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SUMMARY

The flora and fauna of the Study Area have undergone several
periods of change since European man first entered the re-
gion. Early in this century large-scale logging and uncon-
trolled fires turned a climax forest vegetation type back to
one representative of early successional stages. This
change, together with uncontrolled hunting and trapping,
resulted in the extirpation of a few species and a change in
the relative composition of species towards those better
adapted to open habitat. In recent years reforestation and
fire protection have reversed this trend and the wildlife
complex is changing accordingly . At least two of the extir-
pated mammals have been reintroduced and efforts are cur-
rently underway to protect and improve the habitat and
status of six other threatened species of mammals , birds and
fish.

Hunting and fishing are rapidly expanding forms of recrea-
tion in Michigan and promise to become increasingly impor-
tant in the economy of the Study Area. The Michigan Depart-
ment of Natural Resources in cooperation with the Forest
Service is conducting an intensive program of habitat re-
habilitation, fish planting , and wildlife development to
capitalize on this new interest in outdoor activity

.1



EVOLUTION

Processes and Time Leading to the Existing Conditions

Within recent time a marked change has occurred in the ani-
mal complex of the Upper Peninsula. Most of this change is
in some way related to man’s activities. Clearcutting of
forests, followed by burning, destroyed or temporarily
altered many of the original terrestrial habitats and created
new ones. Animals differ in their range of tolerance and in
the degree they can continue to live in close proximity with
man. Some species are restricted to specific habitat types,
and when these are removed or altered to any substantial
degree the animals disappear with them. When one type of
habitat is destroyed, though, a new one is created . This
may bring an entirely new species or complex of species into
the area and those that are preadapted to the new habitat
may occupy it and flourish.

Nearly all of the Upper Peninsula was once covered by a cli—
max forest of hardwood interspersed with several important
preclimax conifer forests. These pristine conditions were
dramatically altered with the advent of the logging era at
the turn of the century. Wildfires were probably never un-
common on the Upper Peninsula, but because of the mosaic—
like distribution of vegetative cover and soil types they
were also never very extensive. Large-scale clearcutting
destroyed this natural pattern of firebrakes and allowed
numerous large fires to sweep across the peninsula between
1920 and 1927, so that the changes wrought by the axe were
intensified by the flame. Some animal species of the deep,
unbroken woods like the pine marten, fisher and cougar dis-
appeared completely , whereas a species like the coyote
flourished with the extension of man into the forest.
Others like the wolf and lynx were able to retreat before
the timber cutter to the most inaccessible habitat possible,
where a few remnant populations exist today. Some animals
suffered serious depletion because they were valued for fur
and meat or were reviled for their depredations. The elk is
an extirpated species well adapted to a variety of habitats,
but is hunted and is not compatible with human activity.
The same is also true of the moose.

An opposite situation was created for many species associ—
ated with the earlier successional stages of vegetation.
The creation of large, unbroken openings favored the white-
tailed deer, ruf fed grouse and sharp—tailed grouse. Animals
that may have originally been entirely absent from the
region, like the opossum, fox squirrel, thirteen-lined2



ground squirrel, and eastern mole , moved in to fill newly
established niches. Then in the late 1930s a major effort
was made to reforest large areas of the Upper Peninsula.
This , together with better fire control , has led to a rever-
sion to a more climax type vegetation and a loss of habitat
for animals of the early and middle successional stages.
Thus , in response to a fluctuating environment, there is an
ever-continuing fluctuation in animal types.

In some respects there have been changes and fluctuations in
aquatic habitats that are as encompassing as those occurring
on the land. The inland sport fishery of the Upper Penin-
sula has changed relatively li ttle over time when it is
compared other areas of Michigan. Fishing quality remains
good and fishing pressures are probably below that which the
area could support. But for Lake Superior and Lake Michi-
gan, an opposite situation existed until a few years ago as
the fishing quality of these large lakes declined drasti-
cally between 1940 and 1965. Then in 1966, the Great Lakes
Fishery Corn mission and the Michigan Department of Natural
Resources (DNR) began a major effort at rehabilitation with
the introduction of salmonid species into the Lakes. Be-
cause these fish must spawn in tributary streams, the DNR
decided to enhance the sport fishing potential of the inland
water bodies as well as the Great Lakes, giving secondary
priority to the restoration of commercial fishing. To
appreciate the present close interrelationship between Lake
Superior, Lake Michigan and inland fisheries and the concern
for all the fisher ies of the Upper Peninsula, it is neces-
sary to know a little of the past history of the Great
Lakes.

Thirty years ago Lakes Michigan and Superior supported a
well-balanced and highly productive fish population composed
of lake trout, burbot, whitefish, yellow perch, walleye and
several species of chub, as well as smelt and other forage
fish. Commercial fishermen annually caught 15 million
pounds of lake trout alone. This fishery was upset by suc-
cessive invasions of the sea lamprey and the alewife.

The lamprey has inhabited Lake Ontario since post-glacial
times. The opening in 1829 of the We].land Canal gave the
lamprey access to Lake Erie and the upper Great Lakes. By
the end of the 1940s it had nearly destroyed lake trout and
other predatory fish species in Lake Michigan . In the early
l950s the lamprey became well established in Lake Superior ,
again having a catastrophic effect. The alewife (a native
to the Atlantic) was discovered in Lake Michigan in 1949
when the predator fish, which probably would have controlled
it, were nearly gone. The alewife reached staggering abun-
dance almost overnight, its proliferation seemingly unchecked3



except by periodic die-off s which left windrows of rotting
fish along Lake Michigan beaches.

A selective lamprey poison was developed in the late l950s.
This together with a lake trout restocking program permitted
partial reattainment of a balanced fishery in both lakes.
The abundance of the alewife required more than the restor-
ation of lake trout, so the DNR introduced two anadromous
salmonid species from the Pacific coast. The initial plant-
ing of young coho salmon in the Lakes ’ tributary waters
occurred in 1966 followed by chinook salmon a year later.

Anticipated Future Conditions

The future status of the mammals and birds of the Upper
Peninsula, particularly economically important species like
deer and grouse, depends almost entirely upon the extent man
is willing to indefinitely arrest the process of secondary
forest succession, or selectively direct and control its
progress. Under natural succession alone, the area can
expect to experience a continued loss of open or semi—open
habitat with a possible return of some of the climax species
of woodland and forest. Some species like the cougar and
the caribou are probably gone forever , but others may make a
comeback if they are reintroduced and given protection.
This is presently happening with the marten and fisher.
Controlled hunting, trapping, and the use of pesticides will
be particularly important for some endangered species, as
will the establishment of a few wilderness or minimal-use
areas.

There is less certainty about sport fishery in the Upper
Peninsula. Its continued growth and importance will depend
in part upon the continued success of the salmon program,
which in turn will depend on overcoming other threats.
Persistent use of pesticides is an immediate danger, and a
longer-term danger is that the over-enrichment of Great Lake
waters by phosphates and other nutrients will lead to accel-
erated eutrophi c~ 1ion. Coho and other salznonid species may
have difficulty surviving under eutrophic conditions.
Finally , there is the uncertainty about the continued avail-
ability of a highly abundant forage fish. It is possible
that the coho, chinook and lake trout, which have prospered
since the decline of the lamprey , will succeed too well in
reducing the alewife population.
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DISTINCTIVE UNITS AND CHARACTERISTICS

Endangered, Threatened and Protected Species

Terminology used by the Michigan Department of Natural
Resources (MDNR) differs slightly from that employed by the
U. S. Department of Interior (USD1).

(E) Endangered: indanger of being extirpated from all or a
portion of its range (has the same meaning at both
State and Federal levels).

(T)  Threatened: the Michigan portion of the species popu-
lation is either on the verge of extirpation or is a
relic population (MDNR equivalent of USD1 “Rare”).

Both terms signify a need for protection , but “endangered”
implies the need is critical and immediate.

(RI) Reintroduced : refers to species that were extirpated
from Michigan but have been reintroduced. The status
of these species is still tenuous and they should be
treated with the same deference given the threatened or
endangered species.

(SU) Status Undetermined or Status Uncertain: designates a
group for which precise information is lacking.

Mammals

Table 1 lists twelve species of mammals currently inhabiting
the Study Area whose population ’s status is under scrutiny
by federal or state biologists. Six species have been
afforded complete protection by the Michigan Department of
Natural Resources. Five additional species are believed to
be limited in number and have been placed in an uncertain
category . A sixth, the gray fox, also has uncertain status,
but at this writing the DNR was considering dropping it from
the list. The least chipmunk has been found to be in suf-
ficient numbers to be no longer consi~~red threatened.

The timber wolf population in the Upper Peninsula is now
estimated to be less than 50 individuals , scattered through-
out the more remote areas. Figure 1 shows individual ob-
servations and assumed home ranges of the timber wolves.
Five wolves were released on the grounds of the Huron Moun-
tain Club in Marquette County . None of these wolves have
survived and the project has been deemed a failure. The
cause of the failure has been attributed to trapping , shoot-
ing and road kills.
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Table 1. ENDANGERED , THREATENED, OR REINTRODUCED
SPECIES, OR SPECIES WHOSE STATUS

HAS NOT YET BEEN DETERMINED

Status
Mammals USD1 DNR

*Eastern timber wolf (Canis lupus lycaon) E E

*Canada lynx (Lynx c. canadensis) SU SU

*Marten (Martes a. americana) SU T

*Fisher (Martes ~~ pennanti) SU RI

*Moose (Alces alces americana) -— SU

Gray fox (Urocyon cinereoargenteus) -- SU

*Southern bog lemming (Synaptomeys cooperi) -- T

Piginy shrew (Microsorex hoyi) -- SU

Thompson ’s pigzny shrew (Microsorex thompsoni) -- SU

Arctic shrew (Sorex arcticus) -— SU

Water shrew (Sorex paustris) -— SU

Eastern pipistrelle (Pipistrellus subflavus) -- SU

Completely protected under DNR law

Source: F. W. Stuewer, Michigan Department of
Natural Resources
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The Canada lynx , like the wolf , will benefit anytime that
trapping for coyote is restric ted and wilderness areas are
established. There are no available estimates of total
number , but the occasional kills that have been reported
over the last five or six years indicate an established
breeding population scattered over the entire Upper Penin-
sula. The DNR currently has no projects planned specif i-
cally for lynx other than the promotion of wilderness areas
and restricting land use on lynx range.

Originally the pine marten and fisher were moderately abun-
dant on the Upper Peninsula, yet by 1935 trapping and log-
ging had completely exterminated them. The fisher was
reintroduced on the Ottawa National Forest in 1961. It took
several years for the species to become locally adjusted,
but since 1970 there has been a significant eastward exten-
sion of their range (Figure 2). Today it is considered an
established species and there is a possibility of its occur-
rence anywhere in the Study Area where there are densely
wooded areas.

Early efforts to reintroduce the pine marten were not as
successful. A second attempt was made in the winters of
1968 and 1969. A total of 99 martens have been released in
Delta County just to the east of the Study Area . They are
believed to be expanding their range both to the east and
west and at present may be beyond that shown in Figure 3.
Several recent sightings and trapping of unmarked individ-
uals indicate the production of young by some of the re-
leased females , however, the marten population contains so
few numbers it is given threatened status.

Despite legal protection given the moose in 1899, it has
continued to decline with only 25 to 50 animals still re-
maining on the Upper Peninsula. There are less than half
this number in the Study Area. An attempt to bolster the
population by introducing 71 Isle Royale moose in the mid-
1930s was unsuccessful. Lack of research on the moose is
the basis for continued uncertainty as to its status or
future. It should be affected less by vegetation changes
than many other species. Although an inhabitant of coni-
ferous forests, it can utilize a variety of forage species
and prosper in areas with both early and late stages of
plant succession. The fact that it has not is attributed to
incompatibility with human activity. Final judgment, how-
ever, awaits better understanding of its life cycle, its
relationship to other large herbivores , and the extent to
which diseases transmitted by deer may tend to suppress
population growth. Moose activity centers and sightings are
shown in Figure 

4 . 9
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FIGURE 4 MOOSE ACTIVITY CENTERS AND SIGHTINGS
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The remaining six species of mammals listed in Table 1 are
thought to be limited in number within the State of Michi-
gan. In the Study Area , they may be locally abundant. For
example, within the McCormick Forest all but the water shrew
are fairly common. This would undoubtedly be true in other
selected areas.

Birds

There are three species of birds which may be found in the
Study Area that are considered endangered by the DNR: the
peregrine falcon (Falco ~eregrinus), an occasional visitor;
the American osprey (Pand].on haliaetus) and the northern
bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus alascanus), both of
which nest in the Study Area.

Seven other bir d species are listed as threatened by the DNR
and are listed in Table 2. None of these bird species are
currently listed by the USD1.

While the peregrine falcon is not known to nest in the Study
Area, the possibility exists that these birds may pass
through on their limited migration flights. These flights
would occur in early spring (March or April) while the birds
are migrating to the northern reach of Canada for nesting or
in the fall during their migrations south. The flight paths
will generally follow the Lake Superior coastline in the
Study Area. These birds are extremely sensitive to distur-
bance in their nesting eyries, and may abandon a nest after
being molested. Should a peregrine falcon nest be observed ,
the same regulations would apply to it as apply to bald
eagle nests, American osprey nests, and heron rookery. The
DNR prohibits snowmobiles, timber harvest, construction , and
other human activities from approaching within one mile to
1/2 mile of the nest. This exclusion zone is enforced only
during the nesting period which runs from January to August.

The osprey is a migratory bird. A few individuals begin
arriving at the nesting sites in mid—March , with males
preceding females. The main group appears in April. Arri-
val date may vary by a few weeks and is probably conditioned
by the movements of the fish on which they prey. Eagles may
nest as early as March 1. Although not considered by local
authorities to be migratory, the Bald Eagle is generally
absent from the nest sites from mid-December until March.
The Wildlife Data Map shows nest sites known to be available
through the fall and spring of 1972 and 1973. Not all are
currently occupied. If a nest is not destroyed beyond
repair during the winter there is a high probability that
the same pair will occupy it again the succeeding spring.

13



Table 2. ENDANGERED BIRDS IN THE STUDY AREA

Status
Birds USD1 MDNR

Peregrine falcon (Falco peregrinus) E E ( O.V. ) *

Double-crested cormorant (Phalacrocorax auritus) - T

Cooper’s hawk (Accipiter cooperii) - T

Red-shouldered hawk (Buteo lineatus) - T

Marsh hawk (Circus cyaneus) - T

Osprey (Pandion haliaetus) - T

Bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus) E T

Piping plover (Charadrius melodus) - T(O.V.)*

Loggerhead shrike (Lanius ludovicianus) - T

Barn owl (Tyto alba) - T

Occasional visitor

Source: F. W. Stuewer, Michigan Department of
Natural Resources

14



Nests are seldom, if ever, built on the ground . The best
estimate of population size for the two species combined is
80 breeding pairs plus a few noninated birds. Eggs start to
hatch around mid-May and the young are found in the nest as
late as August. The critical nest building , incubation, and
developmental period for the young lasts about 15 weeks,
generally from April through July . During the forepart of
this period the DNR closes all roads in the vicinity of a
nest site to snowmobiles. Private land owners are also
beginning to do the same. The eagle and the osprey are
moderately tolerant of human presence, but appear suscepti-
ble to sustained periods of high activity or to high noise
levels, especially within 1/4 to 3/4 miles of the nest. The
closeness with which nests may be approached depends on
direction. These birds are most sensitive to activity that
ensues between the nest and their line of flight to the
nearest water body or accustomed feeding area.

In the recent past the habitat of the greater sandhill crane
has been restricted to the eastern part of the Upper Penin-
sula and the south central part of the Lower Peninsula.
Within this habitat it is doing very well. There are an
estimated 500 to 600 birds on the Upper Peninsula, and only
recently have they started to expand their nesting range
into the eastern edge of the Study Area (Figure 5). The
greater sandhill crane is an extremely shy bird and will
abandon its nest if there is human activity in a nearby
area.

Reptiles and Amphibians

There are no data on the population size of the Lake Winne-
bago mudpuppy and it is therefore classified as “status
undertermined.” The four-toed salamander (Hemidactyliuni
scutatum) is restricted to northern bog-type habitats and is
therefore considered rare throughout the range. Many of the
other herptile species are at the limits of their range in
the Study Area and are expected to have limited populations.
There are no endangered reptile species in the Study Area.

Fish

The USD1 has classified one fish within the Study Area as
rare, the lake sturgeon (Acipenser fulvescens).

The Lake Sturgeon population has been reduced indirectly by
commercial fishing. Dams that have blocked its run up
rivers to spawning areas, plus predation by the lamprey,
have kept the population depressed. It would probably re-
produce in most rivers in the Study Area if it were not for
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FIGURE 5 DISTRIBUTION OF THE GREATER SANDHILL CRANE
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its stringent habitat requirements that effectively limit
the number of suitable spawning areas. In the Study Area
there is a resident population in the Menominee River (above
the first dam). Some sturgeon also run up the Sturgeon
River from Lake Superior to just below Pricket Dam.

Game Hunting

All species legally designated as game animals or furbear-
ers, including those species for which there is no open
trapping or shooting season, but excluding rare, endangered
or protected species are listed in Appendix A .

Game Mammals

The whitetailed deer is the most important game species on
the Upper Peninsula in terms of dollar investment by the
sportsman and dollar income to the local residents. But in
recent years populations have been declining significanly.
Large winter die—off s are becoming common , basically because
the abundant natural browse resulting from heavy logging 40
or 50 years ago has grown out of reach of the animals while
understory vegetation has become much more sparse as second
growth forests mature.

Deer compound their own problem, particularly during the
critical winter months , by congregating in small areas
called “yards.” The location of some of the yards will
shift over time, but unless there are significant changes in
the type of land usage in or near a yarding area they will
continue to be utilized by deer for many years. The Wild-
life Data Map shows all the known deer yards. The food
conditions for each yard are designated as medium or poor.
Poor means there will be deer dieoff in severe winters;
medium means there will be a dieoff when there are succes-
sive severe winters. This is a qualitative classification
that is relative to the number of deer that an area must
support for the winter period . Since deer density varies
from area to area, so does the actual quantity of forage
that a yard can supply. Ordinarily deer will begin to move
into the yards between mid-November and mid-December and are
completely yarded by January 1. Spring breakup normally
occurs in early April , so that deer are yarded for at least
100 days. In summer the deer range as far as 20 to 25 miles
from the winter yards.

Deer apparen tly yard to gain physical comfort and respite
from the deep snow and cold winds tha t penetrate the more
open brushy and mainly deciduous shrub and tree areas that
are their foraging grounds during the nonwinter months.
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Whether by instinct or experience, they consisten tly choose
sites wh ich ef fectively moderate rigorous cl imate but which
frequently lack the plentiful browse of nearby but unused
areas. These yards can quickly become browsed-out and if
the winter is particularly hard or long , there may be mass
starvation and die—off.

In 1970 the DNR was given the authority by the Natural Re-
sources Commission to manage all of the state forest land so
as to produce not only timber but wildlife as well. One of
the first concerns of the DNR has been to bring as many
yards as possible under intensive management. Their program
calls for rehabilitating those ~‘ards presently supporting
sizable populations of deer before attempting to restore
vacant range. To do this they are: (1) cutting noncom-
mercial timber to open up stands for increased understory
growth , (2) contracting for winter logging so that slash
becomes available to the deer , (3) purchasing private land
adjacent to deer yards in hope of reducing deer population
densities within the yard . The DNR takes great care in
selecting where and when they do rehabilitation cutting.
They want to avoid luring deer into an area with only a
limited amount of food material and leaving them stranded
for the remainder of the winter.

Deer yards are usually centered around a group of conifers
such as hemlock , white cedar, or balsam fir. In the eastern
half of the Upper Peninsula white cedar swamps are most
frequently used as deer yards. Because of the protection
they afford and their value as winter browse, other conifers
are utilized to some extent, particularly in the western
counties where white cedar is uncommon. In portions of
Baraga and Houghton Counties , the yards are in upland cover
such as hemlock or balsam fir. As the uplands are deteri-
orating through overbrowsing and fluctuating water tables,
the deer yards are deteriorating . In these two Counties not
only are the deer yards sliding toward poorer conditions,
but they are also suffering a slight decrease in acreage.
The total acreage of deer yards in Marquette County is also
decreasing. Iron, Dickinson , and Menominee Counties contain
white cedar swamps which are utilized by the deer as winter
cover , but because of regeneration difficulties the white
cedar deer yards are going from moderate to poor or from
poor to poorer condition. However, in these Counties, the
district biologist of DNR has noted that as the condition of
the yard decreases, the acreages often increase, as the deer
are forced to expand their search for winter food.

At present the DNR does not have a silvicultural system
applicable to all yarding areas or forest types. The system

18



receiving the most attention is the experiment in the swamp
conifer forest on the Cusino Wildlife Research Station in
Alger County. In brief, it designates a minimal area of 200
acres as a cutting compartment. The Compartment is then
divided into four or five units and each unit is cut on a
rotational cycle that extends over a 20 to 100 year period .
This produces five age classes within a Compartment , with a
differential of 20 years between units.

The clear cutting of a single 40-acre unit might extend over
a 5- or 10-year period because the cutting would be done in
alternate strips of 50 to 75 feet width and of varying
length . The amount that would have to be cut each winter
will vary with the deer density in a given area. If the
deer density is extremely heavy , for example, 65 deer per
200 acre compartment, it would take approximately five acres
of slash to provide for the herd during one winter.

The black bear provides the only other big game hunting in
the Upper Peninsula. In terms of the number of hunters who
go after bear , it has become an increasingly important
species over the last 10 years. Average annual kill ranges
between 550 to 850 animals. Small game mammal hunting is
provided by the red squirrel , gray squirrel , snowshoe hare,
and the eastern cottontail. All but the snowshoe hare are
in relatively low dens i ty  in the Study Area.

Game Birds

The spruce grouse is a forest species more often associated
with jack pine bog areas or other short-needle conifers than
with spruce. A native to Michigan , once fairly common, it
was considerably reduced by the turn of the century and
since 1914 all hunting has been discontinued. There is
little evidence of significant population changes in the
past 40 years because its specialized habitat type remains
limited . Thus this grouse remains limited but stable , and
is afforded complete protection .

Another native of Michigan is the ruf fed grouse , found
throughout the Upper Peninsula . Although it thrives in the
intermediate stages of plant succession , its habitat type is
not as limited as that of the spruce grouse and it has been
able to maintain its position as the most popular and widely
hunted upland game bird in the Study Area. The ruf fed
grouse is subjected to population fluctuations of biological
origin. A cyclic peak was expected toward t}~ ’ - ’ nd of the
1960s; instead , the lowest numbers since the ma. , -fifties
were recorded in 1968 and 1969. Since then the population
trend has been upward.
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The sharp-tailed grouse is not native to the Upper Penin-
sula. It came into the area from Wisconsin in the early
1900s after timber cutting and extensive burning . Within 30
years they reached a peak of abundance and distribution . By
the mid-fifties the sharp-tailed grouse were declining
everywhere in the Study Area as the reforested areas became
too dense for suitable habitat. Presently, only a few small
isolated colonies remain and hunting is limited to a three
week season in five counties , down from ten counties in
1968.

The black grouse (Lyrurus tetrix) is a native of the for-
ested regions of northern Europe and central Asia. They are
nonmigratory , social birds , often gathering in large flocks
over winter. They prefer open, mixed woodlands, brushlands ,
and woody and aquatic ecotones. The birds were released in
Dickinson County in December , 1974, and have been observed
at least 18 times since their release. They have been given
complete legal protection until at least April 11, 1979.

None of the three remaining resident game birds provide
significant hunting in the Study Area. The turkey and
pheasant are not native to the Upper Peninsula but both have
been introduced into Menominee County . As yet only the
pheasant is sufficiently numerous to permit limited hunting .
Until last year the crow was one of three Michigan birds for
which there was no legal protection . Now crow hunting is
regulated by the Department of Natural Resources with an
established open and closed season.

Wetland Game

The species in this category are classified as migratory and
therefore come under federal protection and hunting regu—
lation . The State of Michigan may reduce the length of the
hunting season, or eliminate it , but it cannot establish or
extend a season beyond federal limits.

o Waterfowl

The Upper Peninsula lies within the area where the
western edge of the Atlantic flyway overlaps the
Mississipp i flyway . Two western corridors of the
Atlantic flyway cross the Upper Peninsula from North-
west to Southeast. This is a general route taken by
diving ducks such as the canvasback , redhead , and
scaups that come from the great interior breeding
grounds of Canada . Each corridor averages 26,000 to
75,000 birds annually and is shown in Figure 6.
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The Mississi pp i flyway provides most of the other
waterfowl listed in Appendix A. Most of the dabbling
ducks use it regualrly and even the brant and the
European widgeon find their way into the Study Area
occasionally. It also accommodates three separate
populations of Canada geese. The largest is the
Mississipp i Valley population , which originates west of
James Bay and migrates south through Ontario. The two
corridors within this route that extend over the Study
Area are shown in Figure 7. Seasonal Canada geese
concentrations are heavy . An estimated 25 ,000 to
75,000 birds use the western corridor and another
75,000 to 100 ,000 make use of the eastern corridor.

In addition to the migratory individuals coming from
breeding grounds far to the north , there are 12 to 15
species known to nest locally. The most common nesting
group is the dabblers of which the mallard , wood duck,
blue-winged teal and black duck are the most abundant.
One diving duck , the ring-necked , breeds in consider-
able numbers in the eastern part of the Upper Peninsula
and to a lesser extent in the Study Area. Two other
diving ducks known to breed locally are the goldeneye
and the buff lehead.

Waterfowl hunting figures fluctuate widely from year to
year , but generally 20 to 25 percent of the geese taken
by hunters in Michigan come from the Upper Peninsula .
More important is the fact that the total kill per
total number of hunters is consistently higher here
than in other parts of the state. Roughly ten percent
of the annual duck kill is in the Upper Peninsula.
Both the USFS and the DNR believe these figures to be
considerably below the potential for the area and have
therefore started a program of waterfowl development
projects designed to entice more birds and more hunters
into the region.

o Waterfowl Projects

Initial emphasis is being given to improving and ex-
panding geese habitat. Long-range objectives are (1)
increase the size of resident breeding flocks , and (2)
establish a use tradition among migrating geese to
assure a yearly stopover of birds currently bypassing
the Upper Peninsula and flying on to over-crowded
refuges in southern Michigan and Wisconsin.

To accomplish these objectives the USFS and the DNR
have established or are proposing to establish two
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waterfowl projects in the Study Area. These are shown
on the Wil dlife Data Map; additional details are shown
i A p p e n d i x  B ( F ig u r e s  3B to 5B) , and a brief synop sis
is g iv e n  below .

B a r a g a  P l a i n s  W a t e r f o w l  P r o j e c t

The ~araga Plains waterfowl nanaqenent area surrounds
t h e  ~ a r a o a  P ains refuge , and lies wi thin the Baraga
St at e  F o r e s t .  The r e f u g e  c o n t a i n s  1,500 acres , is
close~1 to entry fron Septer±er 15 through ~ovenber I
a -.d is closed to hunting all year lonc .

The nace~’ent area enccn uasses 12 s~~uare r~i1es.
:evelopnent nas proceeded to clearinc land and ~1a n t ing
f o o d  ~ lants for geese. Tn April , 19 7 3 , the first
atteno~t was r~ade to establish twelve ~airs of breedinc
Ca n a da geese , with ocre released ~n 19 4. ~est:nc
s an d h~~l1 cranes have also beer. observed in the area.
S-one 5 ,0 00 geese use the area dur onc fal l  and 36 geese
are ~ernaner .t residents. Hunting is open in the nan—
acenent area , but I S  not allowed in the refuge (see

fe ata Map)

S t u r g e o n  R iv e r  S l ou g h s  W a t e r f o w l  Pro :-ect  ( N P .)

~:cw u n d e r c o n s t r u c t i on , t h i s  w a t e r f o w l  nr -o ;ec t  encorn —
pas se s  e i g h t  t h o u s a n d  acres  in F ou g h t on  and  Baraca
J ou n ~~:es. E i g h t  p a i r s  of b r e e d i n g  Canada  Geese have
been  re e a s ed .  T h i s  a rea  is open fo r  h u n t i n g  (see
Ficure 8).

Cvr 5wan~

Although ~~y Swan.p has beer. abandoned as a waterfowln a n a g e n e n t  a r e a  because of i t s  p r ox im it y  to a U .  S. A i r
Fo rce Base , the state will retain possession of the
:a nd .

o ‘Oi Jl ife Floodings

Tn addition to the waterfowl ProTects , the DNR :s
f 1oo~hng a nunber of snall areas to rrov~ de more habi-
t at for all wetland game species , both residen t and
ni gratory . The hope is to offset loss of this habitat
type in other areas where industrial and residential
develo nnent have necessitated the draining, dredg:nc
and filling of many forn e r  wetland wildlife areas.
~:ild1ife flood ings within the Study Area are shown on
:ie W: l dl~~fe ata Map. The sizes of these flocdincs

are c~ ven in Table 3.
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Table 3. WILDLIFE FLOODINGS

Map No. Name and County Size (Acres)

1 Lake 36, Dickinson County 93

2 Feich Mountain , Dickinson
County 40

3 Hancock Creek , Dickinson
County 74

4 Bloomgreen ’s Marsh, Dickinson
County 75

5 Mud Lake, Marquette County 190

6 Net River, Baraga County 210

7 Sturgeon River , Dickinson
County 2,029

Source: G. F. Martz, Department of Natural Resources

o Shorebirds and Marshbirds

Woodcock and jacksnipe both flourish on the Upper
Peninsula, but only the woodcock is popular with hunt-
ers. Since federal regulations were revised in 1968,
permitting a lengthening of the woodcock season so it
could coincide with the ruf fed grouse season, hunter
kill has increased each year. In 1972 it was nearly
three times what it was in 1968 with no apparent ill
effects on the population as a whole. Rails , coot and
the common gallinule provide hunting for a select few,
but they rank low on the list of important game species.

o Hunting Schedule See Table 4 and Figure 9.

Nongame Anima l Data (Excluding Fish)

See Appendix B for a listing of nongame animals located in
the Study Area.
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Table 4. GAME HUNTING SCHEDULE
FOR THE 1975-1976 SEASON

Species Dates of Open Season
(See Validity)

Deer , White-tailed Archery Oct. 1 - Nov. 14
Dec. 1 - Dec. 31

Firearm Nov. 15 - Nov. 30

Bear , Black Archery Sep. 10 - Nov. 14
Firearm Sep. 10 - Oct. 31

Nov. 15 - Nov. 30

Rabbit, Cottontail; Hare , Snowshoe Oct. 1 - Mar. 31

Squirrel , Gray Sep. 15 — Nov. 10

Mink Oct. 25 - Dec. 31

Raccoon Oct. 1 - Jan. 31

Pheasant, Ring—necked (a) Oct. 10 - Oct. 20

Grouse, Ruf fed; Woodcock Sep. 15 - Nov. 13

Grouse, Sharptail (b) Oct. 1 - Oct. 20

Crow Jul. 15 - Sep. 30

Ducks, Mergansers, Coots, Gallinules Oct. 8 - Nov. 26
• Rails, Virginia & Sora; Snipe, Wilson Sep. 15 - Nov. 15

Geese Oct. 1 - Nov. 30

TRAPPING SCHEDULE FOR THE 1975-1976 SEASON

Muskrat, Mink , Raccoon Oct. 18 - Dec. 31

BEAVER AND OTTER TRAPPING SCHEDULE
FOR THE 1976 SEASON

(See Figure 9.)

Area A Jan. 1 - Apr. 25

Area B Feb. 28 - Apr. 25

(a) Only in Menominee County, south of US-2 and Delta County
south and west of the Escanaba River.

(b) Only Alger , Dickinson , Iron and Marquette Counties.

Source: Department of Natural Resources
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Figure 9.

BEAVER AND OTTER TRAPPING SCHEDULE. 1976 SEASON
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Fisheries Data

Fishing qaulity in the Upper Peninsula has remained fairly
stable over the last 20 years. Many of the lakes and most
of the streams are still relatively undeveloped . Only a few
rivers around urban and/or industrial complexes have poor
water quality so the distribution of fish is determined pri-
marily by natural conditions. The larger lakes are mostly
oligotrophic and many of the smaller lakes border on being
acid bogs. Low annual mean temperatures tend to depress
growth of many of the warm water species. Nevertheless,
large rivers and streams that are too warm for trout have
fairly good populations of smallmouth bass and northern
pike, while other warm water species like yellow perch, rock
bass , and such panfish as the bluegill dominate the warm-
water lakes.

In cold streams and lakes brook trout and two forms of lake
trout are native to the area, while successful exotics
include the brown and rainbow trout. Brook trout are the
foundation of the coidwater fishery. Rainbow trout run most
of the streams during the spring.

Two unique fish populations are found in the Lake Michigan
basin. One, the lake sturgeon in the Menominee River
(Menominee County) represents the largest and the last
naturally reproducing population in Michigan. The other,
the muskellunge population in Iron Lake (Iron County), is
supposedly unequalled in any other part of Michigan . Both
of these populations are utilized as a source of eggs for
hatchery propagation in an effort to expand their current
range.

Pesticides, including PCBs are not currently a problem to
fish populations , either directly or at the reproductive
level. However they can become toxic to organisms farther
up the food chain, for instance , eagles, osprey and man .

Most of the fish management activities involve maintenance
plantings and introductions of game species. The Forest
Service has extensive areas under management and many co-
operative programs for developing the fishery resources are
carried out between the DNR and the Forest Service. These
include chemical rehabilitation , fish stocking , and access
development.

Approximately five million warm water fish were planted in
13 inland lakes in 1972. The principal specie was the
Walleye. Most of the trout streams in the Study Area have
sufficient natural reproduction and annual plantings are not
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required . In 1972, 341,000 trout were stocked, primarily in
inland lakes. The anadromous fish management program was
initiated in 1966 with plantings in the Big Huron River in
Baraga County . In 1972 over 400,000 coho and chinook salmon
were planted in 3 areas. See Appendix C for species list.

Other Areas of Interest

McCormick Experimental Forest

The McCormick Experimental Forest (see Land Use Data Map) is
a recent addition to the Ottawa National Forest and is
administered by the North Central Forest Experiment Station ,
St. Paul , Minnesota . It is a solid block tract of land ,
17,000 acres in size , with one good gravel access road ex-
tending a third of the distance into the area from the
southwest.

The Forest Service feels the value of the McCormick Forest
depends largely on its present isolation and its lack of use
since early logging days. The geographic location of the
forest is also ideal since it straddles the divide between
the Lake Superior and Lake Michigan Basins. All river and
stream drainage is outward , leaving the area almost totally
free of any stream-borne pollutents.

Of special interest and concern is a 3,675-acre tract in the
northeast corner on which little cutting has been done since
the white pine logging days at the turn of the century.
This tract was designated a Research Natural Area of the
National Forest System in 1971, and is the largest such area
in the northern hardwoods region .

The intent is to use this area as a basis of comparison to
experimentally-logged areas to determine how such use alters
the structure of the floral and faunal composition of a
northern hardwood forest. To date , inventories have been
taken and some research projects have been established.

Huron Mountain Club

This private club (see Wildlife Data Map) is used by its
membership as a vacation retreat. A forest manager is
employed and a Wildlife Foundation has been established
which is providing part of the financial support for a
timber wolf study begun this year.

Shooting Preserves

There are two private shooting preserves in the Study Area
(see Wildlife Data Map). Both are licensed by the DNR under
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a set of very strict regulations. One, the Smokey Lake Re-
serve , is a private club that sells memberships. The other,
the Faithorn Pheasant Farm , is open to the public for a
daily shooting fee.

The Smokey Lake Reserve is located in Iron County. It
encompasses 13 ,000 acres , of which 6,000 are fenced. Two
Hundred and forty acres are licensed for shooting by club
members. As of July 1973 , the stocked animals included
canada geese, mallard duck , whitetailed deer , buff alo,
American elk, red deer and black bear. The owner is P. C.
Christiansen.

Located in Menominee County , the 400—acre Faithorn Pheasant
Farm stocks pheasants and mallard duck. It is located two
miles south and eight miles west of Hermansville , and about
nine miles southeast of Vulcan . The owner is Ken C. LeGrave.

Sturgeon River Water Management Plan

Near Foster City in Dickinson County , the DNR and the Soil
Conservation Service (SCS) have three impoundments on the
Sturgeon River (see Surface Water Data Map) . Structure 1,
called Gene Pond , is an 800—acre impoundment. It has been
stocked with approximately 65,000 largemouth bass, 35,000
walleye, 35,000 rainbow, 32,500 brown , and 15,600 brook
trout in 1975. Similar fish plantings are expected for
1976. There have been about 100 wood duck boxes set up in
the wooded fringe around the pond . Waterfowl usage is
expected to be good. There have also been three osprey
nesting platforms constructed around the pond.

Structure 2, Hardwood Pond , has just been completed and is
expected to be filled with water during the 1976 spring
rainy season. When full the structure will contain about
1,200 acres, and will be stocked with fish.

Structure 3 has not been named .

The pond is expected to have little value to wildlife , and
though it will be planted with rainbow trout it will not be
classified as a recreational impoundment. The structure
will receive irrigation water from Hardwood Pond .

Sharp-tailed Grouse Management Areas

During previous times of intensive logging and frequent
fires in the Upper Peninsula , the sharp—tailed grouse in-
vaded the cleared areas. Their populations underwent the
same surge the white-tailed deer experienced because their

31



requirements were similar . Because of current fire protec-
tion policies , fire cleared areas are dwindling and the
sharp—tailed grouse populations are fading . The Michigan
Department of Natural Resources is using fire, bulldozers,
and occasionally chemicals to create and maintain openings
for sharp-tailed grouse. The grouse will utilize these
openings most of the year, but, during severe weather or
when hunted , will fly into the surrounding forests. Grouse
will utilize aspen buds as winter forage, and when cleared
areas become reinvaded by aspen , they become prime grouse
habitat.

Craig Lake State Park

Craig Lake State Park is a primitive area in eastern Baraga
County . The DNR currently controls 5,700 acres and they
plan to expand the park to over 10,700 acres.

Mini-wilderness Areas

Several areas have been considered by local biologists as
possible “mini—wilderness areas,” that is , areas which are
too small to be established as true wilderness areas, but
contain features which are thought to be unique . These
areas are not protected by law as yet and have no official
status. Some of the areas under consideration include a
portion of the Sturgeon River in Baraga County as a wild and
scenic river, and portions of Sections 1, 2, 11, 12, and 13
in T,42N., R.29W, in Dickinson County . Other area under
consideration have not been disclosed.

Cable Attacking Wildlife

Wildlife species which could conceivably attack the under-
ground cable are very limited. An accidental encounter with
the cable is plausible , however. Such an encounter could
occur with a woodchuck , which digs its den four to five feet
deep. Other animals which utilize woodchuck dens , and
therefore could also encounter the cable include coyotes,
foxes, skunks and black bears. In the process of digging
out a den they could chance upon a cable and treat it as
they would a bothersome tree root, that is, gnaw on it to
cut it in pieces and remove it. The limited research in
this field has shown that gnawing mammals , in this case
gophers (Geomy s sp.) will not avoid the cable but will in
fact chew on it. It can therefore be assumed that should
the cable be chanced upon by rodents (e.g., the woodchuck ,
porcupine , thirteen-lined ground squirrel , etc.) they will
gnaw on the cable and perhaps reduce its effectiveness.
Inquiries to Michigan Bell Telephone Company have led to no
additional problem animals.
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RELATIONS U IP TO OTHER DATA

The Upper Peninsula has been economically depressed for
years and has been referred to as one of the critical prob-
lem areas of the United States. The forest products indus-
try is one of the major industries in the economy of the
region and likely will be for some time. Reforestation of
thousands of acres of nonstocked land was initiated over 30
years ago and is continuing on a large scale at present.
This report includes a number of instances where past for-
estry practices have been detrimental to many wildlife
species. Yet in light of the importance of this industry to
the area , it will obviously continue to be given the highest
priority by regional planners. However , many of the past
problems of changing plant succession have been partially
resolved by updated plans for manag ing the State Forests.
The crux of this new management planning is the recommen-
dation that timber management be modified to give as much
consideration as possible to wildlife management . It is
felt that only a modest modification in timber harvesting
practices is needed to substantially improve wildlife habi-
tat. These practices are under current experimentation ,
together with improvement practices directed at the develop-
ment of wildlife openings , hunter access routes and the
planting of food and cover species. In this regard , the
wildlife of the Upper Peninsula is very closely related to
land use practices and to the degree foresters and wildlife
managers are able to work together in manipulating soil,
vegetation and surface water impoundments to the benefit of
wildlife without substantially affecting the production and
harvest of timber.

Recreation is probably the most rapidly expanding industry
in Michigan , and hunting and fishing are a primary kind of
recreation . The resident population of the Study Area is
not expected to increase significantly in the next 30 years.
However, the latent demand for both hunting and fishing
opportunities by southern Michigan and Wisconsin residents
is expected to be of considerable importance in determining
the future economy of the Study Area. It is on this basis
that the Michigan Department of Natural Resources is expend-
ing considerable effort and money on new fish stocking
programs , waterfowl and other types of wetland development ,
rehabilitation of depleted deer ranges , and on promotional
programs designed for political and financial support of
sportsmen ’s clubs and environmentally oriented organizations
such as the Huron Mountain Club and the Audubon Society .
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VALIDITY

The information contained in this report was obtained from
three sources: (1) published descriptions , checklists, maps
and other forms of literature related in whole or in part to
the Study Area; (2) unpublished project reports, checklists,
departmental status reports and information circulars, maps
and management plans; (3) personal communication and inter-
views with personnel of Federal and State land management
agencies , State educational institutions and private inter-
ested individuals.

The literature bibliography shows the main sources of inven-
tory data . The personnel bibliography acknowledges the
individuals, their areas of expertise, and the type of
information each so willingly made available. An incompar-
able amount of assistance and cooperation was provided by
the Michigan Department of Natural Resources at the divi-
sional, regional , and district offices, and by the U. S.
Forest Service on the Hiawatha and Ottawa National Forests.
Of special significance was the help received from Arlow
Boyce and John Schrouder of the Michigan Department of
Natural Resources , Drs. William Robinson and J. K. Werner of
the Northern Michigan University Biology Department , and Dr.
G. J . Wallace , Michigan State University (Emeritus).

The authorities and publications listed below have been fol-
lowed when assigning acientific and common names to species
within the respective groups. Mammals: Jones et al., 1975,
Revised Checklist of North American Mammals North of Mexico.
Birds: American Ornithologist ’s Union , 1957, Checklist of
North American Birds, 5th Ed. through the 32nd Supplement.
Herptiles : Smith , 1961 , The Amphibians and Reptiles of
Illinois, supplemented by Conant, 1958, A Field Guide to
Reptiles and Axn~hibians. Fish: Bailey, 1968, Checklist of
the Fishes of Michigan. No subspecific names were used
except with rare , threatened and protected species. The
term “game animal ,” or “game species ,” is used specifically
to refer to those animals so designated by Michigan law.
However, there are a few species which are regulated by the
DNR as a “game species” even though not officially class-
ified as such.

The rare and endangered species list promulgated by the
Michigan Department of Natural Resources was developed in
cooperation with State Universities and the Environmental
and Natural Resources Commission.
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The U. S. Department of the Interior ’s threatened and en-
dangered species were taken from the list published in the
Federal Register , Friday Spetember 26 , 1975 , pages 44418-
44423.

The lists of game species , nongame mammals , and reptiles and
amphibians were cross-checked with several authorities and
are considered highly accurate and complete . The fish list
was reviewed by DNR fish specialists and reflects their
evaluation of the present status of this group. The list of
birds in Appendix B is a best estimate compilation . An
attempt was made to include only those species which might
be found in the Study Area. However , in a number of cases
such precise information is lacking . An original list was
compiled from the following literature sources: Peterson ,
1947; Zimmerman , 1959; Wood , 1951; and various volumes of
the Jack Pine Warbler, the official publication of the
Michigan Audubon Society . This list was then modified by
information supplied through personal communication with
local ornithologists , and a final revision was made by
comparing it with a checklist supplied by Dr. G. J. Wallace.
When a species was definitely known to frequent the Upper
Peninsula , but doubt existed as to whether or not it would
be found within the Study Area , it was included on the final
list.

Except for the beaver and otter , the hunting and trapping
dates and seasons listed in Table 4 are considered highly
predictable. The DNR does not at this time anticipate
lengthening of the seasons or change in open season dates
within the foreseeable future . The possibility always
exists that a hunting season might be shortened or closed if
any new or continuing study indicate that a particular game
species, or closely associated nongame species, needs addi-
tional protection . An example is the recent closure to land
trapping in the vicinity of the Huron Mountains to protect
the timber wolf. The beaver and otter seasons, however , may
occur at various times during February , March , and April and
are not predictable.
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PERSONNEL BIBLIOGRAPHY

Aartila , R. F., District Wildlife Biologist, Escanaba ,
Michigan . Update Wildlife Data Maps .

Amman , George A. Ornithologist , Department of Natural
Resources Wildlife Division , Lansing : Historical refer-
ence material for game birds; eagle and osprey nesting
sites; avifauna species verification and status.

Bailey , R. E., Regional Wildlife Biologist , Marquette ,
Michigan. Update Wildlife Data Maps , especially Moose
and W o l f .

Blouch , Ralph I., Senior Wildlife Executive , Michigan Depart-
ment of Natural Resources , Wildlife Division , Lansing ,
Michigan . Endangered and Threatened Plants in Michigan.

Bourdo , Dr. Eric. Michigan Technical University: Verifica-
tion of bird species.

Boyce , Arlow P., Wildlife Planning Executive , Michigan Depart-
ment of Natural Resources , Wildlife Division , Lansing ,
Michigan. Personnel contacts within Wildlife Division ,
Management Plans , Maps.

Davenport. LaVerne A., Senior Wildlife Executive , Michigan
Department of Natural Resources, Wildlife Division ,
Lansing , Michigan . Wildlife Management Plans.

Durling , T. B. Regional Fish Biologist , Michigan Depart-
ment of Natural Resources, Marquette : Present species
s t a t u s .

Gregg , G. Thomas. District Parks Supervisor , Michigan Depart-
ment of Natural Resources , Baraga: Parks as relating
to wildlife.

I ll ni c k e y , Nick J . ,  Marquet te : Av i f auna  species ver i f ica-
tion; sf-atus information from his unpublished manu-
script on birds of Marquette.

Jacob , B. L., District Fisheries Biologist , Crystal Falls ,
Michigan . Update of Fishery Programs in District 2.

Martz , Gerald F., Wetland Management Section , Michigan
Department of Natural Resources , Wildlife Division ,
Lansing , Michigan. Waterfowl and Wildlife Flooding
Projects .
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Mikula , Edward J., Supervisor , We tland Wildlif e Section,
Michigan Department of Natural Resources Wildlife
Division , Lansing : Waterfowl species verification and
status ; resource material.

Rafferty, Robert R., District Wildlife Biologist , Baraga
Michigan , Update of Wildlife Data Maps .

Robertson , J. M ., District Fisheries Biologist, Baraga,
Michigan. Update Fisheries Information .

Robinson , W. L., Professor of Biology , Northern Michigan
University , Marquette, Michigan . Update Fauna Lists
for Wester h.P.

Robinson , Dr. William . Biology Department, Northern Mich-
igan University , Marquette : Unpublished wolf status
manuscript (see literature site); reference material on
Huron Mountain Club wolf release and McCormick Forest
species verification of small nongame mammals.

Ruch , Lewis C. Wetland Habitat Management , Michigan Depart-
ment of Natural ‘Resources Wildlife Division , Lansing :
Wetland and waterfowl project maps and status.

Schorfhaar , Richard. Fisheries Habitat Biologist, Michigan
Department of Natural Resources, Marquette: Verifica-
tion of species endemic to Great Lakes region .

Schrouder , John D., Inland Fisheries Specialist , Michigan
Department of Natural Resources , Fisheries Division ,
Lansing , Michigan . Current Fisheries Management Plans.

Somerville , Jim . USFS, Ottawa National Forest, Ironwood :
“Hole in the Doughnut” and Sylvania plans.

Stuewer , Frederick , W ., Senior Wildlife Executive , Michigan
Department of Natural Resources, Wildlife Division ,
Lansing , Michigan . Endangered and Threatened Higher
Vertebrates in Michigan .

Taylor , W. E., Wildlife Biologist , Hiawatha National Forest
Escanaba , Michigan . Update Wildlife Data Maps, Especially
Sandhill Crane Areas.

Taylor , Charlotte , Escanaba : Verification of bird species.

Vogt , Joseph E. Forest Wildlife Biologist , Michigan Depart-
ment of Natural Resources Wildlife Division , Lansing :
Wildlife status.
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Wagner , Warren , Ph.D., C~airman , Technical Advisory Commit-
tee on Plants, State of Michigan ; Professor of Botany ,
University of Michigan.

Wallace, Dr. George J. Michigan State University (Emeritus):
Checklist verification of Upper Peninsula bird species.

Wenzel , D. K., District Wildlife Biologist, Crystal Falls,
Michigan . Update of Wildlife Data Maps.

Werner , Dr. J. K. Biology Department, Northern Michigan Uni-
versity , Marquette: Reptile and amphibian status
species verification and checklist; maps of authenticated
specimens compiled by Dr. Max Hensley , Michigan State
University .
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GAME SPECIES

M ammals and F~ rbearers

Bear , black (Ursus americanu s)
Deer , whitetriiled (Odocoileus virginianus)
Hare , snowshoe ( Lepus amerleanu s)
Fabbi t , eas tern c o t t o n t a i l  ( Sylvilagu s flor idanus)
Suirrel, *fox (Sciurus caroHnensis)

gray (Sc iurus carol inensis)
red ( Tamiasciurus hudsonicus)

*Badger (Taxida taxus)
Beaver ( Cas tor  can adensis)
Bobcat (Lynx rufus)
Coyote ( Cani s latran s)
Fox , gray (Uroc .yon cinereoargenteus)

red ( Vulpes fu lva)
Mink (Mu stela vison)
Muskrat (Ondatra zibethicus)
Otter  ( L u t r a  canadensis)
Raccoon (Procyon lotoFT
Skunk , stri ped (Mephitis mephitis)
Veasel , least (Mustela rixosa)

long-tailed (Mus~ ela frenata)sh o r t - ta i l e d  (Mu s~ iTa errninea)

~ r) 1m~d B i rds

Grouse , ru f ~f’ed ( Bonasa umbellus)
~ s~~ruce t C ar i ac hit e s  canaden si s)
sharpteiled (Pedioecetes p~ asiane11us)

~~isan t , r in r - n e c k e d  Cphasianus  coichicus)
*Tur•~ ev ( -~eleagri.~ gallonavöl
Crow , common (Corvus brachyrhynchos)

‘fa t erf owl

.:tSw~ n , .v~:1st li ng ( Ol o r  columb ianus)

Guos e , blue (Chen caeru lescenz)
in~~i~i ( i ~r a n t a  c mnad ~~~s 1 s) - ~

snow (Cn e. hyperborea)
.::.t~rant (3rants b~ r’ icla)

~uf~ 1ehead (Bucephalri albeola)#
Can vasback ( Aythya v a l i s i ner l a )
Duck , black LAnes r u b ri p e s)~~

rLnr-necked (Aytl:y~ collaris)#
ruddy (Oxyura jsmaicensis)ll}~
wood (Aix sponsa)4~*::1’~~r , Y~ n~- T~omr~ter1~ spectabilis)

44



- a lwall  (A n a s  s t r ep era)
Goldeneye , common ~Bucephala clangula)#
Mall ard (Arias platyrhynchos)~
Merganser, common (Mergus merganser)#

hooded (Lophodytes cucullatus)#
red-breasted~ (Mergus serrator)#

Oldsquaw (Clangula hyemalis)
}ln tai l  ( Anas acu taf#P
Redhead (Aythya americana)
Sc aup , greater  ( A .ythya m a n ia)

lesser (Aythya affinis)
Scoter , co imo n (Oi demi~ ni zr a)

surf (M e l a n i t t a  per~ p i ci i lata)
whi te -winged  ( M e Thn it t a  deglandi)

Shoveler ( Spa tu la  c l y peat a )~~PTeal , b lue-winged  ( Anas d i sc o r s )#
~mreen -w in~ ed lAnas ca ro linensi s)#

V~ dgeon , American ( Mareca a’ierican a)
aEuropean (Mareca penelope)

- Known to breed in project area.
dp - iossibT~e nester , but uncertain; if it does , the numbers

are small.

Marsh and Shorebirds

Coot , American (E’ulica americana)
Gall i nule , common ( Gallinula chloropus I
F~ai l , sora ( Porzana carolina)

Vi r~ 1nia (Rallus limicola)
*yellow ( Coturnicop s noveboracensi s)

Snipe , common ( Capella  galliriago)
‘Voodcock , American ‘ ( Philohela minor )

Alt ~ou i h  i u f i n e d  by Michigan law as “game birds ” , there is no
o;~en season ( s ta t e - w i d e  or UP on ly)  on any of the f ollowing
msr s }i  a ’ ~ shorebirds nor on any of the preceding game animals
—‘ar~~~1 “

~~ ~h an as te rs  sk ( *)

D o w i t ch e r , ) onr~-bil1ed (Limnodromu s scolopaceus)
shor t -b i l led  TLimriodromu s gr isousY

Dunliri  ( E r olia  al ,p ina)
G O’i ? I i t , ~udsonian (iimosa haemastica)

m’~rbled (Limosa fedoa)
Kil idee r ( Chara ir ius  v o c i f er u s )
~:n~ t ( T h l !d r i s  c i nu t u s)

-~~1~ rop e , nor th~~ n ( L o b ir e s  lobatus)
red ( Phalaropus fu l i c an i u s)
“ril .ofl I s (Steganopus t r icolor)
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Plover , American golden ( P luv ia l i s  dominica)
black-bellied (Squatarola squatarola)
pip ing ( Charadnius melodus)
semipalmated (Charadrius semipalmatus)
up land (Bartram [a longicauda)

Sanderling ( Crocethia  alba)
Sandp iper , Bai rd ’ s (Er olia  ba ird l i)

buff-breasted (Tryngites subruficollis)
least (Erolia rninutillaj
pectoral (Enolia melanotos)
semip aimated ( Ereunetes usil lus)
so l i ta ry  (Tr in ga  soli tar  a
spot ted ( A c t i t i s  macular ia)
s t i l t  (Micropal axna himantopus)
western (Ereunetes mauri)
white-rumped (Erolia  fuscicoil is)

Turnstone, ruddy (Arenania interpres)
‘Thimbrel ( Numenius phaeopus)
‘fi l le t  ( Catoptrophorus semipalmatus)
Ye llowlegs , greater  (Totanus melanoleucus)

lesser (Totanus flavipes)
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MAMMAL SPECIES

Shrews and Moles

Short-tailed shrew (Biartha brevicauda)
Masked shrew ( Sorex cine reus)

Bats

Big brown bat (~~~tesicus fuscus)Silver-haired bat (Lasionyctenla noct ivagan g)
Red bat  ( Ln s 1 u ~~~s bo rea l i s)
Hoary bat  ( La8iuru s cinereus)
Kee n ’ s nyo t i s (~~~,ot~~ kee n u l )
Little brown myotis (Myotis lucifugus)

Rodents

Northern f1yiru~ squirrel (Glaucornys ~&brinu~ )Southern Vlyinu~ squirrel (Gl aucomys volans)
Voo-lchuck (Marmota rnonax)
13-line-I gr c und squirrel (Spermophilu.s tn idecemlineatus)
Eastern chipmunk (Tami a.~ s t ria tus)
Fedback vole (Clethrionomy ~ gnpoer)~~Meadow vole (M1~ rotus pennay1van icu)~~
~IThite-footed mouse (Peromyscus ucoDus)
Deer mouse (Peromvscup maniculatu.s)
Hou~ e mouse ~~~ musculua)
!~urway rat (Rp t t u ,~ norvegicu)~~
~ei dcw j ump ing mouse (Z~pus hudsonius)
1loo Ilann j umDinr  mouse (N pp aeo~ ap us j n s i~ nis)
Po r r up ir e  (~~r et h i zo n  dorsptuxn)
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BIRD SPECIES

B i t t e r n , American (Botaurus  len t i~~~nosu s)
Least (Ixobrychu ~ exilis)

Bluck ~~~r1, T~ro.vor ’s (~~~phagu s  cyanocep halus)
F:od-w nc~ed (Agelalus phoiniceus)

~usty ~Euphagus carolinus)
Yellow-headed (Xanthocerbalus xanthocephalus )

Bobolink (Dol~ chon~rx oryzivorus)
Bin.tinr~, In~~ ro C l -” asserina cyanea)

Snow (Plectrophenax nivalls)
C~ riinal (Hichmoridena cardinalis)

~athi ri (~)umeteJJ~ cirolinensis)
ChickaJee , ~lock-c~ rped (Parus ‘itricun ~ l1u)~~

Boreal (I’arus hudsonicus )
C~ rmornnt , Double-creste:i (phalacrocorax aunitus)
Cowbird , ~rown-beaded (Molothrus ater)
~r’~eper , Brown (Certria farn ili ris )
‘rossblll , Red (Loxia curv~ rostra)Thite-winged (Lox ~ a leuccutera )
Crow , Common ( Corvus  brachyrhyrichos)
Cuckoo , Black-billed (Coccyzus erythropthalmus)

Yel1ow—b~ l1ed (Cor’cyzus americ’tnus)

~Dickc~ ssel (Sp i~ n arrj”~rica~ a)
‘r y e , “ourn~ nr ( Zerir~ Jur’~ macrrur~

Eoc~ ( ~c ’1hi~ b~ livi s
ar , le , Golden 7TiT~In cnrysaetos)

fIB”et , Common (Crismc~ro-ii’u s albus)
, j-~ rule ( ir~ r-’~~cu s 

p ,ir~’m1re us
‘‘1 1 ~r , ve 1 1p ~ r~~~~~i f t , e (  ( ç o l r n t e s  auratus)
~l~r c~~tch r , A c a d im  ( mrddcnax virescens )

Great f l r ” s t e d  (r ’ vlarchus cninitus)
Len~~t (:~mo~ donax m~ nimu s)
O l i v e — a i led (~~u r t a 1 H o rn i s  b o r e a l i s )
Trruill’ s (k’mu ’idonax traillii)
“~flc)’v-bell1ed Ti~moidonax flaviventnis)

;r -~’ c a t c h e r , 1~l i ~ —~~ ’ y  ( I c l B o t~~] n  c ie ru lea)
G old ! ne F , Ar~~r ic s n ( G r i n A s  I r~~stisT

~ch ’rik ( ‘~r c’~~~ii  t e r  ~ ‘n L i l i n )
;rqni’:lo , ~om ion TT~u1_~c,

,n 1us ;ui sculo)

~r~ be , H o r m ’ e d  ( :~o d i c e u s  r r T f T ~T’
h ! r ~-- 1 —b i l l e d  ( h o l t i v m l n s  u ( : ’ 1~~c ej) s)

“u’i—n’ ck~’ d ( cc~l i i  gr~ se~ eni
Groshe i~~, ::v~ niri (~~~~r ar ~p -onn vespertina)

uor,(~-brea~’t( i (~~,cucI.ic’us ludovic’I anus)
Gul l , n’~u rte ’o (tsrui rmjicdelphi s )

~r a m k ~ ‘in ’ s ( L n r u m oi Tx c~
Gimicous ( L Fv~~~~~ T s )
Gr’ ’i t ~l n c k — h r c k e d  ( r ’i r u s  c~irinus)
He”rinr- (Larus nrr’ent sLur )
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I q r~~l , r  i r i c.~— t t . : ’u ~it ~ ’ i  o l - r o  ( D e n d r o t ca  cae ru l escens)
T 3 1 a c k — I , 1 r o i t ,~ d Ireen ~~ en dr o ic~ vi ren3 j
~ m u - — ’:;i n ” ’ .I ( Vermlvo ra pirius )
0nn : Ja I l;runla cara iennls )
;ar- e Iv!av ( D o  irolca tlgrir ’ra )
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REPTILE AND AMPHIBIAN SPECIES

D r  i o u ;n n v  (~iocturus maculosur)L o o t , H G — s p o t ted  ( D t e m ~ c ty lu s  vir idescens
Saln ’sa:n~-er , Bi~~e- sp o t t . o d  7~~mbys ton~ la t e r a i e)

Four -t o - rd  ( H e m i d a c $o ’rliuin scutaturi )
Heo—harKe ,d ( P le t h o d o n  cirter eu s)
Spottel (Amh~rstom,a maculaturnT

-“~~~~z an’I Toads

IT’illLroo~ (Pana catesbeinna )
l c o~~, Green (Rana clamitana)

r’T ink (Rsn a scp c en tr i c n a l l a)
Uortn ”rn Leonard (Pana pip iens)
Pickerel (Pana i~alustris)‘.‘:ast~~rn Ch orus  tP~ eudacris triseriata):Iood ( D a m n  sv lv at i c a)

?eep or , l :o r  ~harn S-oning ( J iy la  c ruc i fe r)
Toed , 0 ” I C S n  ( T’ lu f o  a rner t canus~~
T~’~’oC rc- ,~ , -;Jastocu Sr’av (j ~~la v e r sic olor)

T ar t ] ,  e a

‘f .r t l e , Bla n d i n C ’ s ( hra -rdo i den  b l an d in g i)
[lam -sn ” Sna -oC nn~ ( Crael ydra se rc e n t i n2 ,)

~‘~- - e -(. a l’slnted ( Cr ’ni i r~~n1y~ p ic ta)
,Vood ( C l a r i m~~~ inscuipta )

.1

L - n I . r~ik , i.i~ e_ ] r r~eI (Bi:macas t a s c i at u s)

t ;  j }d C S

Cn, r,1. i , ~ -~sI ’~”rl C i r r u -  ( ‘ i a - i - i n  h i s  s l r t a l i s )
E-’.u t n n  Bilk ( ra n r C — o r ) n r L ~
5 3 r t ’- r - r -  Sm ooth  Gr ” i r r  Hl;~~ od ;-“s v e rn a l l  S
J l o r t ; l ’ ’ c n  Y - ~- i— b e l  I l ed  ( itonc riri oce in I 

___________

I o r - t . i r a~-r~ l ; i r ; ’ me c tc ( D i ~~d on l ’i s Tu ~~~~~~~T h )  
—

“;ast .~rn i -ox  ( h i  -~n }ra  vui~ ina)
;-‘~ t,ev’ ralcs- , ~!O I . t  ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ s in edor t )
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APPENDIX C
FISH
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FISH SPECIES

Lamprey

Si lver  lamprey ( I ch th y om yz o n  unicuspis)
Nor thern  brook l arnerey ( I ch thy omyzon  fossor)
Chestnut lamprey ( I c h t h yomyzon castaneus)
Sea lamprey (P a t r o my z o n  mar inus )
American brook lamnrey ( Larnpetra l arnotte l)

G ar

Spotted m r  (Leolsosteus oculatus)
Lo ngnose gar ( Lepisosteus osseus)

B owf in

Bow fin  ( Ami a calva)

Derring

Alewife (Alosa pseudoharengus)
Gizza rd  shad ( Dorosoma cepedianum)

Trout, Whitefish , ar-id Grayling

Pro --in  t r o i - t  (Salrio trutta)
hainb ow trout (Salmo gnirdneri)
rink salmon (Oncorhynchus gorbuscha)
Coho salmon (Oncorhynchus kisutch)
Koxanee (Oncorhynchus nerka)
Ch I nook salmon ~0ncorhynchus taFawytacha )
Brook trout (Saivelinus fontinalis)
Lake trout (S-nivelinus n~~ aycush)
Lake ‘:hitef~ sh (Corcoonus clur)eaformis)
Cisco (‘Core~onus artedU)Pound wIi rafl sh (Pro”’ouium cvlindraceum )

‘? ,‘~r-l’T wI. I te ish ( :roso- :ium coulteri)

Sm elt

A,-irri can smelt (Osmerus eperlanus)

‘u lcil n; ow

Central mudminnow ( Umbra lu -n i )

Pike

Gra3s rickrrrel (~ Isox americanus)
:;ort : em ~Jke  (~~sox l u c l u s ) ”
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- ‘unkellunr~e 
( Snox u i - r n  o r l n u n ,~ .yi)

Minnow and Carp

Carp ( Cyp~~~nus cart i o)
Goldfish (Carassius aucatus)
Golden rihiner (Notemironus crysoleucas )
Creek chub (Seniotlius atromaculatus~
lean .Iace (Semotilus margarltaT
Re’iside dace (Gila eionGatal
ninescale d’tce Tr’hoxinus neo~ aeus)Southern redbeily dace (Phoxinus er,ythrogaster)
Northern redbel]r I-ace (Phoxinus eos)
Lake chub (Couesius plumbeus )
Blacknose dace T~~inichthys atratulus)
Lo~i~nose dace (Fhinlchthys cntaractae )
Stoneroller (Campostoraa anornalum)
lHornyhead chub (Hybopsis biguttata )
River chub (hybops i s  micronogpnj
Silvor chub (H~bo,,psis storeriana)
Bigeve chub (Hybopsis amb iops)

~‘nerald shiner (Notropis atherinoides)
Silver shiner (Notrop is nhotoRenis)
Fosvface shiner (Notronis rubellus)
Fe I f in  sui n ’r  (N o t r o p is umbrat i l is)
,3 t r r u o d  sh iner  ~U o t rop t s  ~~~~~socepha~~~s )
Common shiner (Notrppis cornutus)
Ironcolor shiner ~Notrop is chalybaeus)
Weed shiner (Notropis texanus)
Rlackchln shiner (Notropis heterodon)
Spottail shiner (Notronis hudsoniusj
Bi~~mou.th r B ! n ” - r (:-Iotropis dorsalis)
Spo t f in  shiner ( D o t r o n i s  snilopterus )
Fugn o se  shi ner (Not rop is anogenus)
Sand shiner  (N o t r o p i s  s t r am in ou s )
I’- i im l c  shiner ( N o t r - o J s  v o l u c el iu s )
Blacknose shiner (Lotco ~ is he te ro lepis)
Pu rnose minnow (Na tr unis e mi l i a e)
Si I vor  i n v ~ minnow (~~r i c y c r b a b u c c a t a )
Brassy min now ( H y b a r n a  thus hankinsoni )
Bl’intnose mInnow (Itmeur -iles notatus)

~-i tI;rr~ d r ainr iow ( r ’irne,p~~~].os p r o m r - ] n s )

Sucker

,~u i l lbFi ck (Crirniodes eyr rinus )
Snot t ed  suck r (Mln ’rtr ;mn melanops)
Lake  ci ub su cke r  T’ - n l n v z o n  su c ot t a l
Cre ak ch ib- -uc ker fl’:r~ swzun oblongu s)
Bl -rck redhorse (~~oxosto~n~ duquesnef)
Golden r d  rae (‘~c xostorna erythruruin)
Silv-’-r “odhorse (‘~uxoaLoma anisururn)
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Northern r ehh — r s e  L i ux o c t o r i a macrolep idotum)
Gr ea t e r  re- I l orse (~~ox3itom a v- i lenc ienne s i)
M v - n  rec Ih orur e ( ;~oxo stoma car inatum)
Northern ho~ sucker (Hypenteilum ni~ ricans)
W h i t e  sucker  ( C a t o a t o - - n u s  c ommor soni)
Longnose sucker T lat os tos l -os  cato s tomus )

Freshwater Catfish

Black buli:ead (Ictalurus melas)
Brown bullhead (Ictalurus nebulosus)
Yellow bullhead ~tctalurus natalls)
Thannel catf i sh (Ictal-irus punct~ cus)
Tadpole madtom (Noturus ~~~inus)
MarCincd rnadtom f~oturus insi~ nis )
Stonecat (Noturus flavus)
Northern ma-i to~~~~ Noturus sp. )
Brindled madtorn (Noturus rniurus)
r” ln th ea d  cat f i s h  (P y io d i c ti s  o l iva r i s)

Trout Perch

Trout perch (Percopsis omiscomaycus)

Codfish and Hake

Burbot (Lota iota)

K u h n

Banded k i l li f is h  ( Furidulus diaphanus)
St-Tirhea i topminnow (Pundulus notti)
Blackstripe topminnow (Fundulus notatus)

Livebearer

Mossuitofish (Gambusia a f f i n i s)

S h y  -rslde

Broo silverside (Labidesthes sicculus)

Stickleback

Frook stickleback (Culnea inconstans)
Ninespine stickleback (Pungitius pungitius)

River Bass

Thite base (Morono chryaop s)
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Sunfish

Smailmouth bass (Mi crop te ru s do lomieuj )
Larç~emouth bass (M i c r o p t e r u s  sa lmoides)
‘Narmuuth (Cb aenobryt tus  ~ ulosus)
Green  sunf i sh  (Lepomi s  cyanel lus)
Pump ki nseed ( Lep omis gibbosus )~~~
Lon~ear sunfish (Lepornis niegalotis)
Rock bass  ( A mbloplites repes t r is)
Whi te crapp ie ( Pomoxis annularis)
Black c r a m n i e  ( Pomoxis  n iRromacu la tus)

Perch

‘.‘Valleye ( S ti z o s t e dio n  v i t r eum)
Sau ~ er ( S t i zos ted ion  canadense)
Yellow perch ( Penca f l avescens)
Blacks ide  darter  Cp ercina maculata)
LoRpench (Percina caprodes)
River darter (Perciri a shumardi)
Ch annel dar ter  (Perc ina  copelandi)
Northern sand darter (Amm~crypta pellucida)Johnny darter (Etheostoma nigrum)
Greenside darter (Stheostoma blennioides)
Iowa darter (Etheostoma exile)
Eainho’~i darter cstheostoma caeruleurn)
Oranoethroat darter (Stheostoma snectabile )
Barred fantaIl darter (Etheostoma flabellare)
Striped fantail darter (Etheostoma flabellare)
Least darter (Etl eostoma microperca)

Dr um

~‘res ’r : w a t e r  d rum ( A n i o l i n o t u s  ~,runnie ns)

D e n i m  i n

‘ottla-~ scult in (‘2ottus bairdi )
i sa: sc u J  r I ( a L t o ;  co ; r ra  t o u r

. Jn l a ke  ( S a l v e l i n u s  f o n tin a l i s  x S. namaycush)
T im e r  ~n sk eh lu nge  ( r i ~sox l u ciu s  x E. masguinongy)
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