation 
uses.  Another source of sediment delivery is poorly designed road-stream crossings.  
Sand bedload is discussed below under “Fisheries, Fluvial Processes and Aquatic 
Habitat.” 

River Resources, Outstandingly Remarkable 
Values 
Heritage Resources, History and Human Uses  
The following discussion has been adapted and updated from “Ecosystem Analysis of 
the Big South Branch of the Pere Marquette River Watershed (USDA-FS 2002).”  The 
original text concerning Native American culture and history is taken from the synthesis 
presented by Robertson and Landis (1996). 

People have occupied western Lower Michigan for thousands of years.  Over this long 
period, the land has changed from arctic tundra and spruce parkland to the current mix 
of second growth deciduous and conifer forests.  Modern climatic and biotic conditions 
have been in place since about 7,000 years ago, although the level of Lake Michigan did 
not stabilize to its’ present height until 2,500 years later. 
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The region, including the Pere Marquette watershed, lies in a transition zone between 
two major biotic provinces; the Canadian to the north and the Carolinian to the south.  
The people who lived in this transition zone practiced a series of complex cultural 
adaptations that were themselves blends of more distinguishable traditions to the north 
and south. 

Archaeologists divide Michigan history into four general cultural periods: the Paleo-
Indian, Archaic, Woodland, and Historic, each with its own internal subdivisions.  The 
Paleo-Indian period, dating from about 12,000 to 9,500 years ago, represents the oldest 
inhabitants of North America.  In Michigan, Paleo-Indian groups were small and highly 
mobile hunting large terrestrial animals such as caribou and elk.  Later, as plant and 
animal communities became more diverse, Paleo-Indian peoples adapted lifestyles more 
conducive to the exploitation of local resources. 

The long Archaic period lasts from about 9,500 to 3,000 years ago and is marked by 
increasing population, more diffuse economies, and technological diversification.  During 
the final two thousand years of the Archaic, modern biotic communities became well 
established.  Late Archaic groups saw Michigan much as the early European explorers 
did.  Large Late Archaic sites are found on interior rivers and lakes with many smaller 
sites located on the coasts. 

The manufacture and use of ceramic vessels beginning about 2,500 years ago is one of 
the major technological hallmarks of the succeeding Woodland period.  Whereas Archaic 
peoples were gatherers and hunters of wild plants and animals, early Woodland period 
groups also began to practice limited agriculture while maintaining the diffuse 
subsistence strategy of the Late Archaic period.  Sites of the early Woodland are not 
common in the northern Lower Peninsula of Michigan suggesting a local decrease in 
population.  The succeeding middle Woodland lasts from about 2,200 to 1,500 years 
ago.  In northwest Lower Peninsula of Michigan, the period is associated with a change 
in settlement pattern to greater reliance on coastal and lakeside settings.  Spring and 
summer netting of spawning suckers and panfish developed as a major focus of 
subsistence. 

A large increase in both the size and numbers of occupation sites and presumably 
population density marks the late Woodland period.  From 1,500 to about 400 years ago, 
late Woodland peoples developed economies based on more productive fall spawning 
fish species, the exploitation of wetland resources, and an expanded but limited 
agriculture. 

The identity of the Native American groups using the area and vicinity at the time of 
European contact in the early 17th Century is uncertain due to the sometimes confusing 
and conflicting names given by early recorders.  Ottawa and Chippewa peoples 
however, made use of the region by the beginning of the 1700s.  The economy of these 
groups depended on hunting, gathering, and agriculture with a major seasonal emphasis 
on fishing.  Both groups covered large territories exploiting a wide variety of resources. 

In 1836 representatives from local Ottawa and Chippewa bands entered into a treaty 
with the U.S. Government ceding their lands in western Michigan north of the Grand 
River.  The reservations established by the 1836 treaty were intended to have a duration 
of only five years.  The intent of Federal policy at that time was to resolve settlement 
conflicts between Euro-Americans and Indians by removing the Indian population to 
locations west of the Mississippi River. 
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By the 1850s Federal officials recognized that removal was not only a shortsighted 
policy but effectively unattainable.  Native Americans, for their part, had become 
increasingly successful in forging sympathetic political relationships within the State.  For 
Indians, the negotiations leading to the 1855 Treaty of Detroit were intended to redress 
certain critical problems, grievances, and shortcomings of the 1836 Treaty.  The treaty 
also reflected the change in Federal policy with the inclusion of provisions intended to 
more quickly assimilate Native Americans into the more dominant culture.  The treaty 
language provided educational benefits as well as allotting reserved lands to individual 
heads of households.  Previous treaties had reserved lands in common for local bands.  
For the Federal government, individual allotments meant family farms as in Euro-
American culture. 

Among the lands reserved in 1855 for allotment to the Grand River Ottawa were four 
townships, Custer, Eden, Crystal, and Elbridge, which lie in a column along the 
southwestern edge of the Pere Marquette watershed.  The designated scenic river 
corridor traverses the center of Custer Township. 

Following the 1836 Treaty, most lands north of the Grand River were opened for non-
Indian settlement provided a government land survey had been completed.  Township 
lines, and in most cases internal subdivision lines, were surveyed in 1838.  Atlas maps 
of Michigan published in the late 1830s do not show Lake or Mason Counties (e.g. 
Bradford 1838).  By the mid-1840s, however, atlases were showing both counties with 
their modern boundaries (e.g. Mitchell 1846). 

Non-Indian settlement, especially in the interior, was initially slow.  Although the 
Newaygo – Croton area on the Muskegon River to the south was permanently settled by 
Euro-Americans beginning in 1836, formal government organization for Mason County 
did not occur until the early 1850s.  Lake County didn’t begin to be settled until 1863 
(Rosentreter 1985) with organization coming in 1871. 

The 1850 U.S. Census reflects the frontier character of the area.  Lake County is not yet 
listed.  Of the 93 people enumerated by the census marshals as living in Mason County, 
all were white, a third foreign-born, and 80 percent were male.  Twenty people were 
employed in manufacturing but the data shows no farms or farm acreage for the county. 

Human-caused alterations to the landscape, while a factor during many generations of 
Native American occupation, accelerated dramatically in scope and intensity following 
the 1850s.  Industrial logging, rapid population growth, and market agriculture are 
among the economic and social forces that continue to effect river resources of the Pere 
Marquette watershed. 

Population data for the 1860 and 1870 shows Mason County population grew from 93 to 
831 persons between 1850 and 1860 and reached 3,263 people in the 1870 census.  
Perhaps as a legacy of the 1855 Treaty, approximately half of the total population of 
Mason County was Native American in 1860.  In 1870, however, the Indian population 
had fallen by nearly half and comprised less than ten percent of the total. 

Farm numbers and farm acreage increase dramatically in the decade 1860 to 1870.  In 
1870, for every 100 acres, 1 acre was farmland in Lake County but in Mason County, for 
every 10 acres, 1 acre was farmland.  Even though the area was experiencing rapid 
growth, most land, including lands classified as farmland, remained unimproved.  The 
ratio of improved acreage to total county acreage ranges from about 1 in 500 in Lake 
County to over 1 in 100 in Mason.  In Lake and Mason Counties, most farms were less 
than 20 acres in size and more than a third in Mason included 9 or fewer acres. 
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Table 11 presents actual and projected population numbers for the two counties which 
include the designated scenic river corridor.  Actual U.S. Census counts are given for 
1980, 1990 and 2000.  Between 1990 and 2000, Lake County was Michigan’s fastest 
growing county. 

Table 11. Actual and Projected Population Numbers3  

County 
Census 

1980 
(Actual) 

Census
1990 

(Actual)

Census
2000 

(Actual)
Estimated

2005 

Percent Population 
Growth 1980 between 

Actual 1980 and 
estimated July 2005 

Lake 7,711 8,583 11,333 12,069 56 
Mason 26,365 25,537 28,274 28,986 10 

 

Trends in the data show the population in and near the watershed are moving slightly 
toward greater ethnic diversity.  The watershed’s population is less white and less 
seasonal than previously documented and is growing rapidly.  However, it is also notable 
that there is significant variation between the townships in a number of population and 
housing variables. 

Field surveys by the Forest Service and others have thus far located over five hundred 
archeological sites within the Pere Marquette watershed.  All major time phases are 
represented from early Paleo-Indian hunters to nearly contemporary sites of the mid-
20th Century.  Information pertaining specifically to the scenic river corridor is much less 
satisfactory.  A large area survey, the first and only sponsored by the Forest Service, 
was conducted in 1971 by Michigan State University.  More recently the Little River 
Band of Ottawa has surveyed its lands below Custer.  While the details of this survey are 
not known (Mead 2007), the number of newly recorded sites reinforces the view that the 
historic sensitivity of the lands along the river is high. 

Scenery ORV 
The scenery discussion follows a long line of planning documents regarding the Pere 
Marquette River, the most recent being the 1983 Pere Marquette CRMP, updated in 
1990. These previous planning efforts contain direction for management of visual 
resources on the river using the Visual Management System (VMS) which was replaced 
with the Scenery Management System (SMS) in 1995. The SMS system differs from 
VMS by adding more public involvement to the planning process and integrating 
ecosystem management concepts into scenic analysis. The 2006 Huron-Manistee 
National Forests’ Plan adopted the SMS and describes the system and its application to 
lands on the forests in an appendix and is included in this report by reference (USDA-FS 
FSH 701). 

For facilities, including repair, replacement, or additions, a rustic style following the Lake 
Province character for the built environment (USDA-FS, December 2001) is used in 
addition to the Michigan Natural Rivers zoning requirements.  In general, vegetation 
would be influenced by natural processes, although manipulation may be used for scenic 

                                                 
3 Confidence:  High.  Source:  U.S. Census and the Office of the State Demographer; and 
Michigan Information Center, January 1996.  Estimated 2005 figures are taken from Census and 
Statistical Data, Library Development and Data Services, Library of Michigan. 
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enhancement or rehabilitation (e.g. to provide continued opportunities for fall color 
viewing or to open vistas).  

Landscape Character Description for the Pere Marquette River 
Corridor

“Landscape Character descriptions are a combination of the objective 
information contained within ecological unit descriptions and the cultural values 
that people assign to landscapes. Together they help define the meaning of the 
‘place,’ and its scenic expression (USDA FS FSH 701).” 

As described in the Huron-Manistee National Forests’ Plan (2006) the landscape 
character represents distinct attributes of landform, vegetation, surface water features, 
and cultural features that exist in the landscape.  

The river corridor begins at the “Forks,” the confluence of the Middle and Little South 
Branches of the Pere Marquette. The topography from Forks downstream to Walhalla 
Bridge is rolling hills sometimes creating high steep banks along the course. The slope 
of the river bed is gentle and water moves slowly over the gravel and sand bed. This 
eastern portion of the river is characteristic of one of the primary aesthetic appeals of the 
river: its sinuous, narrow form of clear, bright water. This characteristic is remarkable 
because the sinuosity occurs not for short stretches, but for miles and miles. The river 
bends and turns so frequently that it creates almost magical movement through scenery. 
No doubt one of the reasons people in canoes and float boats enjoy the trip so much. 
Boaters and anglers may be less than 100 feet apart in the water, yet do not perceive 
each other as the river bends separate them. Seasonal changes are another remarkable 
scenic aspect, as each season paints dramatically different scenes across the river 
banks. 

The experience of the river is made more interesting as the vistas open dramatically in 
the western reach of the river and vegetation changes from layers with tree canopy to 
waving grasses, willows, cattails and other aquatic plants. This western section of the 
river below Indian Bridge courses slowly through gently sloping land becoming braided 
and marshy.  Where the river meets Pere Marquette Lake adjacent to Lake Michigan, 
there are swampy islands.  The terminus of the scenic designation is at the Old Highway 
31 Bridge. The bridge supports frame an urban view of Ludington, a lake shore city. The 
contrast in vistas between the east and west segments is part of the river’s charm 
especially since the sinuous movement of the river stays the same while the scenery 
changes. 

Contemporary culture along the river encompasses a mix of five communities, private 
property and public land.  This cultural aspect is an integral element making the scenery 
more rural than expected in a scenic river. Yet the setting enfolds these structures as a 
kind of built environment rhythm along the river banks.   

The checkered layout of Federal, State and private lands bands the river corridor so that 
ownership alters intermittently along the way. Nodes of intense development are evident 
at the community locations and these developments are inconsistent with the Recreation 
Opportunity Spectrum (ROS) designation as well as with the Scenic Integrity Objective 
(SIO) of “high.” Nevertheless, the long stretches of natural river banks balance these 
intrusions of aesthetic anomaly and by the standard of other rivers in the region it is not 
considered to be highly developed. This is the reason the drafters of the WSR 
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designation determined that scenery was an outstandingly remarkable value based on 
the “lack of development.” 

Management and philosophy regarding the river are centered on maintaining the natural 
characteristics of the system and that is the best method to maintain the scenic values of 
the Pere Marquette River. At the same time the cultural elements are so strongly 
expressed that they will continue to hold their own in this special place. The challenge 
will be to maintain the balance already attained and to protect and enhance the scenic 
values for the future. 

The river itself is the primary viewing plain from which the landscape is observed.  The 
second in importance are the roads and developed sites, and third are all other areas 
within the corridor.  

The Pere Marquette WSR landscape from Forks to Scottville is observed only in the 
immediate foreground (0-300 ft.) and foreground (300 ft. - 0.5 mi.). This is due to the 
topography, vegetation, and the sinuosity of the river. When people see landscapes in 
this perspective they subject the landscape to more visual scrutiny. From Scottville west 
to Old Highway 31 Bridge, the landscape increasingly opens, sometimes to middle 
ground views (0.5 mi. to 4 mi.). This is due to the change in vegetation and the 
spreading nature of the river bed.  

Vegetative screening is used as a value criteria for management of the Pere Marquette 
River because: 1) the corridor supports thick vegetation, 2) it is part of the Michigan 
Natural River zoning direction to use screening to improve scenery, and 3) it is the most 
appropriate way to naturalize the existing unsuitable structures and facilities on the 
shores of the river. 

From the Forks to Bowman Bridge the river is primarily private land.  The Forks 
boating access is a low level development and somewhat screened from view. From 
here to the M-37 Bridge there is little evidence of human influence. Between the M-37 
Bridge and Bowman Bridge there are more private structures, including docks and 
bridges, encroaching on the river.  However, residential buildings are, for the most part, 
typical regional architecture and generally suitable within the cultural context of the 
place. Vegetation is thick and screens most buildings from view or creates interesting 
partial views.  

The second largest owner in this segment is the Forest Service.  Federal and private 
club lands contain very little development remaining natural in appearance.   

Gleason’s Landing access site is moderate in visual intrusion from the river, the design 
has successfully minimized visual impact of the slide, picnic and camping sites and cars 
in the parking lot are screened from view.   

Large docks and bridges, the railroad and utility crossings, large and inappropriately 
colored bridges and abutments at highway crossings, and stairways create 
uncharacteristic straight lines, forms and colors not belonging to this landscape. In these 
locations, the SIO of high is not met (Table 12).  

Ownership between Bowman Bridge and Upper Branch Bridge is split between public 
agencies (State of Michigan and Forest Service) and riparian landowners.  The 
landscape appears different than upstream segments because of steep banks 
intermittently along both or one side of the river.  These add visual interest as layers of 
vegetation rise up away from the river bank and soils are exposed adding color change 
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and new texture. The river contains some rapids which add sound to the environment 
along with the sinuous movement.  

At Rainbow Rapids, the access ramp and paved road are large with hard edges up the 
river bank. The Sulak access is paved but was constructed with attention to its 
appearance from the river and has less impact visually. Considerable numbers of user-
made trails are intertwined along the banks from parking areas and roads especially in 
the private sections. There are two utility lines crossing the river corridor and bridges at 
each end of the section. Signs are prolific in some areas, placed in an attempt to control 
access. Utility crossings, the bridges, clumps of signs, and some of the residences 
buildings do not meet the SIO of high (Table 12).  

State, Forest Service land, and private property are mixed between Upper Branch 
Bridge and Walhalla Bridge.  The private land is intensely developed. 

The river is deeper here and changes to darker colors adding an interesting visual 
element.  Structures and paths from private cabins and homes come right down to the 
banks; the number of buildings, screening and scale does not meet an SIO of high. Plus, 
the Barothy Resort property landscaping is substantially uncharacteristic of the natural 
surrounding.  

Balancing these effects are stretches of natural river banks and areas of very moderate 
development like the canoe camp at Elk. The river access site at Upper Branch Bridge is 
well suited to the landscape. Electric line corridors and the three bridges crossing the 
river are not constructed to reduce their impact so they add elements that do not meet 
the SIO (Table 12).  

This last section of scenic river corridor, from Walhalla Bridge to Old Highway 31 
Bridge expresses visual elements contrasting with the upper portion of the river. The 
river enters flatter terrain and becomes more swampy just below Walhalla Bridge and 
becomes progressively more so as it winds its way west to the lake basin.  The 
vegetation changes and the terrain opens gradually until views are available into the 
middle ground. While most of the river corridor is naturally appearing, at each of the 
access nodes, the level of development is urban, not designed with screening to 
naturalize views from the river, or to suit the surrounding landscape.  Each of the access 
points after Indian Bridge connects with municipalities so the campgrounds are dense 
and contain many facilities. In some cases the colors selected for river facilities is not 
suitable for blending into the landscape, an example is the Custer Bridge painted blue. 
People associate water with this color, but this shade of blue is not found naturally in the 
river corridor. At the Scottville access site the color of the rock for riprap is inappropriate 
(white) and elsewhere the development of large campgrounds adjacent to the river and 
access sites with chemical toilets visible from the river are a long way from meeting the 
SIO (Table 12).  

The access site located near Old Highway 31 Bridge is constructed to fit the setting, the 
parking lot and boat launch are subtle in color and size. The views from here are mostly 
of the river (and bridge) and open across swamp grasses and reeds. Only a short way 
downstream the extremely urban and even industrial scenes of Ludington break into 
view.  
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Table 12. Summary of Scenic Integrity Objectives (SIO) by River Segment 

Segment Existing Scenic Integrity 
Objective of the Segment Comments 

Forks to M-37 Bridge Meets SIO – 100% Little Development 
M-37 Bridge to 
Bowman Bridge Meets SIO – 80% Development could be altered to 

reduce visual impacts 
Bowman Bridge to 
Upper Branch Bridge Meets SIO – 85% Development could be altered to 

reduce visual impacts 

Upper Branch Bridge 
to Walhalla  Meets SIO – 75% 

Development could be altered to 
reduce visual impacts although 
the ability to meet the SIO of 
high at 100% is limited 

Walhalla to Old 
Highway 31 Bridge Meets SIO – 90% 

The 10% that does not meet the 
SIO consists of highly developed 
land and would be difficult to 
modify 

Recreation 
“The Forests serve as a ‘backyard’ playground for many Midwest residents with 
over 60 million people living within a day’s drive of enjoying the Forests’ 
recreation opportunities. Much of the Forests’ lands are intermingled with private 
and State lands and other recreational facilities (USDA-FS 2006).” 

This quote, from the introduction to the Huron-Manistee National Forests’ Plan, is 
exemplified in the Pere Marquette River corridor; those close-by millions and numerous 
local residents come for recreation and respite by, on, or in the waters of the Pere 
Marquette.  They visit with a sense of ownership, deep respect, and fond hearts for all 
66 plus miles of the sinuous river. Recreation is one of the outstandingly remarkable 
values of the designated Wild and Scenic River.  

As discussed in previous chapters, this recreation section follows a long line of planning 
documents regarding the Pere Marquette River. These previous planning efforts contain 
a complete history of recreation on and around the river.  Studies and reports completed 
since the 1990 CRMP update have added significant information about the river 
resources and visitor use.  A list of studies and reports directly related to the Pere 
Marquette River can be found in the project file. 

Visitor Use and Satisfaction  
Since the 1990 CRMP update, studies of landowner and visitor recreation use in the 
corridor have been conducted (Nelson and Johnson 1998; Nelson et al. 1998; Smith and 
Nelson 1998; Smith 1999; Nelson 2006). These studies estimate 81 percent of the use is 
by those accessing the corridor from designated public access points and 19 percent by 
shoreline property owners and their guests.  Most of the recreation focus by visitors 
accessing the corridor from public access points is on the river while riparian landowners 
and their guests are more likely to use both the river and uplands (Nelson and Johnson 
1998).  During the late 1990s, those accessing the river from public access sites and 
liveries tended to focus on the upper portion of the river while landowners and their 
guests were more likely to use the lower reaches (Smith 1999).  This use pattern is 
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based on the presence of public lands, private land and development, public access 
sites, and where visitor services are located.   

Shoreline owners and those accessing the river corridor from public access sites and 
liveries place high value on recreation and indicate issues related to use, such as 
presence of litter, shoreline appearance, trout populations, trespass on private lands, 
and the number people using the river, as a priority for management attention. Public 
access and livery owners also note public facility maintenance as a priority issue (Smith 
1999). 

Overall, researchers (Smith 1999; Nelson et al. 1998; Nelson and Johnson 1998) found 
that the most important recreation use of the river was fishing.  Following fishing, 
canoeing was the second most common activity for summer visitors using public access 
sites, while the riparian landowners and their guests participated in hiking and canoeing.  
During the fall and spring seasons, fishing was the main reason to visit the Pere 
Marquette River for the majority of both riparian landowners and public access and livery 
visitors. Anecdotal evidence suggests that today the percentage of anglers active in drift 
boat fishing has increased as private ownership of boats and personal float crafts 
becomes more common (Nelson 2007). 

Most visitors who access the corridor through public access sites or liveries are highly 
satisfied with their experience (Nelson et al. 1998; Johnson and Nelson 1999).  During 
the spring and fall, most visitors (58-62 percent) cited good fishing, scenic beauty, and 
convenient access as the reasons for their satisfaction.  During the summer, water 
quality, scenic beauty and a well managed corridor were cited by 67 percent of the users 
surveyed.  Negative experiences related to how good the fishing was and the visitors 
sense of crowding.  Only a small percent (approximately three percent) of fall 
respondents thought additional or improved access was needed.   

Overall, the surveyed recreationists accessing the corridor through public access sites 
applaud the Forest Service in maintaining a quality environment within the river corridor, 
especially related to the water quality, scenic integrity, convenient access, and 
maintenance of access site and facilities.  Visitors would like to see the Forest Service 
focus on crowding, litter, behavior by others, and additional law enforcement presence 
(Nelson et al. 1998; Johnson and Nelson 1999).  A few users thought the river was over-
regulated.  There has been no apparent change in the satisfaction levels of 
recreationists accessing the corridor through public access sites since the studies cited 
above were completed around 1996 (Nelson 2007). 

Conversely, riparian landowner satisfaction has been declining since 1996.  This is 
evidenced through the comments received by the Forest Service during recent public 
meetings and by mail.  In general, the riparian landowners have a reduced sense of 
security and are experiencing a higher level of conflict with visitors.  

Reviewing public comments and the research studies brought forward two key issues 
related to recreation.  These issues, River Access and Facilities and Recreation Use and 
Capacity, are discussed in Chapter 1 and were used to develop Alternatives 2, 3, and 4.  
These issues are key to this river management plan because the management of people 
and their behavior in turn affects other river users and the river resources and ORVs.  
Use and enjoyment of the river and its environment by the public must not change the 
Pere Marquette’s classification from Scenic to Recreational (Appendix A), nor can it 
diminish the protection and enhancement of river values including Free-flow, Water 
Quality, and the ORVs of Scenery, Fisheries, and Heritage Resources.  Recreation is 
also an ORV and this experience must also be protected and enhanced.  
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River Segments  
The Pere Marquette River corridor within the Huron-Manistee National Forests’ 
proclamation boundary has been divided into three non-motorized watercraft segments.  
These sections were created to allow easier administration of the river corridor and the 
watercraft permit system (1983 Pere Marquette CRMP): 

 Segment 1. The Forks to Bowman Bridge 

 Segment 2. Bowman Bridge to Upper Branch Bridge 

 Segment 3. Upper Branch Bridge to Walhalla Bridge 

In addition, the State of Michigan, under its navigation and fish and game regulatory 
statutes, has designated the Pere Marquette River downstream of Indian Bridge open to 
both motorized and non-motorized use.  The Forest Service has implemented a Forest 
Supervisor Order, 36 CFR 261.58(n), which restricts the possession or operation of a 
watercraft with a motor upstream of Indian Bridge on National Forest System lands.  

From M-37 downstream to Gleason’s Landing, the State of Michigan has designated the 
river as quality fishing water requiring “no kill, catch and release with flies only.” 

WSR Scenic Classification  
The current level of facilities, both in number of sites and degree of development, meet 
the intent of the WSR Scenic Classification (Appendix A), however there is a higher level 
of existing development than ideal.  The river corridor is trending towards a recreational 
classification with the number of facilities and the level of facility development. 

Recreation Opportunity Spectrum (ROS) 
The Forest uses the Recreation Opportunity Spectrum (ROS) to classify and manage 
recreation opportunities based on physical, social, and managerial settings. Currently, 
the corridor is divided between Roaded Natural (RN) and Semi Primitive Motorized 
(SPM). 

RN Visitor Experience Expectations – Use characterized by predominantly 
natural-appearing environments with moderate evidences of human activities 
usually harmonizing with the natural environment. Interaction between users may 
be low to moderate, with evidence of other users prevalent. Resource 
modification and utilization practices are evident but harmonize with the natural 
environment. Motorized use is provided for at moderate levels. 

Existing Segment - The Forks to Lower Branch Bridge 

SPM Visitor Experience Expectations – Use characterized by a predominantly 
natural appearing environment with concentration of users low, but there is often 
evidence of other users. The area is managed in such a way that on site controls 
and restrictions are subtle yet the scenic qualities of the river are maintained. 
Motorized use is permitted.   

Existing Segment: Lower Branch Bridge to the Forest Proclamation boundary 
(Custer Bridge) 

Guidelines for applying ROS to the Pere Marquette River corridor provide parameters for 
appropriate facilities, activities, setting and management within each of the designations 
(Table 13).  
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Table 13. ROS Classification Applied to Wild and Scenic Rivers  
Semi Primitive Motorized River Roaded Natural River 

ACCESS 
- Very few trailed access sites developed 

along the river. 
- Primitive roads to access points within 

the river corridor only - do not parallel 
river. 

- Traditional non-motorized and motorized 
watercraft use is consistent. 

- Developed access sites provided. 
- Roads parallel some portions of the river. 
- Some highway vehicle and off-road vehicle 

use is consistent and may be seen from the 
river. 

- Non-motorized and motorized watercraft use 
is consistent. 

REMOTENESS 
- Fairly high expectation of experiencing 

isolation from the sights and sounds of 
others. 

- Fairly high sense of remoteness. 
- Self-reliance through application of 

outdoor skills in an environment that 
offers a moderate degree of challenge 
and risk. 

- Moderate evidence of the sights and sounds 
of humans. 

- Opportunities for challenge in a natural 
environment but less expectation of risk. 

NATURALNESS 
- Largely undisturbed natural environment. 
- Little evidence of human development. 
- No impoundments, diversions or channel 

modifications. 

- Alterations to the landscape are subtle.  
Natural characteristics remain dominant. 

- Moderate evidence of human development. 
- Impoundments, diversions or channel 

modifications may be evident. 
FACILITIES AND SITE MANAGEMENT 
- Minimal facility development primarily for 

resource protection.   
- Parties on river responsible for human 

waste disposal and leave no trace 
camping practices. 

- Rustic facilities, developed for resource 
protection and to accommodate visitor use. 

 
 

SOCIAL ENCOUNTERS 
- Few contacts with other users primarily 

at rapids and access points. 
- Little, but some evidence of other users. 
- Small party size. 

- Moderate use occurs – contact with others is 
expected and occasionally continual, some 
chance for isolation. 

- Some evidence of other users. 
VISITOR IMPACTS  
- Natural ecosystems dominate. 
- Human impacts are generally limited to 

campsites of moderate to large size. 

- Natural ecosystems may be modified by 
human use. 

- Human impacts obvious but subordinate. 
VISITOR MANAGEMENT  
- Only a few subtle on-site visitor 

management controls or regulations are 
apparent. 

- Contact with management personnel is 
occasional. 

- On guided trips visitors perceive a high 
to moderate degree of challenge and 
risk. 

- A few on-site visitor management controls or 
regulations may be expected. 

- Contact with management personnel is more 
frequent. 

- On guided trips visitors perceive a moderate 
to low degree of challenge and risk. 
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Related to the ROS guidelines, the Pere Marquette River has numerous portal areas 
with concentrated use that have developed because the locations provide access to the 
river.  Use of portal areas would generally follow the guidelines for on-site development 
in the setting in which the area occurs.  Within the Pere Marquette River corridor, the 
facilities are higher in development level, more toward the rural or urban side of the 
Recreation Opportunity Spectrum. These have developed over time and are a part of the 
river cultural setting. However, these higher level developments do affect the experience 
and opportunities for users. On the Pere Marquette River, settings and experiences are 
predominately consistent with the Roaded Natural and Semi Primitive Motorized 
designation.  Monitoring would be needed to determine inconsistencies for future 
management plans (Appendix H). 

River Access and Facilities  
At the time of designation, the river could be accessed at ten developed public landings 
(USDA-FS December 1973).  Today, the Pere Marquette National Scenic River can be 
accessed from 21 public access sites which include a mix of Forest Service, State of 
Michigan, and township and city managed sites. 

Riparian landowners own about 70 percent of the shoreline along the Pere Marquette 
River, including a number of resorts and associations (Johnson and Nelson 1999).  
These properties provide river access to family members, guests, clients, and members. 

In addition, the river is crossed by 11 bridges, 3 of which are State highways. There are 
numerous roads that provide access in the river corridor, including county or municipal 
roads and private roads. The number of roads is high but not surprising for this region. 
Off-road vehicles are not allowed on National Forest System or State lands in the 
corridor unless they are on a designated trail, but are allowed on private lands. 

Winter use of sites for fishing is common although snowmobile use is not. Green 
Cottage, Gleason’s Landing, Bowman Bridge, Rainbow Rapids, Upper Branch Bridge, 
and Maple Leaf parking lots are plowed in the winter. 

The development level of a facility is one indicator of how a facility fits into its setting.  A 
scale of development, from primitive to level 5 in which the visitor will find modern 
facilities that provide for the comfort and convenience of the user, is used to express the 
development level (USDA-FS 2006:L32-34).  In a scenic river, development levels 1 and 
2 are most desired.  These development levels provide for basic visitor needs while only 
slightly modifying the environment.  Rustic facilities for comfort and convenience are 
provided, however, the improvements are mostly for resource protection. Facilities with a 
development level of 3 recognize the modification of the natural environment for comfort 
and convenience of users. The existing level of development for facilities in the Pere 
Marquette River corridor is found in Table 14. 
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Table 14. River Recreation Access Sites 

Access Site Type of Access 
Site 

Available 
Parking 
Spaces 

Current Situation1 Trends 

 

Ivan’s Canoe 
Livery 
(Sec. 15, T17N, 
R13W) 

Private Parking Unknown   

 

Baldwin Canoe 
Livery 
Sec. 22, T17N, 
R13W) 

Private Parking Unknown   

1 
Forks 
(Sec. 22, T17N, 
R13W) 

Canoe Access 20 

State site  
Minor canoe access 
Toilets 
Development Level 2 

 

2 
M-37 Bridge 
(Sec. 15, T17N, 
R13W) 

Watercraft Access 28 

State site  
Major canoe access 
Back-in boat access 
Toilets 
Development Level 3 

Exceeding parking 
capacity at times in the 
spring and fall seasons 

3 
72nd St.  
(Sec. 16, T17N, 
R13W) 

Walk In Access 10 
Forest Service site 
Walk-in fishing access only 
Development Level 2 

Exceeding parking 
capacity at times in the 
spring and fall seasons 

4 
Green Cottage  
(Sec. 16/17, T17N, 
R13W) 

Watercraft Access 
100 PAOT Canoe 
Rest Area 
(persons at one 
time) 

41 

Forest Service site 
Steps that include a slide for 

watercraft access 
Canoe rest stop 
Toilet & trash receptacle 
Development Level 3 

Exceeding parking 
capacity at times in the 
spring and fall seasons 

                                                 
1 Nelson 2006, Nelson 2007, Walker 2007 
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Access Site Type of Access 
Site 

Available 
Parking 
Spaces 

Current Situation1 Trends 

5 

Claybanks Angler 
Access and Camp 
Site  
(Sec. 17, T17N, 
R13W) 

Walk In Access 
35 

+18 @ 
Campsites 

Forest Service site  
Designated Campground – 9 units 
Walk-in fishing access with stairs  

to river 
No watercraft access 
Toilets & trash receptacles 
Development Level 2 

Exceeding parking 
capacity at times in the 
spring and fall seasons 

6 
Jorgenson’s Tract 
(Sec. 7, T17N. 
R13W) 

Walk In Access 5 

Forest Service site  
Walk-in fishing access 
No watercraft access 
Not identified as a designated 

access point on FS maps  
Development Level 2 

 

7 

Gleason’s Landing 
and Campground  
(Sec. 13, T17N, 
R1W) 

Watercraft Access 
Camping 
55 PAOT Camp 
80 PAOT Rest 
Stop 

28 
+ 12 @ 

Campsites 

Forest Service site  
4 family campsites and 2 group 

campsites 
Receives heavy watercraft use 

canoes (summer) and drift 
boats (spring and fall)  

Boat slide boat launch  
Toilets & trash receptacles, day-

use site with tables 
Major canoe rest stop & wading 

fishing access site 
Development Level 3 

Recreation use is 
impacting shoreline 
vegetation and eroding 
banks  

Exceeding parking 
capacity at times in the 
spring and fall seasons 

Use as a canoe take out in 
the summer season has 
evolved from incidental 
to a primary exit for 
River Segment 1 

8 

Rosebush Bend 
Angler Access 
(Sec. 12, T17N, 
R14W) 

Walk In Access 10 
Forest Service site 
Walk-in fishing access 
Development Level 2 
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Access Site Type of Access 
Site 

Available 
Parking 
Spaces 

Current Situation1 Trends 

9 

Bowman Bridge 
Campground and 
Landing  
(Sec. 2, T17N, 
R14W) 

Watercraft Access 
Camping 
175 PAOT 

52 
+ 20 overflow 

(gated) 

Forest Service site 
Designed to be major canoe 

launch and take-out point 
Campground has 16 family drive-

in sites, 4 family walk-in sites 
and 4 walk-in group sites 

Development Level 4 

Facility not being used to 
design capacity due to 
upstream Gleason’s 
Landing evolving from a 
incidental put-in and take-
out to a primary take-out 
portal. 

 McDougall’s (Sec. 
34, T18N, R14W) 

Private launch 
and parking Unknown   

10 

Rainbow Rapids 
Landing 
(Sec. 27, T17N, 
R14W) 

Watercraft Access 16 

Forest Service site 
Incidental, light canoe use 
Moderate year-round boat use 
Back-in boat launch 
Heavy use boats and fishing in 

spring and fall fishing season 
Wading angler  
Development Level 3 

Exceeding parking 
capacity at times in the 
spring and fall seasons 

 
40th Street 
(Sec. 28, T18N, 
R14W) 

Not Developed 0 

Forest Service site 
No developed parking or walk-in 

access 
Development Level – no 

development provided 

Light use 
Though not formally 

developed, this site 
does receive walk-in 
use 

11 
Sulak  
(Sec. 29, T18N, 
R14W) 

Watercraft Access 
- State 
Camping – FS 
60 PAOT Camp 
70 PAOT Rest 
Stop 

45 
+24 @ 

Campsites 

Back-in watercraft launch 
Canoe rest stop and access site 
Receives heavy angler use for 

both wading and boat access 
12 designated campsites 
Development Level 3 

Exceeding parking 
capacity at times in the 
spring and fall seasons 
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Access Site Type of Access 
Site 

Available 
Parking 
Spaces 

Current Situation1 Trends 

12 

Upper Branch  
Bridge Landing  
(Sec. 30, T18N, 
R14W) 

Watercraft Access 
 

50 
+ 20 overflow 

(gated) 

Forest Service site 
Separate launches for canoe and 

back-in boat  
Toilets & trash receptacles 
Camping for self contained units 

in the parking lot during the fall 
season 

Development Level 3 

Impacts occurring to 
shoreline vegetation and 
river banks 

13 

Elk 
(Sec. 30, T18N, 
R14W) 
 

Walk In Access 
Canoe Rest Stop 
and Camp 
20 PAOT Canoe 
Camp 

0 

Forest Service site 
Canoe campground with 4 sites 
Primitive pit toilet 
Gated road for administrative use 
Development Level 2 
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Access Site Type of Access 
Site 

Available 
Parking 
Spaces 

Current Situation1 Trends 

14 

Lower Branch 
Bridge 
(Sec. 24, T18N, 
R15W) 

Walk In Access 8 

Forest Service site 
Carry-in launch for  watercraft 
Walk-in fishing 
No facilities except traffic barriers 
Opening on the high bank south of 

the river, west of Landon Rd. 
and north of Barothy Rd. used 
for illegal dispersed camping, 
day use parking and motorcycle 
activity 

Boat access contributing to safety 
concerns  

The current CRMP has an action 
item to improve access at 
Lower Branch Bridge; this 
action item has not been 
completed 

Development Level 2 

Exceeding parking 
capacity at times in the 
spring and fall seasons 

15 
Logmark 
(Sec. 23, T18N, 
R15W) 

Walk In Access  
110 PAOT Canoe 
Rest Stop and 
Camp 

0 

Forest Service site  
Illegal drive-in camping is on high, 

steep banks overlooking the 
river. Canoe-in camping is on 
lower banks close to the river 

Heavy use during fall salmon 
fishing 

Development Level 1 

Expansion of user-created 
campsites in this area of 
the river is occurring 
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Access Site Type of Access 
Site 

Available 
Parking 
Spaces 

Current Situation1 Trends 

16 
Maple Leaf  
(Sec. 23, T18N, 
R15W) 

Walk In Access 22 

Forest Service site 
Heavy use in spring and fall 

fishing seasons 
Illegal dispersed camping 
Development Level 2 

Impacts occurring to 
shoreline vegetation and 
river banks. 

Exceeding parking 
capacity at times in the 
spring and fall seasons 

Presence of litter and 
waste 

17 
Walhalla 
(Sec. 21, T18N, 
R15W) 

Watercraft Access 20 
+ 8 overflow 

State site  
Major access for anglers (wading 

and boating) as well as 
canoeists exiting the river 

Provides toilets 
Provides canoe and back-in boat 

access 
Development Level 3 

Exceeding parking 
capacity at times in the 
spring and fall seasons 

18 
Indian Bridge  
(Sec. 23, T18N, 
R16W) 

Watercraft Access 12 

Forest Service site 
Receives moderate to heavy use 

by anglers 
Other than launch and parking 

area, site is a wetland 
Concrete boat launch 
Bridge obstructs ability for drift 

boats to pass under bridge, 
especially during high water, 
limiting the value of the site as 
an exit from the river 

Development Level 3 

Exceeding parking 
capacity at times in the 
spring and fall seasons 
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Access Site Type of Access 
Site 

Available 
Parking 
Spaces 

Current Situation1 Trends 

Total Parking Spaces in 
Upper River (within the 
proclamation 
boundary) 

 Approx 
500   

19 
Custer  
(Sec. 21, T18N, 
R16W) 

Watercraft Access Approx 
12 

Township site  
Major boat access for fishing and 

day use 
Launch site and adjacent parking 

is wet (downstream of the weir) 
even in the summer 

Site is poorly maintained with 
evidence of numerous 
campfires, litter, etc. 

Site of the lamprey weir that 
requires a portage to continue 
downstream  

Development Level 2 

Impacts occurring to 
shoreline vegetation and 
river banks 

Exceeding parking 
capacity at times in the 
spring and fall seasons 

Development of 
unauthorized or illegal 
campsites 

Presence of litter and 
waste 
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Access Site Type of Access 
Site 

Available 
Parking 
Spaces 

Current Situation1 Trends 

20 
Scottville Bridge  
(Sec. 19 & 24, 
T18N, R16W) 

Watercraft Access 
280 PAOT 
Campground 

Approx 
50 

Municipal site 
Two major boat access sites:  
Scottville City Park which includes 

a modern campground and 
many amenities  

 
Henry’s Landing is a private 

campground 
State boat launch and commercial 

landing, and canoe livery 
The sites have a significant visual 

impact upon the river  
Receives heavy use by anglers, 

especially during fall fishing 
Another canoe livery, River Run, 

is located just north of the river 
on the west side of Scottville Rd 

Development Level 5 

The level of development 
is atypical for a scenic 
river, however, the 
development was in 
place at the time of 
designation 

The level of development 
and use is increasing 
with improvements to 
facilities and special 
events at the site 

21 
Old Highway 31  
(Sec. 25, T18N, 
R18W) 

Watercraft Access Approx 
30 

State owned 
Is a major back-in boat access for 

anglers and waterfowl hunters 
to Pere Marquette Lake  

Provides toilets 
Development Level 2 

 

Total Parking Spaces 
within Pere Marquette 
River Corridor 

 Approx 
600   
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Public River Access Sites 

The number and size of developed public river access sites has increased from ten at 
the time of designation to the current 21 sites (Table 14).  Within the Pere Marquette 
River corridor access sites include five managed by the State of Michigan, 14 managed 
by the Forest Service, one managed by a Township, and one managed by the 
municipality of Scottville.  One of the State managed sites, Old Highway 31, as well as 
the Custer and Scottville sites are outside of the Forests’ proclamation boundary.  
Distribution of public access sites, by type of access, is shown in Table 15.   

The increase in sites is largely due to the formal conversion of user created sites into 
developed access sites (Smith 1999).  The further development of camping and access 
sites has resulted in less recreation related impacts to the river corridor.  While the 
number of developed sites has increased, the number of user created sites has 
decreased.  

Public watercraft access sites are strategically distributed over the high-use segments of 
the river, the Forks to Walhalla (Table 15).  On average, there is a public access site 
(watercraft, canoe, or walk-in) every 2.5 miles between the Forks and Walhalla with 
watercraft and canoe access points every four miles.  Between the Forks and Walhalla, 
the average float time between access points is approximately 1.25 hours, depending on 
the watercraft. It is realized that these access points are not evenly developed along the 
river corridor given land ownership patterns and topography.  However it does point to 
the fact that access along the Pere Marquette River, between the Forks and Walhalla, is 
available and serves a variety of users.  For the river below Walhalla, access 
opportunities change.  There are no developed walk-in sites and watercraft access 
points are, on average, greater than 6.5 miles apart. Float times between access points 
increase to approximately 2 to 2.5 hours  

To summarize, though existing facility improvements (more up-to-date toilet facilities, 
paving, etc.) may be desired, new watercraft access sites are not currently needed.  It 
should be noted that increased development at Lower Branch Bridge is an action item in 
the current CRMP and there are currently limited access opportunities at this site.  The 
40th Street access site is not a developed site but is being used by the public for walk-in 
access. 

Smith (1999) found both visitors and riparian landowners provided favorable responses 
when asked about public access.  The study found that the reasons for this favorable 
response were that public launch sites had a reasonable level of development and that 
there were an adequate number.  This same conclusion was found in Nelson et al. 1998.  
However, both the public and land managers note a possible exception at Lower Branch 
Bridge. 

Some sites may be perceived as being crowded during high-use periods, for example 
Gleason’s Landing, Maple Leaf, and Sulak, leading to the assumption that more facilities 
are needed. However, often this perceived crowding occurs on peak weekends and 
varies depending on season and the user’s expectations.  
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Table 15. Distribution of Public Access Sites Along the Pere Marquette River 

Segment Public Access 
Sites 

Miles in 
Segment

Number of 
Watercraft 

Access 
Sites 

Number 
of Canoe-

In 
Access 

Sites 

Number 
of Walk-

In 
Access 

Sites 

Forks to 
Bowman 
Bridge  

Forks, M-37, 72nd 
St, Green Cottage, 
Claybanks, 
Jorgenson’s, 
Gleason’s, 
Rosebush, 
Bowman 

12.6 5 0 4 

Bowman 
Bridge to 
Upper Branch 
Bridge 

Rainbow Rapids, 
Sulak, Upper 
Branch 

14.9 3 0 0 

Upper Branch 
Bridge to 
Walhalla 

Elk, Lower Branch, 
Logmark, Maple 
Leaf, Walhalla 

12.5 1 2 2 

Walhalla to 
Custer 
(Forest 
Proclamation 
Boundary) 

Indian Bridge 7.9 1 0 0 

Custer to Old 
Highway 31 

Custer, Scottville, 
Old Hwy Highway 
31 

18.5 3 0 0 

Totals  66.4 13 2 6 

Public Camping within the River Corridor 

Camping is only allowed on National Forest System land in the river corridor at 
designated sites.  These sites range in experience from campgrounds to individual 
campsites to canoe-in only camps, Table 16. Currently there is illegal camping occurring 
at Lower Branch Bridge (on the high bank south of the river), Logmark (on the high, 
steep bank overlooking the river), and at Maple Leaf. Campsites are generally full during 
summer weekends in July and August and during spring and fall fishing seasons.  
Conflicts have occurred among users, especially during the fall fishing season. 

On State land there is a 75-foot no camping set-back from the river and camping is not 
restricted to designated sites. The City of Scottville provides a modern campground with 
Henry’s Landing (a private site) across the road also providing camping. The City of 
Scottville has a three phase update and expansion planned for their facility.  Phase 1 will 
occur in 2007 and involves expanding parking primarily for use of the pavilion.  Phase 2 
and 3 will occur when funding is available and includes expansion and renovation of the 
campground.  In addition, there is a private campground near Upper Branch Bridge 
which is used by the public recreating in the river corridor. 
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Table 16. Public Camping within the River Corridor 

Camp Site Developed 
Campground 

Developed 
Group Camps 

Canoe-in 
Only Camps 

Claybanks 9 drive-in sites   
Gleason’s Landing 4 walk-in sites 2 group camps  

Bowman Bridge 16 drive-in sites
4 walk-in sites 4 group camps  

Sulak 12 drive-in sites   
Elk   4 sites 
Logmark   4 sites 

City of Scottville 
Campground 

23 full service 
sites and 10 
tent sites 

  

Riparian Landowner and Private River Access Sites 

Like the public, riparian landowners, guests, clients, and association members also 
participate in wading and shore fishing and canoeing.  However these river corridor 
users are also likely to use the uplands for hiking, nature observation, and hunting 
(Nelson and Johnson 1998).  They use the river corridor most in the summer and 
generally have their own watercraft. 

Riparian landowners often launch and retrieve boats from their property and one riparian 
landowner, McDougall’s, allows the public to launch and retrieve from their land for a 
fee.  Watercraft launched or retrieved by riparian owners is only subject to the Forest 
Service watercraft permit system when they use Federal access sites and/or the number 
of watercraft exceed their landowner permits.  Little data is available as to the number of 
users and amount of use generated by private landowners at these sites.  Baldwin and 
Ivan’s Canoe Liveries each maintain parking areas for their clients on private land 
outside the river corridor.   

Parking capacity of the riparian lands and the canoe liveries are not included in the 
facility discussion.  Parking for river users who are accessing the river banks through 
private land would be limited to those who obtain permission from the landowner. 

The 1973 Pere Marquette River Study Report identified an increasing demand for 
riverfront recreation residences as the “most serious threat to the river environment 
(USDA-FS December 1973).” Since 1973, the river has been designated a Michigan 
Natural River.  Zoning and a Michigan Natural River Zoning Review Board were 
established to guide development within the river corridor.  During 2005 and 2006, the 
zoning review board approved six variances. Typically, variances include construction or 
reconstruction of drainfields and wells, new home construction or additions to existing 
homes, new stairways to the river’s edge, and new docks. 

Maintenance and Improvement of Public Facilities 

The Forest Service and DNR maintain the public access sites annually and have been 
gradually improving and updating sites as money and resources become available.  
Maintenance and improvements have focused on reducing human related erosion and 
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addressing safety concerns.  For example, in 2006 the Forest Service replaced steps 
with a boat slide at Green Cottage (safety and terrace protection) and worked with the 
State to pave the lower portion of Sulak Access (erosion control). 

The further development of river access sites has also reduced the amount of litter and 
human waste improperly disposed of because facilities are available.  The existing 
condition of the river corridor is predominantly well maintained and free of litter and 
waste with the exception of isolated incidents. Some facilities need to be replaced or 
added to improve sanitation, for example replacing the pit toilets at Elk canoe camp and 
providing toilets at Logmark canoe camp and Maple Leaf. 

The Forest Service currently charges fees through the Recreation Enhancement Fee 
Program at Claybanks, Green Cottage, Gleason’s Landing, Bowman Bridge, Rainbow 
Rapids, Maple Leaf, and Upper Branch Bridge.  Sulak campsites will be added to the 
program in 2008. Vehicles are required to display a recreation permit while at these 
sites.  These permits are not associated with the watercraft permit program. 

Public Facility Use Patterns and Parking Capacity 

There are approximately 600 parking spots available within the river corridor (Table 14).  
This includes parking found in developed access sites (all jurisdictions), designated 
campsites and overflow parking lots.  Parking available on private land or occurring 
along Forest Service or county roads is not included. 

On a seasonal basis, the greatest number of vehicles was noted during the summer 
followed by the fall (Nelson et al. 1998).  On a daily basis, however, the peak counts for 
specific sites are in the fall.  The fall fishing season brings a high number of users to the 
river area in a concentrated time frame, primarily September and October.  Anglers 
move up and down the river with the fish migration utilizing all of the developed public 
access points, as well as accessing the river off of public lands with no developed 
facilities, at some time during the season. 

Summer Season 

Most visitors who use public access sites focus on the upper reaches of the river, Forks 
to Walhalla.  The segment from the Forks to Bowman Bridge has a high number of 
watercraft and walk-in access sites and is also the most desired segment of river during 
the summer season.  Favored watercraft access sites include M-37 Bridge, Green 
Cottage, and Gleason’s Landing while Bowman Bridge Access is underutilized related to 
its parking capacity (Nelson et al. 1998).  

The next segment, Bowman Bridge to Upper Branch Bridge is served by three watercraft 
access sites all of which receive moderate to high weekend use but rarely exceed 
parking capacity during the summer (Table 17). 

Between Upper Branch Bridge and Walhalla, watercraft access is limited while 
opportunities for walk-in access are common (Table 17).  Determined boaters do carry 
their boats into the limited walk-in access at Lower Branch Bridge. 

The segment of river from Walhalla to Old Highway 31 receives moderate use during the 
summer.  Though the river environment is unique as it flows through an ever broadening 
valley and wetlands, there appear to be few attractions for the summer river user and 
parking capacity is rarely exceeded. Concentrations of high use occur at Custer, 
Scottville, and Old Highway 31 access sites. 

Pere Marquette National Scenic River Environmental Assessment                              89 



Chapter 3 – Affected Environment 

To summarize, public facility use during the summer is focused on the first segment of 
river from the Forks to Bowman Bridge.  In this stretch M-37, Green Cottage, and 
Gleason’s Landing access sites often exceed parking capacities on peak weekends and 
holidays.  Use of access sites below Bowman Bridge is moderate, while use below 
Indian Bridge is light. 

Fall and Spring Seasons 

During the fall, parking capacity appears to peak during the last weekend of September.  
Between September 3 and October 17, 2004, there were 8 days in which the total 
number of vehicles counted exceeded the approximate 600 parking spaces in the 
corridor.  These days all occurred on Saturday, Sunday, and one Friday (Nelson 2006).   

Parking capacity is often exceeded during the fall and to a lesser extent the spring 
fishing seasons at M-37, Green Cottage, Claybanks, Gleason’s Landing, Rainbow 
Rapids, Sulak, Lower Branch Bridge, Maple Leaf, Walhalla, Indian Bridge, and Custer 
(Nelson et al. 1998).  This occurs primarily during the weekends but is also observed 
during the weekdays of peak fall fishing season.  Site use is also dependent on where 
the fish are within the river.  Anglers follow the fish up the river so parking needs change 
daily and weekly.  This occurs more in the fall than the spring.  Spring fishing tends to 
concentrate in the upper reaches of the river but this may be a reflection of parking site 
access due to snow (Nelson et al. 1998). Overflow parking has been provided at 
Bowman Bridge (gated - open fall season), and Upper Branch Bridge (gated – open fall 
season). 

From the Forks to Bowman Bridge, the fall and spring use patterns continue to show 
Claybanks and Gleason’s Landing exceeding parking capacity on both weekends and 
weekdays (Nelson 2006).  Bowman Bridge access has excess parking capacity during 
this same time.  Green Cottage exceeds parking capacity during the weekends.  Recent 
improvements to Green Cottage with the completion of a boat slide may increase use at 
this access site during the weekdays. 

Parking conflicts occur at Gleason’s Landing because the site is utilized by both wading 
and boat anglers.  Near Gleason’s Landing, the river conditions are narrow and shallow 
with deep pools allowing for bank and wading fishing opportunities.  This is also the end 
of the “flies only” fishing water, again allowing bank and wading anglers a unique 
access.  Conflicts arise at favorite pools and due to congestion around the boat launch. 
Claybanks walk-in access becomes crowded and exceeds parking capacity also during 
the fall. 

Between Bowman Bridge to Upper Branch Bridge, Rainbow Rapids access site exceeds 
parking capacity throughout the week (including weekends) while Sulak exceeds 
capacity on weekends (Nelson 2006).  This same situation is seen at Lower Branch 
Bridge where parking capacity is often exceeded. 

The segment between Upper Branch Bridge and Walhalla also sees heavy use by walk-
in anglers during the spring and fall seasons, most notably at Maple Leaf.  Here the river 
bottom changes providing prime spawning habitat for the potamodromous fish.  The river 
is narrow and shallow in this location providing good shore and wading fishing 
opportunities.  Shoreline use at this location results in the annual loss of stream bank 
vegetation leaving the banks vulnerable to erosion during the winter and spring before 
regrowth occurs. 

While the segment of river from Walhalla to Old Highway 31 receives light to moderate 
use during the summer, this changes during the fall and spring fishing seasons.  

90             Pere Marquette National Scenic River Environmental Assessment 



Chapter 3 – Affected Environment 

Walhalla, Indian Bridge, and Custer access sites all exceed parking capacity on peak 
weekdays and weekends.  

To summarize, public facility use during the fall and, to a lesser extent, the spring is high 
along all segments of the river as anglers follow the fish up and down the river.  Parking 
capacity is exceeded at most watercraft access points during some time of the season.  
Seasonal overflow parking facilities have been constructed at Bowman Bridge and 
Upper Branch Bridge to provide for additional parking needs, however, it is not 
uncommon to find vehicles and trailers parked along county roads or in private 
driveways.  Vehicles with trailers in the corridor account for about 20 percent of the 
vehicles counted (Nelson 2006). 

Walk-in and camping use also increases dramatically in the fall.  Claybanks and Maple 
Leaf walk-in access sites exceed parking capacity in the fall and all designated 
campsites are full during peak fishing. 

Winter Season 

Winter use within the Pere Marquette River corridor is light.  There is little snowmobile 
use although winter anglers use the Forest Service plowed access sites of Green 
Cottage, Gleason’s Landing, Bowman Bridge, Rainbow Rapids, Upper Branch Bridge, 
and Maple Leaf.  For many, this season provides the solitude missing during the spring 
and fall fishing season and summer boating season.  

River Corridor Recreation Use and Capacity 
Recreation activities on the Pere Marquette River National Scenic River have basically 
remained the same since the river designation. They are fishing, boating, camping, 
scenic viewing and picnicking. These are all directed to the river. In the uplands, 
activities such as hiking, photography, and hunting are enjoyed.  

Over 59 percent of visitors cite fishing as a reason for being in the Pere Marquette River 
corridor while 53 percent cite canoeing or tubing (Nelson et al. 1998). Riparian 
landowners and their guests also enjoy fishing and watercraft use. These two activities 
create the most challenge for management and receive greatest attention from the 
public, especially because the fisheries draw national and international attention. These 
two activities are sometimes in conflict with each other adding another layer of 
complication. Further challenges result from the fact that the majority of the corridor is 
privately owned.  Public recreation use spills over onto private properties in the form of 
trespass and vandalism. 

Canoeing occurs primarily during the summer while fishing occurs in all seasons, 
including winter, and during the Hex insect hatch when fishing occurs throughout the 
night. The Hex hatch occurs sometime between mid June and early July.  The 1990 
CRMP update attempted to address the increasing popularity of drift boats and 
commercial guiding on the Pere Marquette River.  However, the river’s popularity with 
anglers has continued to grow.  Shore and wading fishing remain the most common type 
of fishing; however drift boat fishing, either with a guide or in a private watercraft, is 
increasingly popular (Nelson 2007).  In 2000, the DNR changed fishing regulations in the 
“flies only” area, between M-37 to Gleason's Landing, to catch and release shifting some 
anglers to other parts of the river.  

Group sizes are generally less than four members (Nelson et al. 1998).  Party sizes are 
smallest in the spring and largest during the summer.  The maximum group size 
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recorded during the summer contained 80 members.  During the fall and spring, the 
largest group size was 25 individuals. 

Permitted Use Capacities 

Summer watercraft use capacities were established for the Pere Marquette National 
Scenic River in 1983.  Conflicts among users and between users and riparian 
landowners, pressure on developed facilities, and an overall sense of crowding and 
diminished experience lead the Forest Service to initiate a watercraft permit system 
(Walker 2007).  At the time of implementation, few recreation use studies had been 
completed on the river and use capacities were based on a “Carrying Capacity Formula.” 
This formula is found in the 1983 Pere Marquette CRMP, Appendix J.  Factors included 
in the formula included length of the river segment, hours per day available for use, 
desired spacing between watercraft, average time each watercraft is on the river, and 
the number of available use days in the season.  

During the 1990 CRMP update, summer use capacities were not adjusted. Commercial 
fishing guides were placed under Forest Service permit in 1992.  The number of boat 
permitted for commercial fishing has remained steady at around 36.  In 2006, the State 
of Michigan issued 29 land use permits to commercial fishing guides. 

During the winter of 2007, spring, summer, and fall watercraft capacity was reviewed.  
Appendix F contains a description of the River Watercraft Capacity Determination; the 
determination, assumptions, limitations, and rationale of the analysis are included.  

Commercial Canoe Livery and Public Watercraft Permits and River Use 

Watercraft permits are required for canoe livery clients and the general public from May 
15 through September 10 for launching or retrieving watercraft from Forest Service 
access sites. Watercraft permits are not required when only State or private sites are 
used to launch and retrieve watercraft.  However, the State now requires the liveries to 
have a commercial land use permit for the launch and retrieval of watercraft from their 
sites. 

During this time period, watercraft hours are from 9:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. unless persons 
in the watercraft are engaged in fishing.  A watercraft is anything one can float on – tube, 
raft, canoe, drift boat, or kayak. Permits are allocated for one watercraft for one day.  

Watercraft permit numbers vary by river segment and the day of the week.  In addition, 
watercraft permits are divided between the canoe liveries and the public (Tables 4, 4a, 
and 4b).  A total of 240 watercraft permits are available during weekdays, 642 permits on 
Saturdays, and 544 on Sundays and holidays. 

There are two canoe liveries operating out of the town of Baldwin Michigan; Baldwin 
Canoe Rental and Ivan’s Canoe Rental.  Another, River Run Livery, operates out of 
Scottville providing canoes in the lower reaches, Custer Bridge and below, of the river. 
River Run Livery is not under a Forest Service special use permit and does not launch or 
retrieve boats from Forest Service access sites.  Baldwin and Ivan’s canoe liveries have 
permits for year round use with watercraft allocations.  Each operation owns property 
outside the river corridor and provides client parking and shuttle services as well as 
watercraft rental.  Both liveries also have a State land use permit that allows them to 
launch and retrieve watercraft from State access sites. 
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Livery owners report an increase in kayak and tube rentals with a decrease in canoe 
rentals since the CRMP was updated in 1990.  Currently between the two canoe liveries 
there are 29 rafts available for rental. 

The Forest Service allots the canoe liveries a percentage of the permits from the total 
watercraft permit allocation (Tables 4, 4a, and 4b).  This percentage varies by river 
segment :  79% Segment 1; 81% Segment 2; and 81% Segment 3.  These percentages 
are based on historic canoe livery use and the goal of developing a watercraft allocation 
system that recognized the needs of commercial interests and future social/economic 
interests of the area (1983 Pere Marquette CRMP).  

Approximately 35 percent of all available summer watercraft permits were issued by 
either the commercial canoe liveries or Forest Service during 2005 and 2006.  For the 
119-day summer watercraft permit season, 44 percent of this use occurs during 
weekends (Project Files).  Weekend days include Friday, Saturday, Sunday, and 
holidays.  However, during July and August, between 75 and 80 percent of available 
weekend public permits are issued and around 50 percent of available weekend permits 
are issued by the canoe liveries (Table 19). Saturdays are the most popular weekend 
day with all permits often being used (both public and commercial livery). Segment 1 
(The Forks to Bowman Bridge) is the most desired section of river.  Nelson (2006) 
reviewed watercraft permit data from 2001 to 2004.  He estimates that during the month 
of July, over 80 percent of available watercraft permits were issued.  In addition, 
Saturday was requested the most often and Segment I was the most popular section of 
river.  Thus, previous findings are consistent with what the 2005-2006 data shows. 

Summer Season 

Tables 17 through 20 summarize both commercial canoe livery and public watercraft 
permit data for the years 2005 and 2006.  Data source is Baldwin District permit files.  
Table 17 displays the use over the entire 119-day summer season. Again, Segment I is 
the most popular with use decreasing as one moves downstream into Segments II and 
III.   
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Table 17.  Summer Season, Annual Watercraft Permit Allocation and Use by River 
Segment, Commercial Canoe Livery and Public (Years 2005, 2006)1. 

 Commercial Canoe  
Liveries 

Public 

Date Permits 
Available 

Percent 
Used 

Permits 
Available 

Percent 
Used 

Segment 1     
2005 13,440 48% 1,921 71% 

2006 13,440 47% 1,924 71% 

Segment 2     

2005 9,432 28% 3,399 55% 

2006 9,512 29% 3,400 62% 

Segment 3     

2005 10,368 13% 2,754 31% 

2006 10,357 12% 2,754 36% 

Totals (80 %)  (20 %)  

2005 33,240 31% 8,074 51% 

2006 33,309 31% 8,078 56% 
1 Segment 1.  Forks to Bowman Bridge; Segment 2. Bowman Bridge to Upper Branch Bridge; 
Segment 3.  Upper Branch Bridge to Walhalla 
 

Figure 1.  Percent of Days in Which All Public Watercraft Permits Were 
Issued.
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It can be seen from Figure 1 that permits for the public are more readily available over 
the course of the summer in Segments II and III.  For instance, on a seasonal basis, all 
the public permits for Segment III, on average, are used only 10% of the total available 
119 days. 

Table 18 shows the percent of the summer season in which all watercraft permits are 
used by the liveries and the public.  Again, it can be seen that demand is highest in 
Segment I, especially on weekends and holidays.  Public permits are all issued on 
slightly more than half of the available weekend days whereas commercial livery permits 
are all issued for about one third of the summer weekend days in Segment 1.  The 
majority of this use occurs on weekends in July and August (Table 19).   

Table 18.  Summer Season, Percent of Days in Which All Commercial Canoe 
Livery and Public Watercraft Permits Were Issued by River Segment (Years 2005, 

2006)1. 
 Commercial Canoe Liveries 

(Percent Used) 
Public 

(Percent Used) 
Date Summer 

Season 
Summer 

Weekends and 
Holidays 

Summer 
Season 

Summer 
Weekends and 

Holidays 
Segment 1     
2005 18% 28% 40% 53% 

2006 19% 38% 39% 58% 

Segment 2     
2005 15% 30% 18% 33% 

2006 19% 36% 28% 49% 

Segment 3     
2005 0% 0% 8% 17% 

2006 0% 0% 12% 22% 

                                                 
1 Segment 1.  Forks to Bowman Bridge; Segment 2. Bowman Bridge to Upper Branch Bridge; 
Segment 3.  Upper Branch Bridge to Walhalla 
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Summer Weekend Data 

Table 19.  Summer Weekends, Percent of Watercraft Permits Issued, Commercial 
Canoe Livery and Public (Years 2005, 2006)1. 

 Commercial Canoe  
Liveries 

Public 

Date May to 
September 

July and 
August 

May to 
September 

July and 
August 

Segment 1     

2005 52% 69% 78% 96% 

2006 52% 68% 84% 93% 

Segment 2     

2005 37% 48% 66% 81% 

2006 39% 50% 73% 86% 

Segment 3     

2005 19% 26% 46% 55% 

2006 18% 27% 51% 55% 

Totals     

2005 38% 50% 63% 76% 

2006 39% 51% 68% 78% 

 

Closer examination of the summer season verifies what has been previously stated, that 
the majority of watercraft use occurs in July and August, especially on the weekends 
(Table 19).  One can see that a little more than 75% of the available public permits get 
used in July and August weekends for the river as a whole whereas the liveries use half 
of their allocation.  Again, Segment I is the most popular with nearly all of the available 
permits for the general public being used, 85 % for Segment II, and slightly more than  
half for Segment III.  On July and August weekends, the liveries’ use 70% of their 
allocation for Segment I, 50% for Segment II, and slightly more than 25% for Segment 
III.  However, they do report that they consistently use all of their allocation of permits on 
Saturdays in July and August.   

From examination of the use by weekend, it comes as no surprise that the use of 
permits available for the public and canoe liveries is concentrated on the summer 
weekends in July and August in Segments I and 2.  When you compare public use on 
weekends over the season versus the months of July and August; 58% of public permits 
are utilized versus 93% on Segment 1, 49% versus 86% on Segment 2, and 55% versus 
17% on Segment 3 (Figures 2 and 3).  Public permits are available for all river segments 
throughout the season but are utilized at close to capacity on Segments 1 and 2 on 
weekends in July and August. 

 

                                                 
1 Segment 1.  Forks to Bowman Bridge; Segment 2. Bowman Bridge to Upper Branch Bridge; 
Segment 3.  Upper Branch Bridge to Walhalla 
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Figure 2. Percent of Watercraft Permits Issued on Weekends in July and August of 
2006 for Public ad Public and Canoe Liveries. 
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Figure 3. Percent of Summer Weekend Days in Which All Public Watercraft 
Permits Were Issued. 
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Other observations glean m the summ son daily use data are as follo
There is an increase in demand for Segments 2 and 3.  Much of the demand for 
S mes during Ju , August, and September with demand in Segment 3 
c  in July and Septe   July and A uld indicate that users are 
willing to float alternate segments of the river to obtain permits, while use of the
s ts during Septem a reflection fall fishing pressure.  Segmen
r city (100 percent of the permits issued) over the 4
weekend, Labor Day weekend, and a few s d weekends ng recent ye
(Project File). 

Spring and Fall Seasons 

ed fro er sea ws.  

egment 2 co ly
oming mber. ugust demand wo

se 
t III egmen ber is of the 

eached capa th of July, Memorial Day 
cattere  duri ars 

Table 20. Spring and Fall Seasons, Annual Watercraft Permit Allocation by River 
Segment, Commercial Canoe Livery and Public (Years 2005, 2006). 
 Commercial Canoe Liveries 

(Percent Used) 
Public 

(Percent Used) 
Date May September May September 

Segment 1     

2005 18% 52% 42% 75% 

2006 27% 45% 41% 89% 

Segment 2     

2005 14% 38% 32% 75% 

2006 15% 34% 36% 94% 

Segment 3     

2005 6% 15% 8% 56% 

2006 5% 8% 12% 86% 

 
 

oes indicate that 

Table 20).  The daily records also 

Little quantitative data is known about use in the spring before May 15 or in the fall after
September 10 since the Forest Service watercraft permit system currently runs from May 
15 thru September 10.  However, the permit data for the spring period d
use is low (less than 40 percent of the available permits are issued) and that Memorial 
Day weekend is the big draw (Nelson 2006).  Anecdotal evidence suggests that the 
opening weekend for stream trout fishing (last Saturday in April) may also bring many 
people to the river. 

For the fall period, use is high and for the first ten days of September, the Forest Service 
issued almost 80 percent the general public permits (
indicate that all three segments showed similar use illustrating that anglers use the entire 
river corridor during the fall as the fish move through the system (Project File). 

Fall use is changing for the canoe liveries.  This conclusion is based on data from 
September 1 thru 10, the current permit season, and accounts from the livery owners 
(Walker 2007).  Though some of this drop can be contributed to poor weather; the 
affordability of boats and equipment is creating less demand for canoe rentals.  Instead 
most fall livery income is based on car spotting for anglers with private watercraft. 
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C
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of guide services varies with weather, fishing ns,  g eport use 
(confusion by some on how to report service days), and marketing intensity.  In 2004, 

 was increased to better reflect the public’s need for outfitted 
services.  In 2005, 93 percent of the permits allocated were used indicating an equitable 
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offering of permits compared to demand (Table 21). 

In 2006, the DNR issued twenty-nine land use permits to commercial guides.  These 
permits allowed commercial guides to launch and retrieve boats from State administered 
access sites within the Pere Marquette River corridor.  These access sites include the 
Forks, M-37 Bridge, Sulak, Walhalla, and Old Highway 31.  These permits do not allow
for the launch or retrieval of boats from Fo
require use reporting by permittees.  The number of State permitted commercial guides
may change in the future depending on State regulations and administration of the 
permit program.   

Table 21. Forest Service Guide Permits and Service Days on the Pere Marquet
National Scenic River, (Years 2004-2006)1 

Year Permits Boats Total Days Days Percent 
Allocated Used of Use 

2004 25 36 3,780 3,263 86% 
2005 25 35 3,995 3,697 93% 
2006 23 36 4,195 3,986 95% 

Fishing Hole Availability 

During the fall and early winter of 2004-2005, researchers look
distribution of fishing holes within the Pere Mar (Nels
done to assist in estimating a physical carrying capacity for fall and sprin ng 
seasons.  Currently there is no fall o ng water ermit requiremen ever the 
s he d sprin hing seasons has warranted a review of the 
n nd fall apaciti

F of th r is diff t from sum  use and managers do not feel 
that summer capacity nu ble to the fall and spring 
During the summer there is a combination of fishing and floating.  Generally users drift 
down the river with the current moving downstream and dispersing the use.  This 
changes during fall and spring fishing seasons because boating anglers spend more 
time on holes and move slowly down the river.  In addition, there are substantially more 
shore and wading anglers. 

Nelson (2006) found the river section between M-37 and Bowman Bridge had the 
greatest number of prime fishing holes and the highest percent of the section in prime 
fishing holes (Table 22). 
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1 Data Source:  Baldwin Ranger District Permit Records (Walker 2007) 
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Table 22. Prime Fishing Hole Availability by River Segment1

River Section Miles in 
Section 

Number 
of Holes 

Average Percent of Holes over 
Total Section Length 

(linear feet of Holes per 
Number of 
Holes per 
River Mile length of section)2

M-37 – Bowman 
Bridge 11.5 132 11.5 13% 

Bowman Bridge – 
Upper Branch 12.4 73 5.9 6% 

Upper Branch 
Bridge - Walhalla 10.9 59 5.4 6% 

Total 34.8 264 7.6 9% 

Fisheries 

Fluvial Processes and Aquatic Habitat 
The Pere Marquette River mainstem sub-watershed encompasses approximately 49
square miles.  It lies within a geologically young, formerly glaciated setting.  Evidence of 
past meandering is present in river terraces at levels above the present streambed.  Du
to their glacial origin, the predominant soils are a mix of unsorted till and well sorted and 
stratified outwash plain deposits (N

2 
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orthern Ecological Services 1999).  The majority of 

River, 
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lays an important role in channel morphology, being one of the 
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these soil types are well drained.  Because of this, the Pere Marquette River system is a 
predominately groundwater fed system with a stable flow regime (Michigan DEQ 2002).   

Any current description of northern Michigan rivers, including the Pere Marquette 
should be prefaced from a historical perspective.  There was once an abundance of 
large wood in these rivers (Bassett 1988; Verry and Dollof 2001).  Present day leve
much lower due to stream clearing for log drives at the turn of the 19th century, the 
second growth nature of the existing riparian forests (lower rates of large wood 
recruitment than would occur in old growth), and clearing for recreational watercraft 
passage.  Wood p
primary channel forming agents.  It also provides habitat diversity, cover for fish, habit
for invertebrates and other riparian-dependent wildlife, and protection for streambanks
during high flow events (Bisson et al. 1987; Hicks et al. 1991; Verry 1992; Hilderbrand 
al. 1997; Verry and Dollof 2001).   

As scientific knowledge about the importance of large wood in aquatic ecosystems cam
to the forefront in the late 1980s, more attention was paid to the maintenance and 
restoration of this component in the Pere Marquette River.  The riparian forest is 
designated old growth (USDA-FS 2006).  This would lead to higher recruitment rates o
large wood over the long-term.  The Forest Plan states that clearing of large wood 
navigational hazards shall be “minimal”.  .  Present-day clearing of such hazards is a 
collaborative effort between the liveries, river guides, conservation groups, and reso
agencies (DNR and Forest Service) with a goal of balancing aquatic habitat needs w
watercraft safety. 

                                                 
 
2 The percent of holes over the length of section is estimated only.  The linear measurements on 
a number of holes were missing from the collected data (Nelson 2006). 
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Sediment transport is also a major factor in channel forming processes.  Given the 
predominance of sandy soils within the Pere Marquette River watershed, streambank 

 
iver 

DA 

ct 

r, 
r river in northern Michigan, was directly attributable to streambank erosion.  

, the Pere Marquette project focused on this sediment source 
nks over a 40-mile reach (Forks to Walhalla) were stabilized 

 
sources to address the magnitude of 

.  

 River.  The 

ings 

tte River mainstem is designated as trout waters (i.e., 

 
d 

erosion has the potential to contribute significantly to the sand bedload levels.  While
erosion itself is a natural process, erosion on systems such as the Pere Marquette R
has been accelerated by the historical land use of using the river for log drives and the 
creation of raw banks where logs were rolled into the river.   

Another source of sediment delivery is poorly designed road-stream crossings, 
especially when viewed from a cumulative perspective.  There are 193 such identified 
crossings within the entire Pere Marquette River watershed, of which the vast majority 
(85 percent) are rated moderate and severe in terms of sediment delivery potential 
(Northwest Michigan Resource Conservation and Development Council and US
Forest Service 1993).   

The combination of historic stream channel and streambank erosion and cumulative 
input of road-stream crossings has led to elevated sand bedload levels which in turn 
have adversely affected aquatic habitat and continue to impair aquatic habitat today. 
Hansen et al. (1983) and Alexander and Hansen (1986) demonstrated that relatively 
small sand bedload concentrations of 80-100 parts per million can adversely affe
aquatic life through a variety of mechanisms.  

In the mid-1980s a large-scale river restoration project was undertaken on the Pere 
Marquette River with a focus on reducing sediment delivery to lower sand bedload 
levels.  Hansen (1971) estimated that 55 percent of the sand bedload in the Pine Rive
a simila
Thus, over the first decade
and 175 eroding streamba
at a cost of $1.5 million (Conservation Resource Alliance 1997).  This was done through
a partnership as no one agency had the financial re
the project and the river traversed through Federal, State, and private lands.   

Since the mid 1980s, cumulative stabilization has amounted to 31,000 linear feet (7.3 
percent of the waterline over this 40-mile reach).  It is 4.4 percent of the total waterline 
when considered within the context of the entire 66-mile National Scenic River corridor
Gough (1995) felt that the amount of bank stabilization done in the Forks to Walhalla 
reach would not affect the overall stability and function of the Pere Marquette
Pere Marquette River Restoration Partnership project evolved into a watershed 
approach in the mid-1990s and attention shifted to addressing the road-stream cross
and erosion sites on tributary streams. To date, 35 road-stream crossings have been 
upgraded at a total cost of $2.7 million in this ongoing effort.   Again, private sector – 
public agency partnerships have been the tool for dealing with these high restoration 
costs. 

Fisheries Resource 
Unless noted otherwise, the majority of the following information was adapted from the 
Northern Ecological Services (1999) assessment. 

Most of the Pere Marque
coldwater) and the system supports a renowned coldwater fishery.  It is a designated 
“Blue Ribbon” trout stream from Reek Road upstream to Switzer Bridge on the Middle 
Branch (above the designated National Scenic River portion).  It has a self-sustaining
resident fishery (primarily brown trout) and also supports runs of salmon and steelhea
from Lake Michigan that attract thousands of anglers to the river each year. 
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Historically, the Michigan grayling and brook trout were the native salmonid species 
present in northern Michigan.  By the turn of the 19th century, the grayling was 
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 the Pere Marquette River and its tributaries and is usually found 

er the 
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 yearlings and fingerlings.  All stocking of trout above 
self-
n 
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extirpated, presumably due to over-fishing and habitat degradation.  Native brook trou
populations also declined.  With the demise of the grayling, extensive stocking of non-
native trout occurred.  Most notably, the Pere Marquette River was the location of the 
first brown trout introduction in the United States (1884).  Rainbow trout were planted
1885 and these early introductions developed into a self-sustaining potamodromous 
steelhead population.  Coho and chinook salmon were introduced into Lake Michigan in
1966.  The only fish stocking of salmon within the Pere Marquette River system occurred 
in Ruby Creek in 1967.  However, a naturally reproducing salmon population is now 
established in the river. 

In terms of fish communities, 66 different species were documented to occur betwee
1925 and 1998.  Fifty-nine are considered native and seven are introduced (common 
carp, redear sunfish and five salmonids: coho and chinook salmon, Atlantic salmon, 
brown and rainbow trout) and one that colonized the Great Lakes, the sea lamprey.  
Recently, round gobies have been documented in the lower river (Infante, 2005). A 
complete listing of all these species is found in Table 15 of Northern Ecological Service’
(1999) assessmen

Brook trout (Salvelinus fontinalis) and mottled sculpin (Cottus bairdii) are designated 
Management Indicator Species (MIS) for the Huron-Manistee National Forests.  While 
the brook trout occurs in the mainstem of the Pere Marquette River, the dominant 
resident salmonid in the mainstem are brown trout (Salmo trutta).  On the Manistee 
National Forest the larger populations of brook trout are typically found in small 
headwater streams where brown trout are not as abundant.  Mottled sculpin are found 
both in the mainstem of
in area gravel and cobble substrate.  Both brook trout and mottled sculpin are 
considered indicators of good water quality in cold water streams. 

Today, fisheries concerns focus on increasing pressure by recreational anglers.  A 
recreational use survey conducted in 1997 indicated that 95 percent of the users of the 
Pere Marquette River fished (Nelson et al. 1998).  In some areas of the river, high levels 
of use have degraded riparian habitat, warranting the construction of stairways, 
boardwalks, and other remedial measures to provide access while protecting sensitive 
riparian habitat.   

Fish stocking as a management tool in the Pere Marquette River has changed ov
years, shifting away from the planting of large numbers of legal sized fish (mostly brow
trout) to higher numbers of
Gleason’s Landing ceased in 1999 as natural production is adequate to support 
sustaining fisheries.  Brown trout yearlings are stocked annually between Bowma
Bridge and Indian Bridge.  No salmon or steelhead are stocked in the mainstem of the
Pere Marquette River. 

In general, the trend in Michigan trout fishing regulations has been toward more 
restrictive and complex laws.  The same holds true for the Pere Marquette River.  O
the first “flies only” water in Michigan was established on the Pere Marquette River in 
1970 (M-37 to Gleason’s Landing).  This ten mile stretch of water is extremely popular 
as it contains a great deal of spawning habitat (gravel) attracting large numbers of 
salmon and steelhead and is quite wadable.  Over the years, the daily bag limit has been 
reduced from five (> 10 in) to one (> 16 in) to its present “no kill (2000).”  One 
unanticipated result of the “no-kill” regulation has been a shift in angling use, especia
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during the spring and fall potamodromous fish r
Maple Leaf site where it is legal to harvest fish. 

uns, to downstream areas such as the 
 Use at these downstream sites, 

vels where some riparian habitat 

ugh the collaborative clearing of navigation hazards by 
s 

r.  
ches 

, primarily State and township and city (Table 1).  The fewest acres of 
st 

 

ithin the watershed are Baldwin, Scottville, and 
 area at 

re 
.   

alls and riprap, 

especially during the fall salmon season, reaches le
degradation is occurring.  

Currently, the State has four types of fishing regulations for the mainstem Pere 
Marquette River, each pertaining to a particular river segment.  Specifics can be 
obtained at the Michigan DNR web site (http://www.michigan.gov/documents/stream-
regs_151765_7.pdf). 

The emphasis for current fisheries management on the Pere Marquette River is on 
habitat protection and restoration.  As previously discussed, much of this effort has 
focused on reducing sources of sediment delivery to lower sand bedload levels (e.g., the 
Pere Marquette River Watershed Restoration Partnership).  Maintenance of large wood 
in the river is also being done thro
river users and resource agency personnel.  Another important facet of current fisherie
management is “people management”; that being providing adequate access while 
protecting sensitive riparian habitat. 

River System Description  
Landownership and Economics 
The Pere Marquette River is located in the western portion of the Manistee National 
Forest and flows through Lake and Mason counties.  Seventy-four percent of Michigan’s 
population, approximately 7.4 million people, is within a two-hour drive of the Huron-
Manistee National Forests (Social and Economic Assessment, 2003).  The existing 
highway system provides easy access to the river corridor.  Michigan Highway M-37 
runs north south and provides access into Baldwin and the upper portion of the rive
US 31 also runs north south providing access to Ludington and the downstream rea
of the river.  US 10 runs east and west and provides multiple locations for accessing the 
entire length of the river corridor. 

Within the 13,100 acre river corridor, land ownership is a mix of private, Federal, and 
other public land
public land are in the “flies only” stretch (Forks to Gleason’s Landing) with the greate
concentration of public land found from Sulak to Maple Leaf and Walhalla to Custer 
Bridge.  Private lands within and adjacent to the river corridor can be characterized as
rural.  Population densities in Lake and Mason counties are low, with the largest 
population concentration being the City of Ludington, adjacent to Pere Marquette Lake.  
The three primary municipalities w
Ludington.  Baldwin is the gateway to the nationally acclaimed “flies only” fishing
the headwaters of the river.  In Scottville, a city-operated campground, a State-owned 
launch site, and a privately-owned campground are clustered on the river a short walk 
from the downtown.  Ludington serves as a Lake Michigan port at the mouth of the Pe
Marquette Lake.  Most development within the watershed is focused around Ludington

Within the river corridor, summer and permanent homes have been developed on 
private lands and are visible from the river.  Boat docks, retaining w
stairways, and some maintained landscapes around homes are common.  The Michigan 
Natural River designation has controlled development and limited management of lands 
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along the Pere Marquette through zoning in the river district (400 feet wide on each side
of the stream). 

 

iver 

velers spent $8.8 billion dollars in Michigan on trips of 60 miles or more 
in 2000.  Of this, it is estimated that outdoor recreation accounts for 

ve 

  
re than 20 miles from the site and spending at 

 for the trip is not included.  Hence, the estimate of the economic 
creational use of the Pere Marquette River is conservative.   

ration into the county as people retire and move “up north” versus natural 
tion changes (U.S. Census Quickfacts, 2007).  The per capita personal income is 
7.  In 2000, tourism dollars contributed an estimated $43.7 million into the local 

 
.  The 

ed 

ere Marquette watershed.  

Recreational use of the river has continued to increase over time with an estimated 
940,000 recreational use hours between the fall of 1996 and spring of 1997.  Eighty-one 
percent of the visitors to the river are from Michigan.  The main uses of the river and 
corridor are fishing, canoeing and kayaking, nature observation, and hunting (Nelson et 
al. 1998). Refer to the Recreation ORV discussion for more information on river and r
corridor recreation opportunities 

The tourism industry is a significant component of Michigan’s economy.  It was 
estimated that tra
away from home 
$1.7 billion or about 20 percent of all tourist spending (Stynes, 2002).  Travel to 
Michigan’s northwest region accounts for 14 percent of Michigan leisure travelers and 
16.4 percent of Michigan’s leisure person days, the second highest share of the fi
Michigan travel regions (Michigan 2001 Travel Summary 2003).   

Direct spending by tourists recreating on the Pere Marquette is substantial during every 
season.  Nelson et al. (1998) estimated total tourist visitor direct spending for the Pere 
Marquette River to be $6.5 million.  The majority of this spending occurred in Lake and 
Mason counties.  

The level of tourist visitation to the corridor generates a sizeable economic impact in a 
region in need of stable economic growth.  A large part of the estimated 229 jobs and $7 
million total sales effect are in Lake County, one of the poorest counties in the State.  
Spending and economic impact was only estimated for the local area near the corridor.
Spending en-route to access sites mo
home in preparation
contribution of the re

Lake County 
Lake County lies in the northeastern portion of the Pere Marquette watershed.  Lake 
County’s population is ranked 75th in the State (out of 83 counties) with 11,333 people 
living in the county in 2000 (Table 11).  The U.S. Census Bureau projected Lake 
County’s population to increase 6.5 percent from 2000 to 2005.  This increase is due to 
net mig
popula
$14,45
economy (Michigan Tourism, 2000).   

Lake County was designated an Enterprise Community in 1997.  In 2003, 16.9 percent
of the population was living below poverty as compared to 11 percent for the State
designation has meant improved infrastructure within the county, primarily in the Village 
of Baldwin.  However, employment opportunities within the county have not increas
significantly over the last ten years.   

Mason County 
Mason County lies within the western portion of the watershed and contains the largest 
industrial base and largest population center within the P
Mason County’s population is ranked 50th in the State with a 2000 population of 28,274 
(Table 11).  The U.S. Census Bureau projected the county’s population to increase 2.5 

104             Pere Marquette National Scenic River Environmental Assessment 



Chapter 3 – Affected Environment 

percent from 2000 to 2005.  The per capita persona
contributed an estimated $62.3 million dollars into th

l income is $17,713.  Tourism dollars 
e local economy (Michigan Tourism, 

oblem over the Great Lakes Region 

 

r is slight.  

nd 

 
 feet 

 
cres 

rals, 25 
percent includes State minerals, and the remaining 21 percent includes private mineral 

rface acres within the river corridor, approximately 

His
dry  
activity
the eas
abando
known 
point.  all of 
which h
and the  
Field, i  Riverton 
Tow  all 
of w
1966 a
holes d

2000). 

Air 
Air quality over the Huron-Manistee National Forests is generally good (Michigan DEQ 
2002). However, mercury deposition remains a pr
due to on-going air emissions from large metro areas to the south and west.  The 
primary industrial contributors of mercury to the environment are coal-fired power plants 
and petroleum refineries.  Concentrated urban areas are also large contributors.   

The Pere Marquette River is located in west central Michigan, which is sparsely 
populated and rural in character with little input of pollution from manufacturing or other 
sources associated with people.  Ludington is the only city located within or adjacent to
the corridor that has any sizable industry.  There is a possibility of air pollution, but the 
potential to have an effect on the river corrido

Air quality is regulated by the National Ambient Air Quality Standards. The river corridor 
is not in a protected airshed.   

Geology and Mineral Resources 
Generally, the topography of the watershed is rolling to flat.  The eastern portion is 
characterized by its hilly nature, with the western portion generally being more broad a
flat.  Like other watersheds in the area, the effects of glaciation are evident.  Rolling, hilly 
moraines, flat outwash plains, kettle and oxbow lakes, eskers, drumlins, and kames can
all be found.  This part of Michigan is underlain by glacial drift up to several hundred
deep with no outcroppings of bedrock material.   

Minerals of potential value within the Pere Marquette National Scenic River corridor 
include oil and gas and sand and gravel.  Mineral ownership under these various surface
ownerships is a complex mix of Federal, State, and private minerals.  Of the 2,292 a
of Forest Service System land, approximately 54 percent includes Federal mine

ownership.  Of the entire 13,100 su
ten percent includes Federal minerals, 21 percent State minerals, and the remaining 69 
percent includes private mineral ownership. 

toric development of oil and gas within the river corridor itself has been limited.  Four 
 holes were drilled in Amber Township between 1955 and 1985.  No other exploration

 is known within the corridor itself.  Several seismic survey lines have been run on 
t end of the corridor, however, the density of activity is low.  There are two 
ned oil and gas fields located in close proximity to the corridor.  The closest, 
as the Scottville field, is approximately ¼ mile from the corridor at its closest 
Approximately 21 shallow oil and gas wells are associated with this field, 
ave been plugged and abandoned.  The earliest plugging date on record is 1964 
 last well in the field was plugged in 1992.  The other field, known as the Wiley

s located approximately 1.6 miles south of the corridor boundary in
nship.  Approximately 18 shallow oil and gas wells are associated with this field,
hich have been plugged and abandoned.  The earliest plugging date on record is 

nd the last well in the field was plugged in 1990.  There have been numerous dry 
rilled within one-mile of the river corridor in Custer and Amber Townships.   
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unty near Custer.  A large portion of central Lake County has 
outwash plains and till plains at intermediate elevations.  Soils 

and are 

h 

r 
use there 

 adequate vegetative cover, relatively flat ground, a high infiltration rate, and gentle 
recipitation rates. 

sand and gravel pits are known to exist in or adjacent to the river corridor.   

eeable Development 
There are several existing constraints at the State and Federal level that may be used to 
limit development in the river corridor.  These include: 

1. Huron-Manistee National Forests Land and Resource Management Plan (2006)
st
as
su
National Forest System lands within the river corridor.  In addition, the Huron-
Manistee National Forests have the opportunity to recommend a similar 
restriction when leasing of State minerals under National Forest System lands is
proposed. Based on the mineral ownership, these restrictions would apply to 
approximately 31 percent of the surface acres within the corridor. 

2. Standard State of Michigan oil and gas lease terms allow the Department of 
Natural Resources to prohibit oil and gas wells on State leases within 1,320 feet
of any lake or stream (PR 4305, Rev. 03/08/2005, I.4.). This restriction would
apply to approximately 21 percent of the surface acres within the corridor. 

3. Under Part 305 (Natural Rivers) of Act 451, the State of Michigan is authorized to
prohibit oil and gas development within 300 feet of a river’s edge (324.30509).  
This restriction could apply to the entire corridor.  

Based on best information available, including past drilling activity, historic developme
seismic exploration, and pending nominations for oil and gas leasing, the river corridor is
considered to have a low probability for development of either oil and gas or sand and 
gravel.   

Soils 
A variety of soils are found within the Pere Marquette watershed, reflecting the varied 
environmental and geologic conditions of the region.  The elevation in the river corridor 
is between 590 to 853 feet above sea level, with a mean of 658 feet.  Landforms 
common in the river corridor include glacial outwash plains punctuated with morainal 
hills. Alluvial and fluvial bottomlands have developed along the river itself. 

In general, soils found at higher elevations were 
and high outwash plains.  These soils are
sensitive to wind erosion, and have thin to
County and in Mason Co
soils derived from sandy 
on intermediate outwash plains tend to drain rapidly, have low natural fertility, 
susceptible to wind erosion, water erosion, and caving along steeper slopes.  Soils 
which developed at lower, non-wetland elevations on nearly level till plains and ground 
moraines are sandy to loamy textured.  The agricultural areas running north to sout
near Scottville have loamy textured soils on nearly level topography.  Thick organic top 
soils form in the interior wetlands and also include alluvial floodplains along the rive
corridor. Except for steep river banks, erosion is generally not a problem beca
is
p
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he Pere Marquette River corridor includes approximately 49 miles of Lake and Mason 
of roads on

Unauthorized user-developed roads also occur in the river corridor.  Poor road location, 
as is often the case with user-developed roads, sometimes results in rill and gully 
erosion, or rutting.  General administrative activities, such as closing and rehabilitatin
unauthorized roads continue. 

River Corridor Vegetation 

Upland Vegetation 
Pre-European vegetation in the river corridor was generally considered to be 
predominantly black ash swamps, mixed conifer swamps, shrub swamps, and open 
water, with large acreages of white pine, hemlock, and mixed hardwood forests (C
and Albert 1998).  Past management practices have greatly influenced the current 
vegetation of the area.  Logging during the late 1800s and early 1900s deforested much, 
if not all, of the lands in the Lower Peninsula of Michigan.  Through protection and 
reforestation, these lands have returned to a forested landscape (Figure 4).   

Figure 4. Current Land Cover Types for the Pere Marquette National Scenic Rive
Corridor 

Landtype associations within the river corridor are predominately outwash plains with 
jack pine, red pine, as well as pin, black, and white oak; moraine deposits with sugar 
maple, beech, basswood, red oak, and red maple; and riparian terraces and floodplains 
Cleland et al. 1994).  The riparian terraces and floodplains play host to white cedar, 
balsam fir, tamarack, white and black spruce, hemlock, basswood, red maple, ash, and 
paper birch. 

Of the approximately 2,292 acres of National Forest System lands within the
Marquette River corridor, 85 percent is forested and 15 percent is classified as non-
forested which includes upland openings and wetlands.  Approximately 297 acres (13
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percent) of the river corridor is over 100 years of age.  Over time, more acreage would
move into this age class becau

 
se the corridor is being managed for old growth.   
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unities (Tepley et al 2004).  The 
ted by forested habitats, many of 

ype, 
is 

anagement on Federal lands both within and adjacent 

er district, a 75 foot restrictive cutting belt is maintained on private 
lands and 150 foot restriction belt on public lands, both sides of the river.  Trees and 
shrubs may be pruned for a filtered view of the river, but clear cutting in the natural 

All National Forest System lands in the river corridor have been designated for old 
growth management (USDA-FS 2006).  Within old growth areas, emphasis is given to 
natural processes; however restoration using mechanical treatments, prescribed fire, or 
salvage is allowed when there are public safety concerns or forest health threats.  
Firewood permits are not issued within old growth areas, but gathering firewood for a
campfire is acceptable. 

Riparian Vegetation 
The meandering channel creates peninsulas dominated by green ash, alder, willow, and 
high-bush cranberry.  The first river terrace contains stands of big-tooth aspen, norther
white cedar, hemlock and balsam fir. Towards the western portion of the Pere 
Marquette, the floodplain becomes more open and emergent marsh vegetation is more 
commonly found. Just before emptying into Pere Marquette Lake, a large emergent 
cattail marsh complex exists. 

River valleys represent an unusually diverse mosaic of landforms, physical 
environmental factors, species, and biological comm
Pere Marquette River corridor, in general, is domina
which are wetland in nature.  

Of greatest interest is the occurrence of the Southern Floodplain Forest community t
a rare plant community type occurring in Michigan.  The Southern Floodplain Forest 
found within the Pere Marquette watershed around Bowman Bridge, Custer, and along 
the South Branch tributary.  It has a global ranking of 3 (very rare or local throughout its 
range or found locally in a restricted range, making it vulnerable to extinction) and a 
State rank of 3 (rare or uncommon in State with a range of 21 to 100 occurrences). 
There are only 36 southern floodplain forests in Michigan. 

Though the river corridor has a pristine appearance in many areas of its length, 
vegetative changes are evident when comparing vegetative maps of the 1800s to those 
of present time. In addition, it is noted that a large number of wetlands have been lost 
along the Pere Marquette River corridor, particularly in Lake County. While exact 
acreage is not available for the river corridor itself, visual examination of National 
Wetland Inventory wetland loss maps for the county indicate a loss of approximately 50 
percent or more of wetlands along the northern branch of the Pere Marquette River. 
Much less loss is indicated for the river corridor that occurs in Mason County. 

Summary for River Corridor Vegetation 
In the past 20 years, vegetation m
to the river corridor has been minimal.  In 2006, salvage operations occurred at the 
Bowman Bridge campground and river access following a tornado.  Other activities 
include eight acres of commercial thinning and hazard tree removal at developed 
recreation sites.  There is little evidence of firewood or timber theft in the river corridor.  

Designation of the Pere Marquette as a Michigan Natural River means activities on 
private and State lands in the natural river district are subject to zoning.  Within the 
Michigan Natural Riv
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outside the seen area from the river.  More commonly understory and overstory 
vegetation has been replaced by a maintained yard (mowed grass and flower beds). 

Natural factors leading to changes in vegetative composition include storm damage, 
wildfire or prescribed fire, insect or disease infestation, and natural succession of fore
types over time.  Both the emerald ash borer and be
western vicinity of the river corridor and are expected to advance rapidly and would lik
have an impact in the corridor.   

Management activities leading to changes in vegetative composition on National Forest 
System lands include old growth restoration treatments, such as prescribed burning in 
grasses or thinnings in pine plantations to reduce the visual row effect, and to a lesser 
extent, construction of recreational facilities and erosion control projects.  Activities that 
may occur on non-National Forest System lands include construction, timber harvest or 
other vegetation clearing, and changes in land use from non-commercia
to commercial use. 

Wildlife 
The river corridor and larger Pere Marquette River watershed provides habitat for
variety of wildlife with o

amphibians and reptiles are known to occur here as breeding populations an
more migrate through or over winter (DNR 1994).   

The river corridor with
bottom, and oxbow and wetland habitats provides wildlife habitat for a variety 
species. The river corridor is a migration route for whitetail deer, hawks, and numero
neotropical migrant birds.  Cavity-nesting ducks, owls, birds, flying squirrels, porcupine
turkeys, and other species are also found here.  Wetland and marsh dependent specie
including great blue herons, mallards, and wood ducks are found below Walhalla Bridge
Common species that occur in the river corridor are whitetail deer, moles, shrews, bats,
weasels, coyotes, squirrels, chipmunks

Terrestrial Management Indicator Species (MIS) present in the river corridor include 
ruffed grouse.  Generally, ruffed grouse populations seem to have a 10-year population 
cycle.  The Huron-Manistee National Forests’ monitoring information for grouse indicates 
that the population trend is probably cycling down after a high in 1999.  Population 
trends for the State of Michigan indicate that grouse populations may be slightly 
increasing or stable.   

Endangered, Threatened, and Sensitive Species 

Aquatic Species 
To date there are no documented occurrences of any federally listed aquatic 
endangered or threatened species occurring in the Pere Marquette National Scenic 
River corridor.  There have been documented occurrences of two Regional Forester’
aquatic sensitive species (greater redhorse sucker and lake sturgeon
corridor and one species (creek heelsplitter) in the Big South Branch, which is a major 
tributary of the Pere Marquette River.  
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The greater redhorse sucker (Moxostoma valenciennesi) is an obligate riverine spe
that is long-lived, slow growing, and has specialized feeding adaptations.  They are 
vulnerable to habitat alterations such as channelization and impoundments and s
to turbidity, siltation and other forms of pollution (Healy, 2002).  Recent survey 
information (Infante, 2005) indicates that the Pere Marquette River may be one of the 
few rivers on the Huron-Manistee National Forests with a substantial greater redhor
population.  In a
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n effort to monitor greater redhorse numbers the Forest Service worked 
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cooperatively with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service to monitor fish passage at the 
Custer weir (lamprey barrier) in 2006.  Sampling occurred on eleven days from May 5, 
2006 through June 6, 2006.  Sampling periods ranged from three and a half hours to 
nine and a half hours.  During this time a total of 271 redhorse suckers passed through 
the weir.  Of these only one was a greater redhorse.  Other redhorse species captured 
included golden redhorse (172), shorthead redhorse (82), silver redhorse (14) and black
redhorse (2) (Vis
lamprey barrier is not a bar

The lake sturgeon (Acipenser fulvescens) is a long lived, bottom dwelling species that 
occurs in large rivers and shallow areas of large lakes where benthic organisms that 
serve as food are abundant.  This species is rare throughout its historic range and 
populations are believed to be one percent of their original size.  The most significant 
threat to lake sturgeon is habitat fragmentation (Natureserve, 2007).  There are 
occasional reports of occurrences of lake sturgeon in the Pere Marquette River but the
is not believed to be a spawning population in the river.  The Pere Marquette River is 
listed as a “medium” priority f

helan, 1997) 
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Table 23. Plant Regional Forester Sensitive Plant Species with Potential Habitat 
Along the Pere Marquette National River Corridor1  

Scientific Name Common Name 

Cirsium hillii Hill’s thistle 
Poa paludig ss ena bog blue gra
Prunus alleghaniensis var. davisii Alleghany plum 

                                                 
1 MNFI Database 2007 
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Table 24. Sensitive Plant Species Likely to Become Regional Forester Sensitive 
Species with Potential Habitat Along the Pere Marquette River Corridor1  

Scientific Name C Statommon Name us 

Berula erecta wild parsnip RRFSS 
R com ional Fores pecies. 

Wildlife Species 
Impo
including the federally listed ba terfly (E), and Indiana bat (E) 
(Table 25). R l Forester’ s, other th d in Table 
26.   

Table 25. Federally-listed Endangered and Threatened Species in or Adjacent to 
ver 

RFSS = Re mended Reg ter’s Sensitive S

rtant wildlife populations are know to occur in or adjacent to the river corridor, 
ld eagle (T), Karner blue but

egiona s Sensitive Specie an plants, are foun

the Pere Marquette Ri Corridor 
Class Common Name Scientific Name Status 

Birds Bald E liaeetus le reatened agle  Ha ucocephalus Th

Invert Karner Blue Butterfly Lycaeides m ndangered ebrates elissa samuelis E

Mammals Indiana yotis soda Endangered  Bat  M lis 
 

Table 26. Regional Forester’s Sensitive Species in or Adjacent to the Pere 
 CorrMarquette River idor 

Class Common Name Scientific Name 
Northern Goshawk Accipiter gentilis 

Red-shouldered Hawk Buteo lineatus Birds 
Common Loon Gavia immer 
Eastern Massasauga Sistrurus catenatus  
Eastern Box Turtle Terrapene carolina  
Wood Turtle Clemmys insculpta 

Reptiles 

Blanding’s Turtle Emys blandingii 

Frosted Elfin Incisalia irus 

Persius Dusky Wing Erynnis persius Invertebrates 

Great Plains Spittlebug Lepyronia gibbosa 
 

Table 27 provides a list of habitats and occurrences for the species of national and 
regional significance. Within the Pere Marquette River corridor, federally listed bald 
eagles and the Regional Forester’s sensitive species of Blanding’s turtle, wood turtle, 
and Great Plains spittlebug occur.  In habitat adjacent to the river corridor, there have 
been observations of the eastern Massasauga rattlesnake, eastern box turtle, and 
Karner blue butterfly. The remaining species have suitable habitat within the corridor but 
have not been observed or have not been surveyed for. 
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Table 27. Pere Marquette River Corridor Habitat for Federally Listed and Regional 
Forester’s Sensitive Species 

Class Common Name Habitat and Occurrences 
Northern 
Goshawk 

Forests without dense understory 
No known active northern goshawk territories 

Red-shouldered 
Hawk 

Mature forest bottomlands with interspersed marshy 
openings 

No nest searches 

Common Loon Western end of the river corridor 
No reported observations 

Birds 

Bald Eagle Riparian corridor 
Five established nesting territories in the river corridor 

Eastern 
Massasauga 

Bogs, fens, shrub swamps, wet meadows, marshes, 
upland forest openings, agricultural lands, prairies, 
sedge meadows, wet prairies, and floodplain forests 

Observed adjacent to but not in the river corridor 

Eastern Box Turtle
Forested habitats with sandy soils near a source of 

water 
Observed adjacent to but not in the river corridor 

Wood Turtle 

Sandy or hard bottom streams, summer habitat 
includes the uplands (within 500 feet of the river) 

Observed within the river corridor in areas near Lower 
Branch Bridge and Walhalla 

Reptiles 

Blanding’s Turtle 
Shallow waters with abundant aquatic vegetation and a 

soft muddy bottom over a firm substrate 
Observed within the river corridor 

Frosted Elfin 

Lupine habitats associated with the oak-pine barrens, 
oak savannas, and the dry-sand prairies adjacent to 
the river corridor 

No observations adjacent to or within the river corridor 
Persius Dusky 
Wing 

Oak-pine barrens, oak savannah, and dry-sand prairies 
No observations adjacent to or within the river corridor 

Great Plains 
Spittlebug 

Closely associated with big bluestem (Andropogon 
gerardii), oak-pine barrens, oak savannas, and the 
dry sand prairies 

Documented at Gleason’s Landing in 2003 as well as 
three miles northeast of Baldwin 

Invertebrates 

Karner Blue 
Butterfly 

Lupine habitats associated with the oak-pine barrens, 
oak savannas, and the dry-sand prairies adjacent to 
the river corridor 

Observed along the edge of the river corridor during 
surveys from 1994-2000 

Mammals Indiana Bat Hardwoods with exfoliating bark in riparian ecosystems 
No evidence of habitation and no observations 
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Non-native Invasive Species (NNIS) 

Aquatic Species 
To date there are documented occurrences of two aquatic non-native invasive species, 
sea lamprey and round goby, in the Pere Marquette National Scenic River corridor.  
There is also the potential that non-native invasive species (NNIS) such as the zebra 
mussel and spiny waterflea occur in the corridor but have not been documented to date.  

The sea lamprey (Petromyzon marinus) is an exotic, eel-like animal that attaches to fish 
with a sucking disk and sharp teeth.  It is native to the Atlantic Ocean and gained access 
to the Great Lakes when the Welland Canal was constructed around Niagara Falls in 
1829.  The canal was deepened in 1921 and by the 1930s sea lamprey was found in all 
the Great Lakes.  During the 1940s and 1950s, lamprey caused the collapse of lake 
trout, whitefish, and chub populations in all the Great Lakes with the exception of Lake 
Superior.  The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and the Department of Fisheries and 
Oceans in Canada work together, under the direction of the Great Lakes Fishery 
Commission (GLFC), to minimize sea lamprey populations in the Great Lakes.   

Lamprey is controlled by applying a selective toxicant, TFM (3-trifluormethyl-4-
nitrophenol), to streams during the lamprey’s most vulnerable life stage. Other control 
techniques include barriers, pheromone release, and sterilization of male lamprey 
(Minnesota Sea Grant Publications, http://www.seagrant.umn.edu/pubs/ggl/s.html#S7).  
In 1972 the GLFC task force identified the Pere Marquette River as fourth priority of 
Great Lakes streams for a sea lamprey barrier.  The Pere Marquette River was rated 
high because it has suitable spawning habitat for adult lamprey migrating in from Lake 
Michigan and abundant nursery habitat for larval sea lamprey.  In 1984, House Bill 3472 
passed, amending the National Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, to allow construction of a 
barrier on the Pere Marquette River (Klingler 2006).  In 1988, the DNR constructed an 
electrical barrier at the current site in Custer and it became operational in 1989.  
Operation was discontinued in 1991 because of fish passage problems.  In 1997, a fish-
way was approved and the barrier has been successfully operational since 2000.  The 
barrier is typically in operation from March through July (Table 28).  In addition, the Pere 
Marquette River watershed was treated with TFM in 1991, 1995, 1999, 2002, and 2006.  
Concerns have been raised that the barrier affects the timing of migration of certain fish 
and blocks the passage for other fish species.  Others are concerned about the effects 
of TFM treatments on other aquatic species.  There are some individuals and 
organizations that believe only one method of treatment (barrier or TFM) should be 
used.  Current management direction is to operate the electrical barrier another two to 
three years, after which a decision would be made on future operation and treatments 
for sea lamprey control in the Pere Marquette River system. 
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Table 28. Number of Steelhead, Suckers (White and Redhorse Combined) and 
Brown Trout Passed and Number of Sea Lamprey Captured at the Custer Sea 

Lamprey Barrier1

Year Operational Steelhead Suckers Brown 
trout 

Sea 
lamprey 

2001 Apr. 5 – Aug. 1 4,805 12,124 177 328 
2002 Apr. 1 – Jun. 29 5,589 23,508 341 757 
2003 Mar. 20 – Jul. 10 7,119 5,156 130 187 
2004 Mar. 6 – Jul. 21 8,432 16,273 49 415 
2005 Mar. 3 – Aug. 1 7,157 6,683 130 59 
2006 Mar. 2 – Sept. 1 6,549 18,806 195 512 

 

Round gobies (Neogobius melanostomus) are bottom-dwelling fish that have a high 
reproductive output. They were introduced to the Great Lakes from central Eurasia via 
the ballast water of large, ocean-going cargo ships. They have been observed in the 
Pere Marquette River (Infante 2005).  Gobies have been able to compete successfully 
with native, bottom dwelling fish such as sculpins and darters.  Localized reductions of 
sculpins have been shown where gobies have become established.  Gobies have been 
shown to prey on darters, small fish, lake trout eggs, and another NNIS, the zebra 
mussel. Gobies are also very aggressive and actively take bait from hooks even when 
other fish are targeted (http://www.seagrant.umn.edu/exotics/goby.html). 

Zebra mussels are filter feeders that consume toxins found in the Great Lakes.  There is 
concern that there may be a transfer of toxins to any sportfish that may prey upon them 
and ultimately this would be passed on to humans that consume fish.   

Riparian Vegetation 
Floodplain forests are unusually susceptible to non-native plant invasions (Planty-
Tabbachi et al. 1996 as cited by Tepley et al. 2004), due to their linear shape.  
Transitional habitats between terrestrial and aquatic habitats, riparian areas have a high 
ratio of edge to interior that may facilitate the movement of aggressive species. In 
addition, water facilitates the transport of plant propagules from upstream to downstream 
locations. Floodplains also experience disturbances that result in exposed soil often 
favoring establishment of exotics (Tepley et al. 2004). Finally, human transport of non-
native invasive species (NNIS) has been observed in other area river systems, such as 
the Manistee River where the invasive garlic mustard (Alliaria petiolata) has been 
observed in isolated concentrations at recreational river access sites.   

Currently, purple loosestrife (Lythrum salicaria) exists in the western section of the Pere 
Marquette River where it is being treated by the Little River Band of Ottawa Indians (N. 
Svoboda, personal communication) using bio-control efforts of the purple loosestrife 
beetles (Galerucella spp.). It is also found in smaller populations along other portions of 
the river.  

Other NNIS currently found on the Manistee National Forest and expected to occur now 
or in the near future along the Pere Marquette River corridor include: Autumn olive 
(Elaeagnus umbellata), bull thistle (Cirsium vulgare), Canada thistle (Cirsium arvense), 
common burdock (Arctium minus), common reed (Phragmites australis), common St. 
Johnswort (Hypericum perforatum), exotic bush honeysuckles (Lonicera Tartarian and L. 
                                                 
1 Data Source: Klingler, 2006 
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morrowii), hoary alyssum (Berteroa incana), Japanese barberry (Berberis vulgaris), 
Japanese knotweed (Polygonum cuspidatum), leafy spurge (Euphorbia esula), orchard 
grass (Dactylis glomerata), periwinkle (Vinca minor), purple crown vetch (Coronilla 
varia), Queen Anne’s lace (Daucus carota), reed canary grass (Phalaris arundinacea), 
smooth brome (Bromus inermis), spotted knapweed (Centaurea maculosa 
[biebersteinii]), white sweet clover (Melilotus alba), yellow rocket (Barbarea vulgaris), 
and yellow sweet clover (Melilotus officinalis).  
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CHAPTER 4 – ENVIRONMENTAL 
CONSEQUENCES 

Introduction 
This chapter, Environmental Consequences, discloses the potential direct, indirect, and 
cumulative effects of the alternatives on each resource.  Direct and indirect effects are 
described for those activities that are proposed for each alternative.  Cumulative effects 
consider the effects of past, present and reasonably foreseeable activities (Appendix D) 
on both Federal and non-Federal lands.  

Analysis Area 
The analysis area for the Pere Marquette National Scenic River varies by the resource 
being evaluated.  The analysis area is defined by the area needed to protect and 
enhance the River’s ORVs, water quality, and free-flow as well as the area needed to 
address the analysis issues. 

• The analysis area for Free-flow, the ORVs of Recreation and Heritage 
Resources, Private Land, Air, Geology, Corridor Vegetation and Wildlife is 
limited to lands within the National Scenic River corridor boundary.  Rationale 
for this analysis area is that these river resources are site specific to locations 
within the river corridor.   

• For the Scenery ORV and Analysis Issue 1. Shoreline Development, the 
analysis area is the visual corridor as seen from the river.  Rationale for this 
analysis area is that these resources are directly tied to the immediate river 
area. 

• For Water Quality, the Fishery ORV, and Analysis Issue 2. Aquatic and 
Riparian Habitat, the analysis area is expanded to include the larger 
watershed.  Rationale for this analysis area is that these resources are part of 
and effected by a greater land base. 

Free-flow 
The free-flowing nature of the Pere Marquette River would be maintained under all 
alternatives.  None of the proposed activities are expected to have a negative effect on 
the free flowing nature of the river.   

Effects to Free-flow 
A free-flow analysis, as required by Section 7 of the WSR Act, would be completed on a 
case-by-case basis for any project which may impact the water resources and free-flow 
of the Pere Marquette River.  These projects include but are not limited to the 
construction of dams, irrigation ditches or diversions, and water storage ponds, or 
projects which alter the bed or banks of the river, for example bank stabilization or fish 
habitat improvement activities.  
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The vast majority of eroding streambanks between the Forks and Walhalla were 
stabilized through the ten-year Pere Marquette River Restoration Project during the 
1980s.  Future stabilization of erosion sites would focus only on those sites that are 
caused by human use. Bioengineering and less hardened approaches would be 
considered before the use of riprap or other engineered structures.  Standards and 
guidelines to limit the amount of hardened streambanks have been proposed and can be 
found in Appendix C and “Actions Common to All Alternatives.” 

Cumulative Effects to Free-flow 
One-hundred and seventy-five eroding streambanks between the Forks and Walhalla 
Bridge were stabilized under the ten-year Pere Marquette River Restoration Partnership.  
This equates to approximately 4.4 percent of the total waterline of the entire river miles 
within the corridor.  Past stabilization projects are discussed in Fisheries Chapter 3.   

The long-term recruitment of large wood from the riparian forests (now being managed 
for old growth) would also contribute to the free-flowing nature of the Pere Marquette 
River.  This large wood would provide a measure of streambank protection.  It is 
important to note that this presumes the introduced wood from the riparian forests is 
maintained in the river by balancing navigational clearing with aquatic habitat protection.  

In 2003, the Forest Service partnered with the Mason County Road Commission 
(MCRC) to improve free flowing conditions of the Pere Marquette River by replacing 
Indian Bridge.  The bridge was 80 feet wide and constricted the channel at this point 
causing a scour pool under and just downstream of the bridge.  The new bridge was 
constructed at a width of 100 feet and this better matches the downstream width of the 
river.  In future years, the MCRC is considering replacing the bridge over the Pere 
Marquette River in Scottville. The Forest Service would work with the road commission 
to maintain the free flowing nature of the river.  Besides this project there are not any 
other projects being proposed that could negatively affect the free flowing conditions of 
the river.   

A potential future project which may diminish the free-flow of the Pere Marquette River is 
Nestles Corporation groundwater withdrawal within the watershed.  The company wants 
to use central Michigan groundwater sources to supply a portion of their bottled water 
demand.  Test wells have been drilled in a tributary to the Little South Branch of the Pere 
Marquette River. 

Water Quality 
The water quality of the Pere Marquette River would be maintained under all 
alternatives.  None of the proposed activities are expected to have a negative effect on 
the water quality of the river.  In a relative sense, Alternative 3 provides the most 
resource protection and would be most beneficial to the resource due to the expected 
result of less riparian damage and erosion.  Alternative 4 would be the least beneficial 
because it would allow the most unrestricted recreation use and would probably lead to 
more riparian degradation. 

Effects to Water Quality 
The implementation of Best Management Practices (BMPs) at erosion sites, both within 
the river corridor and throughout the watershed, and at all river access sites would 
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ensure that sediment delivery is minimal (a further discussion on sediment delivery can 
be found in the Fisheries Chapters 3 and 4).   

Providing and upgrading sanitation facilities (toilets) at all the access sites would also 
help maintain the water quality of the Pere Marquette River.   

Cumulative Effects to Water Quality 
Of concern in the watershed are projects that divert or impound water in tributaries or 
headwaters of the Pere Marquette River.  These types of projects can lead to warmer 
water temperatures and negatively effect water quality.  Designation of the Pere 
Marquette River as a Michigan Natural River protects the mainstem of the river and 
many of its tributaries from this kind of development.  It also provides set backs for new 
construction and requires landowners to maintain riparian buffer strips.          

Gough (1995) felt that the amount of bank stabilization done in the Forks to Walhalla 
reach would not affect the overall stability and function of the Pere Marquette River 
because streams such as the Pere Marquette are not adjusting at a noticeable rate 
horizontally.  Gough (1995) also felt that reducing sand bedload through bank 
stabilization would not be balanced by an increase in erosion of stable beds or banks.  It 
is not known how much of a reduction of sand bedload has occurred in the Pere 
Marquette because of stabilization efforts.   

Recent projects such as the upgrade of the Scottville Sewage System, MDOT upgrading 
the storm water drain around the Village of Baldwin, and the plan for the Village of 
Baldwin to upgrade their stormwater drain would improve water quality in the Pere 
Marquette Watershed.  Overall, efforts by the Forest Service, the State of Michigan, local 
watershed organizations and private landowners would help maintain or improve water 
quality in the Pere Marquette Watershed.    

Environmental Effects to the Pere Marquette River 
ORVs 
Heritage Resources 
Heritage resources are both fragile and non-renewable.  Most are archaeological sites 
hidden by surface litter and vegetation or obscured by more recent land use alterations.  
The integrity of heritage values can be adversely affected by passive neglect or through 
the direct, indirect, and cumulative effects of management activities. 

Effects to Heritage Resources 
The forest-wide and Pere Marquette-specific (Appendix C) standards and guidelines 
apply to all alternatives.  Together with a suite of formal documentation and consultation 
procedures, the standard and guidelines dealing with National Historic Preservation Act 
(NHPA) Section 106 compliance have been designed to ensure that all Federal 
undertakings, whether on National Forest lands or not, consistently result in “no effect” 
or “no adverse effect” determinations for historic properties. 

Despite the best intent, adverse effects to heritage values can occur as a consequence 
of sites being unidentified, deficiencies in the field survey methodology, and faults in the 
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design, coordination or execution of recommended protective measures at the time of 
project implementation. 

Non-project specific negative effects to heritage properties can be the result of both 
conscious and unintentional disturbance.  Prominent examples include illegal motorized 
vehicle use and dispersed camping.  Immediate direct effects can sometimes be 
regarded as minor but each repeated episode further diminishes the integrity of the 
resource.  For example, a number of known archaeological sites are co-located with 
popular recreation areas.  In developed campgrounds, specific campsites can be closed 
or planned improvements altered to conserve heritage values.  At dispersed campsites 
and other intensively used areas, negative effects from trash burial and latrine and camp 
fire excavations, for example, are often unrecognized, unmitigated, and ongoing.  This 
problem would continue under all alternatives and is expected to increase with 
increasing recreation and angling demand. 

Any alternative which leads to an increase in the number of undertakings implemented 
or acreage impacted also has the greater chance of causing a loss of heritage resource 
values. 

Any alternative which does not address the program of work outlined by the indicator 
measures and benchmarks would be unable to effectively assess the true effects of the 
alternative. 

Cumulative Effects to Heritage Resources  
The effects above can be considered as both direct and indirect at the immediate project 
and site level.  There is also survey and excavation evidence to confirm that they are 
cumulative and represent a significant and unmitigated threat to the long-term viability of 
the historic record in our most intensively managed and highest use areas, such as the 
Pere Marquette National Scenic River corridor. 

Scenic Analysis 
The Scenery ORV and Analysis Issue 1. Shoreline Appearance, are linked together for 
this environmental consequences analysis.  The Scenery Integrity Objectives (SIO) 
within the river corridor would be maintained and enhanced under Alternative 3.  
Alternative 2 maintains and potentially enhances the SIO while Alternatives 4 and 1 
would diminish the SIO over time. 

Shoreline appearance remains least developed under Alternative 3 with Alternatives 1 
and 2 showing little change from the current condition.  Alternative 4 would have the 
most shoreline development and the highest level of facility development. 

Effects to Scenery, Alternative 1  
The No Action Alternative would result in no immediate, discernable change to the visual 
resource and little perceived change for the immediate future. The existing corridor 
management plan has criteria in place to uphold concerns for the visual resource for 
management of vegetation, the built environment, river environment, and resource 
developments.  Also, as delineated in “Actions Common to All Alternatives” the scenic 
resource is protected by interagency cooperation for implementing existing zoning, 
enforcement of existing rules and laws (especially littering and trash dumping), 
recommendations for land exchanges and conservation easements, and following the 
Built Environment Image guide. Actions recommended for other resources also enhance 
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scenic quality such as restoration and stabilization of river banks, but only if materials 
selected blend with the existing environment. 

The assignment of visual quality objectives (VQO), retention and partial retention, does 
not agree with direction in the 2006 Forest Plan. Under this alternative separate action 
would need to be taken to encompass SMS direction for management of visual 
resources in the river corridor.  

Additionally, over the long term, without additional comprehensive management of 
recreation use and capacity, as well as river access and facilities, the scenic condition is 
predicted to diminish due to impacts to shoreline appearance from over-use. 

Effects to Scenery, Alternative 2 
Scenic resources are protected and enhanced by “Actions Common to All Alternatives” 
similar to the discussion under Alternative 1.  “Actions Common to Alternatives 2, 3, and 
4” that would protect and enhance scenic quality are:  

• Interagency cooperation - unified treatment and design requirements for 
buildings, screening and design of river access would provide greater visual 
consistency all along the river and offer protection or enhancement of views 
from the river and in recreation sites.  

• Transition to SMS would provide consistency with national direction for land 
management and the Huron-Manistee National Forests’ Plan.  

The ten percent increase in parking at developed sites would have a slight impact to the 
scenic resource. The cultural aspect of the landscape character encompasses these 
recreation areas and this limited increase in parking areas would be almost 
unnoticeable, particularly because the proposed facilities are designated in existing sites 
which are away from the river for the most part.  The one exception would be Lower 
Branch Bridge.   

Shifting use from Gleason’s Landing to Bowman Bridge would reduce the developed 
appearance at Gleason’s Landing, naturalizing the site appearance. All new shoreline 
development would utilize design criteria to reduce visual impacts and colors, materials, 
and site improvements and are in keeping with the scenic designation of the river 
corridor: rustic appearing.  

Though the additional parking itself may not alter the scenic resource, the possibility of 
additional signs to manage visitors and more river users may reduce the scenery over 
time.  Implementation of the sign plan, standards and guidelines as well as monitoring 
would insure that the SIO is maintained and enhanced. 

The foreground views of the developed access site parking areas do not now meet the 
SIO of high compared to the surrounding natural environment of the corridor, thus the 
enlarged parking areas only slightly increase the scenic disturbance. However it is 
important to realize that any new parking or the reconfiguration of existing parking areas 
would move the facility farther from the river’s edge and ensure good screening between 
the facility and river.   

The cultural elements of recreation sites and residences are in fact part of the landscape 
character. As long as the appearance of these follows all the design criteria in place or 
exceeds guidelines by incorporating additional screening and carefully muted and 
blended colors, textures, and forms, this alternative could potentially improve the 
scenery. If the unified management were to encourage improvements in utility corridors 
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by feathering and scalloping clearings, or removing overhead lines altogether it could 
move the landscape closer to reaching the desired condition for the scenic resource.   

Scenic integrity under this alternative would be protected and potentially enhanced.  The 
protection of the Scenery ORV depends on the enforcement of “Actions Common to All 
Alternatives” and recreation use capacities.  Without adequate control of the limitations 
on recreation, the scenic condition is predicted to diminish due to impacts to shoreline 
appearance from over-use.  

The management of visual resources through the SMS would be consistent with the 
Forest Plan. 

Effects to Scenery, Alternative 3  
The effects of this alternative would be consistent with the effects cited in Alternative 2 
with the exception that there would be no impact to scenery from adding parking areas. 
Specifically, the removal of parking at Lower Branch Bridge would be a slight 
improvement for visuals in the corridor. The Maple Leaf access site is not visible from 
the river and relocation of Maple Leaf parking may have the effect of reducing the 
number of users.  The proposed location of the new parking lot would require river users 
to walk about ¼ mile. With fewer walk-in users at the river’s edge, bank trampling and 
damage may be reduced.  

Scenic integrity under this alternative would be protected and enhanced.  The protection 
of the Scenery ORV depends on the enforcement of “Actions Common to All 
Alternatives” and recreation use capacities.  Without adequate control of the limitations 
on recreation, the scenic condition is predicted to diminish due to impacts to shoreline 
appearance from over-use. 

The management of visual resources through the Scenery Management System would 
be consistent with the Forest Plan. 

Effects to Scenery, Alternative 4  
The effects of this alternative would be similar to effects cited in Alternative 2; as stated 
the overall management direction incorporates criteria that protect scenic quality. The 
additional developments in this alternative, adding parking and other improvements to 
seven sites, and expanding parking by 25 percent would have a moderate impact to 
scenery in the corridor, but as discussed in Alternative 2, the additional facilities are 
designated in existing openings and the same comments concerning landscape 
character pertain. Except for Gleason’s Landing and Lower Branch Bridge, any facility 
proposed for enlargement or improvement is not seen from the river. 

The construction of a back-down launch at Gleason’s Landing would impact the scenic 
nature of the site, moving it further away from the scenic objective of high. The new 
angler boat access on the river at Lower Branch Bridge would do the same.  Although 
the parking constructed on the bluff above the river could not be seen from the river, it 
still adds development to the corridor.  All the enlarged parking and new parking lot 
paving does move the scenery away from the scenic designation and a rustic 
appearance, even with shoreline development design criteria in place to reduce visual 
impacts, the streamside developments would increase in visual dominance at those 
sites.  

Scenic integrity under this alternative would be moderately impacted.  The protection of 
the Scenery ORV depends on the enforcement of “Actions Common to All Alternatives” 
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and recreation use capacities.  Without adequate control of the limitations on recreation, 
the scenic condition is predicted to diminish due to impacts to shoreline appearance 
from over-use.  

The management of visual resources through the SMS would be consistent with the 
Forest Plan. 

Cumulative Effects to Scenery 
Appendix D contains a description of past actions and current conditions within the 
corridor. There would be no cumulative effects to the foreground or middle ground views 
from implementation of Alternatives 1, 2, or 3 when combined with those actions. There 
would be minor cumulative effects to the foreground or middle ground views from 
Alternative 4.  

The implementation of Alternative 4 has the potential for more large wood clearing and 
social interaction because of increased parking capacity.  Wider large wood clearing 
limits may be needed because of a larger number of people, the skill level of the user, 
and type of watercraft being used.  In addition, expansion of parking lot space would add 
more bank anglers, especially in the fall, increasing the likelihood of conflict unless law 
enforcement is present.  

The potential increase in urbanization of the municipal and private lands (including bank 
stabilization) could eventually degrade the scenic integrity of the corridor. However, the 
cumulative effect of managing the river corridor for scenic outstandingly remarkable 
values increases overall attention to scenic values, which has a positive effect in 
combination with unified management of the corridor. In addition, continued 
implementation of the Pere Marquette Natural River Zoning Plan and natural vegetation 
strip would reduce visual impacts from development on private land. The management 
of the river as old growth and the increase in hardwoods provide seasonal color and 
would increase scenic interest in the river bank landscape.  Depending on the magnitude 
of the projects outside the corridor in the lower portion of the river, background scenery 
could be impacted with additional building components in view.  

The Scenic Integrity Objectives would not be reached in the river segment between 
Walhalla and Old Highway 31 under any alternative.  This river segment has nodes of 
highly developed land which would be difficult to modify.  In the river segments, M-37 to 
Walhalla, the SIO could be improved by reducing the existing visual anomalies and 
implementing the Natural Rivers Zoning Plan. 

Recreation 
Recreation is an outstandingly remarkable value of the Pere Marquette River.  The 
Recreation ORV and Management Issues are linked together for this environmental 
consequences analysis.  The availability of recreation opportunities increases with 
Alternatives 2 and 4 while the scenic river experience may be diminished under these 
same alternatives. Alternatives 2 and 4 focus on providing the greatest recreation 
opportunities in the form of access, development, and the fewest watercraft restrictions.  
The opportunity for solitude and a more primitive river experience would be afforded with 
Alternative 3. 
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Effects to Recreation Resources, Alternative 1 
One hundred percent of the public’s use of the river originates from thirty percent of the 
land in the corridor.  Public lands, prime fishing water, and use are not distributed 
equally throughout the corridor and this has lead to conflicts between riparian owners 
and river users and between various river user groups.  However, it has been 
demonstrated that a change in regulation and management of the Pere Marquette does 
affect public use of the river. 

For example, the “flies only” water (Forks to Gleason’s Landing) has the least amount of 
public ownership but the highest density of prime fishing holes per river mile.  A study of 
use in the corridor in fall, 1996 and spring and summer, 1997 determined that in the fall, 
59 percent of the use occurred in the “flies only” water and 41 percent from Rosebush 
Bend to Custer Bridge (Nelson et al. 1998).  Site specific data on overall access site use 
since implementation of stream regulations from M-37 to Gleason’s Landing was 
collected from September 3 through October 17, 2004 at 18 public and 3 private access 
sites from the Forks to Custer Bridge.  The data collected showed that 39 percent of fall 
use occurred in the “flies only” stretch and 61 percent of use from Rosebush Bend to 
Custer Bridge; a decrease of 20 percent in use in the “flies only” water since the 
institution of “no kill regulations” in 2000.  Use by those who want to harvest fish has 
been displaced to locations below Gleason’s Landing. 

The current CRMP contains significant support and direction for recreation use.  In 
addition, “Actions Common to All Alternatives”, especially with the emphasis on law 
enforcement strengthens this support. The existing plan has numerous components that 
sustain the recreation values. Interagency cooperation in the current direction does 
embody implementation of zoning regulations and law enforcement helping to maintain 
an appropriate setting for the recreation experience. Camping restrictions may be 
experienced by some users as limiting their recreation option, but benefits to the 
environment and reducing conflicts with others prevail.  

Providing interpretive opportunities as planned would benefit the recreation experience.  
Clarifying sign messages and providing an identity component to the signs would 
increase user’s comfort in the corridor and on the river.  The key is to provide information 
without creating sign pollution.   

Land exchanges can assist in providing buffers between private land and public 
recreation areas.  Facility maintenance and law enforcement support recreation values 
by increasing public safety and convenience while reducing resource impacts. The fee 
program is resisted by some users but as they learn of the recurring benefits funded by 
the program to these recreation sites, they can come to support the fees as most visitors 
already do. 

River Access Sites and Facilities  

There would be no changes to access sites with the implementation of Alternative 1. 
Overall, surveyed recreationists accessing the corridor through public access sites or 
liveries are satisfied with the job the Forest Service is doing in maintaining a quality 
environment within the river corridor, especially related to the water quality, scenic 
integrity, convenient access, and maintenance of access site and facilities.  Visitors 
would like to see the Forest Service focus on crowding, litter, behavior by others, and 
additional law enforcement presence (Nelson et al. 1998; Johnson and Nelson 1999).  A 
few users thought the river was over-regulated.   
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The one exception to no change in access facilities is Lower Branch Bridge.  This site is 
described within the 1983 Pere Marquette CRMP and would be implemented with this 
alternative.  The effects of implementation would be supported by those who wish a 
developed access site.  Site-specific analysis would occur before any decisions are 
made as to the location, size, or facility specifics.  Improvements at Maple Leaf are 
maintenance bringing the site to standard.  

Not addressed in Alternative 1 is development on private lands, which creates a greater 
need for collaboration in managing the river corridor. While the existing corridor plan 
contains statements encouraging cooperation between public and private owners, direct 
links to river values and their protection are not provided. Perceived needs and demands 
from people who use, or want to use, river recreation resources are conflicting from 
group to group because defined parameters for capacity, access, use, numbers, and 
facilities that maintain the recreation values in the future are not provided.  

The ROS of Semi Primitive Motorized (SPM) in the river segment below Lower Branch 
Bridge is characteristically not attained at the developed access sites. This inconsistency 
is generally acceptable at portal areas; however the Scottville access site and 
associated facilities are outside of the characteristic indicators. This highly developed 
area and urban design style reach an unacceptable level for SPM. Because of the 
investment and permanence of the facilities it is unlikely they would be removed; 
therefore working to screen views from the river and altering coloring of the structures 
would be two methods of mitigation.  

The section of river between Lower Branch Bridge and Walhalla has development that 
exceeds the designation of SPM. Roads, electric line corridors, Barothy Resort, and 
other private developments visible from the river are simply too evident in regard to 
remoteness, naturalness, type and number of facilities and expected social encounters. 

Recreation Use and Capacity, Permit Changes, and Cooperative Management  

Under Alternative 1 there are no new user restrictions or use limitations proposed.  The 
management direction provided by the amended 1983 Pere Marquette CRMP is not 
adequate to address the increasing use of access and recreation facilities, especially in 
the spring and fall. Consequently, Alternative 1 does not address the effects of increased 
demand in recreation caused by the changes in boating affordability as well as the 
greater diversity in types and kinds of watercraft or fishing pressure increases and 
regulation changes that have shifted the use, harvest, and methods of fishing. 

The summer watercraft permit system definitions for location, numbers, days, and hours 
are currently acceptable to most recreation users.  On peak summer weekends, the 
number of permits available is less than the demand.  This alternative would not address 
the changes in watercraft use (a shift from canoes to kayaks) that has been occurring by 
changing the definition of a watercraft permit.  Nor does it propose modifying how 
permits are used by the liveries and the Forest Service.  Therefore, fewer people in the 
summer months would be accommodated in this alternative.   

There is increasing use of the river corridor by commercial fishing guides (Table 21).  
The number of boats permitted, 35 to 36, by the Forest Service has remained level over 
the last five years.  In 2006 the DNR began issuing land use permits to commercial 
fishing guides for the use of State access sites.  The State does not have a limit on the 
number of permits they could issue.  Under Alternative 1, there is no proposal to limit 
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and require a watercraft permit in the spring or fall.  Given the current trend, competition 
between commercial guides and the public for river access would increase. 

Parking capacities are exceeded in more than half of the developed sites during the fall 
indicating a high demand for recreation at those sites.  Alternative 1 does not include 
working with the counties to close roads adjacent to access sites or to close sites to 
parking in the fall from 11 p.m. to 4 a.m.  Overcrowding and riparian owner’s concerns 
about trespass and diminished sense of security stemming from the 24/7 use of the river 
in the fall would continue in this alternative.  Enforcing existing rules and regulations 
regarding camping and fires and clearly identifying public lands would reduce complaints 
of trespass and bad behavior but likely not enough to measurably reduce the level of 
social conflict currently seen in the corridor.  

Under this alternative, the upward trend in use would continue and could degrade the 
recreation experience over time because of increasing numbers of visitors, vehicles, 
watercraft, user made trails and campsites in the corridor.  

Unified Management  
When true unified management is reached, a desire under all the alternatives, it would 
greatly enhance potential for consistent and understandable directions, regulations, and 
consistency for the recreation users.  Unified management and greater coordination 
between the State of Michigan and Forest Service, with a focus on law enforcement and 
visitor education would address Management Issues 1, 2, 3, and 4 which were driven by 
public comment. 

Currently the differences in site management, the level of development at access sites, 
and rules and regulations between Forest Service and State access sites is causing 
confusion among the public.  In addition, the public is confused about the watercraft 
permits and commercial operators are operating under two different sets of rules and 
paying for permits from the State and Forest Service. 

Monitoring and Adaptive Management 
Monitoring during the plan cycle could indicate effects to ORVs (including the Recreation 
ORV) and restrictive measures could be applied, if needed. This would inevitably impact 
the Recreation ORV, depending on the level of restriction. The potential effect to 
recreation would be included in any application of restrictive measures. 

Effects to Recreation Resources, Alternative 2  
This alternative proposes to create a balance between augmenting recreation 
opportunity on the river and maintaining river ORVs and resources. Recreation is 
supported and improved by “Actions Common to All Alternatives” and “Actions Common 
to Alternatives 2, 3, and 4.”   

Alternative 2 reduces recreation use, especially in the spring and fall, which maintains 
characteristics, settings, and venues for recreation appropriate to a Scenic River. This 
alternative supports both demand and setting for the recreation ORV. 

River Access Sites and Facilities  

River access and facilities issues would be addressed by maintaining facilities at existing 
access sites and increasing access or facilities at others.  Resource protection would be 
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increased and visitor controls would occur through enforcement of existing rules and 
regulations, restriction of parking to designated parking spaces, and enacting a fall 
watercraft permit system.  For some visitors, these changes would be welcome, for 
others the restrictions may prevent them from enjoying the Pere Marquette River, 
displacing use to other area rivers.  When parking spaces are full or the watercraft 
permits allocated, users would have to consider other options to a day on the Pere 
Marquette River.  

Available parking spaces would increase slightly (approximately 10 percent) over the 
current condition to approximately 660 spaces within the river corridor.  This would occur 
through the expansion or delineation of parking with signs and/or wheel stops at 
Jorgenson’s, Rainbow Rapids, 40th Street, Lower Branch Bridge, and Maple Leaf.  This 
expansion would not accommodate the current parking demand in the river corridor 
during the fall fishing season.  The effect to recreationists would be that they may not be 
able to fish on the Pere Marquette River if parking spaces are full. 

Restroom facilities would be provided or improved at Elk, Logmark, Maple Leaf, and 
Lower Branch Bridge addressing sanitation concerns of riparian landowners while 
providing for visitor convenience. Facilities would be improved or defined at Jorgenson’s 
and 40th Street.  These access points are currently being used; however under this 
alternative they would be formally developed.  Formally developing the sites would 
increase resource protection, reduce trespass on private land, allow parking controls, 
and make use of the river at these locations more convenient for the walk-in visitor.  

Overcrowding, safety, and maintenance concerns at Gleason’s Landing are addressed 
by removing the boat slide and requiring all vehicles with trailers to park at Bowman 
Bridge.  Bowman Bridge has adequate, existing parking for trailered vehicles that is 
underutilized.  It is approximately 45 minutes downstream from Gleason’s Landing via 
drift boat.  This would return Gleason’s Landing to an incidental take-out and a spot for 
wading anglers at the end of the “flies only” section.  This would improve the recreation 
experience for the wading angler while requiring drift boats (both commercial and 
private) to have their trips lengthened by 45 minutes.  However, this additional float time 
is not felt to pose an undue hardship.   

From a recreation facilities perspective, no parking expansion and associated 
maintenance would be taken on at Gleasons by requiring this shift to Bowman’s Bridge, 
an existing facility that is currently underutilized.  This also makes sense in an era of 
declining budgets. 

Additionally, angler trails are proposed at Bowman Bridge, seasonal overflow parking 
would be constructed adjacent to Wingleton Road (Rainbow Rapids) for vehicles with 
boat trailers only, and angler boat access with parking for approximately ten vehicles 
would be provided at Lower Branch Bridge.  Parking at Maple Leaf, at the two existing 
lots, would be enlarged and Indian Bridge would be modified to accommodate drift 
boats. These improvements would add to resource protection while improving the visitor 
experience. 

The recreation facility development level at some of the existing recreation sites would 
increase with this alternative (Table 29).  40th Street and Logmark would increase from 
development level 1 to development level 2 due to the formalization of the access site or 
construction of additional facilities.  Lower Branch Bridge would be developed with a 
back-in boat ramp, parking, and restroom facilities changing the development level to 3.  
Gleason’s Landing would be maintained at a development level 3. A development level 
of 3 or less is desired within the Pere Marquette Scenic River corridor. 
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Concerns about parking along county roads adjacent to all developed sites, except 
Rosebush Bend, are addressed by restricting parking on county roads within 400 yards 
of developed access sites year around.  This would reduce congestion on county roads 
and roads adjacent to private land, especially in the fall season. 

Recreation Use and Capacity, Permit Changes, and Cooperative Management  

Recreation use and capacity issues would be addressed through the actions identified in 
Chapter 2. Management techniques like pooling permits, greater law enforcement, 
interagency cooperation, site closures in the fall from 11 p.m. to 4 a.m., and permit 
requirements in the fall support a quality recreation setting.  With limitations on allowable 
parking and numbers of permits in the three segments, recreation users may not always 
be able to go exactly where they desire but they would have access somewhere and a 
quality experience would be maintained.   

Fall site closures from 11 p.m. to 4 a.m. would address riparian owner’s concerns about 
unregulated, 24/7 use of the river corridor that has resulted in a reduced sense of 
personal security and privacy for landowners.  Complaints about trespassing, littering, 
and campfires would be reduced.  Night closures of access sites could increase 
competition for campsites that are already overcrowded or cause users to create sites as 
they look for places to wait out the night increasing the need for additional law 
enforcement.  Site closures would likely create congestion at vehicle access sites as 
cars line up prior to sites reopening.  In the long term, some users may move to other 
rivers with fewer regulations. 

Increased demand for summer weekday recreation opportunities are addressed through 
a pooled permit system for public watercraft permits.  Pooled permits would allow either 
the public or the commercial liveries to draw from the same allocation of permits.  That 
would mean visitors to either a Forest Service office or a canoe livery would have a 
greater chance of obtaining a watercraft permit for their desired section of river.  Also, 
while the available public permits on summer weekends stays the same, more people 
may have access to the river, especially in Segment 1.  This is due to the fact that more 
of the public now uses kayaks, and that one permit will now allow two kayaks.. 

This alternative would not accommodate current peak fall and spring use.  Alternative 2 
would provide more controls during fall and spring and reduce the number of visitors 
during these high use seasons.  Any facility reconstruction or construction would not be 
built to accommodate the existing peaks of use during the spring or fall. 

Because of new definitions in what constitutes a watercraft, the number of boats on the 
river during the summer may increase, for example one permit would cover two kayaks.  
However, the total number of summer watercraft permits available would not change and 
the number of visitors would remain the same.   

Appendix F discusses the River Watercraft Capacity Determinations for the spring, fall, 
and summer seasons. Summer watercraft capacity does not change from the current 
condition.  However, fall watercraft capacity would be limited to 150 boats.  A watercraft 
permit would be required from the Friday after Labor Day to October 31st on Fridays, 
Saturdays, Sundays, and holidays.  Seventy permits (47 percent) would be allocated to 
permitted guides (both Forest Service and DNR) and eighty permits (53 percent) would 
be available for the general public. 
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Riparian landowners would be required to obtain a new permit.  One permit would be 
issued per tax parcel and they would be transferable between the landowner’s 
watercraft. Expiration dates for landowner permits would provide a means of monitoring 
their recreation use, enabling managers to plan for this use.  Landowners who expect 
perpetual or multiple permits could respond by recreating on the river without a permit.  

Continuation of the policy for no commercial livery use of the Indian Bridge access site, 
maintains a range of recreation opportunities by retaining this river setting for solitude, 
isolation, and challenge. Continuing to plow some of the sites for winter use is supportive 
of offering a range of recreation opportunities as greater solitude and isolation on the 
river are possible in that season.  

Finally, changing the ROS classification for the river segment between Lower Branch 
Bridge and Walhalla from SPM to RN acknowledges the existing level of development 
and recreation experience along this segment of river as well as expectations for future 
development. 

There are no changes to commercial outfitter and guide permits for fishing in this 
alternative. 

Riparian landowner concerns for security are provided through implementation of 
“Actions Common to All Alternatives” and “Actions Common to Alternatives 2, 3, and 4”, 
in addition to restrictions on fall watercraft use and an overnight closure of access points. 

Effects to Recreation Resources, Alternative 3  
Alternative 3 proposes to emphasize protection of river resources other than recreation 
and is most restrictive to recreationists.  Recreation opportunities and facilities would still 
exist but would not be enlarged to accommodate the existing or future demand, 
especially the fall season demand.  Recreation is supported and improved by “Actions 
Common to All Alternatives” and “Actions Common to Alternatives 2, 3, and 4.” 

River Access Sites and Facilities  

Moving parking and facilities away from the river, removing the boat-slide at Gleason’s 
Landing (similar to Alternative 2), not developing a boat access at Lower Branch, and 
adding fall and spring watercraft permits combine to limit recreation use. Available 
parking spaces do not change from the number currently provided in the river corridor.  
Parking restrictions would be enforced displacing visitors to other areas of the Pere 
Marquette River or to other rivers, especially in the fall season.  

With this alternative, recreation facility development and improvements are limited to 
what is necessary for the protection of river resources, not visitor convenience. 
Restroom facilities would be provided or improved at Elk, Logmark, and Maple Leaf to 
address sanitation issues.  In addition, facility improvement at Maple Leaf access site 
would focus on reducing erosion, impacts to streamside vegetation, and user impacts to 
the river corridor. The Maple Leaf parking lot would be moved to the top of the bench, 
away from sensitive terrace soils.  In addition, Taylor Road beyond the parking area 
would be closed to public vehicular use. 

The recreation facility development level would only change from the existing condition 
at Logmark (Table 29).  Logmark would increase from development level 1 to 
development level 2 from the construction of additional facilities.  A development level of 
3 or less is desired within the Pere Marquette Scenic River corridor. 
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The section of river between Lower Branch Bridge and Walhalla has development that 
exceeds the designation of SPM which cannot readily be changed because the facilities 
are on private land. However, retaining the ROS classification of SPM would 
acknowledge the desire to manage for the solitude, isolation, and challenge expected in 
SPM on National Forest System lands.  

Not plowing any of the parking lots in winter increases the opportunity for solitude.  

Parking concerns along county roads adjacent to all developed Forest Service sites, 
except Rosebush Bend, would be addressed by restricting parking on county roads 
within 400 yards of the developed access site year round. 

Recreation Use and Capacity, Permit Changes, and Cooperative Management  

Alternative 3 would propose the most restrictions for the public wanting to recreate on 
the Pere Marquette.  It would limit the number of watercraft and require watercraft 
permits in the spring, summer, and fall.  Access sites would be closed in the fall from 11 
p.m. to 4 a.m. and as in all alternatives, camping would only be permitted at designated 
sites.  These closures would have the same effects as those discussed in Alternative 2.  
Alternative 3 would displace users that are seeking a recreation experience that they 
perceive to be free of management controls to other rivers with fewer “rules.”  It could 
also displace users that are not successful in obtaining a watercraft permit or a parking 
space.  It is likely that the combination of fewer users, enforcement, education, and use 
restrictions would decrease the number of complaints of overcrowding, trespass, and 
bad behavior.  This alternative provides the greatest opportunity for solitude and a more 
primitive recreation experience. 

Given the apparent demand for recreation, implementing this alternative would greatly 
increase the need for law enforcement. Law enforcement would be needed to sustain 
this alternative and work through user, landowner, and manager conflicts.  

Appendix F discusses the River Watercraft Capacity Determinations for the spring, fall, 
and summer seasons.  Summer watercraft capacity does not change from the current 
condition.  However, both the spring and fall season would be limited to 150 boats per 
day.  A watercraft permit would be required from March 1st to Friday before Memorial 
Day and the Friday after Labor Day to October 31st on Fridays, Saturdays, Sundays, 
and holidays for both seasons.  Seventy permits (47 percent) would be allocated to 
permitted guides (both Forest Service and DNR) and eighty permits (53 percent) would 
be available for the public. 

Eliminating permits given to landowners is not anticipated to decrease their actual use; 
however, there would be a loss in spontaneity since the landowners would have to 
compete with the public for watercraft permits.  Landowners who expect perpetual 
permits or multiple permits could respond by recreating on the river without a permit. 

The reduction of commercial fishing guide use by 25 percent by not transferring permits 
as businesses sell reduces the financial viability of those types of businesses over time.  
This could potentially affect the economies of local communities that derive revenue 
from activities associated with the river. The number of guides under permit represent a 
leveling of interest in this commercial use over 15 years; although the allocations for 
permits are not exceeded currently if the commercial use drops by 25 percent the 
demand would exceed availability of permits.  This reduction in guide services could 
result in dissatisfaction from recreation users and local citizens.   
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Effects to Recreation Resources, Alternative 4  
Alternative 4 proposes to emphasize recreation use in the corridor.  This alternative is 
the least restrictive to the recreation user. Recreation is supported and improved by 
“Actions Common to All Alternatives” and “Actions Common to Alternatives 2, 3, and 4.” 

Although recreation capacity is slightly less than the peak use experienced today, this 
alternative supports additional recreation opportunities over Alternatives 1, 2, or 3.  This 
alternative supports the demand for recreation but has a potential to not support the 
quality setting for recreation associated with a National Scenic River. 

Implementation of this alternative might necessitate the need for a river classification 
review.  The review would evaluate the need to change the Pere Marquette from a 
Scenic River to a Recreation River based on the level of proposed development and use 
within the river corridor. 

River Access Sites and Facilities  

The additional development, improvement to nine sites, and expanded parking by 25 
percent would maintain a setting conducive to recreation. 

Restroom facilities would be provided or improved at Elk, Logmark, Maple Leaf, and 
Lower Branch Bridge.  New parking would be provided at Jorgenson’s and 40th Street.  A 
back-down launch is proposed at both Gleason’s Landing and Lower Branch Bridge and 
new seasonal overflow parking for vehicles with trailers would be provided at Rainbow 
Rapids (Wingleton Road), Gleason’s Landing, Claybanks, and Green Cottage.  Parking 
at Maple Leaf would be enlarged at the existing location.  Providing year round drift boat 
passage under Indian Bridge would be included in Alternative 4.   

The addition of a back-in boat launch at Gleason’s Landing and Lower Branch Bridge 
would change the setting, recreation experience, and intensity of use. Plowing of all 
access sites in the winter would increase access to the river in a season that typically 
provides more opportunity for solitude and challenge.  

The recreation facility development level at some of the existing recreation sites would 
increase with this alternative (Table 29).  40th Street and Logmark would increase from 
development level 1 to development level 2 due to the formalization of the access site or 
construction of additional facilities.  Lower Branch Bridge and Gleason’s Landing would 
both be developed with a back-in boat ramp, parking, and restroom facilities with a 
development level 3.  A development level of 3 or less is desired within the Pere 
Marquette Scenic River corridor.  

Parking would be restricted on county roads adjacent to developed access sites (Table 
8).  The Forest Service Recreation Enhancement Fee Program would be expanded to 
include all developed access sites managed by the Forest Service except for walk in and 
canoe-in only sites. 

The Recreation Opportunity Spectrum (ROS) Classification would change for the river 
segment from Lower Branch Bridge to Walhalla.  Currently this river segment is 
classified as Semi Primitive Motorized. Under Alternative 4 this river segment would be 
re-classified as Roaded Natural.  This change in classification acknowledges the existing 
level of development and recreation experience along this segment of river as well as 
expectations for future development.  This alternative would move the experience in the 
upper section of the river away from a RN setting toward a rural setting and is not 
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compliant with scenic river designation. If this trend were to continue eventually a re-
evaluation of the river to a “recreation” river might be necessary. 

Recreation Use and Capacity, Permit Changes, and Cooperative Management  

Alternative 4 would propose the fewest restrictions on river users.  It strives to 
accommodate as much of the current recreation use as possible while relying on 
enforcement of existing rules and education to address social issues.  Alternative 4 limits 
spring and fall access to the river through the number of available parking spaces.  
Parking capacity is proposed to increase 25 percent under this alternative.  At current 
use levels, complaints of overcrowding, trespass, and bad behavior are common.  Since 
this alternative accommodates most of the current use, complaints from landowners and 
river users are not expected to decrease and would likely increase.  Additional law 
enforcement would be needed. 

Increased demand for summer recreation opportunities would be addressed by not 
requiring public watercraft permits Monday through Thursday, excluding holidays, and 
imposing few restrictions on spring and fall visitors.  Modifying the summer watercraft 
permit system by allowing visitors to forgo the need to obtain a permit during the 
weekdays could simplify management to some extent and encourage more use during 
those days not at capacity. 

Expiration dates for landowner permits would provide means of monitoring the recreation 
use enabling managers to plan for this use.  Landowners who expect perpetual or 
multiple permits could respond by recreating on the river without a permit   

Increasing the commercial permits by 25 percent would increase the financial viability of 
those businesses over time and would potentially have a positive effect on the 
economies of local communities. 

Authorizing commercial canoe livery use at Lower Branch Bridge would increase use 
altering the current moderate use of this meandering braided stretch of the river.  No 
night closures for access sites would make existing night fishing permissible, yet would 
be less responsive to addressing user and landowner conflicts in the fall.   

Table 29. Summary of Recreation Facility Development Level Changes by 
Alternative 

Recreation 
Facility Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 Alternative 4 

Forks Development 
Level 2 No Change No Change No Change 

M-37 Bridge Development 
Level 3 No Change No Change No Change 

72nd Street Development 
Level 2 No Change No Change No Change 

Green 
Cottage 

Development 
Level 3 No Change No Change 

No Change 
Additional 
overflow 
parking 

Claybanks Development 
Level 2 No Change No Change 

No Change 
Additional 
parking 
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Recreation 
Facility Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 Alternative 4 

Jorgenson’s 
Walk-In 

Development 
Level 2 

Development 
Level 2 
Additional 
facilities 

Development 
Level 2 

Development 
Level 2 
Additional 
facilities 

Gleason’s 
Landing 

Development 
Level 3 

Development 
Level 3 
Removal of 
boat slide 

Development 
Level 3 
Removal of 
boat slide 

Development 
Level 3 
Additional 
facilities 

Rosebush 
Bend 

Development 
Level 2 No Change No Change No Change 

Bowman 
Bridge 

Development 
Level 4 No Change No Change No Change 

Rainbow 
Rapids 

Development 
Level 3 

No Change 
Additional 
parking 

No Change 
No Change 
Additional 
parking 

40th Street Currently no 
development 

Development 
Level 2 

No 
development 

Development 
Level 2 

Sulak  Development 
Level 3 No Change No Change No Change 

Upper 
Branch 
Bridge 

Development 
Level 3 No Change No Change No Change 

Elk Development 
Level 2 No Change No Change No Change 

Lower 
Branch 
Bridge 

Development 
Level 1 

Development 
Level 3 
Additional 
facilities 

Development 
Level 1 

Development 
Level 3 
Additional 
facilities 

Logmark Development 
Level 1 

Development 
Level 2 
Additional 
facilities 

Development 
Level 2 
Additional 
facilities 

Development 
Level 2 
Additional 
facilities 

Maple Leaf Development 
Level 2 

No Change 
Additional 
facilities 

No Change 
Limited 
additional 
facilities 

No Change 
Additional 
facilities 

Walhalla Development 
Level 3 No Change No Change No Change 

Indian 
Bridge 

Development 
Level 3 No Change No Change No Change 

Custer Development 
Level 2 No Change No Change No Change 

Scottville Development 
Level 5 No Change No Change No Change 

Old Highway 
31 

Development 
Level 2 No Change No Change No Change 
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Cumulative Effects to Recreation Resources 
There is general agreement amongst resource managers, property owners, and river 
users that the water quality and biological resources of the Pere Marquette are in good 
shape despite the amount of use.  There is also agreement that there is currently too 
much use of the river particularly in the fall, and at times, in the spring causing social 
impacts.  Most people you talk to can describe at least one negative experience they 
have had while recreating on the river, while most riparian owners can recall multiple 
negative experiences that have accrued over a period of time.  What there is no 
agreement on is who’s access should be limited, by how much, and when.  The four 
alternatives propose actions to limit the amount of use occurring on the river.  Although 
they take different approaches they share some similar potential cumulative effects that 
include: 

All Alternatives may displace river users to other rivers due to limitations on parking.  
There would also be a loss of spontaneity, especially on weekends or during the spring 
or fall fishing seasons, again due to limitations on parking or permit availability.  On the 
other hand, additional restrictions may attract users who desire more solitude or a more 
primitive experience. 

Implementation of Alternative 4 might necessitate the need for a river classification 
review.  The review would evaluate the need to change the Pere Marquette from a 
Scenic River to a Recreation River based on the level of proposed development within 
the river corridor.  The proposed developments in Alternative 4 would be as much for 
visitor convenience as for resource protection. 

None of the alternatives contain provisions for addressing future growth or changes in 
demand on public lands.  This could have the unintended result of having users turn to 
private lands for access.  Michigan Natural River zoning would prevent private 
landowners from cashing in, but there are no fines or penalties for noncompliance and it 
is likely that some property owners would take the risk for the monetary gain.  Public use 
originating from private lands would not be monitored or accounted for. 

When resource damage is repaired there is a visible, tangible change.  This is not 
necessarily the case for social damage or impacts.  Because each person using or living 
on the river has a different tolerance level for encounters with others and evidence of 
use, it is likely that the opinion that the Pere Marquette River is overused would persist 
under all of the alternatives being analyzed. 

Fisheries and Aquatic Habitat  
The Fishery ORV and Analysis Issue 2. Aquatic Habitat are linked together for the 
environmental consequences analysis.  Alternative 3 would be the most beneficial to the 
Fishery ORV, large wood amounts, and a reduction in sediment input from the banks. 
Alternatives 1 and 4 are the least beneficial.   

Effects to Fisheries and Aquatic Habitat, Alternative 1  

River Access Sites and Facilities  

Overall, maintaining the access sites in their present state would continue to cause 
erosion and degrade riparian habitat conditions at Gleason’s Landing, Log Mark, Maple 
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Leaf, Lower Branch Bridge, and Walhalla.  This would continue to contribute sediment 
input in the river and degrade aquatic habitat. 

No restrictions on parking (e.g., being able to park along county roads adjacent to 
recreation sites) would allow fishing pressure to continue to increase resulting in riparian 
habitat degradation.    

Maintaining Gleason’s Landing in its present state would continue to lead to fishing 
“congestion” problems on the upper river which in turn could result in stress to spawning 
fish, particularly salmon and steelhead, thereby potentially decreasing spawning 
success.  

Developing angler access trails on public land downstream from Bowman’s Bridge would 
allow more areas for shoreline fisherman to access the river.  However, the trails would 
be constructed using Best Management Practices (BMPs) and would reduce riparian 
habitat damage and erosion associated with the existing user-created trails.  These trails 
could potentially reduce some of the fishing pressure in areas such as the “flies only” 
water and Maple Leaf.  However, it should be noted that the major reason this area does 
not see as much fishing pressure is there is less cover and gradient around Bowman’s 
Bridge and, therefore, the water holds fewer fish.  These trails would have minimal 
impact on water quality and the fishery.  

Leaving Lower Branch Bridge without a watercraft launch facility and Indian Bridge in its 
current condition of impeding drift boat passage would continue the situation of less 
access for boat anglers (less water to fish), thereby concentrating use on other sections 
of the river and increasing fishing pressure on these sections.  

The Logmark site, Maple Leaf trails, and the parking areas at Walhalla and Old Highway 
31 would continue to have erosion problems without remedial attention (BMPs), leading 
to sediment delivery to the river, thereby degrading aquatic habitat. 

Leaving access sites open from 11 p.m. to 4 a.m. in the fall would lead to fishing 
pressure staying the same or increasing (along with poaching).  It would also result in 
more erosion and less vegetative cover along the streambanks during the fall “24/7” 
salmon fishing.  This intense seasonal fishing pressure would also increase stress on 
spawning fish, as well as contribute to the ongoing problem of trespass on adjacent 
private riparian land.  

Recreation Use and Capacity, Permit Changes, and Cooperative Management 

Without a fall watercraft permit system, fishing pressure on spawning salmon would 
continue to increase which in turn could result in less spawning success.  However, it is 
unlikely to have a significant effect on the number of returning adults as there is currently 
surplus escapement of adult salmon in the Pere Marquette River (Mark Tonello, DNR, 
personal communication).  The existing summer watercraft permit system would have a 
minimal effect on fisheries or water quality. 

Management of access sites by two governing agencies with different rules on 
commercial outfitter guiding would contribute to some level of non-permitted guiding.  

Limited commercial use below Indian Bridge would help maintain riparian conditions and 
water quality in the stretch of river below Indian Bridge.  Cooperative management of 
large wood and capping rafts at current allocation and size would help maintain large 
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wood in the river.  This would improve aquatic habitat and help buffer streambanks 
against high flows.   

Snowplowing is not expected to have an effect on fisheries or water quality unless a 
large amount of road salt was introduced into the river during plowing.  This would 
degrade water quality, but the effect would be localized.  

Effects to Fisheries and Aquatic Habitat, Alternative 2 
The direct and indirect of Alternative 2 would be similar to those of Alternative 1 with the 
following exceptions. 

River Access Sites and Facilities  

The 10 percent increase in parking at selected access sites along the river corridor 
would cause a minor amount of surface runoff.  However, this is not expected to have 
any detrimental effects to water quality or the fishery as best management practices 
(BMPs) would be employed to address surface runoff and construction practices.  There 
is also the potential that more parking would allow increased fishing pressure resulting in 
riparian habitat degradation.  However, it is felt that the increase in parking would be 
offset by the enforcement of no parking along county roads adjacent to access sites.   

Closing Gleason’s Landing to trailers would cause individuals launching from M-37 or 
Green Cottage to have a longer float (approximately 45 minutes to one hour) until they 
reach Bowman’s Bridge and can get off the water.  This would potentially spread boat 
fishing pressure out along the upper river and could result in less stress to spawning 
fish, particularly steelhead and salmon, and increase spawning success.  Conversely, 
this would allow more parking for shoreline (pedestrian) anglers and could result in the 
degradation of the riparian area around Gleason’s Landing, increasing sediment input 
into the river. 

Closing access sites from 11 p.m. to 4 a.m. would reduce some fishing pressure and 
would result in less damage to riparian vegetation.  This would result in less erosion, 
more vegetative cover, and increased shade in the stream margins.  It would also 
reduce stress on spawning salmon.  

Overall, access site changes are expected to reduce erosion and improve riparian 
condition. This would result in a reduction in sediment input into the river and improve 
aquatic habitat. 

Under this alternative it is proposed that the Forest Service and the DNR cooperatively 
manage navigation hazards with river users.  This would allow wood to be managed to 
provide better aquatic habitat and provide shoreline protection.  Under all alternatives, 
some of the cut wood would get caught in logjams but, only rarely do logjams block the 
entire river.  If so these would be quickly cleared to allow watercraft passage. 

Recreation Use and Capacity, Permit Changes, and Cooperative Management 

Implementing a fall watercraft permit system would help reduce fishing pressure on 
spawning salmon and could result in better spawning success.  However, it is unlikely to 
have a significant effect on the number of returning adults as there is currently surplus 
escapement of adult salmon in the Pere Marquette River (Mark Tonello, DNR, personal 
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communication).  Other proposed watercraft permit changes would have a minimal effect 
on fisheries or water quality. 

Unified management may shift or decrease use at sites such as Sulak and Walhalla.  
This would result in a decrease in illegal snagging and in better spawning success of 
salmon and steelhead.  

Effects to Fisheries and Aquatic Habitat, Alternative 3  
The direct and indirect effects of Alternative 3 would be similar to but less than those of 
Alternative 2.  However Alternative 3 provides for more resource protection and would 
result in slightly less recreation use, riparian degradation, and fishing pressure.   

Under this alternative it is proposed that only the Forest Service and the DNR manage 
navigation hazards.  This would allow wood to be managed to provide better aquatic 
habitat and provide shoreline protection but, it would also result in navigation hazards 
remaining for a longer period of time until resource agencies could address them.  It is 
likely that illicit cutting would occur in the interim. Under all alternatives, some of the cut 
wood would get caught in logjams but, only rarely do logjams block the entire river.  If so 
these are quickly cleared to allow watercraft passage. 

Effects to Fisheries and Aquatic Habitat, Alternative 4  
The direct and indirect effects of Alternative 4 would be similar to those of Alternative 1.  
Like Alternative 1, this alternative would result in more recreation use, more problems 
with riparian degradation, and more fishing pressure.   

Under this alternative it is proposed that river users manage large wood navigation 
hazards within Forest Service and DNR guidelines (generally, maximum clearing width 
of eight feet).  This would allow wood to be managed to provide better aquatic habitat 
and provide shoreline protection.  However, providing only a guideline and little case-by-
case assistance would likely result in less wood accumulating over time, thereby 
providing less aquatic habitat and shoreline protection. Under all alternatives, some of 
the cut wood would get caught in logjams but, only rarely do logjams block the entire 
river.  If so these are quickly cleared to allow watercraft passage. 

Cumulative Effects to Fisheries and Aquatic Habitat 
Forest Service management in the watershed would continue to focus on timber, fuels, 
wildlife, fisheries, and recreational uses.  Projects to reduce fuel loads around the Village 
of Baldwin are being planned and implemented.  Karner blue butterfly, a federally 
endangered species, restoration work is planned in the Big South Branch portion of the 
watershed, and road closures are being implemented to reduce road densities and 
fragmentation in the watershed.  Reducing road densities would help improve watershed 
condition by reducing runoff and sediment input into rivers and streams.  Timber, fuels, 
wildlife and recreation projects are likely to have minimal cumulative effects throughout 
the watershed because BMPs and mitigation measures would be adhered to.  

Fisheries management in the watershed would continue to concentrate on erosion 
control, improving aquatic passage at road stream crossings, reducing sand bedload 
through sediment basins and maintaining riparian buffer zones.  As the forest continues 
to mature, more large wood would be input into streams and rivers.  Large wood can 
protect streambanks from erosion, provides habitat for aquatic insects and fish, and 
creates habitat complexity.  It also causes localized scouring. This scouring uncovers 
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gravel, which is used by salmonids for spawning.  Recent projects in the watershed 
include the Big South Demonstration project which stabilized eroding banks and created 
salmonid spawning habitat in this sub-watershed. Upgrading the Green Cottage and 
Sulak access sites has led to a reduction of sediment input into the river and 
construction of new bridges at the Forks and Indian Bridge has reduced erosion. 

In the past 20 years, a reduction of sand bedload through bank stabilization, upgrading 
road stream crossings and sediment basin maintenance has been the focus of resource 
managers.  Over that time approximately 31,000 linear feet of bank has been stabilized 
between the Forks and Walhalla.  Work has been done and is being planned in the Big 
South Branch and the Baldwin River (major tributaries).  It is unclear how much stream 
bank stabilization was done prior to this timeframe and how much has been done 
downstream of Walhalla but some work has been done.  While erosion itself is a natural 
process, streambank erosion on systems such as the Pere Marquette River has been 
accelerated by historical land uses and current day recreation use. 

Much of the stabilization consisted of placing field stone riprap at the toe of the slope 
and revegetation of the upper slopes.  Quigley and Harper (2004), Craig and Zale (2001) 
and Schmettering et al. (2001) have all conducted literature reviews to determine the 
effect of riprap on salmonids.  Results are mixed on using rock riprap for streambank 
stabilization.  At a local scale, positive effects were found in degraded systems with 
excessive erosion.  Negative effects were related to loss of natural habitat (e.g. 
vegetation and overhanging banks (Quigley and Harper 2004).   

Watershed scale effects of hardened streambank stabilization structures include 
reduced heterogeneity of habitat and restricted lateral channel migration (Quigley and 
Harper 2004).  It also leads to a reduction in side channels and backwater type habitat 
that are important for fish and macroinvertebrates (Craig and Zale 2001). These effects 
were considered negative and cumulative in nature (Quigley and Harper 2004).  It 
should be noted that most of the studies reviewed occurred in the Western United States 
and the physical description of the stabilization work was often vague (Craig and Zale 
2001).  However, a review of the Pere Marquette River streambank stabilization was 
conducted by Gough (1995).  He felt that the amount of bank stabilization done in the 
Forks to Walhalla reach would not affect the overall stability and function of the Pere 
Marquette River because streams such as the Pere Marquette are not adjusting at a 
noticeable rate horizontally.  He also felt that reducing sand bedload through bank 
stabilization would not be balanced by an increase in erosion of stable beds or banks. 

In the Pere Marquette River Watershed, the effect streambank stabilization has had on 
sand bedload reduction, shoreline homogeneity, and restricted lateral channel migration 
and the subsequent effects on the biological community has not been quantified.  
However, given Gough’s (1995) review and the fact that 90+ percent of the shoreline 
has not been stabilized (4.4 percent of the overall shoreline was stabilized through the 
ten-year Pere Marquette River Restoration Project), it is unlikely that shoreline 
heterogeneity or the ability of the channel to migrate laterally has been compromised. 

Recently, the DNR started a status and trends monitoring protocol for rivers around the 
State and initial results indicate the Pere Marquette River compares favorably to other 
rivers in total salmonid biomass, which is composed primarily of brown trout and rainbow 
trout.  However, it is well below average in number of brown trout young-of-the-year 
(YOY) per acre (Wills et al. 2006).  

Brook trout, mottled sculpin, lake sturgeon, greater redhorse sucker, and the creek 
heelsplitter mussel would all benefit from a reduction of sediment in the watershed.  
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However, of particular concern with mottled sculpin is the introduction of a non-native 
invasive species (NNIS), the round goby (Neogobius melanostomus) which is known to 
out-compete sculpin (Jude and DeBoe 1996). 

Other fisheries management has concentrated on controlling sea lamprey reproduction 
in the Pere Marquette River watershed.  The USFWS operates a sea lamprey barrier 
and fish passage facility at Custer (the Custer Weir).  They also conduct periodic 
lampricide (TFM) treatments.  Fish passage data indicate steelhead and suckers 
(including redhorse suckers) are able to pass through the weir and it has not impacted 
their populations.  The effect of the lamprey barrier on non-game fish has not been 
studied in detail.  Research indicates that stream macroinvertebrates recolonize areas 
after TFM treatment fairly quickly (Weisser et al. 2003) and treatments would not cause 
acute mortality among the Unionid Mussels tested (Waller et al. 2003, Dawson 2003).  
Because of these findings, it is believed sea lamprey control is not having a cumulative 
effect on the fishery of the Pere Marquette River. 

Non-native invasive species (NNIS) have the ability to negatively affect the Pere 
Marquette fishery and riparian conditions.  Round gobies are known to out compete 
native sculpin and flourish in areas of cobble and riprap (Jude and Defoe 1996).  The 
spread of emerald ash borer could lead to increased large wood in the streams and 
rivers but it would also result in loss of canopy cover.  However, given that the Pere 
Marquette River system is predominantly groundwater driven, this loss of canopy cover 
is not likely to lead to increased water temperatures.  Purple loosestrife could out-
compete native riparian vegetation.  The spread of NNIS in the corridor and watershed 
would have a cumulative negative effect on fisheries and the watershed. 

Activities such as timber production, road building, development, and conservation 
easements on private and other public lands in the watershed have the ability to affect 
fisheries and watershed condition.  As a Michigan Natural River the mainstem Pere 
Marquette River and many of its tributaries are protected from riparian development.  
Development throughout the watershed could lead to more runoff and flashier flow 
regimes that could increase erosion and degrade aquatic habitat.  However, zoning and 
the implementation of BMPs would minimize any cumulative effects to the river.   

Recent projects such as the upgrade of the Scottville Sewage System, MDOT upgrading 
the storm water drain around the Village of Baldwin and the plan for the Village of 
Baldwin to upgrade their stormwater drain have improved water quality and aquatic 
habitat within the watershed.   

Environmental Effects to River Resources 
Social Resources 

1836 Treaty Rights 
Implementation of 1836 Treaty rights for tribal regulated hunting, fishing, or traditional 
gathering would continue within the river corridor.  Tribal use of the corridor is believed 
to be incidental.  Use data would be collected annually from the tribal offices as part of 
monitoring.  The data would allow the Forest Service to quantify this use and provide 
data that would be used when updating the CRMP.  
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Private Land 
Activities on private lands within the natural river district (400 feet either side of the river) 
are subject to zoning; this does not vary by alternative.  It is likely that the number of 
people living within the river corridor would increase in the next 10 years as more people 
retire and convert seasonal homes into year-round residences.  The number of variance 
requests considered by the Pere Marquette Zoning Board would increase as owners 
seek to update their homes, increase their size to accommodate expanded families, 
and/or improve their access to the river.  Some of the larger properties may be 
subdivided and sold if owners or heirs are no longer interested in ownership or are 
financially unable to continue ownership.  This would have the effect of increasing the 
number of property owners and development within the corridor.   

What does vary by alternative is how riparian owners access the river using public lands.  
Alternatives 2 and 4 tie annual reporting of the amount and type of activities originating 
from private lands to the issuance of landowner watercraft permits.  This would help the 
Forest Service quantify and monitor riparian use in the river corridor and provide data 
that could be used to modify management or confirm that existing management 
strategies are still relevant.  It also provides land managers an opportunity to interact 
with property owners, on at least an annual basis, to build a relationship and get 
feedback on river management issues. 

Alternative 3 would not issue landowners a watercraft permit but would require them to 
obtain permits like the general public.  This would likely result in some private 
landowners circumventing the permit system.  The Forest Service would lose the 
opportunity to gather data on private owner’s use of the river essential for monitoring and 
future updates to the river management plan.  The Forest Service would also lose out on 
critical feedback from riparian owners. 

Alternative 1, No Action, would continue the current system of issuing permits which 
has been in place for almost 25 years.  During that time there has been turnover in 
property owners as well as personnel at the Forest Service.  Information about the 
landowner permit has not necessarily been passed from one owner to another nor has it 
been implemented in the same manner from one manager to another.  Under the current 
system there is no way to quantify the number of permits that have been issued or 
assure that only landowners on the mainstream have been issued them.  Continuing the 
current system of issuing landowner permits would have effects similar to Alternative 3. 

Effects to Economics 
Alternatives 1, 2, and 3 would result in less public use of the river corridor because no 
alternative proposes to increase site capacity to accommodate peaks in use.  Alternative 
4 comes closest to providing public use in the river corridor at 2006 levels. All 
alternatives include enforcement actions to limit the number of users to a site’s capacity.  
Less public use means less money is captured by the local economies of Lake and 
Mason Counties in the form of direct and indirect spending by visitors.  The amount of 
impact varies by alternative but would likely be felt more by Lake County whose 
economy is more dependent on tourism and is less diversified than Mason County’s. 

Alternative 3 would have the greatest negative economic impact.  This alternative 
favors the river environment over the river user.  It proposes limitations on the number of 
watercraft and requires the user to obtain a watercraft permit in spring, summer, and fall.  
The number of parking spots at existing access sites would not increase and parking at 
40th Street and a launch site at Lower Branch Bridge would not be developed.  This 
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alternative would displace the most users and may have the effect of discouraging use 
because of the perceived inconvenience of obtaining permits by the public.  This effect 
may be off-set by clients who are willing to pay more for a trip on the river where they 
may have solitude, less competition for prime fishing holes, and fewer encounters with 
other users. 

One might argue that under Alternative 1 the effects on economics would be neutral 
because it would be the continuation of the current situation.  However, that is not the 
case because the current river plan intended to limit use by site capacity.  Site capacity, 
because of a lack of enforcement, as well as other reasons, has routinely been 
exceeded in the spring and fall.  Implementation of Alternative 1 would reduce use in the 
river corridor but would still be more favorable to river users than Alternatives 2 and 3 
because additional restrictions such as, requiring a watercraft permit in the spring or fall 
or closing access sites at night in the fall are not proposed.  Fewer users would likely be 
displaced, when compared to Alternatives 2 and 3, because there are fewer 
requirements for accessing the river placed on the user. 

Alternative 2, Proposed Action, strives to balance use with maintaining the 
outstandingly remarkable values for which the Pere Marquette was recognized when it 
was designated a scenic river.  This alternative would balance site expansions and 
development with additional user restrictions to limit use to identified capacities, i.e. 
number of parking spaces or number of watercraft permits.  It does not accommodate 
existing use and it is likely that some fall users would be displaced because watercraft 
numbers are capped.  Alternative 2 would impact the economic contribution of river use 
in a negative manner. 

Alternative 4 would come close to maintaining (neutral) the current economic 
contribution of river use to local economies.  It favors the river user over the river 
environment.  It proposes to expand parking in the river corridor by 25 percent, would 
not restrict the number of watercraft in spring and fall, eliminates the need for a 
watercraft permit in the summer during the week, and would not include a closure of 
sites from 11 p.m. to 4 a.m. in the fall.  Alternative 4 accommodates more of the 
unregulated spring and fall use and its economic contribution than any other alternative.  
The fewest users would be displaced by this alternative because it does the most to 
accommodate existing use and places the fewest restrictions on the user.  Alternative 4 
also proposes to allow commercial canoe use at the Indian Bridge access site.  This is 
the only alternative that includes this action.  This would allow an opportunity to provide 
services that are not currently available.  It is likely the economic contribution to the local 
area would be minor because the demand for this service is expected to be low. 

Cumulative Effects to Private Land and Economics 
Supplying less than is being demanded could have long-term economic consequences 
in Lake and Mason Counties.  The economies of these counties depend heavily on 
tourism dollars.  Mason County has a more diversified economy and Lake Michigan 
shoreline and, therefore, would not be as impacted by a decrease in revenue from the 
Pere Marquette.  This is not the case for Lake County, especially the community of 
Baldwin that does not have a manufacturing base and derives a great deal of revenue 
from the recreating public.  The county is working on attracting more business and with 
resources from the State and Federal level they likely would be successful in diversifying 
the economy making it more resilient to downturns in the tourism sector. 
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Alternative 3 would result in an initial reduction in economic benefits but a long-term 
benefit.  Widespread use and degraded habitat diminish the river experience, so by 
initiating additional river protections, Alternative 3 would be providing the long-term 
benefit of protecting commercial businesses.  

In contrast, Alternative 4 would result in an initial increase in economic benefits but a 
long-term reduction.  As increased use diminishes the aquatic and riparian habitat there 
is the potential that clients would shift to other rivers in search of a higher quality river 
experience. 

 

Physical Resources 

Air 

Effects to Air 
Potential sources of air pollution on the Forests include smoke from wildfires and 
prescribed burning, vehicle emissions, oil and gas operations, and dust from unpaved 
roads. Other sources include industrial emissions and emissions from highly urbanized 
areas. The overall affected environment of the airshed includes air quality, atmospheric 
deposition, and trends. The analysis area of direct, indirect and cumulative effects is the 
northern Lower Peninsula of Michigan.  

The dispersal of air pollutants is complicated and dependent on many factors. However, 
even local, dispersal of any air pollutants originating from activities on the Huron-
Manistee National Forests is unlikely to have discernable effects.   

Air quality would not be substantially degraded in any alternative.  Smoke, particulate 
and exhaust emissions, and road dust from motorized use would continue to negatively 
affect short-term air quality.  Minor and localized air pollution could occur as a result of 
campfires.  With an increase in recreation use, there is also a greater potential for 
human-caused wildfires which could add to air pollution if not immediately controlled.  
There may also be some minor debris burning from construction or through prescribed 
burns for management purposes.  This would be partially mitigated by controlling size 
and timing of these fires to minimize the adverse effects.  

One of the main recreational activities on the Huron-Manistee National Forests is driving 
for pleasure. Exhaust emissions from passenger vehicles cause or contribute to air 
quality concerns. Dust created from traveling unpaved roads also results in air quality 
concerns. Due to existing topography and atmospheric conditions, dust and emissions 
are quickly dissipated, and no concentrated or long-term effects are created within the 
corridor. 

Motorized recreation use on the Huron-Manistee National Forests is projected to 
increase. Recreational vehicles using spark ignition engines, such as off-highway 
motorcycles, off-highway vehicles and snowmobiles, may cause or contribute to air 
quality concerns. Most motorized recreation is dispersed across the forest landscape 
and emissions are dissipated due to existing topography and atmospheric conditions. 
Effects are considered to be minimal within the corridor.  

Wildfire is a random event. Conditions under which wildfires occur are not controlled and 
thus tend to generate more smoke and particulate matter than planned events. They 
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occur during non-snow periods from April through November and can have visibility and 
health effects on nearby communities and residents. The extent of the effects would 
depend upon the size of the area burned and fuel type. Typically, effects would be 
localized and short term due to topography and atmospheric conditions. 

Cumulative Effects to Air 
The past history of logging, vehicle use (engine exhaust emissions) and local fires have 
likely contributed to temporary reductions in air quality; however, none of these actions 
have noticeably degraded air quality in the long-term.  No tests have been conducted to 
determine the level of air quality within the river corridor.  The proposed activities would 
not likely further degrade air quality.  There are no expected significant land use 
changes on public or private land that would cumulatively affect air resources by 
implementing Alternatives 1, 2, 3, or 4.   

In addition to activities occurring on National Forest System lands, air quality is affected 
by regional environments and activities beyond the Forest Service’s control. Air 
pollutants from large urban areas, for example, Chicago, are carried by wind across 
Lake Michigan and affect the air quality within the river corridor. It is likely that other 
private and public activities, such as commercial and residential developments, timber 
harvesting, and road construction, would occur in the future that could affect air 
resources.  

Geology and Minerals 

Effects to Geology and Minerals 
Should leasing or development be proposed within the river corridor, Federal and State 
agencies are authorized to control such development through constraints disclosed in 
the Huron-Manistee National Forests Land and Resource Management Plan, Pere 
Marquette River-specific standards and guidelines (Appendix C), and State laws and 
regulations.  Given the low probability of development, together with these leasing and 
operating constraints, it is projected that development of the mineral interest within the 
river corridor would be minimal.   

Soils 
The most soil disturbance would occur where development is the greatest, such as with 
Alternative 4, where the area of potential disturbance is estimated to be less than 30 
acres.  Maximum soil protection would occur where the least physical disturbance 
occurs, such as in Alternative 3.   

Effects to Soil 
Management impacts on soil productivity are generally restricted to the specific site 
where an activity or treatment occurs.  Activities on National Forest System lands are not 
expected to have measurable impacts on other lands nor are activities on adjacent lands 
of other ownership expected to have measurable impacts on Forest Service lands in the 
Pere Marquette River corridor.  For all alternatives, the effects to soil productivity from 
biomass removal and soil disturbance would be the same.  In general, the proposed 
activities effect on the river corridor’s sandy soils and relatively flat terrain would not 
considerably contribute to erosion.   
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The Pere Marquette CRMP and Pere Marquette River Natural River Plan would assure 
protection of the soils by maintaining a healthy, vigorous vegetative cover along the 
streambanks and terrace slopes and reducing or eliminating human-caused erosion and 
use in fragile areas.  By monitoring development on private and public land within the 
river management zone, soil disturbance would be confined to those immediate areas 
where construction and recreation activity occur.  In addition, private land developments 
would still be subject to Michigan DEQ permits. 

Areas of disturbance would include developed recreation facilities on National Forest 
System or private lands and residential development on private land.  Construction 
activities may result in erosion and soil compaction.  The extent and duration of effects 
are site-specific and depend largely on the sensitivity of soils, intensity of development 
or site changes, management practices, and implementation of mitigation measures and 
best management practices.  Construction and reconstruction activities include shaping, 
filling, or realigning road entrances to improve access to the river, creating or improving 
parking areas and recreational facilities, or residential development.  Construction and 
reconstruction activities disturb the soil when vegetation is cleared or soil is physically 
moved. Either of these activities exposes the soil to raindrop impact and water erosion.  
Proper planning and design would minimize soil disturbance and any proposed 
construction or re-construction project would require a site-specific analysis.  

Prompt revegetation of exposed soil, using either natural or supplemental methods as 
well as traffic barriers and water-bars would stabilize the disturbed areas and reduce 
erosion. The disturbance to soil caused by construction would be short term, since 
vegetative cover can be easily reestablish on soils within this climatic area. 

Increased run-off rates and accelerated erosion rates are associated with heavily 
compacted soils.  Effects of compaction on roads and trails can lead to the washing 
away of the tread surface or deep incising of ditch lines.  This can lead to sediment 
delivery to the river.  Periodic road and trail maintenance would have a beneficial affect 
on local soil productivity. Severely damaged and gullied areas would not recover unless 
activities to correct site-specific problems (e.g. drainage and topsoil replacement) were 
undertaken. 

Implementation of the recommendations described in the State of Michigan’s BMPs 
(DNR 1994) would minimize the impact of the proposed activities on National Forest 
System land.  The Forest conducted BMPs effectiveness monitoring during the 2000 
Integrated Program Review.  The review indicated that best management practices are 
being implemented at high standards and are effective in maintaining water quality 
(USDA-FS 2000).   

Soil productivity levels would remain similar, or increase, as organic matter accumulates 
within the upper soil profile. This would occur as the forested stands mature and no 
harvests occur that export or reduce litter and biomass.  

Soil compaction would continue to recover from past management activities as surface 
and below ground biomass is accumulated, natural wetting-drying-freezing events occur, 
and soil micro-fauna activity reduce bulk density of affected areas.  Soil erosion would 
continue at locations, such as roads and recreation trails, where the slope exceeds two 
percent and ground vegetation is sparse or non-existent.  
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Cumulative Effects to Soils 
The soil resources in the river corridor were significantly impacted in the late 1800s and 
early 1900s by logging practices and subsequent wildfires.  Clearing of land for 
agriculture once wholesale logging was completed also impacted the soil resource.  
Since the early 1900s, much of the river corridor has reforested through fire protection 
and other management activities; and soil resource qualities have improved.   

As individual groups of trees, shrubs, and herbaceous species complete their life cycles, 
general levels of biomass and soil organic matter accumulation would exceed removals, 
increasing soil productivity. Harvesting is permitted on private land within the river 
corridor outside of the 75 foot setback.  Private land harvest would have small, localized 
impacts to the productivity of lands within the corridor. The short-term loss of litter fall 
from forested areas onto adjacent lands would be insignificant to sustaining site 
productivity if these private lands remained in a forested, or partially forested, condition.  

Recreation use, including motorized and non-motorized trails, designated dispersed 
recreation sites, and developed access facilities are generally hardened and are not 
meant to return to productivity, at least in the foreseeable future.  During 
decommissioning of any recreation facilities, evaluations are made to determine if 
rehabilitation treatments, such as ripping, top soiling, seeding or mulching, are needed. 

Areas of eroding and compacted soils within the watershed are found on public and 
private roads, recreation trails, and along some popular fall fishing reaches.  Soil 
compaction, rutting, puddling, and erosion would continue to occur based on the level of 
recreation use and the maintenance and improvements being completed on at the site.  

Previous harvests and wildfire suppression involving heavy equipment and motor 
vehicles have occurred on some National Forest System lands adjacent to the river 
corridor. Most Forest Service roads and trails and county roads would not be affected by 
implementation of any alternative.  Site-specific analysis would be conducted before any 
new road or road crossings would be constructed.  Roads which currently impact the 
river or floodplain function would remain in place with maintenance as needed.  

The private lands within the river corridor are primarily used for agricultural, residential, 
and recreational purposes.  It is expected that there would be no significant changes in 
the amount of land uses in the river corridor that would have large-scale negative 
impacts to soil resources. 

Biological Resources 

River Corridor Vegetation 
Very little vegetative manipulation on public lands would occur as a result of any 
alternative.  Vegetative types would remain as presently found in the Pere Marquette 
River corridor in the foreseeable future.  The dominant overstory vegetative types and 
associated tree species would remain as presently found in the river corridor for the next 
decade.  Alternative 3 would best protect the river corridor vegetation followed by 
Alternatives 2, 1, and 4. 

Effects to Upland Vegetation 
Forested stands would eventually evolve towards late successional, mature forests.  
Trees would continue to compete for sunlight, water, and nutrients and increased 
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amounts of downed woody debris and decadent trees would begin to accumulate and be 
visible in mature and over-mature stands.  Ground cover composition of grasses, forbs, 
and shrubs would be replaced by early successional forest species.  The small number 
of red pine plantations in the corridor would appear unnatural because they would retain 
rows and have limited understory vegetative diversity.  Timber stand growth rates would 
continue to decline as trees reach maturity.  The infestation risk of pathogens would 
increase as tree vitality decreases.   

Vegetative management on private lands would continue to be a mixture of no 
management to complete removal of the natural vegetative strip and replacement with a 
landscaped yard. 

New construction and reconstruction of parking lots, campsites, boat launches, angler 
trails, and toilet replacement projects would have the greatest effect on vegetation 
composition, primarily in the way of permanent clearing of land.  However, this is felt to 
be incidental relative to the “big picture” of total land within the river corridor.  Alternative 
4 proposes the largest number of new construction and reconstruction projects and 
largest scale of projects (number of parking spaces in new parking lots).  It is likely that 
construction projects would only occur on approximately 30 acres across National Forest 
System lands under Alternative 4, which constitutes one percent of Forest Service land 
and 0.2 percent of the total area in the river corridor.  Alternative 2 proposes the second 
highest level of construction and reconstruction, with less than ten acres of permanent 
land clearing.  Alternative 1 proposes only one new parking lot, a boat access site, 
angler trails and one new toilet.  Alternative 3 proposes the least amount of permanent 
land clearing with only four new campsites and two toilets.  However, individual projects 
on National Forest System lands would have site-specific environmental analyses prior 
to implementation to ensure impacts to vegetation in the corridor are minimized.   

Increased public use would also negatively affect vegetation composition, but at a 
localized level through trampling, illegal firewood cutting, or through the creation of user-
created trails, roads and parking areas.  With an increase in recreation use, there is also 
a greater potential for human-caused wildfires. 

Effects to Riparian Vegetation 
Impacts to riparian vegetation along the Pere Marquette River corridor are primarily 
related to: hydrologic changes, plant disease and pests, recreational access and usage, 
land use modifications, and non-native invasive plant displacement of native vegetation. 
The first two factors, hydrologic changes and plant disease and pests, are largely 
outside the scope of the Pere Marquette CRMP and are addressed in the cumulative 
effects. The other three factors may have differing levels of impact based upon the 
alternative chosen for the river plan. However, the discussion concerning the type of 
impact is the same and is, therefore, discussed once. Following each alternative is a 
discussion of the anticipated difference in the degree of impact for each of the 
alternatives. 

Recreation Use and Capacity, Permit Changes, and Cooperative Management 

Recreational use of the river results in trampling of vegetation at access sites, complete 
removal of vegetation along heavily used angler trails, and soil compaction and bank 
erosion at developed and non-developed stream side locations. Recreational use also 
results in an increased likelihood of introduction of non-native invasive plant seeds or 
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vegetative fragments through transport in soles of shoes; on vehicles, boat trailers and 
boating equipment; and in dumping of soil containers used for fish bait. Non-native 
plants, in turn, diminish available habitat for native vegetation, and depending on the 
scale of the invasion this could also contribute to a diminished feeling of being in a “wild 
and scenic river corridor” and a negative impact to the scenic ORV.  

Earthworms (e.g. Lumbricus rubellus and Dendrobaena octaedra), which are not native 
to the northern Great Lakes region, are documented as potential threats to native plants 
because of their consumption of mycorrhizal fungi and of decaying organic matter on 
which the fungus depends  (Gundale, 2002). The abundance of earthworms is tied to 
human habitations and the incidence of fishing in an area.  Little is known about the 
status of earthworms on the forest, however, it is likely, due to known fishing practices, 
exotic earthworms exist in at least some areas of the Pere Marquette and are impacting 
native vegetation. 

Recreational use would also result in an increased likelihood of spread of vegetative 
disease and pests, such as the emerald ash borer. Such pests are likely to have an 
impact to the Pere Marquette River corridor regardless of the alternative chosen. This 
vector is likely to have one of the largest negative impacts to the Pere Marquette riparian 
vegetative community through the loss of dominant tree species (ash – emerald ash 
borer; hemlock – woolly adelgid beetle; beech – beech bark disease, etc.). Because 
human travel in the river corridor is a vector for the spread of disease and pests to and 
along the river corridor, levels of infestation are expected to be influenced by varying 
amounts of recreational use.  

Land Use Modifications 

Land use changes have one of the most direct negative effects on riparian vegetation. 
Land use changes on non-Federal lands are outside of the scope of analysis, except for 
discussion in Cumulative Effects. Land use modification on National Forest System 
lands varies with the project alternatives. Expansion of parking and parking facilities 
would cause an increase in loss of native plant habitat. Site-specific analysis would be 
conducted prior to any construction and it is expected that site-specific analysis would 
optimize construction locations for minimal impact to riparian plants. Enforcement of 
parking restrictions under all alternatives would reduce river access at non-designated 
locations, resulting in a reduction of impact to natural areas.  Partnership education 
would help educate private landowners and municipalities about land uses on non-
Federal lands to help preserve river corridor ecological integrity and wild and scenic river 
values.  

Effects to Riparian Vegetation, Alternative 1 
The current river management plan does not have a provision for monitoring non-native 
invasive species (NNIS). Lack of a systematic program to manage and control NNIS, 
would result in a greater opportunity for extensive establishment of NNIS in the river 
corridor to the point that control efforts would be difficult and costly. Thus, a significant 
reduction in native plant habitat would be likely. Current levels of recreational activities 
would continue to result in some streambank habitat impact from shoreline access and 
usage. Similarly, angler trails would continue to cause impact in sensitive riparian areas. 
Recreational access is currently not limited and would continue to increase the likelihood 
of introduction and spread of forest disease, pests, and plant NNIS.  
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Effects to Riparian Vegetation, Alternative 2 
This alternative decreases recreation use from 2006 levels, primarily in the fall season.  
Decreased recreational use would also result in a decreased use of streambanks, 
shorelines, and angler trails.  This in turn reduces vegetative trampling, soil compaction, 
and erosion. 

Alternative 2 would provide for the rehabilitation of several recreational facility sites. Boat 
launching facilities would be removed from Gleason’s Landing reducing the potential to 
introduce plant NNIS.  

Effects of construction activities would be evaluated with a site-specific analysis prior to 
construction; however, new construction would result in a loss of natural plant habitat. 
Decreased recreational usage encouraged by regulated access and watercraft use 
permits, would likely cause a decrease in human introduction and spread of NNIS weeds 
and vectors of forest pest and disease.   

Effects to Riparian Vegetation, Alternative 3 
This alternative provides the greatest reduction in recreation use within the river corridor 
and thus the most benefits to corridor vegetation.  Decreased recreational use would 
also likely result in a decreased use of streambanks, shorelines, and angler trails.  This 
in turn reduces vegetative trampling, soil compaction, and erosion. 

This alternative would provide for the rehabilitation of several recreational facility sites. 
Boat launching facilities removed from Gleason’s Landing would have the same 
reduction of impacts as discussed under Alternative 2. Movement of the parking area at 
Maple Leaf to more stable soils would reduce future impacts to terrace habitat.  It is 
expected that visitor use would decrease, resulting in a decrease in human transport of 
NNIS weeds and vectors of forest pest and disease.  

Effects to Riparian Vegetation, Alternative 4 
This alternative provides for increased access and recreational use of the river. Parking 
would be expanded by 25 percent and be allowed on most county roads, other than 
Green Cottage and Claybanks.  Effects from recreation use, as discussed above, would 
follow a similar pattern of decreased effects compared to Alternative 1 but increased 
effects compared to Alternatives 2 and 3.  Effects of new construction would be 
evaluated with a site-specific analysis prior to construction; however, new construction 
would result in a loss of natural plant habitat.  

Cumulative Effects to River Corridor Vegetation 
River corridor vegetation, as well as that of the surrounding area, is largely the product 
of timber harvest practices since the late 1800s.  All alternatives would maintain the 
current forest types on National Forest System lands in the river corridor for the short-
term.  The vegetation would continue to mature in the long-term.   

Increases in use and development of private lands are expected in the future thus 
increasing the potential for impacts to the corridor’s vegetation as property owners clear 
views to the river and create maintained landscapes.  These landscapes may include 
ornamental or non-native invasive species that could migrate into the natural 
environment.  
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Past effects to the Pere Marquette River Corridor are evident.  The National Wetlands 
Inventory and Michigan Natural Features Inventory land use maps since the 1800’s 
highlights these changes, especially those to wetland habitats. Most striking are the loss 
of wetland habitat along the corridor in Lake County and the easternmost section of the 
river in Mason County. This plan would not contribute to any further loss of wetland 
habitat.  Existing State and Federal regulations for lands within the river corridor reduce 
the likelihood of major land use change along the immediate riparian corridor of the Pere 
Marquette River. 

Streambank erosion has occurred along the river, much of which has been stabilized 
through past actions. Streambank erosion, both natural and human-caused, is expected 
to continue to occur in the future. It is expected that partnership action, as enhanced by 
all alternatives, would continue to address erosion issues in the future. Some localized 
streambank erosion is expected to occur as a result of river access and use. 
Improvement and expansion of river access facilities in Alternatives 2 and 4 would be 
expected to lessen the degree of use of non-designated river access sites on public 
lands. Non-restriction of county road parking in Alternatives 1 and 4 would potentially 
result in greater non-designated access use than in alternatives 2 and 3, although some 
restrictions occur for Alternative 4 (Claybanks and Green Cottage). Alternative 3, with 
the greatest restrictions on river use would result in the least amount of expected user-
caused erosion. Streambank erosion would continue to occur on private lands. Plans for 
rehabilitating or relocating angler trails that currently degrade riparian habitat would help 
improve riparian vegetation.  

Non-native plants have been present in the river corridor for at least the last decade, if 
not longer. Treatment of purple loosestrife using biological controls, beetles, has taken 
place in the State for at least the past 12 years. The Little River Band of Ottawa Indians 
has been conducting biocontrol for purple loosestrife on the Pere Marquette River for the 
past 4 years (N. Svoboda, personal communication). An increase in other plant non-
native invasive species (NNIS) has been occurring on other river systems in the 
northwestern Lower Peninsula (e.g., Manistee River), and it is expected that the same 
would occur on the Pere Marquette. A NNIS monitoring program on the Pere Marquette 
would greatly reduce the risk of large scale NNIS presence along the river.  In addition, 
implementation of NNIS controls would require partnership activity between 
governments and private landowners. Alternative 3, with the greatest restrictions on river 
usage would most likely help to slow the degree of introduction and spread of NNIS, with 
increases in vectors of spread, for Alternatives 2, 4 and 1, respectively. Alternative 1, 
with no plan to address NNIS could lead to widespread establishment of NNIS, a 
subsequent reduction in native vegetation, and an overall reduction in scenic value. 

Hydrologic changes are another major vector of change for riparian plant communities.  
Future hydrologic conditions would be protected through the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act 
and State wetland regulation.  

One of the major vectors of impact for the Pere Marquette plant communities would most 
likely be from plant diseases and pests.  Oak wilt (Ceratocystis fagacearum); Asian long-
horned beetle (Anoplophora glabripennis); hemlock woolly adelgid (Adelges tsugae); 
elongate hemlock scale (Fiorinia externa); emerald ash borer (Agrilus planipennis); and 
beech bark disease (beech scale and fungus interaction) are all diseases and pests that 
are likely to change the plant composition of the river’s riparian communities, just as 
Dutch Elm disease has already played a major role in reducing the role of the American 
elm in Michigan floodplain communities. No remedies exist at this point for these 
diseases. Future treatment, if developed, would most likely be that of biocontrol. Similar 
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to introduction and spread of NNIS, Alternatives 1 and 4, with few restrictions on 
recreation use within the river corridor, would be most likely to result in a shorter time-
frame for introduction and spread of disease vectors, with Alternatives 2, and 3 having 
an expected increased time span prior to disease introduction. While these diseases and 
their resultant impacts may seem inevitable at this point in time, any delay in introduction 
and spread, may be important in the event that biological controls are developed to limit 
the diseases and pests. 

Wildlife 
The wildlife portion of the biological evaluation and assessment (BE/BA) has a detailed 
effects analysis for each federally listed and Regional Forester's Sensitive Species 
covered by this analysis (project file).  Alternative 3 would best maintain and enhance 
wildlife resources within the river corridor through additional controls and regulations on 
visitors.  Alternative 4 would be the least favorable to wildlife.  Each alternative would 
have direct and indirect effects from recreation use itself.   

Effects to Wildlife 
The Huron-Manistee National Forests provide habitat for over 410 species of vertebrate 
animals including migratory species.  In addition to these species there are a large 
number of invertebrate species.  According to the Monitoring and Evaluation Report for 
Fiscal Year 2001, the status of most of the vegetation types currently represented on the 
Forests is consistent with projections in the 2006 Forest Plan (USDA-FS 2001).  
However, there is less early successional habitat in the hardwood and aspen types than 
was present in the European pre-settlement era.  The amount of late successional 
habitat is increasing proportionally as the forest grows older.   

The alternatives do not propose direct habitat modifications as the river corridor would 
continue to be managed as old growth.  River corridor and old growth forest 
characteristics would change over time as the area is subjected to floods, drought, 
insects, disease, fire, or other landscape altering events.  These events would form a 
mosaic of habitats within the river corridor and may improve habitat or could displace 
species temporarily or long-term. For the Karner blue butterfly and other species that 
require early seral or open habitats, moving the corridor towards an old growth forest 
may reduce available habitat.  Habitat modifications may be necessary in some areas to 
continue to provide the lupine or early seral forbs that the butterflies require.  Any habitat 
modification would occur following site-specific environmental analysis.   

Riparian vegetation is expected to be maintained and would age over time.  This 
maturation process would continue to provide bald eagle habitat for roosting, perching, 
foraging, and provide a variety of nest sites.  Implementation of the Forest Plan would 
have positive effects for the bald eagle and other species on National Forest System 
lands while negative effects are expected on non-Federal lands due to the lack of control 
over many private land activities. 

Terrestrial Management Indicator Species (MIS) present in the river corridor include 
ruffed grouse.  Generally, ruffed grouse populations seem to have a 10-year population 
cycle.  The Huron-Manistee National Forests’ monitoring information for grouse indicates 
that the population trend is probably cycling down after a high in 1999.  Population 
trends for the State of Michigan indicate that grouse populations may be slightly 
increasing or stable.   
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Since the river corridor would continue to be managed as old growth, no direct habitat 
modifications would be proposed to ruffed grouse habitat.  Over time, the river corridor 
would be periodically inundated with floods as well as exposed to fire, disease, wind 
events and drought.  These events create a mosaic of habitats across the landscape. 

Riparian vegetation, including aspen, is expected to be maintained and age over time.  
Ruffed grouse require a mosaic of aspen age classes juxtaposed over a landscape for 
optimal habitat.  Existing aspen stands would become overmature and decadent over 
time under all alternatives, creating an abundance of mature aspen with little recruitment 
of early or middle-aged aspen age classes.   

Facility work associated with the alternatives may displace wildlife, including ruffed 
grouse, in the short and long-term due to construction activities and later recreation use.  
Such displacement is expected to be occasional and short-term in duration.  Fishing 
pressure would vary with the alternatives, but would be highest with Alternative 4 since 
there are fewer use restrictions and no fall season night closures proposed.  Thus 
Alternative 4 may result in more incidental disturbance to ruffed grouse. 

Human activities in the river corridor are the biggest concern for all species but 
especially for bald eagles and ruffed grouse. Activities which would serve as a transport 
mechanism for non-native invasive botanical species are also a concern. Each 
alternative would have direct and indirect effects from recreation use itself.  Where 
recreation use is proposed to increase or have reduced restrictions, Alternatives 1, 4 and 
to a lesser extent Alternative 2, recreation use may affect species directly through 
harassment or indirectly through modification of the habitat. For example, the trampling 
of riparian vegetation, sandbars and gravel bars, trampling of terrace vegetation through 
driving vehicles off designated roads and illegal camping, or cutting trees for campfire 
wood would be a concern.   

Turtles, especially wood turtles, would benefit from restricting access and more visitor 
controls.  Bank stabilization efforts would be a possible concern, especially on south 
facing banks.  Site-specific analysis of bank stabilization needs would ensure that 
wildlife, especially turtle habitat is provided. The high rate of predation would continue as 
a major threat to turtles within the river corridor.  Raccoons are the primary predators of 
eggs, hatchlings and juveniles, but skunks, opossums, mink, otters, foxes, coyotes and 
raven are all threats as well (Lee, 1999a).  Habitat fragmentation would most likely 
increase populations of raccoons and opossums, which will in turn increase their 
predation of wood turtle nests.  Human activities such as timber harvesting, channel 
impoundments, recreation, agriculture, bank stabilization, grazing, and stream 
channelization have caused additional habitat loss and degradation (Lee, 1999a).     

Introduction and spread of non-native invasive botanical species are a concern.  Species 
that can out-compete the lupine for limited soil nutrients or moisture may gain an 
advantage and reduce habitat and forage for the Karner blue butterfly and other prey 
species. 

Standards and guidelines are in place in both the Forest Plan and in the Pere Marquette 
CRMP (Appendix C) to reduce effects to the extent possible.  If monitoring does not 
show management actions “Actions Common to All Alternatives” and “Actions Common 
to Alternatives 2, 3, and 4” are protecting the individual species or habitat, more 
restrictive measures may be imposed.  For example site-specific area closures or 
seasonal use restrictions may be used to reduce human impacts.  
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Effects to Wildlife, Alternative 1 
Alternative 1 proposes only minor facility development or modification, for example 
angler trails at Bowman Bridge (new facility) and construct vehicle parking at Lower 
Branch Bridge (this would formalize existing use). These locations may have ground 
disturbing activities if Alternative 1 is selected.  A site-specific analysis would be 
conducted. 

Effects to Wildlife, Alternative 2  
Alternative 2 proposes a moderate level of facility development or modification.  New or 
significantly modified facilities would be constructed at Jorgenson’s (formalize existing 
use), Bowman Bridge (angler trails), Rainbow Rapids (improve existing facility), 40th 
Street Access (formalize existing use), Lower Branch Bridge (construct new facility), 
Maple Leaf (improve existing facility), and Indian Bridge (improve existing facility).  The 
boat slide at Gleason’s Landing would be removed and the site rehabilitated.  However, 
these developments or modifications will not have an adverse effect on wildlife.  
Removal of the slide and reduced vehicle traffic would benefit the Great Plains spittlebug 
which was found around Gleason’s Landing in 2003, however foot traffic along the banks 
would persist.   

Facility work may displace wildlife in the short and long term due to construction traffic 
and later recreation use.  The overall area to be disturbed is less than 30 acres. 
Concentrating recreation use would have the benefit of leaving the surrounding areas 
open to wildlife nesting, foraging, and movement. These locations would have ground 
disturbing activities if Alternative 2 is selected.  A site-specific analysis would be 
conducted prior to implementation.  

Karner blue butterfly habitat is found along the north edge of the river corridor along the 
railroad track with potential habitat on the terrace above Lower Branch Bridge.  These 
locations may have ground disturbing activities if Alternative 2 is selected.   

Fishing pressure would be less than with Alternatives 1 and 4 since access sites would 
be closed from 11 p.m. to 4 a.m. during the fall season. 

Effects to Wildlife, Alternative 3 
Alternative 3 proposes the least amount of existing facility modification and proposes to 
reduce recreation effects at both Lower Branch Bridge by enforcing the closure and 
Gleason's Landing by removing the boat launch and restoring the riparian community. 
Angler trails developed at Bowman Bridge similar to Alternative 1.  Alternative 3 differs 
from Alternative 1 in that parking facilities are moved away from the terrace at Maple 
Leaf. These locations may have ground disturbing activities if Alternative 3 is selected.  
Again, a site-specific analysis would be conducted.  

Fishing pressure would be less than with Alternatives 1 and 4 since access sites would 
be closed from 11 p.m. to 4 a.m. during the fall season. 

Effects to Wildlife, Alternative 4 
Alternative 4 proposes the highest level of facility development or modification.  New or 
significantly modified facilities would be constructed at Green Cottage (expansion of 
existing facility), Claybanks (expansion of existing facility), Jorgenson’s (formalize 
existing use), Gleason’s Landing (improve existing facility), Bowman Bridge angler trail 
(new facility), Rainbow Rapids (expansion of existing facility), 40th Street Access 
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(formalize current use), Lower Branch Bridge (construct facility), Maple Leaf (improve 
existing facility), and Indian Bridge (improve existing facility). Facility work may displace 
wildlife in the short and long term due to construction traffic and later recreation use.  
The overall area to be disturbed would be slightly greater than 30 acres. Concentrating 
recreation use would have the benefit of leaving the surrounding areas open to wildlife 
nesting, foraging, and movement.  

Karner blue butterfly habitat is found along the north edge of the river corridor along the 
railroad track with potential habitat on the terrace above Lower Branch Bridge.  These 
locations may have ground disturbing activities if Alternative 4 is selected.   

Fishing pressure would remain high throughout the day and night since no evening 
closure is proposed. 

Cumulative Effects to Wildlife 
The layout of Federal, State and private lands in the river corridor is such that ownership 
alters intermittently along the way. It is expected that some activities, particularly on 
private lands, could have a negative effect on wildlife in the river corridor. The potential 
for wildlife and human interactions increase as people buy and develop private parcels 
of land.  New road construction would be needed to access this property and some of 
these roads may be developed near current or future habitat.  Development of cabins 
and second homes next to the river corridor could also decrease high quality habitat.  

An increase in development on private lands may increase wildlife populations 
associated with human residential areas such as raccoons, opossums, and skunks.  
These common species often feed on eggs of birds, including grouse, and young 
reptiles.  

The Pere Marquette River is both a National Scenic River and a Michigan Natural River.  
These designations reduce the likelihood of changes occurring in the river or to the 
immediate riparian vegetation, including aspen.  With no recruitment of younger aspen 
age classes, habitat suitability for ruffed grouse is likely to diminish over time within the 
corridor. 

There is a Grouse Management Area in close proximity to the Pere Marquette River 
corridor where active grouse management occurs.  Additionally, two adjacent, recently 
approved projects, Upper Branch and Winnepesaug, have a large aspen management 
component specifically targeting ruffed grouse.  The Pere Marquette CRMP is therefore 
not expected to affect ruffed grouse populations on a landscape level. 

Upland openings would continue to be encroached upon by woody vegetation, making 
them increasingly unsuitable for Karner blue butterflies and other species, which depend 
on openings with wild lupine and other herbaceous species for their existence.   

Endangered, Threatened, and Sensitive (ETS) Species 
The general effects to aquatic, botanical, and wildlife endangered, threatened, or 
sensitive species by alternative are stated in the resource specific discussions above.  
Alternative 3 would be the most beneficial to endangered, threatened, and sensitive 
species because of visitor controls and reduced development.  Alternatives 1 and 4 are 
the least beneficial.   
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Effects on Aquatic ETS Species 
Under Alternatives 1 and 4, effects to brook trout, mottled sculpin, lake sturgeon, greater 
redhorse sucker, and the creek heelsplitter mussel habitat would be slightly degraded 
through the sediment delivery from eroding access sites and angler developed trails 
along the river.  However, all these species would benefit from the cumulative watershed 
restoration activities ongoing throughout the Pere Marquette River watershed. 

With Alternatives 2 and 3, brook trout, mottled sculpin, lake sturgeon, greater redhorse 
sucker, and the creek heelsplitter mussel would all benefit from a reduction of sediment 
in the mainstem of the Pere Marquette River that would be accomplished through 
access site improvements and riparian area improvements. 

Effects on Riparian ETS Plant Species 
No federally listed threatened or endangered plants are likely to exist within the River 
corridor. However, a variety of plant community habitats exist within the corridor, which 
provide actual or potential habitat for sensitive plant species. The habitats include: 
floodplain and wet forest, dry-mesic forest, shoreline and near-shoreline, emergent 
wetlands, and dry-mesic openings. Sensitive plants have been found in both wet (bog 
bluegrass and wild parsnip) and dry (Alleghany plum and Hill’s thistle) habitats within or 
close to the Pere Marquette River corridor. Analyses of the effects of the four 
alternatives are detailed in the Biological Evaluation (project file).  Conclusions of the 
effects are summarized as follows.  

It was determined that Alternative 1 may impact, but is not likely to trend to Federal 
listing or loss of viability (MINT) sensitive species in all of the habitats considered, due to 
lack of provision of an NNIS monitoring and treatment plan as well as the continued 
unrestricted use of the corridor by recreationists. Development of an NNIS plan for 
Alternative 3, plus a reduction in recreational use through restriction of access, 
relocation of angler trails, stabilization of streambanks and improvement of road and 
stream crossing all result in an overall reduction in future impacts to riparian vegetation, 
resulting in Beneficial Impact for Alternative 3. Alternatives 2 and 4 also have the benefit 
of an NNIS monitoring plan, stabilization of streambanks and improvement of road and 
stream crossings, and relocation and restoration of angler trails which all provide positive 
effects. Alternative 2 removes boat launching from Gleason’s Landing and provides for 
greater restriction of access than Alternatives 1 and 4.  Alternative 4 provides for 
enhanced boat use at Gleason’s Landing. Both Alternatives 2 and 4 provide for an 
increase in parking spaces (ten percent and 25 percent, respectively), which would 
reduce natural vegetative habitat. While both Alternatives 2 and 4 have positive effects, 
there is also some reduction in habitat for either dry-mesic forest or dry openings, 
depending upon site-specific locations for parking construction.  Alternatives 2 and 4 
have MINT determinations for dry-mesic forests and dry-mesic openings, and beneficial 
impact (due to the NNIS monitoring plan) for emergent wetlands, floodplain and wet 
forest, and shoreline and near-shoreline habitats. 

Effects on Wildlife ETS Species 
Based on field surveys, survey records, and the analysis of the effects on federally listed 
endangered and threatened species, and designated Regional Forester’s Sensitive 
Species, the following determinations have been made 
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Federally Listed Endangered and Threatened Species 

Karner blue butterfly and Indiana bat:  All alternatives would result in a no effect 
determination. No observations of these species have occurred within the river corridor 
but habitat is present.  

Bald eagle:  All alternatives would result in a may affect but are not likely to adversely 
affect determination. 

Regional Forester’s Sensitive Species 

Birds 
Northern goshawk, red-shouldered hawk, common loon: The alternatives may impact 
individuals, but are not likely to cause a trend to Federal listing or a loss of viability. No 
observations of these species have occurred in the river corridor. 

Reptiles 
Eastern Massasauga rattlesnake, eastern box turtle, wood turtle, Blanding's turtle: The 
river corridor or areas immediately adjacent to the river corridor have observed sightings 
for the Eastern Massasauga rattlesnake, the eastern box turtle, wood turtle, and 
Blanding's turtle. The alternatives may impact individuals, but are not likely to cause a 
trend to Federal listing or a loss of viability.   

Invertebrates 
Frosted elfin, Persius dusky wing, Great Plains spittlebug:  The alternatives may impact 
individuals, but are not likely to cause a trend to Federal listing or a loss of viability. 

Cumulative Effects to ETS Species 
Forest Service management in the watershed would continue to focus on timber, fuels, 
wildlife, fisheries, and recreational uses.   

General fisheries and aquatic habitat cumulative effects from the alternatives are 
discussed in the Fisheries ORV Cumulative Effects analysis.  Specific to aquatic ETS 
species, lake sturgeon, greater redhorse sucker, and the creek heelsplitter mussel would 
all benefit from a reduction of sediment in the watershed.   

Other fisheries management has concentrated on controlling sea lamprey reproduction 
in the Pere Marquette River watershed.  The USFWS operates a sea lamprey barrier 
and fish passage facility at Custer (the Custer Weir).  They also conduct periodic 
lampricide (TFM) treatments.  Fish passage data indicate steelhead and suckers 
(including redhorse suckers) are able to pass through the weir and it has not impacted 
their populations.  The effect of the lamprey barrier on non-game fish has not been 
studied in detail.  Research indicates that stream macroinvertebrates recolonize areas 
after TFM treatment fairly quickly (Weisser et al. 2003) and treatments would not cause 
acute mortality among Unionid Mussels tested (Waller et al. 2003, Dawson 2003).   

Recreation use and land use changes would have the most direct negative effect on 
riparian and upland vegetation and habitats.  Locally, trampling, illegal firewood cutting, 
conversion of forest or openings to landscaped environments or the creation of user-
created trails, roads and parking areas would reduce vegetation density, health, and 
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composition.  In addition, with an increase in recreation use, there is also a greater 
potential for human-caused wildfires. 

For wildlife species, human activities in the river corridor would be the biggest concern 
for all species, but especially for bald eagles and turtles.  Activities would also serve as a 
transport mechanism for NNIS, especially plant species which can alter wildlife habitat. 

Non-native Invasive Species (NNIS) 
Impacts from the Pere Marquette CRMP on NNIS has been discussed in the section on 
fisheries and riparian vegetation. In summary, unrestricted recreational access and 
recreational river use in Alternative 1 would result in an increase in NNIS introduction 
and spread.  Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 have restricted access to river use, with likely 
reduction in NNIS introduction and spread.  Alternative 3 would place the greatest 
restrictions on use and would have the least potential for the spread of NNIS. 

Effects on Aquatic NNIS 
Aquatic NNIS have the ability to negatively affect the Pere Marquette fishery and riparian 
conditions.  Round gobies are known to out compete native sculpin and flourish in areas 
of cobble and riprap (Jude and Defoe 1996).  The spread of emerald ash borer could 
lead to increased large wood in the streams and rivers but it would also result in loss of 
canopy cover.  However, given that the Pere Marquette River system is predominantly 
groundwater driven, this loss of canopy cover is not likely to lead to increased water 
temperatures.  The spread of NNIS in the corridor and watershed would have a 
cumulative negative effect on fisheries and the watershed. 

Effects on Plant NNIS 
Human visitation and use in the river corridor is a major vector for NNIS infestation and 
spread. As discussed under recreational use, humans and associated recreational 
equipment are a major source for importation and transport of plant seed and vegetative 
fragments. It is expected that NNIS populations would most likely be found close to 
developed river access facilities, angler trails, and user-developed access points. Since 
a river is linear and has an inherent flow transport mechanism, NNIS spread can occur 
more rapidly along the shoreline for some NNIS (see discussion on NNIS Affected 
Environment for more details). NNIS can play a significant role in alteration of riparian 
plant community composition and habitat. Species such as purple loosestrife, garlic 
mustard, and reed grass may form almost monotypic stands, reducing available habitat 
for native species and reducing species richness.  

Impacts from the Pere Marquette CRMP on NNIS has been discussed in the section on 
riparian vegetation. In summary, unrestricted recreational access and recreational river 
use in Alternative 1 would result in an increase in NNIS introduction and spread.  
Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 have restricted access to river use, with likely reduction in NNIS 
introduction and spread. NNIS are most successfully controlled, or locally eradicated, 
when small, isolated weed populations are found. Alternative 3 would place the greatest 
restrictions on and would have the least impact from NNIS. Alternatives 2 and 4, 
respectively, would have increased levels of recreational use over Alternative 3, but less 
than Alternative 1.  

The current 1983 Pere Marquette CRMP does not have a provision for monitoring and 
detection of NNIS. Lack of such a plan would very likely result in undetected NNIS 
establishment with a greater likelihood of spread and widespread establishment since 
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early detection and rapid response is one of the most important tools in reducing impacts 
of NNIS on native plant communities. Widespread establishment of NNIS would result in 
diminished native plant presence and could result in a reduction of scenic value. 
Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 would improve opportunities for early detection and control of 
NNIS weeds by requiring an NNIS monitoring plan as part of the updated management 
for the river. 

Cumulative Effects to NNIS 
Cumulative effects related to aquatic and plant NNIS are found in the individual resource 
cumulative effects discussions above (Fisheries and Aquatic Habitat ORV and River 
Corridor Vegetation). 
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APPENDIX A  

Classification Criteria for Wild, Scenic, and 
Recreational Rivers1

ATTRIBUTE WILD 
SCENIC 

Pere Marquette 
National Scenic 

River 
RECREATIONAL 

Some existing 
impoundment or diversion. 

Water Resource 
Development 

Free of 
impoundment. 

Free of 
impoundment. 

The existence of low dams, 
diversions, or other 
modifications of the 
waterway is acceptable, 
provided the waterway 
remains generally natural 
and riverine in appearance. 

Essentially 
primitive.  Little or 
no evidence of 
human activity. 

Largely primitive and 
undeveloped.  No 
substantial evidence 
of human activity. 

Some development.  
Substantial evidence of 
human activity. 

The presence of a 
few inconspicuous 
structures, 
particularly those 
of historic or 
cultural value, is 
acceptable. 

The presence of 
small communities 
or dispersed 
dwellings or farm 
structures is 
acceptable. 

The presence of extensive 
residential development 
and a few commercial 
structures is acceptable. 

A limited amount 
of domestic 
livestock grazing 
or hay production 
is acceptable. 

The presence of 
grazing, hay 
production, or row 
crops is acceptable. 

Lands may have been 
developed for the full range 
of agricultural and forestry 
uses. 

Shoreline 
Development 

Little or no 
evidence of past 
timber harvest.  
No ongoing timber 
harvest. 

Evidence of past or 
ongoing timber 
harvest is 
acceptable, provided 
the forest appears 
natural from the 
riverbank. 

May show evidence of past 
and ongoing timber 
harvest. 

                                                 
1 FSH 1909.12.82 
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ATTRIBUTE WILD 
SCENIC 

Pere Marquette 
National Scenic 

River 
RECREATIONAL 

Generally 
inaccessible 
except by trail. 

Accessible in places 
by road. 

Readily accessible by road 
or railroad. 

Accessibility 

No roads, 
railroads or other 
provision for 
vehicular travel 
within the river 
area.  A few 
existing roads 
leading to the 
boundary of the 
area are 
acceptable. 

Roads may 
occasionally reach 
or bridge the river.  
The existence of 
short stretches of 
conspicuous or 
longer stretches of 
inconspicuous roads 
or railroads is 
acceptable. 

The existence of parallel 
roads or railroads on one 
or both banks as well as 
bridge crossings and other 
river access points is 
acceptable. 

Water Quality Meets or exceeds 
criteria or 
federally 
approved State 
standards for 
aesthetics, for 
propagation of 
fish and wildlife 
normally adapted 
to the habitat of 
the river, and for 
primary contact 
recreation 
(swimming) 
except where 
exceeded by 
natural conditions.

No criteria are prescribed by the Wild and Scenic 
Rivers Act.  The Federal Water Pollution Control 
Act Amendments of 1972 have made it a national 
goal that all waters of the United States are made 
fishable and swimmable.  Therefore, rivers will 
not be precluded from scenic or recreational 
classification because of poor water quality at the 
time of their study, provided a water quality 
improvement plan exists or is being developed in 
compliance with applicable Federal and State 
laws. 
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APPENDIX B 

Public Comments 
This Appendix describes the public participation process and summarizes the public 
input for the Pere Marquette River Plan update.  It includes: 

Table B1 – Provides the timeline of the public participation opportunities for 
updating the Pere Marquette River Plan. 

Table B2 – Is a list of the broad issues identified and where they are addressed 
in the environmental assessment. 

Table B3 – Is a list of commenters with a summary of their comments and where 
they are addressed in the environmental assessment organized by public 
meeting date. 

In addition to receiving input from the public, the Forest Service and Michigan 
Department of Natural Resources had a series of meetings to identify their issues and 
recommended actions for the Pere Marquette River.  The Forest Service also talked with 
Tribal representatives to obtain their comments and concerns for management of the 
river. 

Table B1. Summary of Public Participation for the Pere Marquette National Scenic 
River Plan Update 

Date Summary 
1996-1998 Forest Service and Michigan State University partnership to 

collect river corridor use data and identify public issues regarding 
the management of the river. 

August 2003 Dr. Chuck Nelson submits a proposal “Updating the Pere 
Marquette River Plan.”  The paper includes river use and 
management issues identified by visitors and shoreline owners 
as being highly or extremely important.  These issues provide the 
starting point for updating the plan. 

October 23, 2003 Letter mailed to river users, landowners, permittees, conservation 
organizations, Pere Marquette Watershed Council, Tribal 
representatives, DNR, local government officials, and interested 
publics inviting them to a public meeting on 11/19/2003.  
“Updating the Pere Marquette River Plan” was included with the 
letter.  The letter provided contact information for those that could 
not make the meeting and wanted to provide comments. 

November 11, 2003 Public meeting held at Pleasant Plains Township Hall attended 
by approximately 55 people.  No additional broad issues were 
added to the list generated from the phone interviews in 1998 
with riparian owners and visitors.  The meeting provided 
clarification and depth to the broad issues.  Approximately 63 
letters, emails, and phone calls were received in response to this 
meeting.  Many of these were requests to remain on the mailing 
list. 
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Date Summary 
January 14, 2004 Invitation to a second public meeting on 1/29/04 mailed to river 

users, landowners, permittees, conservation organizations, Pere 
Marquette Watershed Council, Tribal representatives, DNR, local 
government officials, and interested publics.  The letter included 
a summary of the issues from the 11/19/03 meeting and contact 
information for those that could not attend and wanted to provide 
comments. 

January 29, 2004 Public meeting at Pleasant Plains Township Hall attended by 
approximately 60 people.  Meeting included powerpoint 
presentations by DNR Fisheries, Michigan Natural Rivers, and 
the Forest Service that described the current management 
situation and the framework within which the river plan update 
would occur.  The meeting also included a review of issues to 
ensure that there were no new issues to be added.  
Approximately 39 letters, phone calls, and emails were received 
in response to this meeting. 

November 21, 2006 Letter mailed to river users, landowners, permittees, conservation 
organizations, Tribes, and DNR inviting them to a public meeting 
on 12/14/2006 at the Baldwin High School Cafeteria.  The letter 
described the objective of the meeting was to review the 
alternatives to ensure a reasonable range that addressed the 
issues had been developed.  The letter included contact 
information for those that could not attend and wanted to provide 
comments. 

December 14, 2006 Public meeting at Baldwin High School Cafeteria attended by 
approximately 60 people.  There was a review of a handout and 
powerpoint presentation that described the alternatives and then 
an opportunity for questions and comments.  Notes from the 
meeting were summarized and posted on the Forest’s website.  
Approximately 39 letters and emails were received after the 
meeting. 

All handouts, powerpoint presentations, and meeting notes were posted on the Forest’s 
website (www.fs.fed.us/r9/hmnf/index.shtml) as they were prepared.  The Pere 
Marquette River Plan update has also been listed continuously on the Huron-Manistee 
National Forests’ Schedule of Proposed Actions since April 1, 2004. 
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Table B2. Issues Identified for the Update of the Pere Marquette River Plan 

Issue Where the Issue is Addressed in the 
Environmental Assessment 

Public 
Comment 

Reference1

Water quality Analysis Issue 2; Appendix C and K 1 

Stream bank stability Analysis Issue 2; Chapters 3 and 4 Fishery 
ORV; Actions Common to All Alternatives 2 

Sand in river Analysis Issue 2; Chapters 3 and 4 Fishery 
ORV 3 

Shoreline appearance Analysis Issue1; Chapters 3 and 4 Scenery 
ORV 4 

Litter Analysis Issue1; Chapters 3 and 4 Scenery 
ORV 5 

Fish populations Analysis Issue 2; Chapters 3 and 4 Fishery 
ORV 6 

Large Woody Material Analysis Issue 2; Alternatives & Table 9; 
Chapters 3 and 4 Fishery ORV 7 

Lamprey Weir Alternative Actions Considered but 
Eliminated from Further Study 8 

Increase Amount of 
Public Access 

Key issue 1; Analysis Issue 1 and 2; 
Alternatives 9A 

Decrease Amount of 
Public Access 

Key Issue 2; Analysis Issue 1 and 2; 
Alternatives 9B 

Parking 

Only add additional parking in locations we 
want to re-distribute use.  Key Issue 1; 
Alternatives & Table 7; Chapters 3 and 4 
Recreation ORV 

10 

Guide Parking 
Seasonal “guide only” parking at Gleason’s 
Landing. Key Issue 1; Alternatives & Table 
7; Chapters 3 and 4 Recreation ORV 

11 

Trespass 

Management Issue 1; Actions Common to 
all Alternatives; 
Chapter 1, State of Michigan, Recreational 
Trespass 

12 

Public facility 
maintenance 

Management Issue 6; Alternatives “Actions 
Common to all Alternatives; Appendix M 13 

Gleason’s Landing Key Issue 1; Alternatives & Table 7; 
Chapters 3 and 4 Recreation ORV 14 

Lower Branch Bridge Key Issue 1; Alternatives & Table 7; 
Chapters 3 and 4 Recreation ORV  15 

Maple Leaf Key Issue 1; Alternatives & Table 7; 
Chapters 3 and 4 Recreation ORV  16 

River Access Sites Key Issue 1; Alternatives & Table 7; 
Chapters 3 and 4 Recreation ORV  17 

Snowplowing Alternatives & Table 8 18 

                                                 
1 This number is used in Tables B.2 and B.3 to link the broad issue listed in Table B.2 with a more 
specific comment in Table B.3. 
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Issue Where the Issue is Addressed in the 
Environmental Assessment 

Public 
Comment 

Reference1

Signing in river corridor 
Management Issue 3.  A sign guideline will 
be developed for the River Management 
Plan 

19 

Level of regulation Appendix C 20 

Watercraft permits - 
seasons 

Key Issue 2; Alternatives & Table 8; 
Chapter 3, 4 Recreation ORV 21 

Watercraft permits – 
numbers and allocation 

Realign with season, size of river, 
weekdays.  Addressed in Key Issue 2; 
Alternatives & Table 8; Chapters 3 and 4 
Recreation ORV 

22 

Lack of enforcement 
and party atmosphere 
in corridor; alcohol, 
language, poor public 
behavior 

Management Issue 1, “Actions Common to 
All Alternatives” including closure of public 
access sites from 11 p.m. to 4 a.m. during 
the fall 

23 

Limits of Acceptable 
Change 

Appendix H – Pere Marquette River 
Monitoring Plan 24 

Conflicts between 
visitors and riparian 
owners 

Key Issue 1 and 2 25 

Conflicts between 
shore/wading anglers 
and boating anglers 

Key Issue 1 and 2 26 

Conflicts between 
canoeist and anglers Key Issue 1 and 2 27 

Sense of personal 
security Key Issue 2 28 

Night closure of the 
river corridor Key Issue 2; Alternatives & Table 8 29 

Outfitter and Guides / 
Commercial and 
Special Use 

Under “Commercial Use” in Actions 
Common to All Alternatives; Alternatives 2, 
3, and 4 

30 

Availability of FS 
permits 

Key Issue 2; Alternatives & Table 8; 
Chapters 3 and 4 Recreation ORV 31 

Unregulated guiding 
services 

Addressed through increased permit 
enforcement and physical presence by FS, 
DNR on the river 

32 

Landowner Permits Key Issue 2; Alternatives & Table 8; 
Chapters 3 and 4 Recreation ORV 33 

Unified Management Management Issue 2; Alternatives “Actions 
Common to Alternatives 2, 3, 4 34 

Information and 
Education 

Management Issue 4; Alternatives “Actions 
Common to Alternatives 2, 3, 4 35 
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Issue Where the Issue is Addressed in the 
Environmental Assessment 

Public 
Comment 

Reference1

Land Acquisition and 
Exchange 

Management Issue 5; Alternatives “Actions 
Common to all Alternatives; Appendix L 36 

Inflatable Rafts / Boat 
Size Actions Common to Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 37 

Plan Monitoring and 
Implementation Appendix H and I 38 

Fishing Regulations 
and Seasons 

Chapter 1, Agency Jurisdiction;  State of 
Michigan, Managed By Michigan 
Department of Natural Resources 

39 

Outside the scope Issues Outside the Scope of this Document  40 

Tribal Access Tribal Relations; Actions Common to All 
Alternatives 41 

174             Pere Marquette National Scenic River Environmental Assessment 



Appendix B – Public Participartion 

Table B3a. Comments Received in Response to November 19th 2003 Public Meeting 

Commenter Summary of Comments – Numbers in ( ) link to Table B-2 “Public 
Comment Reference” Date Format 

Jeff Smitley 

Watercraft permits should be available online, hard to buy at office (31).  
Snagging still a problem (23).  Angler harassment awareness needed (35).  
Post public/private lands better (19).  Guides harassing anglers for fishing 
spots (26). 

Jan 21, 2004 E-mail 

Jack Wallace Private property trespass (12), break ins (23), erosion (2), and foul language of 
users (23). Undated  Letter

Jarold Peck 
Pere Marquette Rod 
and Gun Club 

More craft than authorized to be there - enforce current regulations (23). Nov 11, 2003 Letter 

Bill Sessions No fishing from late October to April (39).  No watercraft during the winter (22). Nov 14, 2003 Letter 
Dick Schwikert 
Touhi Hunt Club Need to set firm measures to protect the river resource (20). Nov 24, 2003 Letter 

Pere Marquette 
Watershed Council 

Maintain high water quality; establish monitoring standards (1).  Restrict use of 
river by commercial interests (30), enforce rules (23), reduce watercraft times 
(21).  Discourage additional access sites and development of existing sites 
(9B).  Increase enforcement and strive for unified State and Federal 
management (34). 

Nov 19, 2003 Letter 

Pere Marquette 
Watershed Council 

Request for a review of the Pere Marquette Natural Scenic River Plan.  
(Current document) Jan 27, 2003 Letter 

Pere Marquette 
Watershed Council 

Clarification of Nov 19 letter from council.  Review use of guide permits, use of 
license by more than one permitted person (30).  Discourage creation of 
access sites in addition to those existing and those under review (9B).  
Attached undated letter – Support Alt 2 regarding Lower Branch access site 
(15). 

Nov 30, 2004 Letter 

John Cooley Request a clarification of Limits of Acceptable Change Process.  How do 
subjective assessments fit into LAC? (24). Oct 25, 2003 E-mail 

John Cooley  
Wading anglers degrading banks (2), require permits to wade fish.  Create a 
substantial daily fee to fish, this with permit system would reduce overcrowding 
(9B). 

Dec 12, 2003 E-mail 
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Commenter Summary of Comments – Numbers in ( ) link to Table B-2 “Public 
Comment Reference” Date Format 

Jeff Lust Restrict user numbers/behaviors to protect resource (9B). Oct 27, 2003 E-mail 

Pete Harrie 

Restrict commercial use, no guide boats during low water levels, limit number 
on same stretch (30).  Limit boat size.  Protect Lower Walhalla bridge, guide 
boat launches are eroding bank (15).  Restrict commercial craft and create 
wilderness zone (9B).  Permits hard to acquire, sell online or exempt permits 
during the week (31). 

Oct 28, 2003 E-mail 

Steve Clark Request permission to place trash can and maintain launch sites (40). Sept 15, 2003 E-mail 

Samuel Cefaratti Need for more law enforcement (23).  Reduce commercial canoes (21).  Public 
education of resource protection (35).  No kill zone from M-37 to Custer (39). Nov 18, 2003 E-mail 

Howard Hirdes 
Parking problem at Rainbow Rapids, lack of space and cars using trailer 
spaces (17).  Permits sell out quickly but I do not see many users, maybe 
people are getting permits and not using them (22). 

Nov 19, 2003 E-mail 

Jim Bos 
Bank erosion higher in spring due to water levels and lack of green vegetation 
(2).  Mandatory alcohol limit, public education of behavior on the river (35).  
Increase in enforcement (23). 

Nov 24, 2003 E-mail 

Sean McDonald Request made to obtain guide permit (30). Nov 23, 2003 E-mail 

Aaron Brown Need for additional access sites (9A).  Limited time of availability of permits at 
Baldwin office (31), allow fishermen to float in evening after liveries done (22). Dec 15, 2003 E-mail 

Douglas Taylor Ban night fishing, limit to half hour before and after daylight (39). Dec 15, 2003 E-mail 

Walt Grau Enforce current regulations (23).  Increase boating access to reduce float times 
(9A).  Increase erosion control and fish habitat (2). Jan 5, 2004 E-mail 

John Karakashian 

Monitor water quality over a consistent timeline (1).  Lower catch limits or 
extend no kill section of the river to maintain reproducing fish populations (39).  
Public education against littering and more receptacles (35).  More access 
sites to reduce overcrowding (9A).  Set aside permits for float fishermen, not 
just canoe users in general (22).  Post and print regulations for distribution 
(19).    

Dec 15, 2003 E-mail 

John Levings 
Concern over illegal campsite along 76th Street (23).  Extend Bowman 
campground season till Nov 30 to relieve camping pressure on unmanaged 
sites (17). 

Dec 27, 2003 E-mail 
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Commenter Summary of Comments – Numbers in ( ) link to Table B-2 “Public 
Comment Reference” Date Format 

Vicky K. Increased numbers of drift boats monopolize productive stretches of the river.  
Drift boats on the river before dawn to after dark (32). Nov 14, 2003 E-mail 

Bob Thorsen Opposition to additional boat landings and re-opening of Lower Branch (9B, 
15). Dec 9, 2003 E-mail 

Jim Winter Keep river open to all, use caution in applying limits (20). Dec 15, 2003 E-mail 

M Mishler Need suitable access for anglers (9A), accountability of officials for the results 
of the plan (38).  Dec 15,  2003 E-mail 

Steven Harrison Reopen Lower Bridge access or place a substitute nearby (15). Dec 5, 2003 E-mail 

Wayne Sokoly Enable a boat launch in the Lower Branch Bridge area to reduce overcrowding 
(15). Dec 5, 2003 E-mail 

Scott Brown  
New launch needed down stream from Lower Branch Bridge to reduce 
trespass (15).  Eliminate snagging (23).  Agree with current regulations of 
canoes and creel limits (22). 

Nov 4, 2003 E-mail 

Matt McLean Open more public launch sites (9A). Dec 5, 2003 E-mail 
Frank 
Unsigned email More area available for foot traffic (9A). Dec 6, 2003 E-mail 

“Parts” 
Unsigned email Need additional access (9A). Dec 5, 2003 E-mail 

“Skee” 
Unsigned email 

Need more access (9A).  Follow thru on plan implementation in a timely 
manner (38). Dec 6, 2003 E-mail 

Carl Ashley Re-open Lower Branch access to relieve overcrowding (15). Dec 5, 2003 E-mail 
John Hayes Need additional access to reduce overcrowding (9A). Dec 5, 2003 E-mail 
Patrick Culter Open a launch in Lower Branch area to relieve overcrowding (15). Dec 15, 2003 E-mail 
Michael A. Snapper Support of fixing access problems in mid-Pere Marquette area (9A). Dec 9, 2003 E-mail 
John Lammi Support more access to relieve overcrowding (9A). Dec 15, 2003 E-mail 

Jeff Mulliken Place access point at or near Lower Branch Bridge to relieve overcrowding 
(15).  Investigation of individuals and process of decision to close this access. Dec 12, 2003 E-mail 

Kurt Traver Lower Branch closure has improved fishing (9B). Dec 8, 2003 Phone 

Jeff Roley Reopen Lower Branch or create another access to shorten float time and 
relieve pressure on upper river (15). Dec 5, 2003 E-mail 

Dick Kubit Need an improved access point at Lower Branch (15). Dec 8, 2003 E-mail 
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Commenter Summary of Comments – Numbers in ( ) link to Table B-2 “Public 
Comment Reference” Date Format 

John Cable No new launch sites are needed between Upper Branch and Walhalla (17). Dec 6, 2003 E-mail 

Michael Feeney River access for drift boats needed below Lower Branch to reduce crowding 
(15). Dec 6, 2003 E-mail 

Tom Stolz Request access be reopened at Lower Branch (15).  Spread out users by 
creating access. Dec 5, 2003 E-mail 

Frank Reeser Create more public access to reduce crowding (9A). Dec 11, 2003 E-mail 
Bradley Thompson Create more public access to reduce crowding (9A). Dec 8, 2003 E-mail 

Patrick Hughes M-37 downstream to Rainbow Rapids is over used.  Lower stretch is 
underutilized (22). Nov 17, 2003 Letter 

Mark Bennett Pleased with access at Lower Bridge as it limits drift boats (15). Dec 5, 2003 E-mail 
Steve Fraley 
Baldwin Bait & 
Tackle 

In response to Mark Bennett, advocates that most people are unhappy with 
Lower Branch closure (15). Dec 5, 20003  E-mail 

Pete Miller Suggest using email as a way to distribute information instead of mailings. Feb 11, 2004 E-mail 
Robert Murray Keep me informed Oct 29, 2003 E-mail 
Edwin Melbardis Keep me informed, send copy of meeting minutes. Oct 27, 2003 E-mail 
Matt Albers Keep me informed Oct 28, 2003 E-mail 
Perry Piccard Keep me informed Nov 7, 2003 E-mail 
David Stewart Keep me informed Nov 2, 2003 E-mail 
Jill Jeltma Keep me informed Nov 17, 2003 E-mail 
Ralph Askam Land trades or land purchase (36). Nov 19, 2003 Letter 
Dave Bass Keep me informed Nov 25, 2003 E-mail 
Doug Moore Keep me informed undated Phone 
Chuck Sams Supports access at Lower Branch to spread users out on the river (15). Dec 5, 2003 E-mail 
Drew Laird Keep me informed Dec 22, 2003 E-mail 

Steve Fraley Apologies for strong statements made in prior letters.  Asks for website update 
and to be kept informed. Dec 13, 2003 E-mail 
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Table B3b. Comments Received in Response to January 29th 2004 Public Meeting 

Commenter Summary of Comments – Numbers in ( ) link to Table B-2 “Public 
Comment Reference” Date Format 

Pat Mullen 
Concerns with salmon fishermen habits (23).  License all guides 32), regulate 
number of boats (22), no night time access (29), flies only and one fish limit 
(39). 

Jan 21, 2004 E-mail 

M. Mishler Opposes discriminating against a certain type of fishing or what time of day 
fishing is done (39). Jan 16, 2004 E-mail 

Eric Palo Suggests two internet forums to inform recreational anglers of issues. 
Concerned recreation angler will be under represented in the update. Jan 30, 2004 E-mail 

Bryan Jackson Concern with guides monopolizing the river (26).  Want equal access for all 
boaters (22).  Enforce current regulations (23). Jan 28, 2004 E-mail 

Sean McDonald Would like to be granted a guide permit (30). Jan 17, 2004 E-mail 

Donald Albrecht Are additional guide permits going to be issued in 2004? (30). Keep me 
informed. Jan 18, 2004 E-mail 

Pere Marquette 
Watershed Council 

Failure of DNR and USFS to establish cooperative management of river 
resources (34).  Different rules under Federal and State access sites (34). Aug 16, 2004 Letter 

Bob McCall Flies only zone overcrowding (9B), excess canoes (22) and alcohol problems 
(23). Feb 2, 2004 E-mail 

Dick Welscott More regulation of guide boats (32), need stretch of river to be free of rented 
canoes and guide boats (22). Feb 17, 2004 E-mail 

Ed Gregory Allow no access to the river for 100 years (9B). Feb 11, 2004 Letter 
Jim Maturen 
Pere Marquette 
Chapter 
Wild Turkey 
Hunters Assoc. 

Support restricting number of canoes.  Allocate permits more equally between 
private and commercial users (22). July 30, 2004 Letter 

Marv Hanna  Close access to river site that occur through private property (12).  Concern 
about litter and resource damage during salmon season (23). Undated  Letter
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Commenter Summary of Comments – Numbers in ( ) link to Table B-2 “Public 
Comment Reference” Date Format 

David Shearer 

Number and size of watercraft, low number of private canoe permits (22), 
unruly behavior of canoeists (23).  Less permits, no alcohol.  Need more 
woody debris, less cutting (7).  Increase in sand load from Lake Connemara 
Dam (3).  Private property trespass (12).  Fisherman Harassment Act (27).   

Feb 26, 2004 Letter 

Pete Harrie 
Imbalance of commercial and non-commercial permits (22).  Ban night fishing 
for steelhead (39).  Longer office hours to get permits (31).  Limit number of 
guide boats (32).  Wilderness type stretch of river, no commercial boats (9B). 

Jan 29, 2004 E-mail 

Fred Williams Concern for long term water quality (1), closure of Lower Branch access site 
(15). Jan 29, 2004 E-mail 

Mark Wigger Alcohol use creates problems, not canoe use (23).  Rude behavior problems 
associated with alcohol. Jan 25, 2004 E-mail 

Denny Meyer Keep me informed Jan 27, 2004 E-mail 
Fred Lewellyn Keep me informed Jan 19, 2004 Letter 
Jack Wallace Keep me informed Fed 3, 2004 Letter 
Barothy Lodge Keep me informed Feb 8, 2004 E-mail 
Clint Anderson 
Red Moose Lodge Keep me informed, add to list Undated Phone 

Dr. Richard McNeill Keep me informed Undated Letter 
Ronald McCarty Keep me informed Mar 30, 2004 E-mail 
Tom Clark Keep me informed Jan 23, 2004 E-mail 
David Stewart Keep me informed Jan 21, 2004 E-mail 
Marie Helfer Change of address, keep me informed Jan 30, 2004 E-mail 
Randy Fredenburg Add to mailing list June 3, 2004 Phone 
Carl Ashley Send hardcopy of issues.  Keep me informed Jan 16, 2004 E-mail 
Ed Dryer Keep me informed Jan 29, 2004 E-mail 
Gene Lake Need copy of meeting notes. Jan 30, 2004 Phone 
Ronald Wilson Need copy of comments from 11/19/03 and 1/29/04 Feb 15, 2004 E-mail 
Jeff Mulliken Keep me informed by e-mail Jan 16, 2004 E-mail 
Tom Owezarski Keep me on the mailing list Jan 27, 2004 Phone 
Jeff Kouw Keep me on the mailing list Jan 27, 2004 Phone 
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Carol Griffin Add to mailing list. Feb 2, 2004 E-mail 
Schmidt Outfitters Keep me informed Feb 2, 2004 E-mail 
Natalie Kent Send copy of meeting notes. Keep me informed. Feb 4, 2004 E-mail 

Samuel Cefaratti 
Opposed to the extension of the permit season into the fall, boat owners are 
not the problem (21). Enforce rules, reward people for turning in law breakers 
(23). 

Aug 8, 2005 E-mail 

Ken Gibbs 

Property owners should get multiple permits, would like four (33).  Group size 
limits should be no more than four watercraft in a group for livery users; larger 
groups should be split and have staggered launch times, a minimum of 45 
minutes apart (22, 23, 25). Ban the use of alcohol by livery users (8). Make 
livery owners financially responsible for damage caused by their customers 
(40). 

Aug 23, 2005 Letter 

 

Table B3c. Comments Received in Response to December 14, 2006 Public Meeting 

Commenter Summary of Comments – Numbers in ( ) link to Table B-2 “Public 
Comment Reference” Date Format 

Clint Anderson 

Availability of additional Forest Service Special Use Permits (31); Improve 
Gleason's Landing (14); New Access at Lower Branch Bridge(15); Closing 
access sites from 11 P.M. to 4 A.M (29); Land owner watercraft tags (33); 
Watercraft permits, the dates need to start March 1 thru October 30 (21); The 
snow plowing of the sites should continue (18); Large wood navigation hazards 
(7); bank damage (2); PMWC article on Sand (3)  

Dec 15, 2006 E-mail 
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Wayne Anderson 

Support of selected actions: Snowplow Recreation Fee Areas (18); Gleason's 
Landing - Replace boat slide. Shorten the distance of the slide (14); Enforce an 
11PM-4AM closure of developed access sites (23); No fires on USFS 
properties in the river corridor other than designated sites (23); Summer (May 
15-Sept 10) no permits required for watercraft Monday - Thursday. Week day 
use is not an issue (22); Reduce USFS/DNR commercial use (guiding) by 25% 
(30); Maple Leaf - develop additional parking for 50 vehicles total. Provide 
toilet faculties. No camping (16); USFS, DNR and river users continue to 
cooperatively manage large wood navigation hazards (7); Lower Branch - 
develop boat access for 10 vehicles with trailers plus toilets, no camping (15); 
Pool weekend watercraft permits. If canoe liveries have left over permits they 
should be available to the public if there is a demand (22); 40th Street - 
Develop a 5 car walk in access (17); Limit use at designated access sites at 
parking capacity (23). Increase designated parking 20% (10) 

Dec 16, 2006 E-mail 

Wally Herrala Party atmosphere at dispersed campsites (23) Dec 18, 2006 E-mail 

Marv Hanna Support Alternative 2.  Access needed at Lower Branch (15).  Allow 
landowners at least two sets of movable permits per tax lot (33)   Dec 19, 2006 E-mail 

Pete Harrie 

Maintain the “back country” feel of the river section between Lower Branch 
Bridge and Indian Bridge (9B); Maintenance and site improvements to reduce 
erosion and user created riparian resource damage (13); Modify the watercraft 
permit system for fishermen in late August (22); Damage by drift boats during 
low water (30).  Recommendations 1) Limit the size of boats (37) and 2) 
eliminate drift boats in the fly water (26). Unregulated guiding services(32); 
Improve parking facilities in crowded areas (10);  Move the motor's allowed 
water farther downstream to create more suitable water for larger drift boats 
(9A); Electric lamprey barrier (8). 

Dec 19, 2006 E-mail 

Richard Goebel, Sr. 

Disappointed that so many of the river two-tracks are closing (9B). Also a 
considerable number of camping areas are being closed to the public (9B). I 
wonder if we could have no-kill (artificial lures only) areas in place of flies only 
(39). 

Dec 19, 2006 E-mail 
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Sam Cefaratti Vote for Alternative 2 Dec 22, 2006 E-mail 

Dick Schwikert 
Touhi Hunt Club 

Include lake and Mason Co. in Unified Management (34).  Management plan 
should maintain wild and scenic attributes, not encourage additional 
recreational use (20).  Lack of law enforcement in watercraft management and 
social issues (23).  Improve launch at Gleason’s (14).  Need pooling of 
watercraft permits (22).  Lower Branch access needed (15).  Restrictions 
needed at Maple Leaf (16).  Extend watercraft permit season (21).  ROW 
trimming needs to be done only by USFS and DNR (7).  Limit watercraft size 
(37).  Increase “car only” parking (10).  Limit numbers of watercraft and 
distribute numbers on entire river (22).  No mention of carry in, carry out policy 
usually contained in wild and scenic rivers (Appendix A).  Fee of 1-2 dollars per 
commercial canoe for habitat repair fund.  Lack of enforcement of unlicensed 
guides (32). 

Dec 27, 2006 Letter 

Ken Gibbs 

Lack of enforcement, worst problems are from large canoe groups and occur 
away from access sites and often involve private property (23).  Issue 2-4 
watercraft permits per property owner (33).  Increased patrols in salmon 
season (23). 

Dec 28, 2006 Letter 

Vickie Moran 
Maple Leaf heavily used and abused during salmon season (23).  No parking 
increase at Maple Leaf.  Enforce “no parking” along road.  Maple Leaf 
Alternative 3 action should include a gate (16). 

Jan 4, 2007 E-mail 

Pere Marquette 
Watershed Council  

Extend period requiring craft permits (21) and reduce permit numbers during 
steelhead and salmon seasons (22).  Number of permits should reflect width of 
the river in a given section.  Landowner permits being used commercially (33).  
Establish size limits for multi-person crafts (37).  Permits should be available 
online (31).  Add a $1 fee to permits for habitat restoration.  Enforce access 
parking restrictions to limit river usage (23), reference carrying capacity studies 
to support need for restrictions.  Back-up launch needed at Gleason’s (14).  
Maple Leaf parking should move vehicles to distant lot (16).  Raise Indian 
Bridge (17). 

Jan 6, 2007 Letter 
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James Bos 

No increase in parking capacity (10).  Prohibiting parking along roads will lead 
to trespassing unless ban is a complete section of road (23).  Management of 
large woody material (7).  Need a back-up launch at Gleason’s Landing (14).  
Reallocate and reduce watercraft permits (22), extend watercraft permit 
season (21).  Night closure during the fall would need enforcing (23). 

Jan 8, 2007 Letter 

Curtis Riffle Do not support raising Indian Bridge (17).  Overuse of river corridor during 
salmon season (20).  Do not support water removal by Nestle Corporation (40).  Jan 10, 2007 Letter 

Gary Nummikoski 
Less use during salmon season (20). Lower Branch Bridge access needed 
(15).  Taylor Road use should be limited by reduced parking (17).  Plantings 
needed for bank stabilization (2). 

Jan 15, 2007 E-mail 

Diane Jensen 
Concern for overuse of Rainbow Rapids area and parking along roads and 
private property (17).  Trespass of people walking from road parking (12).  
Lack of law enforcement (23). 

Jan 25, 2007 E-mail 

Jill Engelman 

Allocation and pooling of permits (22).  Make permits available on-line (31).  
Against increased parking capacities (10).  Problems associated with 
unlicensed guides (32).  No need for night closure, problems stem from lack of 
enforcement (23).  Gleason’s Landing needs a back-down boat launch (14).  
Make sure user capacity does not exceed river’s threshold (38). 

Jan 30, 2007 Letter 

Dr. Comai One watercraft permit is not sufficient for riparian landowners (33).  Retain 
Sulak Landing under State jurisdiction (17). 

Feb 1, 2007 
Feb 27, 2007 

Phone 
Letter 

Stacy Boles 

Protest of proposed parking expansion near Rainbow Rapids landing (17).  
How will law enforcement of rules be improved when it is currently not 
enforced? (23)  Direct access development to lesser used stretches of the river 
(9A).  

Jan 31, 2007 Letter 

Jeff Beilfuss 
Baldwin Canoe 
Rental  

Additional private property owner permits, require craft registration (33).  
Added parking at Gleason’s and Rainbow not require trailer to park (17).  
Enforcement of “no parking” along roads (23).   

Jan 16, 2007 Letter 

Paul Gerovac Guide permits should be sold under open bid, current system is not fair (30). Dec 12, 2006 Phone 
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Fred Eyer Limit size of rafts (37).  Maintain mix of parking at Rainbow Rapids (17).  Lack 
of Little Muskegon River Access – outside the scope of this document.  Dec 31, 2006 E-mail 

Ken Geurink 

Opposes a decrease in number of guides (30). Oppose access at Lower 
Branch Bridge (15) and expansion of Maple Leaf (16) access site.  Agree with 
closing lower lot at Maple Leaf, access needs toilet service (16).  Consider 
developing access at Young Street (17).  Handicap access needed at Upper 
Branch or Walhalla Bridge (17).  Expand catch and release areas (39).  Areas 
in need of immediate bank restoration (2). 

Jan 3, 2007 Letter 

Tom Seroczynski Do not want to see a reduction in riparian landowner watercraft permits (33).  
Should not allow commercial use of these permits (33) Feb 6, 2007 Phone 

Gordan VanTuinen Keep Me Informed Undated Phone 

Terry Jacobsen Keep Me Informed Dec 6, 2006 Letter 

John Zielke Keep Me Informed Nov 11, 2006 Phone 

Ruth VanAttar Keep Me Informed Undated Phone 

Sam Separati Keep Me Informed Undated Phone 

Steve Sturdevent Keep Me Informed Undated Phone 

David Stewart Keep Me Informed Nov 25, 2006 E-mail 

Dennis Palmer Keep Me Informed Dec 8, 2006 E-mail 

Michael Slaughter Keep Me Informed Dec 8, 2006 E-mail 

Lewis Carlson Keep Me Informed Nov 30, 2006 E-mail 

Eric Palo Keep Me Informed Dec 18, 2006 E-mail 
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Ed Dryer Keep Me Informed Jan 17, 2007 E-mail 

Craig and Lisa 
Davis 
Ivans Campground 

Public wants to be bussed to access sites.  Smaller livery cannot remain 
competitive because the third segment is too far to operate cost effectively.  
Unused permits should be shared.  Current watercraft permit system has been 
a good system with some small changes it will work well for many more years 
(22). 

Undated  Letter

Of the four alternatives the most preferable is Alternative 3.  Close river to 
fishing and other recreation in winter months, mid October until early April (18).  
Siltation increases every year (2, 3).  Poor management of large wood (7).  
Excess activity on banks destroys plant growth (2).  Critical areas need bank 
stabilization (2). 

L. W. Sessions Jan 27, 2007 Letter 

Mark Roven 
Doesn’t support a parking lot at 40th Street, manage what you have (9B, 10).  
Improved enforcement and interagency cooperation is needed (23, 24).  
Spread use to lower stretches of the river – fewer private owners (25). 

Feb 24, 2007 E-mail 

Little River Band of 
Ottawa Indians 

Support agency and government cooperation, including standardization of 
permitting, regulations, and enforcement of rules (34).  Do not support public 
removal (management under State and Federal guidelines) of large wood (7).  
Increased need for enforcement specifically camping restrictions (23).  Want to 
insure that Tribal members have access for all Tribal regulated harvest and 
gathering activities associated with the 1836 Treaty (41).  Members using the 
river for purely recreational purposes would not fall under the Tribal regulated 
harvest and gathering. 

Feb 26, 2007 
 
Mar 26, 2007 

Letter 
 
Meeting 

Grand Traverse 
Band of Ottawa 
and Chippewa 
Indians 

Tribal members have access for all Tribal regulated harvest and gathering 
activities.  Would like the issuance of any permits for such activities to be their 
(the Tribe) responsibility (41). 

Mar 27, 2007 E-mail 

Little Traverse 
Band of Ottawa 
Indians 

Tribal members have access for all traditional 1836 Treaty hunting, fishing, and 
gathering activities.  Would like more discussion on how Tribal members would 
be identifiable while engaged in such activities (41). 

Mar 27, 2007 Phone 
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APPENDIX C 

Pere Marquette National Scenic River Standards 
and Guidelines 
The Huron-Manistee National Forests’ Plan (2006) contains Forest-Wide and 
Management Area Standards and Guidelines (MA 8.1 for Wild and Scenic Rivers).  This 
river planning process and development of a Comprehensive River Management Plan 
(CRMP) provides a forum to modify these Forest-Wide and Management Area 
Standards and Guidelines to make them specific to the Pere Marquette National Scenic 
River corridor, if needed, to protect the rivers ORVs, its water quality or free-flow.  

The CRMP which would result from this EA would implement  the Huron-Manistee 
National Forests’ Plan (2006).  The Forest Plan intends for the CRMP to be a stand 
alone document.   

The proposed Pere Marquette National Scenic River Standards and Guidelines are 
found in Table C1.  These Standards and Guidelines apply to the Pere Marquette 
National Scenic River corridor only. If the Pere Marquette National Scenic River CRMP 
is silent on any issue, goal, resource, standard, or guideline, the Huron-Manistee 
Forests’ Plan (2006) becomes the guiding document. 

Table C1. Pere Marquette National Scenic Corridor Standards and Guidelines 

Resource Management Direction 

1600 - Information 
Services 

Provide public information regarding permits, regulations, 
access points, and camping locations. 
Post Pere Marquette Wild and Scenic River signs at all access 
points and bridge crossings. 
Provide interpretative signs.  
Signs in the river corridor will comply with the Pere Marquette 
Wild and Scenic River Master Sign Plan which will be updated 
in the CRMP and include management recommendations as 
described in Appendix G. 
DNR Pere Marquette River Natural River Plan (July 1978, 
revised March 2002) applies to private and State lands within 
the river corridor. 

1900 – Land and 
Resource 
Management 
Planning Coordinate with the State on a unified management strategy. 

Forest Service shall recognize and accommodate the Tribes’ 
treaty-reserved rights for all 1836 Treaty rights including tribal 
regulated hunting, fishing, and gathering activities. 

1900 – Land and 
Resource 
Management 
Planning 
Old Growth 

The Pere Marquette National Scenic River corridor will be 
managed as old growth.Forest Plan Standards and Guidelines 
for old growth management will apply to the river corridor. 
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Resource Management Direction 

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service will coordinate the 
implementation of effective lamprey control measures with the 
Great Lakes Fisheries Commission and the DNR to protect 
the Great Lakes and Pere Marquette River fisheries. 

2000 - National 
Forest Resource 
Management  
(Non-native 
Invasive Species)  

Forest Plan Standards and Guidelines for NNIS management 
will apply to the river corridor. 
The Pere Marquette National Scenic River is managed 
according to the CRMP. 

2100 - 
Environmental 
Management Encourage cooperation and coordination with responsible 

government land and resource management agencies, tribes 
and partners in program management and application of 
guidelines in areas such as recreation; Wild and Scenic 
Rivers, Michigan Natural Rivers; minerals; air quality; law 
enforcement; fire; water quality; endangered, threatened, and 
sensitive species; non-native invasive species; and insect and 
disease. 
Grazing allotments will not be permitted within the Pere 
Marquette River corridor. 

2200 – Rangeland 
Management 

Camping is only permitted at designated camp sites 36 CFR 
261.58 (e).  

2300 – 
Recreation, 
Wilderness, and 
Related Resource 
Management 

Campfires are not permitted within the river corridor except at 
designated sites. 
Access sites upstream from Indian Bridge will be designed for 
launching of non-motorized watercraft only. 
Possessing or operating a watercraft equipped with a motor 
upstream from Indian Bridge on National Forest Lands is 
prohibited (36 CFR 261.58 (n)). 
Below Indian Bridge, access sites will be designed for non-
motorized and motorized watercraft. 
On public land, no new roads will be built within the river 
corridor except when needed for river management.  Roads 
within the river corridor that are not needed for access to 
private or public lands or public facilities will be closed. 
Recreation management will be compatible with the 
Recreation Opportunity Spectrum objective of the area. 
State of Michigan Watercraft regulations apply to the river 
corridor. 
New development will be screened to meet Scenic Integrity 
Objectives and will not exceed a development level greater 
than is needed for resource protection.  

2300 – 
Recreation, 
Wilderness, and 
Related Resource 
Management 
Recreation 
Construction 

No additional access sites will be developed below Lower 
Branch Bridge. 

188            Pere Marquette National Scenic River Environmental Assessment 



Appendix C – Pere Marquette National Scenic River Standards and Guidelines 

Resource Management Direction 

2300 – 
Recreation, 
Wilderness, and 
Related Resource 
Management 
Operation and 
Maintenance of 
Developed 
Recreation Sites 

Some modification of existing sites will be necessary to meet 
the assigned Scenic Integrity Objectives. 
To protect resources from user impacts, site modifications 
may be needed. 
Toilets will be maintained at each developed site, rest stop, 
and camp area. 

2300 – 
Recreation, 
Wilderness, and 
Related Resource 
Management 
Trails 

Anglers will be provided access that: 
a) Meets the needs of the anglers without conflicting with other 
policies and actions outlined in this plan. 
b) Distributes fishing pressure and minimizes conflicts with 
riparian owners. 

2300 – 
Recreation, 
Wilderness, and 
Related Resource 
Management 
Heritage 
Resources 

Inventory to Forests standards, public lands within the corridor 
for historic properties.  
Monitor the condition of 10% of inventoried properties within 
the corridor per year. 
Close degraded areas until mitigative measures are 
implemented. 

2300 – 
Recreation, 
Wilderness, and 
Related Resource 
Management 
Scenery 
Management 

Assigned Scenery Integrity Objective for MA 8.1 is High. 
All management activities should meet or exceed the Scenic 
Integrity Objectives (SIO) established for the Forests.  Use the 
Scenery Management System outlined in "Agriculture 
Handbook 701, Landscape Aesthetics - A Handbook for 
Scenery Management." as outlined in the Huron-Manistee 
National Forests’ Plan 2006, detailed in appendix A of that 
document. 

2400 - Timber 
Management 
Vegetation 
Management 

Vegetation within the corridor will be managed as old growth 
and allowed to evolve through natural processes, except when 
it is manipulated for the following reasons: 
a) To maintain critical habitat for threatened or endangered 
wildlife species. 
b) To correct severe damage caused by fire, wind, ice, insect 
and disease, or other catastrophe. 
c) To screen developments and meet visual quality objectives. 

2500 – Soil, Water 
and Air 
Soil 

Forest Plan Standards and Guidelines for soil management 
will apply to the river corridor. 
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Resource Management Direction 

2500 – Soil, 
Water, and Air 
Water 

Water resource projects will be evaluated under the 
appropriate standard of Section 7 WSR Act. 
Protection and enhancement of the riparian area, water-
dependent ORVs and riverine processes (channel 
maintenance) afforded through the implementation and 
effectiveness of Best Management Practices (BMPs), 
standards and guidelines. 
Water temperature range will be maintained for indigenous 
biota. 
Potential sources of pollution will be prevented from entering 
the river, if possible, as they are identified. 
The cumulative amount of hardened streamside stabilization, 
over time, does not exceed 5% of the segments total shoreline 
length. Measurement will be by river segment with the 
segments defined as Forks to Bowman Bridge, Bowman 
Bridge to Upper Branch, Upper Branch to Walhalla, Walhalla 
to Custer, and Custer to Highway 31. 
In stream channels deficient of wood, placement of trees is a 
preferred method to fixed structures. Bioengineering is the 
preferred approach for all restoration projects and should be 
used where feasible. 
Aquatic Restoration 
Aquatic habitat restoration will consider the needs of all 
riparian-dependent species. Restoration measures may 
include, but are not limited to, large wood placement, 
streambank stabilization, gravel and cobble placement for 
spawning habitat, and fine sediment removal. 

2500 – Soil, Water 
and Air 
Air 

The Pere Marquette River corridor is managed as a Class II 
Airshed.  

2600 – Wildlife, 
Fish, and 
Sensitive Plant 
Habitat 
Management  
General 
Management 

Forest Plan Standards and Guidelines for general wildlife 
management will apply to the river corridor. 
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Resource Management Direction 

2670 – Wildlife, 
Fish, and 
Sensitive Plant 
Habitat 
Management  
Threatened, and 
Endangered  and 
Regional Forester’s 
Sensitive Species 
List 

For all Threatened, Endangered or Regional Forester’s 
Sensitive Species, refer to the guidance and management 
direction in consultation documents, species management 
plans, and the Huron-Manistee National Forests’ Plan (2006) 
or biological opinion. 
If monitoring finds additional species within the river corridor, 
appropriate protective measures will be taken. 
The Pere Marquette River corridor provides habitat for:  
Wildlife 
Bald eagle (T) 
Seasonal no-stopping areas may be implemented along the 
river to protect bald eagle nesting from human disturbance. 
Karner blue butterfly (E) 
Common loon (RFSS) 
Eastern Massasauga rattlesnake (RFSS) 
Northern goshawk (RFSS) 
Red-shouldered hawk (RFSS) 
Plants 
Hill’s thistle (RFSS) 
Bog blue grass (RFSS) 
Alleghany plum (RFSS) 
Aquatic Species 
Lake sturgeon (RFSS) 
Greater redhorse (RFSS) 
Creek heelsplitter mussel (RFSS) 
Promote stream protection and restoration through 
conservation practices such as sand trapping, introduction of 
spawning gravel and cobble, riparian filter management, and 
lowered levels of non-point source pollution. 

2600 – Wildlife, 
Fish, and 
Sensitive Plant 
Habitat 
Management  
N0N T&E 
Management 
Indicator Species 
(MIS) 

For all MIS, refer to the guidance and management direction, 
species management plans, and the Huron-Manistee National 
Forests’ Plan (2006). 
If monitoring finds additional species within the river corridor, 
appropriate protective measures will be taken. 
Habitat is found within the Pere Marquette River Corridor for 
Ruffed Grouse, Brook Trout, Mottled Sculpin. 

2600 – Wildlife, 
Fish, and 
Sensitive Plant 
Habitat 
Management  
Wetlands and  
Riparian Areas 

Forest Plan Standards and Guidelines for wetland and riparian 
area management will apply to the river corridor. 
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2600 – Wildlife, 
Fish, and 
Sensitive Plant 
Habitat 
Management  
Large Wood 
Management 

In-stream or added wood, will be left undisturbed unless it 
constitutes a navigational hazard. If watercraft cannot go over, 
under or around wood, it constitutes a navigational hazard and 
may be cut only to the extent necessary for navigation. 
The maximum clearing width will generally be eight feet. 
The Forest Service and Michigan Department of Natural 
Resources will work with primary river users to assess 
potential navigational hazards and determine clearing needs. 

2600 – Wildlife, 
Fish, and 
Sensitive Plant 
Habitat 
Management  
Habitat Structures 

Structures may be considered on river reaches where in-
stream cover is felt to be lacking.  Placement of trees is a 
preferred method to fixed structures. All structures will be 
constructed of native materials. 
Stabilization and fish cover structures will be periodically 
maintained to prevent such structures from becoming visually 
obtrusive or safety hazards.  Existing structures which have 
fallen into a state of disrepair will either be repaired or 
removed.  Removal or repair will be done in a manner that 
maintains the scenic character of the river and does not 
contribute to future streambank erosion. 

2600 – Wildlife, 
Fish, and 
Sensitive Plant 
Habitat 
Management  
Fish 

State of Michigan fishing regulations apply to the river corridor. 
Other resource values will be protected from damage caused 
from heavy fishing pressure generated by salmon and 
steelhead fish migration. 

2700 - Special 
Uses 
Management 

Forest Plan Standards and Guidelines for special uses 
management will apply to the river corridor. 

2800 - Minerals 
and Geology 
 

Federal oil and gas leases within the Scenic River corridor will 
contain a no-surface-occupancy stipulation. 
The Forest Service will recommend non-development for the 
leasing of State of Michigan oil and gas rights under National 
Forest System lands within the Scenic River Corridor.   
Land management decisions will not preclude the ability of 
private mineral owners to make reasonable use of the surface 
as defined by deed and public law.  
For reserved or outstanding mineral rights, where reasonable 
and in cooperation with the mineral owner, no surface 
occupancy will be permitted within 300 feet, measured at a 
perpendicular, from the normal high water mark of any river, 
stream, or lake. 

3400 - Forest Pest 
Management 

Forest Plan Standards and Guidelines for forest pest 
management will apply to the river corridor. 
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Resource Management Direction 

5100 - Fire 
Management 

Use minimum impact suppression tactics in the river corridor. 
Minimize the use of tractor plows or other mechanized line-
building equipment. 
The use of retardant is prohibited. 
Burn areas will be rehabilitated using Best Management 
Practices which address erosion control, native seeding, and 
natural soil stabilization practices.  
Management activities will address high fuel hazards that may 
occur in the river corridor when public safety and property are 
at risk. 

5300 - Law 
Enforcement 

Cooperative agreements with State and county law 
enforcement agencies will be sought to enforce State and 
local regulations within the corridor and on the river.  Specific 
emphasis will be placed on reducing the incidence of 
operating watercraft under the influence of drugs or alcohol 
and the illegal use of drugs and alcohol as well as trespass 
and vandalism within the corridor. 
Regulations necessary to protect the river area from damage 
or destruction will be developed under a Forest Supervisor 
order under Section 36 of CFR Part 261. 

5400 - Land 
Ownership 

Land adjustments and acquisition will follow guidance from the 
WSR Act. 
 
The priorities of land acquisition are: 

o First: The purchase of lands or interest in land needed 
for development of public facilities identified in the plan 
or needed to protect areas of special significance. 

 
o Second: The purchase of lands or interests in lands 

adjoining existing or planned public facilities for a buffer 
between those facilities and private land. 

o Third: The purchase of lands to assure the protection of 
the river resources from development. This would 
normally involve large tracts with potential for subdivision 
or commercial development. This would include land 
identified as having valuable wetland or riparian 
resources. 

 
7400 - Public 
Health and 
Pollution Control 
Activities 

The District Ranger will continue to authorize and coordinate 
all emergency operations within the river corridor with the 
appropriate county and State agencies. 

7700 -
Transportation 
System 

On National Forest System land, no new roads will be built 
within the river corridor except when needed for the 
management of the river corridor and visitor management. 
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APPENDIX D 

Past, Present, and Reasonably Foreseeable 
Future Actions 
This list of past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions contains actions by 
all owners within the Pere Marquette River watershed.     

Past Actions – Since Designation as a Scenic River 

Bank stabilization 
In the mid-1980s a large-scale river restoration project focusing on stabilization of 
eroding streambanks was undertaken on the Pere Marquette River.  Over the 
first decade, 175 eroding streambanks over a 40-mile reach (Forks to Walhalla) 
were stabilized at a cost of $1.5 million.  This was done through a partnership as 
no one agency had the financial resources to address the magnitude of the 
project, and the river traversed through Federal, State, and private lands.  
Cumulative stabilization amounted to 31,000 linear feet (7.3 percent of the 
waterline over this 40-mile reach).  It is 4.4 percent of the total waterline when 
considered within the context of the entire 66-mile National Scenic River corridor.    

Road and stream crossing upgrades  
There are 193 road-stream crossings within the entire Pere Marquette River 
watershed, of which the vast majority (85 percent) are rated moderate or severe 
in terms of sediment delivery potential.  To date, 35 of these have been upgraded 
at a total cost of $2.7 million in this ongoing effort.  Again, private sector – public 
agency partnerships have been the tool for dealing with these high restoration 
costs. 

Fish structures 
There are an estimated 200 fish cover structures in the mainstem Pere 
Marquette River that were installed by the Michigan Conservation Department 
(present-day DNR) during the 1950s and 1960s.  These were typically log-type 
structures constructed on the lateral margins of the river.  Over the years, many 
of these have fallen into a state of disrepair.  Approximately 75-100 of these in 
the “flies only” water were repaired in the 1990s through a partnership between 
the U.S. Forest Service, Pere Marquette Watershed Council, DNR, and Mason-
Lake Conservation District. 

Natural river zoning – 1992 

“Flies only” designation from M-37 to Gleason’s Landing – 1970 
In 1970, the Michigan Department of Natural Resources instituted a special 
regulation that restricted the type of fishing gear (terminal tackle) to “flies only” for 
that stretch of the Pere Marquette River from M-37 downstream to Gleason’s 
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Landing.  This was one of the first “special regulations” designations 
implemented on a trout stream in the State. 

M-37 to Gleason’s Landing designated “no kill” – 2000 
In 2000, this special regulation was modified by the Department of Natural 
Resources to include a “no kill” provision (catch-and-release fishing).  This is in 
addition to the existing “flies only” terminal tackle restriction for this stretch of 
river. 

Watercraft permit season, hours, and limits, Summer Season (May 
15 thru Sept 10) – 1982 

Installation of lamprey weir at Custer Bridge  
In 1984, House Bill 3472 passed amending the National Wild and Scenic Rivers 
Act to allow construction of a sea lamprey barrier on the Pere Marquette River.  
In 1988, the DNR constructed an electrical barrier at a site immediately 
downstream of the Custer Bridge, and it became operational in 1989.  Operation 
was discontinued in 1991 because of fish passage problems.  In 1997, a fish-way 
was approved and the barrier has been successfully operated since 2000.  The 
barrier is typically in operation from March through July. 

Lampricide (TFM) treatment of the river 
In addition the Pere Marquette River Watershed was treated with TFM, an EPA-
approved lampricide in 1991, 1995, 1999, 2002 and 2006 as part of the overall 
sea lamprey control program for the upper Great Lakes. 

River access sites 
Additional river access sites have been constructed since the river was 
designated; development level of sites has increased; user fee required at most 
sites; and some sites are plowed for year round access.  Some user created 
access sites and trails have been closed for resource protection. 

Land acquisition:  
Green Cottage – 1989; 72nd Street – 1991; Claybanks – 1977; Jorgenson – 
1989; 40th Street – 1985; Maple Leaf – 1969, 1978. 

Lower Branch Bridge site 
The Lower Branch Bridge site closed to back down access – 1999. 

Indian Bridge replaced in 2004 

Vegetation management 
Private lands – ongoing. 

National Forest System land within the river corridor designated old growth – 
2001. 
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Fishing guides put under special-use permit – 1992 

User fees and site fees 
User and site fees are collected under Recreation Fee Demo and then 
Recreation Enhancement Act – since 1999. 

Scottville Sewage Treatment Plant 
Sewage lagoons were taken out of service and sewage is now processed at the 
Ludington Sewage Treatment Plant.Present Actions (2005 and 2006) 

River access sites 
Green Cottage boat slide reconstructed improving access – 2006. 

Sulak Access – parking and camping moved away from the river’s edge; new 
parking lot constructed; 12 campsites designated; lower section of the access 
road paved to stop washing of the road into the river – 2006. 

Bowman Bridge – a tornado in July 2005 touched down in the area of the 
campground knocking down the majority of the trees in and adjacent to the site.  
The trees were salvaged through a timber sale.  The character of the area was 
changed dramatically – a previously forested stand is now open. 

Operation of the lamprey weir and lampricide (TFM) treatment of the 
river 

The sea lamprey barrier is typically in operation from March through July.  In 
addition, portions of the Pere Marquette River watershed were treated with TFM 
in 2006. 

Bank stabilization projects – Custer Access and on private land 
The vast majority of streambank stabilization projects on the mainstem river were 
completed under the Pere Marquette River Restoration Project. 

Michigan Natural River variances 
Michigan Natural River variances were issued for activities on private land; 3 
variances were issued in 2005.  Three variances were also issued in 2006. 

Vegetation management on private lands within the river corridor 

Fee collection under Recreation Enhancement Act 

DNR requires a Land Use Permit for commercial use of the river  
In 2006, the DNR issued land use permits for commercial use of the Pere 
Marquette River to 29 fishing guides. 

Federal commercial use permits  
In 2006 there were 2 canoe liveries and 23 permits with 36 boats under Forest 
Service commercial use permits. 

196            Pere Marquette National Scenic River Environmental Assessment 



Appendix D – Past, Present, and Reasonably Foreseeable Future Actions 

Proposed snowmobile trail relocation within the river corridor 

Federal lands within the river corridor managed as old growth 

Emerald ash borer  
The emerald ash borer is present within the Forest’s boundary and could 
potentially effect the vegetation in the river corridor. 

Conservation Easements 
Conservations easements along the river have been obtained or are proposed. 

Future Actions 

Restoration of degraded angler trails 
Angler trails that degrade riparian habitat would be re-routed or hardened (e.g., 
boardwalks) to provide access while protecting sensitive habitat. 

Improved angler trails 
Angler trails would be improved in areas such as the Jorgensen tract and 
adjacent to the Bowman Bridge area to facilitate access to the river. 

Construction of additional facilities 
Construction of additional facilities on Forest Service System lands would occur 
following a site-specific environmental analysis. 

Federal lands within the river corridor managed as old growth  

Unified management of public lands within the corridor 

Operation of the lamprey weir and lampricide (TFM) treatments 
Current management direction is to operate the electrical barrier another 2-3 
years, after which a decision would be made on future operation and treatments 
for sea lamprey control in the Pere Marquette River system.  Options include 
TFM treatments, operation of the sea lamprey barrier along, and a combination 
of both the barrier and TFM treatment. 

Issuance of private land variances under Natural Rivers Act 

Replacement of Scottville Bridge 

Site upgrades at City of Scottville Pere Marquette Recreation Site 
Phase 1 will be implemented in 2007 and involves the upgrading of existing 
parking and expansion of parking to accommodate use of the pavilion.  Phase 2 
and 3 involve increasing the number of camp sites and upgrading existing sites.  
These phases are dependent on funding that the City has not yet obtained. 
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Bank stabilization 
The vast majority of streambank stabilization projects on the mainstem river were 
completed under the Pere Marquette River Restoration Project.  Future 
stabilization efforts would focus only on those sites that are directly attributable to 
human causes and use.   

Road and stream crossing upgrades 
Best management practices (BMPs) would continue to be implemented at those 
road-stream crossings that are causing sedimentation.  This would be an 
ongoing activity done through the Pere Marquette River Watershed Partnership.  

Continued permitting of commercial operations 

Nestle’s Ice Mountain Division 
Nestle is considering sites in Michigan for potential for groundwater withdrawal.  
One location identified is on a tributary to the Little South Branch of the Pere 
Marquette River, Pease Cr. 
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APPENDIX E 

Pere Marquette National Scenic River Corridor 
Map 
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Appendix F – Spring and Fall River Recreation Use Capacity Determination 

APPENDIX F 

River Watercraft Capacity Determination 
Need for River Watercraft Capacity Determination 

• The WSR Act, Section 3 (d) (1) requires managers to determine user capacity 
for designated river corridors as part of the river corridor planning process 
(Interagency Wild and Scenic Rivers Coordinating Council March 2002).  

• Internal and public issues (Chapter 1) identify the need for river watercraft 
capacity determinations based on the Summer Use Season and the Spring and 
Fall Use Seasons. 

• River watercraft capacity determinations are needed to ensure that the ORVs 
for which the river was designated are maintained and enhanced. 

• Use and population pressure have changed along the Pere Marquette River 
corridor since the last update of the CRMP in 1990.  Increase in private boat 
ownership and use has meant easier and more frequent access to the river. 

• Fishing pressure has increased and regulation changes within the corridor 
have shifted use, harvest, and methods of fishing.  Fall and spring fishing are 
very popular. 

Level of Collaboration 
River watercraft capacity determination utilized a collaborative approach.  The team was 
composed of Huron-Manistee National Forests personnel and resource professionals 
from other Forest Service units.  The determination also included peer review from Dr. 
Chuck Nelson, Michigan State University, who has conducted research on the river.  

Planning Area 
The planning area for the river watercraft capacity determination is from the Forks to 
Indian Bridge. 

Baseline and Timeframe for Analysis 
For the summer watercraft capacity determination, baseline data consists of the 1983 
Pere Marquette CRMP, the 1990 update to the CRMP, watercraft permit data collected 
thru 2006, and recreation use data gathered from research conducted by Dr. Nelson and 
others. 

For the spring and fall watercraft capacity determination, baseline data consists of the 
1983 Pere Marquette CRMP, the 1990 update to the CRMP, and recreation use and 
parking data collected from research, by Dr. Nelson and others. 

The timeframe for implementation of the analysis is the next 10 years, the anticipated 
planning cycle for CRMP. 
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Uncertainty, Assumptions, Limitations 
• Certainty cannot be achieved due to unforeseen changes, circumstances, and 

random events. 

• Analysis is based on best professional judgment following review of available 
population and use data in the river corridor. 

• The level of marketing by outfitters, cities, and townships may change use 
patterns. 

• Weather changes use patterns. 

Summer Watercraft Capacity Determination 
Purpose 
Review the summer watercraft capacity determination completed in the amended 1983 
Pere Marquette CRMP to determine if it is still a valid method for determining capacity. 

Watercraft Capacity Analysis 
The following factors were considered in the review of the original formula and 
parameters (Appendix J, amended 1983 Pere Marquette CRMP) used to determine 
summer watercraft capacity: 

• Existing limits on user capacity include:  

• 600 parking spaces within the river corridor. 

• 41,383 watercraft permits (May 15 thru September 10), both public and canoe 
liveries, as distributed in Tables 4, 4a, and 4b. 

• Today a wider variety of boats are available and affordable to private 
individuals, including those with low to moderate river skills.  Affordability, 
portability, and ease of use has meant that kayak, raft, and drift boat use, by 
private and commercial boaters, has increased while canoe use has 
decreased. 

• Kayaks are primarily single-person crafts versus canoes that typically hold two 
or more people. 

• There is public interest to consider the width of the river when determining 
summer watercraft capacity. 

• Watercraft use data indicates that summer use in 2005 and 2006 remained 
steady (Project File).  Therefore, we assumed there would not be a significant 
increase in the number of people using the river corridor.  Given the State’s 
economy and current gas prices there is a potential for a decrease in use or at 
least use remaining at current levels. 

• Enforcement of existing rules and regulations will occur to minimize incidences 
of trespass, littering, and other socially unacceptable behaviors.. 

• River will retain a scenic designation under the WSR Act. 
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• River corridor will retain the SPM or RN (depending on alternative 
implemented) opportunity class and experience levels. 

• Forest Service facilities will remain at a development level of 3 or less and 
there would be no increase above the development level identified under the 
alternative selected for implementation. 

• Continued viability of the livery businesses. 

Discussion 
• Biological resources are being maintained under the current use levels with no 

apparent effect to the Fishery ORV.  Fish populations are being maintained and 
enhanced as is fish habitat (Fisheries Chapters 3 and 4).   

• Physical river resources are being sustained under current use levels.  Water 
quality meets Michigan State Water Quality Standards (Water Quality Chapters 
3, 4).   

• Bank and terrace stability projects have reduced human caused sediment 
inputs.  Active management of access sites through the CRMP would continue 
to reduce human-caused sediment inputs. 

• Free-flow of the river is not being affected. 

• Scenery ORV is being sustained under the current use levels with only minor 
exceptions (Scenery Chapters 3 and 4). Scenery does not meet the SIO of high 
at some locations along the river due to private land development, some of 
which was present prior to scenic river designation. 

• Heritage Resource ORV is being sustained under the current use levels with no 
apparent effect to the Heritage Resource ORV (Heritage Resources Chapters 3 
and 4). 

• The sinuosity of the river separates users in space. 

• Recreation ORV related to fishing and boating are being sustained under the 
current use levels with no apparent effect to the Recreation ORV (Recreation 
Chapters 3 and 4). 

• Summer watercraft permit use and trends discussed in Recreation Chapter 3 
indicate that actual use is below the watercraft carrying capacity identified in 
the 1983 CRMP.  

• Parking capacity is rarely exceeded because canoe liveries drop off and pick 
up customers at river access sites. 

• Approximately 44 percent of summer season use occurs on the weekends.  
During July and August weekends in 2006, weekend use was 71 percent of 
capacity on Segment 1; 60 percent on Segment 2; and 33 percent on Segment 
3 (Table 19 and Figure 2). 

• Segment 1 is the most desired segment on the river with approximately 50 
percent of available summer watercraft permits issued (Table 18). 

• The current summer watercraft capacity meets ROS classification (Table 13) 
and Scenic River designation criteria (Appendix A). 
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• Researchers have surveyed and reported on the current quality of recreation 
experience and user satisfaction (Nelson and Johnson 1998; Nelson et al. 
1998; Smith and Nelson 1998; Smith 1999; Nelson 2006).  Recent evidence 
suggests that riparian landowner satisfaction has been declining since 1996 
while visitors who access the river from public access points have maintained a 
favorable satisfaction level (Nelson 2006).  

• The quality of the recreation experience and user demand within the Pere 
Marquette River corridor is constrained by WSR act, the ROS, opportunities for 
solitude, and facility development. 

• Existing regulations provide for public safety.  The need is for increased 
awareness and enforcement of these regulations is a focus of this planning 
effort.  

Summer Watercraft Capacity Determination 
Based on this information, the existing summer watercraft capacity formula was 
reviewed and determined to be a valid method for determining capacity for the Pere 
Marquette River.  The formula considers the length of the river segment; hours per day 
available for use (9 a.m to 6 p.m.); desired spacing between watercraft; average time 
each watercraft is on the river; and the number of days in the season.  Summer use has 
not diminished free-flow, water quality, or the ORVs for which the river was designated.  
The physical and biological resources of the river are in good shape.  Complaints about 
user behavior can be addressed through increased education of river users on river use 
ethics and enforcement of existing rules and regulations. 

Modifying the formula to include channel width was considered.  However, it was not 
incorporated because:  1) No biological or physical evidence the river is being negatively 
impacted by this level of use.  2) Many users enjoy the difficult technical aspect of a 
narrower river.  3) Headwaters closer to center of business in Baldwin.  4) At no point 
along the permitted sections of the river does it widen enough that a watercraft is not 
easily seen from the shore.  

The original capacity determination assumed that close to 100 percent of the watercraft 
use in the summer would be canoes holding two or more people. That is no longer the 
case.  There is increased use of solo kayaks by the public and liveries and use of six-
person rafts.  Raft numbers have been capped at the 2006 permitted levels. 

Because of these changes, the definition of a watercraft under Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 
will be modified to better match a watercraft’s capacity.  The changes are: one permit will 
be issued for one canoe or two kayaks; two permits will be issued for one raft.  This 
change will not result in an increase in the number of people boating during the summer 
months but could increase the number of watercraft from increased kayak use, or 
conversely decrease the number of watercraft due to raft use. 

Spring and Fall Watercraft Capacity Determination 
Purpose 
Establish number(s) for fall watercraft use (Forks to Indian Bridge) for Alternative 2 – 
Proposed Action and spring and fall watercraft numbers for Alternative 3.  A spring and 
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fall watercraft permit requirement is not proposed under Alternative 1 or Alternative 4 so 
they are not a part of this evaluation. 

Watercraft Capacity Analysis 
The following factors were considered in determining spring and fall watercraft 
capacities: 

• Prime fishing sites (fishing holes) by river section (Table 32). 

• Number of existing parking places within the corridor, Forks to Old US 31 = 600 
(Table 14). 

• Estimate of existing parking for vehicles with trailers* 

• M-37 – 12 

• Green Cottage – 16 

• Bowman – 50 

• Rainbow Rapids – 16 

• Sulak – 30 

• Upper Branch – 30 

• Walhalla – 10 

• Total = 164 
*Parking capacity for Gleason’s Landing was not considered because we are 
recommending removal of the boat slide and eliminating use of this site for boat 
access under Alternative 2 - Proposed Action and Alternative 3. 

• Under the Proposed Action, there are 10 additional parking spots for cars with 
trailers proposed for construction at Rainbow Rapids and Lower Branch Bridge.  
This additional capacity would not be available until the sites are constructed. 

• Alternative 3 does not propose to expand parking capacity within the corridor. 

• 2004 fall public use data was collected from Sept 3–Oct 17.  Data collected 
included number of vehicles parked at access sites (Forks to Custer Bridge) 
and number of vehicles with boat trailers (Nelson 2006). 

• Use at access sites in September and October regularly exceeds the parking 
capacity of river access sites.  Of the 28 days sampled in Fall 2004, there were 
eight days where there were more than 500 vehicles and almost 900 vehicles 
when use peaked on September 25th.  The data also showed that, on average, 
Claybanks, Gleason’s Landing, Rainbow Rapids, Lower Branch Bridge, Maple 
Leaf, and Custer exceeded their parking capacity both during the week and on 
the weekends, and that Green Cottage, Sulak, Walhalla, and Indian Bridge 
exceeded their parking capacity for weekend days. 

• Continued viability of commercial fishing guide businesses. 

Other factors considered 
• Pedestrian anglers. 
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• Difficult to do by river segment (three segments for summer watercraft) – boats 
follow the fish, however; if it gets congested, may have to impose limits in the 
future by section. 

• Lots of one-person rafts used for fishing – difficult to capture the number 
because they don’t need to use a boat trailer. 

• Private landowner use – how much is occurring?  It is difficult to determine 
without a reporting system. 

• Fall canoe livery use – how much equipment is being rented in the fall to 
anglers?  

• Currently there are approximately 70 permitted fishing guides (boats) between 
the Forest Service special use permits and DNR land use permits. 

• Would like to have an equal number of permits available for private boaters 
(general public) as commercial users. 

Discussion 
• Currently there are approximately 164 parking spots that will accommodate 

vehicles with boat trailers in the river corridor.  Parking spots at this time are not 
delineated for use by vehicles or vehicles with trailers at most access sites.  
This would need to occur prior to implementing a fall watercraft permit system 
to ensure that the number of parking spaces for vehicles and trailers equals the 
number of watercraft permits (e.g., parking for trailered vehicles only). 

• We considered the boat use originating from private lands to be incidental.  In 
the future, we will be requiring landowners to provide annual use information in 
order to obtain a landowner permit.  This data will help determine if there is a 
need to revise this premise. 

• There are approximately 70 commercial fishing boats permitted between the 
Forest Service and the DNR.  Outfitter guide permits have been required by the 
Forest Service since 1992.  The number of boats permitted by the Forest 
Service has ranged from 35-38 over the last eight years as businesses have 
sold and permits have been transferred.  In 2006 there were 36 boats permitted 
by the Forest Service.  In 2006, the DNR issued land use permits to at least 29 
fishing guides (Ron Monroe, DNR, personal communication).  We assumed 
these numbers would not change and allocated a portion of the watercraft 
capacity to these permit holders. 

• The magnitude of public access site use and the number of fishing boats on the 
river during salmon season (September and October) are major areas of 
concern.  Specific data on access site use since changes in fishing regulations 
(implementation of stream regulations type 7- no kill/year round/flies only) for 
the Pere Marquette from M-37 to Gleason’s Landing was lacking, as well as 
data regarding the proportion of vehicles at access sites with boat trailers.  To 
fill these gaps, data was collected from September 3 through October 17, 2004 
at 18 public and three private access sites from the Forks to Custer Bridge.  
Thirteen weekdays and all weekend days (Saturday/Sunday) and national 
holidays (Labor Day) during this time period were sampled.  On a survey day 
each site was visited twice – once in the morning and once in the afternoon.  
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All distinct vehicles (a vehicle was not counted twice if it was parked during 
both the morning and afternoon survey periods) were counted and it was 
recorded whether or not the vehicle had a boat trailer attached. 

• Weekday data was extrapolated and for the 30 weekdays in the survey period 
it was estimated there had been 6,327 vehicles without trailers and 1,815 
vehicles with trailers.  For the 15 weekend days there were 6,113 vehicles 
without trailers and 959 vehicles with trailers.  This is a grand total of 15,214 
vehicles of which 18.2 percent had a boat trailer.  This estimate is likely to be 
conservative for the total number of vehicles in the corridor, as sites were only 
visited twice per day, allowing those on relatively short visits to arrive, fish, and 
leave without being counted.  However, we felt the estimate of vehicles with 
trailers was reasonable because fishing from a boat generally are not “short 
trips.”  Using these surveys results we chose to allocate 25 percent of available 
parking capacity to vehicles with trailers and 75 percent to walk-in anglers. 

• There are two permitted canoe liveries, Ivan’s Canoe and Baldwin Canoe, on 
the Pere Marquette.  Their permit allows them to launch and retrieve canoes 
and kayaks.  Fall equipment rentals for fishing purposes have decreased over 
the years as more people have purchased their own boats.  Fall activity for the 
liveries is primarily car spotting and equipment rentals on good weather 
weekends for color viewing.  Therefore, we considered the amount of boat use 
originating from these two businesses to be minor and their use will not be 
counted as part of the watercraft limit.  We annually receive use information 
from the liveries and if we see a trend of increasing fall canoe and kayak 
rentals we can reevaluate this decision. 

• The existing summer watercraft permits are allocated by river segments.  We 
are not proposing to allocate the fall watercraft permits by river segment 
because the fish that are being targeted move up the river as the season 
progresses.  We will monitor the river for conflicts and congestion and can 
develop watercraft numbers by section if warranted. 

Spring and Fall Watercraft Capacity Determination 

Alternative 2 – Proposed Action 
Based on this information we are recommending a fall watercraft capacity of 150 boats.  
A watercraft permit would be required from the Friday after Labor Day to October 31st 
on Fridays, Saturdays, and Sundays.  Seventy permits (47 percent) would be allocated 
to permitted guides (both Forest Service and DNR) and 80 permits (53 percent) would 
be available for the public. 

If additional parking becomes available in the corridor, i.e. parking is expanded at 
Rainbow Rapids and an access site is developed at Lower Branch Bridge, monitoring 
shows that fall use originating from private lands and the canoe liveries remains 
incidental, and ORVs are being maintained, additional permits could be made available. 

Alternative 3 
Based on this information we are recommending a spring and fall watercraft capacity of 
150 boats.  A watercraft permit would be required from March 1st to the Thursday before 
Memorial Day and the Friday after Labor Day to October 31st.  Seventy permits (47 
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percent) would be allocated to permitted guides (both Forest Service and DNR) and 80 
permits (53 percent) would be available for the general public. 

Monitoring and Adaptive Management Strategy 
Monitoring (Appendix H) will occur over the next 10 years.  Monitoring will provide 
information that will be used to determine if there is a need to change current 
management strategies or direction.  Possible triggers for a review of watercraft capacity 
include: 

• Changes in the biological and physical resources (based on the monitoring and 
triggers found in Appendix H). 

• An increase in facilities with development levels greater than 3. 

• Parking lots at 100 percent capacity more than 80 percent of the time in any 
one season, spring, summer, or fall. 

• Total watercraft use exceeds 95 percent of available permits on a seasonal 
basis. 

• Change in recreation opportunities or experience which would move the river 
corridor away from RN or SPM, depending on the alternative selected by the 
decision maker, or a shift away from the Scenic River designation as defined in 
Appendix A. 
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APPENDIX G 

Pere Marquette River Sign Recommendations 
The existing Pere Marquette River sign plan contains basic guidelines and standards for 
direction, safety and information signs. Signs are intended to guide, inform and protect 
visitors to the river.  In order to plan, develop, and manage signs throughout the river 
corridor it is recommended the existing plan be reviewed and revised.  The revised plan 
would include: 

• Principles and Guidelines 

o References – agency, State, Manual of Uniform Traffic Control 
Devises 

o Requirements – universal accessibility,  safety 

• Program Plan 

• Design Standards 

• Sign Types 

o Direction 

o Regulatory 

o Recreation 

o Traffic 

o Safety 

• Materials and Specification 

o Reproduction Methods 

o Safety 

• Maintenance 

The plan would support cooperative management intentions and encourage towns to 
adopt sign bylaws for the Pere Marquette River corridor.  These bylaws would 
discourage installation of oversized signs, all advertising signs, and signs of any size 
placed close together. 

A specific recommendation would be to establish a Pere Marquette River Outdoor 
Recreation logo. This logo would be posted within the river corridor along side  the 
National Wild and Scenic River logo.  The logo would consider the environment of the 
river including colors, forms, textures, cultural aspects, architectural elements and 
dominant recreation.  The intention of having such a strong symbol is to create an icon 
for the river; one that is recognized by visitors, people in the community, and eventually 
to populations out of the area. The logo as icon symbol could develop such a strong 
identity that posting only the logo would immediately identify ownership and related 
subliminal messages or expectation. The potential would exist for commercial partners 
to use the logo in promotional materials as well.   
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Many agencies have sign plans; numerable resources are found on the internet, in the 
agency library, and numerous publications. Following are several useful contacts: 

o Bureau of Reclamation sign plan including comprehensive 
bibliography 

http://www.ferc.gov/industries/hydropower/safety/projects/signage/report/_Safety_Signa
ge_Report.pdf     

o National Park Service direction – not a plan 

http://www.nps.gov/hfc/acquisition/signs.htm 

o Forest Service guide – not a plan  

http://fsweb.wo.fs.fed.us/eng/roads_trails/sign_poster_98/index.htm 
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APPENDIX H 

Pere Marquette River Monitoring Plan 
Monitoring provides a quality control and adaptive management strategy for the 
implementation the CRMP which would be developed based on the selected alternative. 
The monitoring program is designed to be the foundation for the long-term protection 
and enhancement of the Pere Marquette’s river-related values. Objectives of the 
monitoring program are to: 

1. Determine the extent to which the plan is being implemented. 

2. Determine if desired conditions are being maintained or achieved. 

3. Ensure management direction (standards and guidelines) is being followed. 

4. Ensure management direction is effective in protecting and enhancing the 
outstandingly remarkable river values. 

5. Identify the need for adaptive management if the current level of management is 
not effective in protecting and enhancing the ORVs. 

Monitoring criteria outlined in this section is based upon the Limits of Acceptable Change 
(LAC) process which follows the premise that the “…planning framework is a 
continuation of the carrying capacity concept that focuses on deciding the amount of 
change that would be allowed to occur rather than defining how much use is too much 
(Stankey et al. 1985).”  The goal of management is to keep the character and rate of 
change due to human factors within acceptable levels that are consistent with plan 
standards. Therefore, this emphasis does not aim to prevent all human-caused change 
in the corridor, but rather it focuses on specific indicators that reflect the carrying 
capacity in more practical terms. These limits tie closely with the protection and 
enhancement of Pere Marquette’s Outstandingly Remarkable Values.  

For each river value to be monitored, one or more key indicators are selected that would 
allow managers to keep attuned to changes in the ecosystem or social setting. For each 
key indicator, a standard or desired condition is described. This is the value that 
determines the amount of change that is either desired or that would be accepted before 
river management objectives are no longer being met. In this manner, indicators and 
standards provide managers with information to determine if the resource values and 
opportunities they are managing are actually being protected. The standards serve as 
triggers that cause predetermined management actions to be implemented when the 
limit is being reached.  

For each indicator, a list of management actions is presented, ranging from least 
restrictive to most restrictive (“Management Actions to be Triggered if Conditions are not 
Met” column).  If monitoring finds that the current level of management is not protecting 
or enhancing the ORVs more restrictive measures may be instituted by the agency. The 
column titled “Sampling Procedure and Frequency,” provides a description of how the 
indicator would be measured and the frequency recommended.   

Monitoring activities are described in Table H1 and are specific to the Pere Marquette 
National Scenic River corridor.  Implementation of monitoring would be based on the 
availability of funding.  The Huron-Manistee National Forests would make every effort to 
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identify opportunities that would reduce the cost to the government.  If adequate funding 
is not available, some monitoring activities may not take place. 

Adaptive Management  
Sample methods and management actions can and should be changed if annual review 
for monitoring indicates repeated instances of unacceptable impacts to the river’s 
Outstandingly Remarkable Values. Sampling methods would change as better 
techniques become available or if the current monitoring strategy is not providing the 
needed answers.  

It is Forest Service policy, FSM 2354.03 (4) to manage the use of rivers by establishing 
as few regulations as possible.  However, it is also Forest Service policy to manage 
WSR to protect and enhance the river values for which the river was designated.  If 
monitoring finds that the current level of management is not protecting or enhancing the 
ORVs, more restrictive measures may be instituted by the agency. The Forest Service 
may issue closure orders due to resource damage without environmental analysis.  
Documentation as to the need for change and the action would be placed in the project 
file.  

In addition, the following measures are within the range of alternatives developed and 
evaluated.  As a result of new information and monitoring conducted over the life of the 
CRMP, a new decision may be issued and include one or more of the following 
restrictions:  

1. Require walk-in anglers to obtain a river corridor use permit. 

2. Adjust the watercraft permit system by:  

o Changing the number of watercraft permits allocated per section or per 
day. 

o Adding restrictions such as group size limits or additional boat launch 
restrictions (e.g., metered launches). 

o Requiring public watercraft permits over a longer season of use. 

o Issuing watercraft permits based on a lottery system. 

3. Restrict the number of walk-in angler permits. 

4. Add a required designated campsite permit. 

5. Close access sites, trails, and streambank areas to recreation use and 
completing restoration activities. 
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Table H1. Monitoring Program – Pere Marquette National Scenic River 

River-
Related 
Value 

Key Indicator Standard Sampling Procedure and 
Frequency 

Management Actions 
Triggered if 

Conditions are Not 
Met 

Free-flow No new dams, diversions, 
straightening, riprapping 
or obstruction to free-flow 

No obstruction to free-flow 

“Free-flowing”, as applied to any river or 
section of a river, means existing or 
flowing in natural condition without 
impoundment, diversion, straightening, 
riprapping, or other modification of the 
waterway. (Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, 
1968 (Sec. 15(b)) 

Count the number of Section 
7 Analysis determinations 
made in a planning cycle 

 

Once per planning cycle 

Water resource projects 
which would obstruct 
free-flow would go 
through a WSR Act, 
Section 7 analysis 
(Section 7 analysis is not 
a “decision document”) 

Water 
Quality 

Water quality meets 
Michigan State DEQ 
Water Quality Standards 
for “Primary Contact 
Recreation and Cold 
Water Fishery” based on 
measurement of: 

• fecal coliform 

• temperature 

• water clarity 

• channel 
substrate 

• nitrogen  

• phosphorus 

Meets Michigan State DEQ Water 
Quality Standards for “Primary Contact 
Recreation and Cold Water Fishery” 

Use the Michigan DEQ 
Procedures for assessing 
Water Quality parameters. 

Compare monitoring data to 
the Michigan State DEQ 
Water Quality Standards 

Every 5 years 

Identify possible sources 
of pollutants  

1. If non-point sources 
derived from NFS lands, 
implement corrective 
actions to reduce 
pollutants to levels 
consistent with water 
quality standards 

2. If pollutant source is on 
other than NFS lands, 
work with Michigan DEQ 
to implement corrective 
actions or develop 
corrective plans  
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River-
Related 
Value 

Key Indicator Standard Sampling Procedure and 
Frequency 

Management Actions 
Triggered if 

Conditions are Not 
Met 

River 
Sediment 
Loads 
Streambank 
Erosion 

Human disturbances are 
small and localized with 
no long-term change to 
channel morphology, 
sediment regimes, or 
water quality 

 

The desired condition is an erosion 
severity index of less than moderate at 
any site due to human disturbance 

Actions will be triggered if the severity 
index moves from less than moderate 
to moderate or severe 

The cumulative amount of hardened 
streamside stabilization over time does 
not exceed 5% of the total shoreline, by 
segment. 

Evaluate erosion site by 
determining the severity 
index  

Standardized streambank 
erosion inventory procedure 
to generate a severity index 

Visit erosion sites and 
evaluate the severity index at 
least every 5 years 

Inform and educate users 
to stay on trails and on 
stable areas of the bank 

Harden trails and provide 
access to water at heavily 
used sites, obliterate and 
restore unnecessary trails 

Close areas to foot travel 
if stabilization measures 
fail, if hardened 
streamside stabilization 
exceeds 5%, or if the 
amount of stabilization 
would result in a change 
in river classification 

River 
Sediment 
Loads 
Road-Stream 
Crossings 

Best management 
practices (BMPs) are 
implemented at all road 
crossings within: 

(a) river corridor 

(b) entire watershed 

The desired condition is an erosion 
severity index of less than moderate at 
any crossing within the watershed 

Use standardized crossing 
inventory data to prioritize 
implementation, document 
BMPs, and monitor sites 

Update inventory every 10 
years 

If crossing is outside the 
river corridor, work 
through watershed 
restoration partnership to 
implement corrective 
actions (BMPs) 
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River-
Related 
Value 

Key Indicator Standard Sampling Procedure and 
Frequency 

Management Actions 
Triggered if 

Conditions are Not 
Met 

River 
Restoration 
Projects 

Past restoration is 
effective at stabilizing the 
banks and terraces 

The desired condition is that past 
restoration efforts are functioning 

Actions will be triggered if past 
restoration is not stabilizing the banks 
and reducing sediment input into the 
river corridor  

Use photo points to 
document past restoration 
efforts 

Visit past restoration sites 
and evaluate their 
effectiveness and need for 
maintenance at least every 5 
years 

Identify source of erosion 
and fix the source 

Implement a restoration 
or maintenance project 

Close the access point or 
trail if other measures are 
not successful 

Scenery ORV Visual Anomalies Present 

Visual anomalies are: 

• Line – straight, 
unnatural 

• Color – unsuited to 
setting 

• Form – unsuited to 
setting 

• Frequency 

• Size – out of scale 

Scenery Management Objectives – 
High – Appears Unaltered 

Visual Survey, noting visual 
anomalies and recommended 
correction 

Float survey every 5 years  

Implement vegetation 
treatments to screen and 
blend improvements with 
the natural environment  

New, modified, or 
reconstructed buildings 
on private land would 
trigger a Pere Marquette 
Zoning Board review and 
actions that would utilize 
existing Natural River 
guidelines to minimize 
visual intrusions 

Recreation 
ROS Class 

Facility Development 
Level  

Maintain a facility development level 
consistent with the ROS and Scenic 
River Classification 

The desired facility development level 
for the Pere Marquette River Corridor is 
3 or less 

Assess changes to the 
development level during the 
planning process for changes 
at recreation sites 

Change the development 
level of the facility to 
reflect the desired 
condition 

Change river 
classification under the 
WSR act 
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River-
Related 
Value 

Key Indicator Standard Sampling Procedure and 
Frequency 

Management Actions 
Triggered if 

Conditions are Not 
Met 

Recreation 
Resource 
Conditions 

Recreation Resource 
Condition Indicators:  

• Number of violation 
notices issued 

• Number of new social 
trails or human 
induced bank erosion 
per river segment 

• Number of user-
created campsites 
per river segment 

• Number of new fire 
rings per river 
segment 

Standards: 

Number of violation notices issued – 
20% increase over 2006 levels 

Number of new social trails or human 
induced bank erosion – No net increase 
in social trails or human induced bank 
erosion 

Number of use-created campsites per 
river segment – No net increase in 
campsites 

Number of new fire rings per river 
segment – No net increase in fire rings 

Annual river corridor 
condition survey for the 
Recreation Resource 
Condition Indicators  

Require walk-in anglers 
to obtain a river corridor 
use permit 

Adjust the watercraft 
permit system by: 

Changing the number of 
watercraft permits 
allocated per section or 
per day 

Adding additional 
restrictions such as group 
size limits or additional 
boat launch restrictions 
(metered launches) 

Requiring public 
watercraft permits over a 
longer season 

Issuing watercraft permits 
based on a lottery system 

Restrict the number of 
walk-in anglers 

Add a required 
designated campsite 
permit 

Close access sites, trails, 
and streambank areas to 
use 
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River-
Related 
Value 

Key Indicator Standard Sampling Procedure and 
Frequency 

Management Actions 
Triggered if 

Conditions are Not 
Met 

Recreation 
Social 
Conditions 

Social Encounter Conflict 
Indicators:  

Change in  

• Enforcement actions 

• Complaints regarding 
the river corridor to 
local law 
enforcement and 
conservation officers 

Recreation Visitor 
Experience Surveys: 

• Complaints 

• Return visitation 

• Satisfaction with 
experience, etc. 

• Perception of 
crowding  

• Comments from 
riparian landowners, 
users, or commercial 
guides  

 

 

Law enforcement actions are minimal 
and the inevitable recreation related 
conflicts are resolved on a day to day 
basis without further management 
actions  

Overall riparian landowner, visitor, and 
commercial guide satisfaction levels are 
deemed acceptable 

Annually enforcement actions 
and complaint records 

Recreation Visitor Experience 
Surveys – Based on 1996-
1997, 1999, and 2004 
methods and research 
objectives (Nelson 2007) 

Conduct the Recreation 
Visitor Experience Surveys 
every 5 years   

See items listed 
Recreation – Resource 
Conditions 
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River-
Related 
Value 

Key Indicator Standard Sampling Procedure and 
Frequency 

Management Actions 
Triggered if 

Conditions are Not 
Met 

Recreation 
Watercraft 
Permits and 
Parking Use 

Watercraft Use and 
Permit System 

• Total watercraft 
permits issued 
compared to 
availability  

• Commercial guide 
use for fishing, 
demand versus 
allocation 

• Use reports from 
riparian landowners 
and tribal offices 

Parking Use and 
Capacity 

• Availability of parking 
at the public access 
sites 

Private and commercial watercraft 
permit allocations do not exceed 
acceptable use levels   

Watercraft permits are considered to be 
exceeded if:  Total watercraft use 
exceeds 90% of the available permits 
on a seasonal basis 

Commercial guide use for fishing is 
considered to be exceeded if:  Actual 
use exceeds permitted use 

Review watercraft permit data 
and use reports from 
permittees, riparian 
landowners and tribal offices 
annually 

Review commercial guide 
use reports annually 

Recreation Visitor Parking 
Use studies – Based on 
1996-1997, 1999, and 2004 
methods and research 
objectives (Nelson 2007) 

Conduct the Recreation 
Visitor Parking Use Surveys 
every 5 years  

Conduct car counts in the 
spring and fall every 2 years 

1. Management Actions 
are similar to those stated 
under Recreation 
Resource Conditions 
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River-
Related 
Value 

Key Indicator Standard Sampling Procedure and 
Frequency 

Management Actions 
Triggered if 

Conditions are Not 
Met 

Non-native 
Invasive 
Species 

Number of new plant 
species or populations 
found in the river corridor 

Number of existing plant 
populations treated 

No new species or populations found in 
the river corridor 

All existing populations treated within 
the next planning cycle 

Float river; survey and map 
non-native invasive plant 
species every 2 years 

Treat NNIS populations 
as necessary 

Areas where new NNIS 
are found or populations 
are increasing would be 
closed to recreation use, 
if necessary, to prevent 
spread of the NNIS 

 

 

Wildlife ETS Species Viability – 
Bald Eagle Nest Success 

Bald eagle productivity within the WSR 
continues at or exceeds current levels. 
Any decline in productivity is related to 
factors not associated with 
management of the WSR 

Continue annual biological 
evaluation reproduction 
surveys in cooperation with 
the DNR  

Continue support for 
volunteers to monitor eagle 
nests, annually  

1. Designate “No 
Stopping” zones with 
signs if recreation and 
other uses are affecting 
bald eagle reproduction 

2. Implement closure 
orders where violations of 
“No Stopping” zones are 
affecting bald eagle 
reproduction 

Fisheries 
Fish Population 

Self-sustaining fish 
populations  

Fish populations show a stable or 
upward trends 

Assist DNR with periodic fish 
sampling 

If fishing pressure is 
greater than the ability of 
the species to self-
sustain, work with DNR 
on solutions 
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River-
Related 
Value 

Key Indicator Standard Sampling Procedure and 
Frequency 

Management Actions 
Triggered if 

Conditions are Not 
Met 

Fisheries 
Fishing 
Pressure 

Level of use that 
maintains the fishery and 
other river ORVs 

Angler-days, catch rates, and harvest 
does not exceed the fish populations 
ability to be self-sustaining 

Creel survey every 10 years If fishing pressure is 
greater than the ability of 
the species to self-
sustain, work with DNR 
on solutions  

Aquatic 
Habitat 
Large Wood 

Amount of large wood 
per mile within the river 
corridor 

Meet Forest Plan Standards and 
Guidelines for large wood 

Float Segments 1, 2, and 3 
annually, in the spring, with 
river users to identify and 
remove navigation hazards 

Every 5 years inventory the 
river corridor from the Forks 
to Walhalla for the amount of 
large wood 

Require a permit for 
anyone cutting large 
wood in and adjacent to 
the river on public land. 

Large wood would be 
removed by the Forest 
Service or DNR 

Add LWM to the river 

Aquatic 
Habitat 
Channel 
Morphology 

Channel Width:Depth 
ratio 

Establish baseline  

Trends in channel width:depth over time 

Establish channel cross-
sections (“survey grade” 
permanent transects; Olson-
Rutz and Marlow 1992) 

Every 10 years 

Identify channel 
morphology changes and 
solutions if river is 
trending towards a 
morphology of greater 
width 
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River-
Related 
Value 

Key Indicator Standard Sampling Procedure and 
Frequency 

Management Actions 
Triggered if 

Conditions are Not 
Met 

Aquatic 
Sensitive 
Species  
Fish Species 
(lake sturgeon, 
greater 
redhorse 
suckers) 

Presence  

Relative abundance 

Sensitive aquatic species presence and 
abundance show an upward trend 

Implement Forest Plan conservation 
measures for lake sturgeon and greater 
redhorse 

Fish data from Custer Weir 
fish passage ladder  

Annually 

Work with USFWS and 
DNR if sensitive aquatic 
species presence and 
abundance does not 
show an upward trend to 
identify causes and 
solutions 

Aquatic 
Sensitive 
Species  
Mussels 

Presence Sensitive mussel species presence and 
abundance show an upward trend 

Implement Forest Plan conservation 
measures 

Fish data from Custer 
standardized mussel 
sampling procedure (e.g., 
Strayer and Smith 2003) 

Once every 5 years if 
presence documented 

Work with USFWS and 
DNR if sensitive aquatic 
species presence and 
abundance does not 
show an upward trend to 
identify causes and 
solutions 
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River-
Related 
Value 

Key Indicator Standard Sampling Procedure and 
Frequency 

Management Actions 
Triggered if 

Conditions are Not 
Met 

Heritage 
Resources 

Percent of public lands 
within the designated 
river corridor surveyed to 
Forest Standards 

Site condition monitoring 
benchmarks are met 

Corridor interpretive plan 
is formulated and 
approved 

Integrity of heritage 
resource properties is 
maintained and 
enhanced 

Meet Forest Plan and Pere Marquette 
National Scenic River Plan Standards 
and Guidelines for the activity 

Inventory: Twenty percent of the total 
public land area within the corridor per 
year until completion 

Site Monitoring: Ten percent of known 
properties on public lands within the 
corridor per year 

Interpretation: The trend in 
implemented interpretive projects is 
positive 

Sampling procedures will 
follow standardized methods 
for heritage resources. 

Annually 

Site Integrity: Close 
degraded areas until 
mitigative measures are 
implemented 

Shoreline 
Development 

Number of new 
streamside developments 

Track trends by obtaining the number of 
zoning variances on mainstem during 
the planning cycle.  Weight the trend 
against the scenery ORV 

Obtain the number of 
variances from the Pere 
Marquette Zoning 
Administrator 

Annually 

Forest Service would 
suspend any further 
development on Forest 
Service System lands 

Work with the State of 
Michigan Natural River 
Program if trends show 
loss of Scenic ORV 

Action Items 
Completed 

Completion of identified 
projects and actions in 
the CRMP 

All actions with the CRMP are 
implemented 

Track project implementation 
annually 

Revise the CRMP 
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APPENDIX I 

Implementation Schedule for Proposed Facility 
Development or Reconstruction 

Table I1. Implementation Schedule for Proposed Facility Development or 
Reconstruction 

Alternatives Project 
Years 1-5 

1, 2, 3, and 4 Implement “Action Items Common to All Alternatives” and the 
permits system as specified in the selected alternative. 

1, 2, 3, and 4 Custer Bridge, Scottville Bridge, Old Highway 31.  Encourage the 
townships and cities to improve management at these locations. 

2 and 4 M-37.  Harden sites and delineate parking.  Pave and Stripe. 
2 and 4 Jorgenson’s Walk-in Access.  Develop additional vehicle parking with 

a stairway to the river.  Designate 4 dispersed campsites.  Needs 
site-specific analysis. 

4 Gleason’s Landing.  Develop a back-down launch.  Needs site-
specific analysis. 

1, 2, 3, and 4 Bowman Bridge.  Develop angler trails on public land downstream 
from the access site.  Needs site-specific analysis. 

2 and 4 Rainbow Rapids.  Develop seasonal over-flow parking adjacent to 
Wingleton Road for vehicles with boat trailers.  Needs site-specific 
analysis. 

2, 3, and 4 Elk Walk-in Access.  Replace the pit toilet with a composting vault 
toilet. 

1, 2, and 4 Lower Branch Bridge.  Develop a boat access and parking facility.  
Actions vary by alternative and would require site-specific analysis. 

2, 3, and 4 Logmark Walk-in Access.  Relocate and improve the site.  Requires 
site-specific analysis. 

1, 2, 3, and 4 Maple Leaf.  Improve management of the site.  Actions vary by 
alternative and would require site-specific analysis. 

2 and 4 Walhalla.  Re-slope the parking lot to drain away from river. 
Years 5-10 

4 Green Cottage.  Develop seasonal over-flow parking for 10 cars east 
of the existing parking loop for spring and fall use.  Needs site-
specific analysis. 

4 Claybanks.  Develop up to 25% additional parking at the road ending 
and Claybanks parking area.  Needs site-specific analysis. 

2 and 4 40th Street Walk-in Access.  Develop vehicle parking with a ¼ mile 
trail to the river.  Needs site-specific analysis 

2 and 4 Indian Bridge.  Raise the bridge to accommodate watercraft 
passage.  Needs site-specific analysis.   
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Implementation of projects within the Pere Marquette National Scenic River corridor 
would be based on available funding.  This table is intended to display the Forest 
Service approximate timing for project completion.  Project priority depends on partners 
and available funding.  Projects needing site specific environmental analysis have been 
identified.  The projects listed in this table are those which were identified during this 
current planning effort, Table 7. 

On-going maintenance would occur on an annual basis as needed. 
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