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Chapter 7:  Response to Comments 
Received on the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement and Comprehensive 
Conservation Plan

The Notice of Availability for the Crab Orchard
National Wildlife Refuge Draft Environmental
Impact Statement (DEIS) and Comprehensive Con-
servation Plan was published in the Federal Regis-
ter on October 17, 2005. The minimum 45-day
comment period for a DEIS was extended to 90
days at the outset due to the interest in the Compre-
hensive Conservation Plan. The comment period
ended January 17, 2006. Copies of the DEIS were
distributed as hard copies and compact disk. The
document was also available for viewing or down-
loading from the planning web site. In response to
the DEIS, a total of 1,983 comments were received
via letters, emails, public meeting comment forms,
petition, and oral comments. The total accounts for
numerous repetitious comments included in form
letters. The number of commentors on the DEIS
totaled 642. Some commentors submitted comments
on a number of topics and sometimes in multiple
forms.

Submissions were examined for content and each
commentor was entered into a log. The comments
were extracted from the submission and grouped
into topics, which provide the organization for this
Response to Comments chapter. Within the topics
some comments have been grouped into a theme
representative of a common theme by more than
one commentor. Some individual comments were
unique enough in nature that they did not fit into a
theme. These individual comments were responded
to separately within a topic. Table 48 displays the
number of comments that were received and that

are represented in a topic. Table 49 functions as a
table of contents for locating a topic’s comment and
response.

The names and addresses of those submitting
comments, with the exception of names from peti-
tions, were entered into our mailing list database.
The full comments are available on the website,
www.fws.gov/midwest/planning/craborchard. Com-
ments received from agencies and organizations are
reproduced in their entirety at the end of this chap-
ter.

Changes have been made to the DEIS based on
comments received. Changes made to the DEIS are
referenced in the comment’s response. The changes
include modification to the alternatives, including
the proposed action, and typographical and factual
corrections.
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Table 48:  Comment Topics and Number of Comments Received for Each Topic on Crab Orchard
NWR Draft Environmental Impact Statement and Comprehensive Conservation Plan 

Comment Topic Number of 
Comments

Wildlife/Habitat

Forest fragmentation 57

Grassland fragmentation 55

Pine forest management/conversion 55

Reforestation 50

Prescribed burning 46

T&E species management 46

Waterfowl 24

Invasive plants 16

Wetland/moist-soil management 13

Clearing fencerows 7

Early successional habitat 6

Water quality 5

Grass field borders 4

Conservation easements 2

Fire management 2

Fisheries 2

Air quality 1

Agriculture

Agricultural croplands 50

Pastures 17

Hay 9

Recreation

Hunting 238

Trapping 206

Crab Orchard Boat & Yacht Club 202

14-day camping stay limit 132

Gas motor restriction Devils Kitchen 
Lake

89

Equestrian trails 88

Fishing 82

ATVs 57
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Personal watercraft (jet skis) 43

Devils Kitchen Campground 38

Reducing recreational opportunities 34

No-wake zones Crab Orchard Lake 21

Recreation fees 13

The Haven 13

Hiking/biking trails 10

Waterskiing 10

Playport Marina 9

Law enforcement 5

Swimming 5

Picnicking 3

Sailboarding/windsurfing 3

Wildlife Observation and Photography 3

Environmental education 2

Fishing tournaments and fish-offs 2

Rockclimbing 2

Collecting wild plant foods 1

Scuba diving 1

Industry

Industry 11

Wilderness

Wilderness 67

Lands

Land acquisition/boundary 
modification

54

Land exchange with SIU 54

Eliminate area designations 8

Table 48:  Comment Topics and Number of Comments Received for Each Topic on Crab Orchard
NWR Draft Environmental Impact Statement and Comprehensive Conservation Plan  (Continued)

Comment Topic Number of 
Comments
Crab Orchard National Wildlife Refuge Final EIS/CCP
176



Chapter 7:Response to Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement and Comprehensive Conservation Plan
Table 49:  Where to Find Topics and Service Responses

Comment Topic and Response Page

Wildlife/Habitat Comments

Waterfowl Page 179

Protection of Non-game Wildlife Page 180

Threatened and Endangered Species Page 180

Fisheries Page 181

Wetlands/Moist-soil Management Page 181

Forest Fragmentation Page 182

Forest Management Page 182

Pine Forest Management/Conversion Page 183

Reforestation Page 186

Grassland Fragmentation Page 188

Grass Field Borders Page 188

Early Successional Habitat Page 188

Clearing Fencerows Page 188

Fire Management Page 190

Prescribed Burning Page 190

Invasive Plants Page 191

Water Quality Page 191

Air Quality Page 192

Conservation Easements Page 193

Right-of-Way Management Page 193

Agriculture

Agricultural Croplands Page 193

Pastures/Grazing Page 195

Hay Fields Page 197

Recreation (General)

Hunting Page 198

Fishing Page 199

Fishing Tournaments and Fish-offs Page 199

Trapping Page 200

Wildlife Observation and Photography Page 200

Environmental Education Page 200

No-wake Zones on Crab Orchard Lake Page 200
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Restriction of Gas Motors on Devils 
Kitchen Lake

Page 201

Closure of Devils Kitchen Campground Page 202

14-Day Camping Stay Limit Page 203

Horseback Riding/Equestrian Trails Page 205

Hiking/Biking Trails Page 208

Swimming Page 208

Picknicking Page 209

Crab Orchard Boat & Yacht Club Page 209

The Haven Page 211

Youth Camps Page 212

Playport Marina Page 212

Waterskiing Page 212

Collection of Wild Plant Foods Page 212

Recreation Fees Page 212

Law Enforcement Page 214

Sailboarding/Windsurfing Page 214

ATVs Page 214

Personal Watercraft (Jet Skis) Page 215

Rock Climbing Page 215

Scuba Diving Page 216

Reducing Recreational Opportunities Page 216

Industry Page 216

Wilderness Page 220

Research Natural Areas Page 223

Land Exchange with SIU Page 223

Land Acquisition/Boundary Modification Page 224

Eliminate Area Designations Page 225

Clean-up of Hazardous Waste on the Refuge Page 226

Economics Page 227

National Environmental Policy Act Page 228

Purposes of Refuge vs. Refuge System Page 230

Table 49:  Where to Find Topics and Service Responses

Comment Topic and Response Page
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7.1  Response to Comments 
7.1.1  Wildlife / Habitat

7.1.1.1.  Waterfowl

# Comment: The Refuge should maintain enough
food resources through the cooperative farm pro-
gram to support 6.4 million goose use-days; the
document should add the amount of standing
corn acreage unharvested in addition to the
actual, but harvested corn acreage; the standing
corn acreage is probably the most important food
source for wintering populations of Canada
Geese. Fields that are in weeds and not mowed
should be planted to grain or hay that the geese
would use. The Service should manage its agricul-
tural resources in a manner that not only allows for
maximum profit for farmers, but for effective wild-
life management as well. This should include allow-
ing enough food for wintering flocks of geese equal
to the maximum population over the past five years. 

Response: Our goal is to provide enough food to
support 6.4 million goose-use-days using a vari-
ety of food resources. Although most of this food
comes from the Refuge agricultural program,
ultimately our goal is to provide the food—and
whether we provide it with agricultural crops,
managed moist-soil wetlands, or other habitats—
is of secondary importance. Traditionally, 25% of
the corn crop is left standing in the fields unhar-
vested. In the future, we may vary the amount of
corn left unharvested, as long as the 6.4 million
goose-use-days goal is met. We manage the Ref-
uge agricultural program to be a profitable venture
of cooperative farmers, but not for maximum profit.
We currently provide food well above the goose-use
levels experienced over the last five years (Table 3,
page 41 of the Draft EIS/CCP). The 5-year average
for 2001-2005 is 1.6 million goose-use-days.

# Comment: There is a flock of resident geese on the
refuge. Prime nesting habitat on the refuge is dis-
appearing due to erosion on the lake. We ask that
you provide nesting structures for the resident
geese.

Response: The Mississippi Flyway Giant Canada
Goose Management Plan (Giant Canada Goose
Committee, Mississippi Flyway Council Techni-
cal Section, 1996) describes the high reproductive
potential and low mortality rates of giant Canada
Geese in the Mississippi Flyway. The Plan also
notes that agricultural and natural resource dam-

age, including depredation of grain crops, over-
grazed pastures and degraded water quality,
have increased as resident Canada Goose popula-
tions have grown. Considering the negative
effects of resident geese, the committee
described its intention to not take any actions to
specifically encourage increased nesting of resi-
dent Canada Geese. We agree with the findings
and recommendations of the Plan and do not
intend to provide nesting structures for resident
geese. For further information on goose manage-
ment see the Final Environmental Impact State-
ment: Resident Canada Goose Management,
which is intended to guide and direct resident
Canada Goose population growth and manage-
ment activities in the conterminous United
States, and is available at http://www.fws.gov/
migratorybirds/issues/cangeese/finaleis.htm.

# Comment: The Service should note the tragedy
that occurs in the spring within sight of Rt. 148
Bridge concerning Canada Geese attempting to
nest on the “island” just west of the bridge.

Response: We are aware of the Canada Geese
nesting on this island. We note that cormorants
roosting in the trees on this island impact goose
nesting success.

# Comment: There is no mention of the pounds of
corn per acre that would be available on the acres
of corn planted that are needed to feed 6.4 million
goose days. No mention is provided of the
pounds/bushels of corn that are produced/acre on
the Refuge cropland. The size and numbers of
ears observed by me indicates that the geese are
going to get awfully hungry.

Response: We calculated the amounts of Canada
Goose food produced on the Refuge in conjunc-
tion with Illinois Department of Natural
Resources personnel using widely accepted tech-
niques. Calculations are based on known calorie
requirements of Canada Geese, the average pro-
duction (weight and calories per acre) of different
habitats (harvested corn, unharvested corn,
wheat, clover, moist soil wetlands, etc.), and the
amount of each habitat on the Refuge. There is
some discussion of this in the Draft EIS/CCP
(pages 89-91). The actual numbers used in the
calculations are available at the Refuge.
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# Comment: The range of peak counts of Canada
Geese would be informative along with the aver-
age peak count. There was a strong concern
among biologists in the 1980's that there was not
enough food to nourish the wintering geese.

Response: The peak count (highest number) of
Canada Geese on the Refuge for each year is dis-
played in Figure 22 (page 90 in the Draft EIS/
CCP). Overall goose use is better measured by
the total number of goose-use-days on the Ref-
uge for each year (Figure 23, page 90). Although
there may have been concern regarding food
quantity during the 1980s, this has not been an
issue for 20 years. We have an abundance of food
resources for Canada Geese (Table 3, page 41 of
Draft EIS/CCP) that easily meet our goal of pro-
viding food to support 6.4 million goose-use-days.

# Comment: The number of Canada Goose-use days
needed on the refuge has been decreasing in the
last decade, with fewer geese at the peak and
with the geese coming later and leaving earlier.
Hunters want to provide a safety net for geese in
case northern lands experience a very cold win-
ter. Providing feed for ten times the present num-
ber of goose-use days is excessive. The Refuge
should reduce crop acreage to a level that reflects
the most realistic projection of over-wintering
waterfowl numbers. Maintaining unneeded crop
acreage means that substantial amounts of land
will be unavailable for conversion to additional
forest or grassland habitat.

Respone: We agree that under normal circum-
stances, the Refuge will have more food available
for Canada Geese than the numbers of geese that
have been using the Refuge in recent years. We
have opted to take a conservative approach when
it comes to providing food for wintering Canada
Geese. We would rather have some food left
unused than risk not having an adequate amount
if required. Agriculture is also one of the legis-
lated purposes of the Refuge (Appendix G, page
281 of the Draft EIS/CCP), so we will set aside
land for agriculture regardless of the needs of
Canada Geese. 

# Comment: The Ducks, Shorebirds and other
Waterbirds Goal specifies maintaining and
enhancing populations of ducks, shorebirds and
other waterbirds. However, the objective and
strategy identified primarily benefits waterfowl.
Either the goal should be revised or additional

objectives/strategies should be added to provide
benefits for shorebirds and other waterbirds
(e.g., creation/management of mudflats, submer-
gent wetlands and emergent wetlands, maintain-
ing water levels conducive to shorebirds, etc.).

 Response: The objective and strategy for the
Ducks, Shorebirds and other Waterbirds Goal
are general and do not outline actions specific to
waterfowl or shorebirds and other waterbirds.
More detailed descriptions of management
actions will be outlined in the step-down Habitat
Management Plan (Appendix A, Table 48, page
185 in the Draft EIS/CCP), which will be com-
pleted after the Final EIS/CCP is published. 

7.1.1.2.  Protection of Non-Game Wildlife

# Comment: With declining populations for many
wildlife species, it is important for the Refuge to
focus on the protection of non-game wildlife, and
make that a priority at least equal to the propaga-
tion of game animals, such as ducks, geese and
deer.

Response: We agree that public lands are impor-
tant to the existence of many species of plants
and game and non-game animal species. We think
that our plan increases management for non-
game wildlife, especially our plans for forest and
grassland management.

# Comment: We believe the current survey activities
could be enhanced by including monitoring
events for certain types of birds. In particular,
surveys of area-sensitive forest birds and grass-
land and shrubland species would contribute
valuable information to Refuge and national
goals. We recommend the Service add this com-
ponent to existing survey work. 

Response: We have done some surveys of forest,
grassland and shrubland birds. More detailed
descriptions of future surveys will be outlined in
the Monitoring and Inventory step-down plan
(Appendix A, Table 48, page 186 in the Draft
EIS/CCP), which will be completed after the
Final EIS/CCP is published. We will keep your
comment in mind when the step-down plan is
developed.

7.1.1.3.  Threatened & Endangered Species

# Comment: The Refuge should give any Illinois
state endangered or threatened species the same
proactive considerations and protections that
they would afford any federally listed species that
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occurs on the Refuge. The Refuge should always
consult with the IDNR Division of Natural Heri-
tage regarding any action that may impact any
state-listed species that occur at or near Crab
Orchard National Wildlife Refuge. We would like
to see the Service and the Illinois DNR enter into
a formal agreement that the Refuge managers
will consult with IDNR biologists every time a
management action could possibly involve a state
T & E species.

Response: We will be proactive regarding the
management of state-listed species, but because
federally-listed species often face more wide-
spread threats, they may be higher priorities. We
are happy to continue to work with IDNR and we
will consult with the Division of Natural Heri-
tage.

# Comment: We do have some concerns that illegal
ATV riding, jet skis, power boats and other com-
motion will disturb the nesting of the bald eagles,
and even discourage some eagles from nesting on
the refuge, especially if the nesting population
continues to increase. We would support closing
off more fingers of Crab Orchard Lake and the
other lakes to motor boats. We also strongly
advocate strict policing of illegal ATV riding to
protect these species.

Response: We will continue to use the guidelines
set forth in the Northern States Bald Eagle
Recovery Plan (USFWS 1983). We also have con-
cerns about disturbance of bald eagle nests, but
have seen no evidence of negative impacts caused
by human disturbance. Nests that have been
built close to a road or a busy part of Crab
Orchard Lake appear to produce young at rates
similar to other nests on the Refuge. If human
activities, legal or illegal, appear to be negatively
impacting nesting bald eagles, we will take action
to address the issue.

7.1.1.4.  Fisheries

# Comment: The bluegill fishing on Devils Kitchen
Lake hasn’t been as productive as in the past.
The number of bluegill beds has greatly declined.
The shoreline is almost completely taken over by
moss or some other type of water vegetation. The
decline in bluegill beds has gotten worse as the
moss has gotten thicker. Perhaps you could look
into this and see if something can be done about
it. Either by spraying or some other type of vege-
tation control. 

Response: We have been discussing the amount
of aquatic vegetation present in Devils Kitchen
Lake with Illinois DNR fisheries personnel. The
vegetation that you refer to as a problem is Eur-
asian watermilfoil (Myriophyllum spicatum).
Vegetation control is being considered, but must
be weighed against other concerns such as water
quality and impacts on other species.

7.1.1.5.  Wetlands/Moist-soil Management

# Comment: Alternative E states 50 -70 acres of
moist-soil wetlands will be developed during the
15 year period of the CCP. The Refuge should
increase the amount of wetlands developed over
this planning period. This total seems to under-
achieve the opportunities currently on Refuge.
All available locations based on topography and
soil type should be assessed and developed as
moist-soil management areas whenever possible.
Even areas without suitable sources for critical
water control manipulations should be considered
because spring drawdowns may provide adequate
food resources for wetland wildlife species. In sit-
uations where undesirable plants (cocklebur)
infest these wetlands, appropriate management
and seeding could provide necessary food
resources and microhabitat for macroinverte-
brates. Protection of isolated wetlands and small
ponds are important for amphibian populations.

Response: We agree that there may be more
opportunities for wetland development and plan
to target 150-200 acres. Wetland development on
the Refuge is constrained by topography. The
largest, most suitable wetland development sites
on the Refuge have already been developed.  We
would be happy to work with Illinois DNR in the
identification of additional wetland sites. We are
currently working on surveying additional sites
for development as wetlands.

# Comment: The Refuge should place a higher prior-
ity on developing wetlands than on planting trees.

Response: We plan to develop new wetlands (150-
200 acres) and plant trees (490 acres). The area of
suitable sites that can be practically developed as
wetlands, however, is limited by the terrain. The
largest, most suitable wetland development sites
on the Refuge have already been developed. It is
unlikely that we could find the same number of
acres as will be planted in trees (490 acres). We
are currently working on surveying additional
sites for development as wetlands.
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# Comment: I suggest creating a wetland out of the
pond behind the visitor center. This make much
more sense than spending 2.5 million to reinforce
a dam that is less than 500 yards away from a
7000 acre lake.

Response: A cost-benefits analysis will be con-
ducted before work on the dam behind the visitor
center is undertaken.

7.1.1.6.  Forest Fragmentation

# Comment: We support the consolidation of closed
canopy hardwood forest in order to provide habi-
tat for forest interior birds, whose populations
have been decreasing at an alarming rate.

Response: We appreciate the support of our pro-
posed action.

# Comment: Where are the priority wildlife species
identified? The effort should be to enhance and/or
improve habitat for those species. Some species
will be adversely affected by reducing habitat
fragmentation. The establishment and expansion
of hardwood forest will not be good for grassland
and border species.

Response: Resource conservation priority spe-
cies are listed in Table 33 (page 130 of the Draft
EIS/CCP). The effects of each alternative are
discussed in Section 4.1.1 Quantifying Effects of
Alternatives on Wildlife Species (page 128) and
displayed in Table 34 (page 131). The U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service Region 3 conservation prior-
ity species that inhabit the general area of the
Refuge are listed in Appendix N of the Draft
EIS. This list of species is a subset of the region-
wide list found in Fish & Wildlife Conservation
Priorities Region 3. This document is available
for viewing at: http://www.fws.gov/midwest/
News/documents/priority.pdf Our proposed man-
agement actions would enhance grassland habi-
tat. An abundance of edge habitat will remain on
the Refuge.

# Comment: I fully agree that emphasis should be
placed on maximizing unfragmented forest and
applaud the intention of the Refuge to do so. I am
surprised, however, at the conclusion that the
small changes that you cite will make a significant
difference, particularly in brood parasitization by
cowbirds.

Response: Our forest management program
should provide tangible benefits for many forest-
nesting bird species, including some reduction in

cowbird parasitism. We have adopted many of
the forest tract management guidelines recom-
mended in the scientific literature, such as those
published by Illinois DNR (IDNR. 1993. Habitat
establishment, enhancement and management
for forest and grassland birds in Illinois.). Man-
agement actions taken to increase the amount of
forest, and especially to increase the amount of
core area forest (more than 100 meters from non-
forest habitat), should result in decreased nest
parasitism. Most of the increase in the amount of
forest on the Refuge will be the result of the mat-
uration of existing forest and the succession of
fallow fields and shrublands into forest (2,200 out
of 2,700 acres of additional forest by year 2100).
We project the amount of core area forest will
increase by over 40% in 15 years and 180% in 100
years (Page 136 of Draft EIS).

# Comment: Owing to the pre-historical importance
of forest over grassland in this area, I favor
emphasis on forest. 

Response: We agree. About 25,000 acres of the
Refuge is forest; grasslands cover around 2,000
acres. In 100 years we estimate that about 28,000
acres of the Refuge will be forested with around
2,000 acres in grassland.

# Comment: Plans to reduce forest and grassland
fragmentation benefit certain birds, but it will
adversely affect food and habitat for geese, deer,
turkey, and many small animals.

Response: We have an abundance of food
resources for Canada Geese (Table 3, page 41 of
Draft EIS/CCP) that easily meet our goal of pro-
viding food to support 6.4 million goose-use-days.
Food and habitat for deer, turkey and small mam-
mals may be slightly reduced, but our focus is
largely on resource conservation priority species
that are migratory birds and an endangered
mammal (Table 33, page 130 of the Draft EIS/
CCP). 

7.1.1.7.  Forest Management

# Comment: We believe that it is crucial to establish
and maintain the Refuge's forests as being com-
posed primarily of oak-hickory forest types. Oaks
are keystone species that are critically important
for sustaining the forest ecosystem including
many wildlife species. We recognize that active
management is required to maintain the oak-
hickory component of the forest. With a lack of
disturbance, maple trees increase in numbers and
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oak-hickory trees steadily decrease. The forest
floor becomes intensely shaded and understory
species begin to disappear. In areas where distur-
bances such as tree harvest have occurred, new
oak-hickory forests are more likely to develop
and predominate. Professional foresters know
that an oak-hickory forest cannot be sustained
and regenerated without vegetative disturbance. 

We are concerned, however, that the disturbance
regime proposed for forested lands is essentially
insignificant, especially for hardwood stands. The
Refuge should harvest its hardwood stands at a
rate sufficient to maintain the oak-hickory eco-
system and prevent conversion to maple-beech.
Fire should be introduced to oak-hickory forests
as well as pine stands. Prescribed fire language
should be broad enough to allow growing season
fire as well as dormant season; managers may
need higher mortalities than those produced dur-
ing the dormant season. Prescribed fire should
continue to be allowed in those pine stands con-
verting to hardwoods to enable managers to
manipulate the mix of species toward a higher
percentage of oak-hickory. Without silvicultural
data, we are unable to recommend an appropri-
ate disturbance regime. Suffice it to say that sig-
nificant disturbance in the form of harvest, fire,
and other methods must occur within the historic
range of variability for the oak-hickory species
present if they are to flourish.

Little data is presented to support or explain the
silvicultural program and, indeed, one is led to
the conclusion that upland forest composition is
of little importance to the refuge. The EIS and
Plan must articulate, and support by appropriate
management, a desired future condition for all of
the Refuge's forested lands.

Response: We agree that our general forest man-
agement program needs to be described in more
detail. Thank you for pointing out this oversight.
Accordingly, we have modified the Features
Common to All Alternatives section to include a
goal, an objective and strategies to address gen-
eral hardwood forest management. Much greater
detail regarding this program will be presented
in the Refuge’s Habitat Management Plan,
which is a step-down plan scheduled to be com-
pleted after the CCP is approved.

# Comment: The draft CCP does not describe prac-
tical or effective management of the land
acquired from SIU in 1979 along the southern

Refuge border on Rocky Comfort Road. The 1979
land appears to be in worse shape now than in
1979.

Response: The projected conditions for this land
are represented in Figures 9 and 10 of the Draft
EIS. The specific techniques and timing for
strategies to achieve this land cover will be
described more specifically in a step-down Habi-
tat Management Plan that will be initiated and
completed after the CCP is approved. Most of
the tract acquired from SIU in 1979 had been
cleared of trees. Since that time, the Refuge has
allowed natural succession to occur in these old
fields resulting in the slow recovery of the forest.
It should be noted that all stages in this decades-
long process provide important habitats for wild-
life.

7.1.1.8.  Pine Forest Management/Conversion

# Comment: The Illinois DNR and others support
the conversion of non-native pines to native hard-
woods through timber harvest (thinning), pre-
scribed burning, and either by natural
regeneration or augment with plantings when
necessary. 

Response: We intend to apply silvicultural treat-
ments that encourage advance regeneration of
desirable hardwoods; plantings should rarely, if
ever, be needed. Treatments may include thin-
nings, final removal cuttings, and prescribed
burning.

# Comment: We do not support the use of commer-
cial logging to convert stands of non-native pines
to hardwoods. We have witnessed previous "clear
cutting" of pines on the refuge by commercial
contract loggers. Soil disturbance, compaction of
soil by large machinery, and uprooting of hard-
wood saplings caused by the commercial logging
can all cause setbacks to the conversion of pines
to hardwoods. A plan to thin non-native pine
stands without the use of heavy, industrial equip-
ment could be implemented.

Response: Commercial timber sales are the most
efficient and cost effective means to accomplish
removal of trees. Timber sale contracts have
appropriate special conditions to minimize dis-
turbance and protect resources. Refuge person-
nel inspect the timber cutting operations daily or
as often as necessary to ensure compliance with
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the contract. Harvest operations do cause short-
term disturbance on the site, but recovery occurs
within one to three years.

# Comment: In the past when stands of pine trees
were completely cut down on the Refuge, people
who used those areas of the refuge were horri-
fied. No explanations were given to the public as
to the reasons. I would hate to see the same thing
happen again and urge that adequate public noti-
fication and even involvement in the process
occur before change is made.

Response: We intend to notify the public and
solicit comments as required by NEPA before
any timber harvest operations.

# Comment: We have observed in some areas of
Shawnee National Forest where there were
clearcuts that pines were regenerating and grow-
ing just as fast as the oaks and other hardwoods.
For one thing, deer eat small oaks, but not pines.
To keep this from happening would take close
management.

Response: Pines can regenerate on a site when-
ever there is a seed source overhead or nearby.
Deer feed on or otherwise physically damage
both hardwoods and pines. Follow-up treatments
to remove unwanted pine seedlings or saplings
would be desirable, especially if they are deter-
mined to be hindering the hardwood regenera-
tion.

# Comment: We object to the proposal to remove all
pines. What reason is there other than that these
particular species are not native to this exact
area? They are not non-native; all being native
North American trees that were planted during
the 1930's mainly by the CCC. These are 70 years
old and provide habitat for a large number of
birds and other wildlife. To remove pines so that
native hardwoods could be planted would reduce
forest diversity for at least 50 years. Various
hardwoods are now becoming established in the
pine groves. The few remaining living CCC veter-
ans would be most disappointed to know that
their efforts were being destroyed for some ideal-
istic notion. 

Response: We classify all the pine species planted
on the Refuge as non-native because none
occurred here naturally. We feel that focusing on
restoring plants native to the local area is more
appropriate than perpetuating plants beyond
their natural range. We also feel that species-rich

hardwood forests are much more diverse than
monocultural pine stands. The pines were origi-
nally planted under the direction of the Soil Con-
servation Service primarily to quickly establish
vegetative cover to control soil erosion. The long-
term objectives for the pine plantations were to
provide wood products and hasten restoration of
native hardwoods.

# Comment: A tremendous benefit of pine is that it
early successional habitat and winter cover are
created for wildlife" (W.K Clatterbuck, associate
professor of forestry, wildlife and fisheries at the
University of Tennessee} With this in mind and
then observing it on my own for more then thirty
years I feel strongly that there should not be a
large reduction of them. We planted, they
adapted and it would be wrong to remove them. 

Response: Pines on the Refuge provide a negligi-
ble amount of early successional habitat because
the stands are mature (40 to 70 years old). The
Refuge has a substantial amount of native, east-
ern red-cedar forest which provides winter cover
for wildlife. We intend to convert non-native pine
plantations to native hardwoods as proposed
because, generally, hardwood forests provide
much better habitat than pine.

# Comment: Oppose radical methods of thinning
pine stands, such as final shelterwood cuts, which
can damage the existing hardwoods in a mixed
stand and can set back the recovery of hard-
woods.

Response: The final cutting under the shelter-
wood silvicultural system is a removal cutting not
a thinning. The final removal cutting is necessary
to release the advance reproduction of hard-
woods from the shade of the pine overstory to
allow vigorous growth. Another reason it is desir-
able to remove all pines from a given site is to
prevent them from regenerating from seed and
competing with the young hardwoods. Damaging
the young, hardwood advance reproduction is
unavoidable during harvest operations and not
necessarily undesirable. Following disturbance
by cutting (or burning), the hardwoods will
sprout vigorously from the rootstock and grow
more rapidly than a seedling of the same age.

# Comment: Support removal of pines, but over an
extended period of time, not during the breeding
season and not in its entirety.
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Response: We intend to convert pine stands to
native hardwoods through a process which mim-
ics natural succession. We will primarily use the
shelterwood silvicultural system to accelerate
the process of removing pines and promoting
establishment and growth of desirable hard-
woods. We will schedule cuttings to minimize
harmful effects on wildlife. We intend to favor the
oak-hickory forest type on sites that are suitable
because they provide high quality wildlife habi-
tat.

# Comment: It would be desirable to keep pine
stands in recreational areas, especially the Har-
mony Trail area, but also in and around camp-
grounds, fishing and picnic sites, etc. Pines
supply diversity, aesthetic qualities. There are
places, such as along the Devil's Kitchen shore-
line, where the pine stands are narrow, where the
pines are older, and where regeneration of hard-
woods is already occurring naturally. To remove
pines in those areas makes no sense and could be
damaging to bird populations that use the trees
as food sources and shelter in winter (such as
irruptive red-breasted nuthatches and pine war-
blers that have overwintered for decades at Crab
Orchard and that also breed regularly in the ref-
uge) and as breeding sites for species such as
Cooper's hawks and owls.

Response: We agree that there may be some loca-
tions where removing pines may not make sense.
We also agree that pine trees do provide habitat
for some species of birds, but our focus is largely
on the resource conservation priority species
identified in the Draft EIS/CCP (Table 33, page
130). The forest species on this list generally pre-
fer hardwood forest. 

# Comment: In those areas where pine stands are
thick and wide, and where hardwood regenera-
tion is not occurring, we urge the refuge to adopt
pine-removal policies that will be as unintrusive
or disruptive as possible. Pine removal in those
areas should be planned over a long as period of
time to allow for bird species to adapt to the habi-
tat changes.

Response: We intend to proceed with accelerat-
ing succession in all pine stands to encourage
native hardwoods while minimizing any harmful
effects on Refuge resources. Since we would
focus management on larger stands, some small,
remote patches will probably remain for several
decades.

# Comment: Support the removal of the large pine
"plantations" to support and improve hardwood
regeneration, I feel it would be beneficial to Pine
Warblers and some migratory species such as
Pine Siskens, Yellow-rumped Warblers, Purple
Finches, and Red-breasted Nuthatches to leave a
few of the scattered pines, including some of the
small pine rows. Ribbons of pines and small scat-
tered pine stands do provide essential shelter,
food, and habitat to a number of bird species and
should not negatively impact hardwood forest
management. In the large pine stand/plantations,
I urge the refuge to adopt pine-removal policies
that will be as unintrusive or disruptive as possi-
ble. Pine removal in those areas should be
planned over a long period of time to allow for
bird species to adapt to the habitat changes. I
urge you to plan any habitat changes, including
tree removal, during times other than the prime
breeding season of mid-March through August.

Response: We agree that pine trees provide habi-
tat for some bird species, but the focus of our
plan is largely on resource conservation priority
species that are listed in the Draft EIS/CCP
(Table 33, page 130). The forest birds on this list
generally prefer hardwood forest. Refuge-wide
pine removal will likely take many years and be a
gradual process. Breeding season for wildlife,
especially migratory birds and the endangered
Indiana bat, will be a major factor in scheduling
vegetation management activities. 

# Comment: No thinning of pines should take place
within 50 yards of the shoreline. Crab Orchard
Lake is beautiful because of its shaded shore-
lines. The pines will naturally die and be over-
taken by oak and hickory, so there is no reason to
destroy the shadiness of the shorelines in the
short-term.

Response: Pines border a small fraction of the
125-mile shoreline of Crab Orchard Lake. A good
deal of shade will remain elsewhere along the
shore following cuttings in pine stands. Without
silvicultural treatments tailored specifically
toward promoting oak and hickory, less desirable
forest types could capture the site in many cases.

# Comment: I oppose logging. Logging drives out
wildlife and birds making them homeless and
subject to death and injury. Logging also causes
erosion, creates heat islands, and changes the
composition of the trees that grow. Given the
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many, substantial objections to logging, it is inter-
esting that the lure of money and greed seems to
override all of them.

Response: Logging does cause short-term distur-
bance, but recovery occurs within one to three
years. Commercial timber sales are strictly a
means to accomplish habitat management treat-
ments; the timber harvested is a by-product of
management and the proceeds we collect are
deposited in the National Wildlife Refuge fund.

7.1.1.9.  Reforestation

# Comment: Illinois DNR and others support refor-
estation of 490 acres to reduce forest fragmenta-
tion. Reforestation efforts should focus south of
Grassy Road to improve forest habitats for neo-
tropical birds and other forest wildlife species;
recent literature suggests that forest portions
within Crab Orchard NWR may not provide criti-
cal breeding habitats because of insufficient acre-
age and may actually be a poor source of
recruitment due to heavy predation; therefore,
management goals for neotropical birds might
emphasize migratory stopover habitats rather
than breeding habitats; the document should also
indicate the number of acres which have already
been converted from cropland and other fields to
forest.

Response: We agree that the amount of forest on
the Refuge may not be large enough to provide
high-quality habitat for the most area-sensitive
forest-nesting birds. Our forest management
plans should provide benefits for many forest-
nesting bird species, including some reduction in
cowbird parasitism. Our forest management
plans follow many of the forest tract manage-
ment guidelines recommended by Illinois DNR
(IDNR. 1993. Habitat establishment, enhance-
ment and management for forest and grassland
birds in Illinois.).  Since 1990, about 881 acres
have been reforested on the Refuge; 254 acres of
cropland, 397 acres of grassland, and 230 acres of
brushland.

# Comment: There are currently more acres of for-
est in Illinois than at any time since at least 1924
(Herkert, J.R. ed 1992.) Despite this increase in
forest acreage, populations of many species of
forest birds continue to decline. In Illinois, nest
predators may destroy as many as 80% of all
nests for some species of woodland birds (Robin-
son, S. K 1988.) Clearly the problem is more than
just the acreage of habitat available. The Draft

EIS/CCP supports reforestation of approxi-
mately 500 acres of forest. The estimated cost for
the necessary reforestation would be $ 500.00 per
acre (Final Restoration Plan July, 1997.) for a
total cost of $ 250,000.00. The proposed acreage
suggested for tree planting will have a miniscule
effect (in view of the hundreds of thousands of
acres of timber that exists within this state) on
attracting the Neotropical song birds. Reforesta-
tion will be detrimental to our waterfowl popula-
tions  After weighing the pros and cons should
your decision be to add more acres of reforesta-
tion, we would suggest that the same number of
acreage be planned for wetland development,
conservation, and management for Ducks, Geese
and Shore Birds. Every attempt should be made
to avoid reforestation in goose use areas.

Response: The area of forest in Illinois reached
its lowest point around 1924, as shown in the
table below. Since that time the area of forest in
the state has increased somewhat.  Unfortu-
nately, much of this old-field or successional for-
est does not provide suitable or adequate habitat
for many species of forest birds, especially area-
sensitive species. The size, arrangement, and
species composition of forest tracts and the age/
size of the trees growing there are important fac-
tors in determining suitability as wildlife habitat.
We intend to develop several moist-soil manage-
ment areas on suitable sites. The area of suitable
sites that can be practically developed, however,
is limited by the terrain. Therefore, the area we
propose to reforest will exceed that of new moist-
soil units. The sites we have identified for refor-
estation typically receive little to no goose use.

These data compiled by Iverson et al. (1989)
show historical amounts of forestland in Illinois.

The sites proposed to be reforested were strate-
gically selected based on their location and
capacity to create large blocks of forest, thereby
reducing habitat fragmentation. None of these
sites currently receive a significant amount of
goose use. We have not observed any detrimental
effects on waterfowl caused by past reforestation
projects, nor do we expect any from those pro-
posed. We plan to construct several new moist-
soil management units. The table above shows
that the area of forest in Illinois in 1985 was only
31 percent of the area in 1820, which is around
the time of European settlement. Likewise, Will-
iamson County had only 33 percent of its original
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forest area by 1985. While Illinois had 4.2 million
acres of forest in 1985, the individual tract size
has decreased along with the quality of the habi-
tat provided. Most forest tracts in the state have
become severely fragmented, which is thought to
be the primary reason for declining breeding suc-
cess of some forest birds.

# Comment: There are more than plenty of trees and
wooded areas within the "closed" portion of the
refuge. We suggest any and all reforestation be
conducted outside of the "closed" portion of the
refuge to minimize the impact felt by migratory
waterfowl and surrounding property owners. By
planting trees you or the service have no idea
which private landowner on the refuge perimeter
you will be affecting by changing the flight pat-
tern of the geese leaving the refuge.

Response: About 270 acres of the 490 acres of
proposed reforestation sites are located in the
restricted use area. None of these 18 sites cur-
rently receive a significant amount of goose use.
We do not expect any change in flight patterns of
geese as a result of our reforestation projects.

# Comment: Reforestation for neotropical songbird
habitat will only bring bird flu to the area.

Response: Our proposed reforestation projects
are designed to consolidate forested areas by
converting open land to forest. This will benefit a
number of area-sensitive bird species that
require large blocks of closed canopy forest. For-
est birds are not likely to introduce avian influ-
enza to this area. In the wild, waterfowl are the
principal carriers of avian influenza.

# Comment: A cooperative farmer would like to keep
bottomland fields that he farms in crop produc-
tion instead of planted in trees.

Response: The subject fields are located along
the west side of Grassy Creek south of Westgate
Road. These two fields are within one of the large

forest blocks we have identified in which open-
ings will be minimized or eliminated to reduce
forest habitat fragmentation. We have weighed
the wildlife conservation purpose against the
agricultural purposes for this land and feel the
wildlife benefits justify the conversion. When we
take farm fields out of production as proposed,
we will make adjustments to equitably allocate
the remaining farm fields among all our coopera-
tive farmers.

# Comment: Portions of the Refuge cropland have
been replanted with trees within the last 15
years. Have these areas been identified in the
land cover descriptions as developing forests?

Response: See Figure 21: Land Cover of Crab
Orchard NWR, 2000, on page 85 of DEIS, and
Table 6: Area and Percent cover of Habitats on
Crab Orchard NWR, 1807 and 2000 on page 86.
The sites that have been reforested are identified
as “Fallow Herbaceous Field” or “Early Succes-
sional Oak Forest (reforested).” Note that the
“Fallow Herbaceous Field” cover type includes
some sites that have not been reforested.

# Comment: Oak and hickory may not thrive in bot-
tomland fields bordering Little Grassy Creek. It
would take many decades to reach the desired
goal. The usual growth of low-value softwoods
grows quickly and tends to crowd out the hard-
woods making it less likely to achieve the desired
reduction of fragmentation. The reforestation will
greatly affect a cooperative farming operation
that has made large investments and are con-
cerned about loss of income.

Response: We intend to select appropriate oak,
hickory, and other desirable species to match the
site conditions. Bottomlands typically develop a
profuse growth of volunteer trees, shrubs, and
vines. In most cases, the longer-lived species will
eventually grow through and express dominance
after two or three decades. At this age trees start

Table 50:  Area of Forest in Illinois and Williamson County in 1820, 1924, and 1985 (acres)1

Year 1820 1924 1985

Illinois 13,804,600 3,021,700 4,263,100

Williamson County 257,500 39,900 85,300

1.  [Iverson, L.R., R.L. Oliver, D.P. Tucker, P.G. Riser, C.D. Burnett, and R.G. Rayburn. 1989. The forest resources of Illinois:
an atlas and analysis of spatial and temporal trends. Illinois Natural History Survey Special Publication 11. 181 p.]
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mast (acorn or nut) production, which continues
for many more decades. Bottomland hardwood
forests are some of the most biologically diverse
and productive habitats of this area. Restoring
forest along Little Grassy Creek would benefit
this riparian zone almost immediately by protect-
ing water quality (reduce water temperature,
reduce sediment load, reduce pesticide runoff).
In the longer term, the forest would provide high
quality habitat and reduce forest fragmentation
as part of a large forest block. Reduction of forest
fragmentation would result independent of the
composition of the forest. When we take farm
fields out of production as proposed, we will
make adjustments to equitably allocate the
remaining farm fields among all our cooperative
farmers.

# Comment: The final concern is about the plan to
reforest the area I commonly refer to as Grassy
Bottoms. This is the area in the SW 1/4, SW 1/4 of
Section 4; the NE 1/4, NE 1/4 of Section 8 and the
W 1/2 of the NW 1/4 of Section 9, Township 9
South, Range 1 East of the 3rd PM. This crop-
land area is surrounded on the north, northeast
and west by flooded timber areas which provide
excellent areas for large numbers of waterfowl to
not only winter, but also nesting for many wood-
ducks. The close proximity of the corn or beans of
this agricultural area provides a definite asset to
these waterfowl. This area is one of my favorite
areas to observe the wildlife and I feel that refor-
esting this area would serve no wildlife, but
rather create a potential harm to many.

Response: If feasible, our tentative plan for this
area is to construct a moist-soil management unit. If
we determine that constructing a moist-soil man-
agement unit is not feasible here, we would probably
reforest the site because it is located within one of
the large forest blocks where we intend to minimize
openings. In either case, we expect the wildlife ben-
efits to increase under the conversion.

7.1.1.10.  Grassland Fragmentation

# Comment: Support consolidation of grasslands on
the refuge and the conversion of fescue and cool
season grasses to native warm season grasses.

Response: We appreciate the support for this
portion of the proposed alternative.

# Comment: Plans to reduce grassland fragmenta-
tion are to benefit certain birds, but it seems to
me it will adversely affect food and habitat for
geese, deer, turkey, and many small mammals.

Response: The Refuge has an abundance of food
resources for Canada Geese (Table 3, page 41 of
Draft EIS/CCP) that easily meet our goal of pro-
viding food to support 6.4 million goose-use-days.
Food and habitat for deer, turkey and small mam-
mals may be slightly reduced, but our focus is
largely on resource conservation priority species
that are migratory birds and an endangered
mammal (Table 33, page 130 of the Draft EIS/
CCP). 

7.1.1.11.  Grass Field Borders

# Comment: Establish 60-foot field borders of native
warm season grass adjacent to select cropfields
beginning in the public hunting area; this will
improve wintering and brood habitats for bob-
white quail, rabbits, turkey, other wildlife species
and increase hunting opportunities. 

Response: We plan to add about 100 acres of 30-
foot-wide borders of native warm-season grasses
in row crop fields in the open portion of the Ref-
uge (page 44 of the Draft EIS/CCP). We will be
happy to work with Illinois DNR to identify
fields where 60-foot borders are possible. How-
ever, Refuge agricultural fields tend to be small
and 60-foot borders may be too large.

7.1.1.12.  Early Successional Habitat

# Comment: The CCP should direct the maintenance
of a number of areas (acreage) of early succes-
sional habitats that are crucial to certain resident
and migratory species.

Response: We plan to maintain 300 acres of early
succession habitat (page 44 of Draft EIS/CCP)
by using prescribed fire or mechanical treatment
(mowing, disking) to disturb about 200 acres
every 3 to 5 years and adding about 100 acres of
30-foot-wide borders of native warm-season
grasses in row crop fields in the open portion of
the Refuge.

7.1.1.13.  Clearing Fencerows

# Comment: The clearing of 8 miles of linear fence
rows to improve nearby grasslands may not
result in accomplishing the goal to improve habi-
tats for grassland birds; the acreage of grass-
lands on the refuge and in the county most likely
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will not contribute significantly to increase breed-
ing populations of grassland birds; destroying
fence rows may actually hurt resident wildlife
without providing measurable benefits to grass-
land birds. 

Response: Our goal for grassland birds (page 11
of the Draft EIS/CCP) was meant to place
emphasis on priority species (Table 33, page 130
of the Draft EIS/CCP). Removal of linear forest
habitat and hedgerows adjacent to agricultural
fields would benefit Canada Geese and grassland
nesting birds. Clearing fencerows will remove
some habitat for some resident species, but only
a small proportion of the fencerow habitat on the
Refuge will be removed. The benefits to grass-
land birds from reducing or removing woody veg-
etation in grassland areas is supported in the
scientific literature (Herkert et al., 1996. Man-
agement of Midwestern grassland landscapes
for the conservation of migratory birds. U.S.
Forest Service, General Technical Report NC-
187.) 

# Comment: Resident wildlife and some birds will be
adversely affected by the removal of 124 acres of
linear forest habitat and 8 miles of hedge row.
This may be a small part of the Refuge but it is an
adverse effect that has not been adequately dis-
cussed in the document.

Response: Clearing fencerows will remove some
habitat for some resident species, but only a
small proportion of the fencerow habitat on the
Refuge will be removed. The effects on wildlife
are discussed in Section 4.1.1 Quantifying Effects
of Alternatives on Wildlife Species (page 128 in
the Draft EIS/CCP). The vast majority of nega-
tive impacts on shrubland species will be the
result of habitat succession, the natural process
of shrub-dominated habitat converting to tree-
dominated habitat.

# Comment: What wildlife would be adversely
affected by the removal of 15 acres of lineal forest
and 2 miles of hedge rows? Would archeological
and historical resources be adversely affected by
such actions? Earth moving is anticipated.

Response: Some shrubland species are listed in
the Draft EIS/CCP (page 84) and effects on wild-
life are discussed in Section 4.1.1 Quantifying
Effects of Alternatives on Wildlife Species (page
128 in the Draft EIS/CCP). Fencerow clearing
will require the same protection of archeological

resources as any other Refuge activity. The
archeological objective is outlined in the Draft
EIS/CCP (page 24).

# Comment: Have you considered delaying the
removal of fencerows, which might provide tem-
porary bobwhite habitat, until more extensive
habitat has been established?

Response: We will consider delaying the removal
of fencerows until more extensive habitat has
been established, but we feel that northern bob-
whites are more limited by nesting habitat
(grassland) than by other cover.

# Comment: We wish to reiterate our concerns
regarding the proposal for removal of linear for-
est habitat and hedgerows. The purported pur-
pose of the action is to benefit grassland birds.
However, such an activity would impact some spe-
cies of grassland birds, such as loggerhead
shrikes (a species of interest). Loggerhead
shrikes nest in hedgerows and linear forested
areas. In addition, these habitats provide perch
sites for foraging and singing activities. The
removal of these important habitats would make
some areas completely unsuitable for loggerhead
shrike use. Other grassland birds may be
impacted in a similar manner. Additionally, woody
fence rows and hedge rows provide critical win-
tering habitat for many species of songbirds that
are more susceptible to predation when seeking
shelter at the edge of large forested tracts. 

Response: Fencerow removal is an action
intended to help the Refuge meet a goal for
grassland bird management (page 11 of the Draft
EIS/CCP) which places emphasis on resource
conservation priority species (Table 33, page 130
of the Draft EIS/CCP). The loggerhead shrike is
one of 29 priority species for which we are man-
aging. Clearing fencerows will remove some hab-
itat for some species, but only a small proportion
of the fencerow habitat on the Refuge will be
removed. The benefits to grassland birds from
reducing or removing woody vegetation in grass-
land areas is supported in the scientific literature
(Herkert et al. 1996. Management of Midwestern
grassland landscapes for the conservation of
migratory birds. U.S. Forest Service, General
Technical Report NC-187.) 
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7.1.1.14.  Fire Management

# Comment: What and where do "wildlands" occur on
the Refuge? No maps depict that habitat type.
Would burning affect bald eagle nest trees or
potential nest trees?

Response: “Wildland” is a fairly new term often
used by fire management professionals when
referring to undeveloped land, which could be
forest, brushland, grassland, etc. The term is not
meant to describe a habitat type. Bald eagle nest
trees are typically located in bottomland forests,
which we do not intend to burn.

7.1.1.15.  Prescribed Burning

# Comment: Illinois DNR and others support the
use of prescribed fire in forest and grasslands to
increase their productivity to wildlife. The Ref-
uge should implement a program of prescribed
burning in existing hardwood stands to encour-
age oak regeneration, eliminate woody and non-
woody exotics in the understory, and discourage
the establishment of shade tolerant tree species
in the overstory. Prescribed fire language should
be broad enough to allow growing season fire as
well as dormant season; managers may need
higher mortalities than those produced during
the dormant season. Prescribed fire should con-
tinue to be allowed in those pine stands convert-
ing to hardwoods to enable managers to
manipulate the mix of species toward a higher
percentage of oak-hickory. Without silvicultural
data, we are unable to recommend an appropriate
disturbance regime. Suffice it to say that signifi-
cant disturbance in the form of harvest, fire, and
other methods must occur within the historic
range of variability for the oak-hickory species
present if they are to flourish.

Maintaining grasslands via cyclic controlled
burning will go far in controlling unwanted non-
native, invasive shrub and vine species and those
trees, like honeylocust and autumn-olive, that
opportunistically sprout or sucker up in grass-
land areas.

 Response: We concur.

# Comment: Pages 132-134, Section 4.2.7, Prescribed
Fire - A section on faunal effects should be added.

Response: We agree. We have inserted a section
describing the effects of prescribed fire on fauna.

# Comment: Prescribed fire is a form of manipula-
tion that should be avoided within wilderness
except if and when it is necessary to protect sur-
vival of a T & E species, or absolutely necessary
to protect adjoining private properties. Wilder-
ness Watch supports a let-burn policy for natu-
rally occurring fires, with actions taken outside
the wilderness boundary such as fuel removal
and fireproof wraps to protect adjoining property.
If greater suppression efforts still seem neces-
sary in a particular circumstance to protect sur-
vival of a T & E species, or to protect human
health and safety or property, then a second-tier
effort can consider air drops of water (first) and
retardant (second) if water drops are not ade-
quate in controlling the intensity and direction of
the fire. The potential impacts of fire retardant
on birds and wildlife should be assessed in the
CCP. 

Response: Our rationale for the need to reintro-
duce fire in the natural system is to simulate the
documented, historical fire regime in the oak-
hickory forests by utilizing the natural tool of
fire. The goal is to preserve the natural condi-
tions and primeval character of the Wilderness
by restoring the essential element of fire. The
lack of natural disturbance, such as fire, in the
oak-hickory forests has often resulted in fire-
intolerant species such as sugar maple replacing
fire-tolerant tree species, as well as aiding
encroachment of non-native and invasive species.
Major changes in land use over the landscape
surrounding the Wilderness have greatly
reduced the capacity for natural fire to reach the
Wilderness. Our approach is consistent with the
Service’s policy and guidelines.

The Service’s Refuge Manual (6 RM 8.8 D.)
addresses prescribed burning in wilderness as
follows: “When consistent with refuge objectives
and contingent upon the existence of a current,
approved fire management plan for the wilder-
ness area, prescribed burning is permitted.
Burning may even be desirable within wilder-
ness, especially when fire is a natural force that
has historically affected the area or when fire is
necessary to restore, maintain, protect, or pre-
serve the wilderness resources and values of the
area, or when controlled burning can reduce fire
hazards to the refuge or wilderness. Using
mechanically-created firebreaks and motorized
equipment for prescribed burning is generally
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not permitted on a wilderness area. However,
firebreaks may be constructed contiguous to the
wilderness area.”

The Service’s Draft Wilderness Stewardship
Policy Pursuant to the Wilderness Act of 1964
states: “We may use prescribed fire to maintain
or restore ecological integrity that has been
degraded by human influence or is necessary to
protect or recover threatened or endangered
species.” (66 FR 10)

We intend to revise the Refuge’s Fire Manage-
ment Plan to allow for wildland fire use in the
Wilderness and elsewhere on the Refuge. We
agree that precautionary measures must be
taken when implementing prescribed fire opera-
tions in the Crab Orchard Wilderness.  We intend
to use only minimal impact techniques during
implementation of prescribed fires and during
management of natural ignitions within the Wil-
derness. We expect to use ground-based ignition,
control, and suppression tactics only, and do not
anticipate the need for aerial techniques or chem-
ical retardants. 

7.1.1.16.  Invasive Plants

# Comment: Non-native and exotic plant populations
invading the refuge should be controlled.
Autumn-olive and multiflora rose are strongly
invasive and are detrimental to achieving national
wildlife refuge objectives and should be con-
trolled. There is particular concern for protecting
the Rocky Bluff area from invasive plants, espe-
cially garlic mustard that has not been found
there yet but is spreading greatly in Southern
Illinois. Use herbicides only after other methods
have not worked. A number of volunteers could
be recruited for control of plants such as garlic
mustard and winter creeper. Since horses tend to
spread invasive species, horse trails should be
monitored. 

Response: We agree that control of invasive spe-
cies should receive high priority. We will use
available resources to help control autumn-olive
and multiflora rose, but these species are espe-
cially problematic because they are extremely
prolific and have become entrenched over much
of the Refuge and surrounding lands. We have
made and will continue to make concerted efforts
to detect, monitor, and control invasives and we
welcome any assistance from volunteers. We typ-
ically use an integrated pest management
approach to managing invasive species.

# Comment: Presently, Refuge's designated wilder-
ness areas suffer from invasive species such as
autumn-olive, multiflora rose and Japanese hon-
eysuckle, all of which endanger native flora. The
CCP recognizes that these plants are all are com-
mon throughout the Refuge's wilderness and are
likely to become even more problematic in the
near future. Exterminating these species and
restoring native habitat is a critically important
responsibility of the Service. In the words of Aldo
Leopold, wilderness is a laboratory, a base datum
or normality, a picture of how healthy land main-
tains itself'. The Service should consider the
extermination of invasive species a top priority in
the final CCP.

Response: We agree that control of invasive spe-
cies should receive high priority. We have made
and will continue to make concerted efforts to
detect, monitor, and control invasive species
throughout the Refuge.

# Comment: The Refuge should monitor the envi-
ronmental impacts caused by new invasive spe-
cies. 

Response: We would like to monitor the environ-
mental impacts of invasive species, but with our
limited resources, we think we must devote our
resources to the monitoring and control of known
populations. We will rely on reports in the profes-
sional literature and research scientists to pro-
vide information about the environmental
impacts.

7.1.1.17.  Water Quality

# Comment: Incentives and education for landown-
ers in the watershed(s) of the Refuge will help
minimize erosion on their land, thus reducing
sedimentation in the three lakes. The "no wake"
zones will help minimize erosion and disturbance
of wildlife.

Response: We appreciate your recognition and
support for the proposed strategies. Although
shoreline erosion caused by boat wakes is rela-
tively minor compared to that caused by natural
wave action, designating additional no wake
zones will contribute to reducing erosion.

# Comment: The Refuge has taken a "good neighbor
policy" with respect to addressing soil distur-
bance activities that occur around the Refuge.
Even though the activities cause significant soil
erosion that cause sediments to enter Crab
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Orchard Lake, little effort and no known actions
have been taken to protect the Refuge or the
lakes. What specific efforts will occur in the
future under the implementation of Alternative
E? Just talking to landowners is not enough. 

Response: The strategies we intend to implement
are listed on page 45 of the Draft EIS/CCP
under Water Quality Goal in Section 2.6.3.2 Wild-
life Conservation Goals. These strategies go
beyond just talking to landowners about improv-
ing water quality. However, since we have no
enforcement authority, our approach is one of
encouraging voluntary cooperation in the stew-
ardship of the watershed.

# Comment: We recommend the Final EIS include a
discussion of possible partnerships designed to
reduce non-point pollution and sedimentation to
improve water quality on the Refuge. Developing
opportunities for volunteers and user groups to
work cooperatively with neighboring businesses,
industry, and local governments would not only
develop a sense of ownership and foster good
community relations, but also result in improved
habitat quality and recreational activities on the
Refuge. Discussions could include opportunities
for environmental education and drafting and
enacting ordinances designed to protect water
quality.

Response: The strategies we intend to implement
are listed on page 45 of the Draft EIS/CCP
under Water Quality Goal in Section 2.6.3.2 Wild-
life Conservation Goals. They include working
with Illinois EPA, landowners, municipalities,
developers and cooperative farmers to improve
water quality. We would certainly welcome any
assistance from volunteers and user groups in
this endeavor. A possible framework for this
cooperative effort is the Big Muddy River Eco-
system Partnership under the Illinois DNR Con-
servation 2000 program, which was in its initial
stage of formation a few years ago. We expressed
our desire to join this partnership at the time, but
apparently little further progress has been made
to date.

# Comment: Two-cycle motors should be banned on
all lakes due to pollution. As a long-range goal,
the use of 2-cycle outboard motors should be
phased out in favor of less-polluting 4-cycle
motors. This could be done over a period of years.

Response: We appreciate the concern. Fortu-
nately, newer motors that are less polluting
should gradually replace 2-cycle models. We do
not intend to restrict the use of 2-cycle boat
motors.

7.1.1.18.  Air Quality

# Comment: Prescribed burns release smoke, which
is visible. Prescribed burns release stored up
mercury, extremely harmful to people/children/
elderly. Prescribed burns also release fine partic-
ulate matter, which drifts for thousands of miles
causing lung cancer, heart attacks, strokes, pneu-
monia, allergies and asthma, all of which cause
billions in health care for Americans with no
health insurance. Why are you causing these neg-
ative health effects? Don’t tell me about smoke
which you can see. Fine particulate matter is
invisible to the eye. And you are causing health
issues with all of this burning and loading the air
with pollutants like this. Who is the regional fire
management coordinator and how much does this
person know about fine particulate matter? In
prescribed burning, are any medical doctors con-
sulted? Are the clean air people brought in? Do
they sign off? Is the local lung cancer group
advised of this assault on their air, as well as the
asthma affected? 

Response: In general, air quality of the area is
good. No significant local concerns regarding air
quality exist. Our prescribed burning activities
comply with federal and state air pollution regu-
lations. We obtain open burning permits from the
Illinois EPA prior to every burn. Smoke is man-
aged through scheduling and using appropriate
surface wind and atmospheric conditions to
direct and disperse smoke. Management of
smoke is incorporated into the planning of all
prescribed fires. Sensitive areas such as popu-
lated areas and roads are identified and precau-
tions taken to safeguard visitors and neighbors.
A guiding principle of the National Fire Plan is
hazardous fuels reduction. The NFP directs us to
incorporate public health and environmental
quality considerations in fire management activi-
ties undertaken for the hazardous fuels manage-
ment program. Our fire management program is
administered by professionals at the local,
regional, and national levels.
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7.1.1.19.  Conservation Easements

# Comment: Section 3.7.3: Someone in the Service,
other than the Refuge, should be held account-
able for the lack of proper administering the con-
servation easements. The lack of monitoring and
enforcement of the easements is a flagrant non-
performance issue that is not a fault of the Ref-
uge staff. Congress, the Bureau of the Budget
and the U.S. Attorney should be made aware of
this. Page 111, Section 3.7.3, Conservation Ease-
ments - This section discusses how conservation
easements fit into the NWRS. However, none of
the alternatives address the needs of Conserva-
tion Easements or how they will be managed over
the next 15 years.

Response: We intend to manage the conservation
easements according to established policy. We
have added an objective under the protection
goal in Features Common to all Alternatives to
describe our proposed outcomes and strategies.
The omission of the objective was an oversight in
the Draft EIS. Thank you for pointing out the
omission.

7.1.1.20.  Right-of-way Management

# Comment: Although not mentioned in your draft
plan, power company right-of-way land should be
written in as part of your 10-year plan. Specifi-
cally, we ask you to have a policy in place for
power companies to follow regarding breeding
birds. Power companies should not be allowed to
cut, burn, spray, or otherwise disturb the habitat
for breeding birds from mid-March through
August.

Response: We customarily coordinate with elec-
tric utility and road right-of-way managers to
minimize possible negative effects on wildlife
caused by their operations. We restrict the tim-
ing and extent of treatments and restrict the
products used for chemical treatments.

7.1.2  Agriculture

7.1.2.1.  Agricultural Croplands

# Comment: Just as industry compromises the pur-
pose of the Refuge and the mission of the Refuge
system, agriculture is also entirely inappropriate
on refuge lands. Presently, 10% of the Refuge is
covered by cropland that requires herbicide and
fertilizer. According to the CCP, the original justi-
fication for establishing agricultural plots was to

provide food for wintering Canada Geese and to
“fulfill the agricultural purpose of the Refuge”.
The Service is incorrect to implement such
sweeping habitat modifications for the benefit of
a single species. The Service should be interested
in the best overall plan for maintaining the wild
state of the land, rather than constructing artifi-
cial habitat. In addition, farming limits the biodi-
versity of the Refuge’s native ecosystem
communities by managing for a few select species
such as wheat and corn. 

Farming on Refuge lands is addressed in Fulfill-
ing the Promise: “Rather than farming inten-
sively to provide food for migratory birds, moist
soil units could provide abundant natural foods”
(p.13). The document also asserts: “In order to
maintain or restore biodiversity, management
should mimic, where possible, natural systems”
(p.21). Therefore, in order to comply with the
Service’s vision document and the Refuge’s mis-
sion, cropland must be eliminated from the Ref-
uge in order to allow for restoration of native
habitat.

Response: We disagree that agriculture is
entirely inappropriate on refuge lands. Agricul-
ture can be used to meet National Refuge Sys-
tem mission objectives. In addition, agriculture is
a legislated purpose of Crab Orchard Refuge
(Appendix G, page 281 in the Draft EIS/CCP).
The National Wildlife Refuge System Improve-
ment Act of 1997 states that “…if a conflict exists
between the purposes of a refuge and the mission
of the System, the conflict shall be resolved in a
manner that first protects the purposes of the
refuge, and, to the extent practicable, that also
achieves the mission of the System;” 

# Comment: Agriculture creates a mosaic of natural
lands and artificially crafted lands, allowing no
observable tract to witness long term natural
processes. While it is encouraging that the small-
est slivers of farm land (those less than 5 acres)
would be discontinued, the patchwork nature of
the agriculture land as a whole causes problems,
leading to serious habitat fragmentation.

Response: We agree that managing non-agricul-
tural habitats in a mosaic of agricultural lands
can limit natural processes. However, agriculture
is a legislated purpose of the Refuge. Recogniz-
ing the negative aspects of the patchwork nature
of the agriculture land, we are proposing to man-
age two areas of the Refuge as large forest
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blocks. Our proposal seeks a balance among the
many mandates that we are obligated to follow
and environmental factors. 

# Comment: The use of pesticides on farmland is
dangerous and potentially lethal to native organ-
isms. The CCP states that “pollutants from agri-
culture include sediment, nutrients and pesticides
(CCP, p.126). This practice will compromise the
conservation of wildlife and therefore negate the
primary purpose of the Refuge. Spraying of poi-
sonous herbicides and pesticides should be
banned at Crab Orchard NWR.

Response: Refuge staff and cooperative farmers
will most likely continue using herbicides on the
Refuge following national policy. Pesticide use on
National Wildlife Refuge System lands is gov-
erned by U.S. Department of the Interior Pesti-
cide Use Policy (U.S. Department of the Interior,
Departmental Manual, Part 517, Chapter 1), and
the Fish and Wildlife Service’s Refuge Manual (7
RM 14). The use of insecticides is generally not
allowed, except in rare circumstances. The use of
herbicides is reviewed at the Regional and
National levels. Further, a pesticide use proposal
(PUP) must be prepared for each chemical used
in pest control programs on refuge lands (7 RM
14). PUPs are used to evaluate the specifics of
proposed chemicals, treatment sites, application
methods, and sensitive aspects of use.

# Comment: Convert small crop fields not used by
Canada Geese to native warm season grass. Con-
sider reduction in agricultural uses, perhaps
eliminating small acreage sites.

Response: We agree. We have edited the strategy
for Objective 1 in the agricultural goal in our pro-
posed action to include reviewing small fields
(less than 5 acres) and dropping those that are
not profitable from the row cropping program
and converting them to other cover (about 15
fields totaling 52 acres)

# Comment: Sierra Club supports cutting back on
the amount of refuge land used for row crops
from the proposed 4,400 acres down to 2,200
acres or less. Although agricultural use is one of
the four "purposes" of the land for Crab Orchard
Refuge, there is nothing that says how much of
the land has to be used for agriculture. Sierra
Club supports cutting back the amount of Crab
Orchard Refuge land in agriculture to one half or
less of the land proposed for agriculture in pre-

ferred Alternative E, in order to provide more
room for natural lands instead of farm land. We
are especially concerned with the amount of row
crops on the refuge. With such a large portion of
Illinois taken over by row crops, we really do not
need our refuges to devote much land to row
crops. 

Response: We chose to focus more on the conser-
vation effects of agricultural practices (mowing
dates, fescue conversion, etc.) than on the num-
ber of acres farmed. The amount of agricultural
land on the Refuge has been greatly reduced
over the years (Figures 36 and 37 on page 114 of
the Draft EIS/CCP). Reducing the amount of
agricultural land to 2,200 acres would have a con-
siderable negative economic impact on farmers
and the local agricultural economy. We also
believe that, for the time being, the Refuge agri-
cultural program provides an important safety
net for wintering Canada Geese. It is also
unlikely that the Refuge would have the
resources to manage the conversion of 2,200
acres of agricultural land to more natural habitat.

# Comment: You should consider whether or not row
crops are really necessary for supporting the
geese on the refuge. Can't land in its natural
state, such as more moist soil units, support the
geese? Has this alternative been considered?

Response: This approach has been considered,
but the majority of Canada Goose food is pro-
duced on agricultural lands and it is unlikely we
could meet our present goal without agriculture
(Table 2, page 41 in the Draft EIS/CCP). The
area suitable for sites that can be practically devel-
oped as moist soil units is limited by the terrain.
The largest, most suitable wetland development
sites on the Refuge have already been developed.

# Comment: If we are to encourage neo-tropical
migrant interior forest birds, then we should
make sure row crops are not grown adjacent to
the forested area, since that increases the num-
ber of bird predators to the forested area, accord-
ing to studies done by Scott Robinson and Jeff
Hoover (IDNR - Natural Heritage Division stud-
ies).

Response: We agree that some agricultural lands
grown adjacent to forested areas increase the
number of bird predators in the forest. This is a
large part of the reason we plan to manage two
large forest blocks on the Refuge (page 41 of the
Draft EIS/CCP).
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# Comment: Limiting mowing of fields until after
nesting of grassland birds is good. Land and
resource management initiatives such as tweak-
ing agricultural practices to provide more effi-
cient and proper land usage are well thought out.

Response: We appreciate the support for our pro-
posed actions.

# Comment: Atrazine used on row crop fields could
be very beneficial in helping to control exotic and
invasive plant species. Atrazine has cleared every
question proposed if used properly and in moder-
ation. It should be allowed to be used in modera-
tion on this Refuge. The decisions made for crop
protection chemicals are not based on the local
Refuge needs. Also the area soil types, cropping
practices, timing of application, and rainfall are
not addressed in making the list of products that
can be used on our local Refuge—they are made
by someone sitting in an office in Minnesota. The
reason products are important is because the
Refuge in its plan “proposes” a mowing date of
August 1. First let me state the Refuge has
already imposed the August 1 mowing date much
to the objection of its tenant farmers. Most of the
species on page 87 have already produced viable
seed to reproduce by August 1. So without some
type of control—chemical or mechanical—these
species will continue to be a growing threat to
habitat. I feel the plan should allow for mowing of
first ear clover before August 1 to prevent weed
seed from multiplying. This would still leave one-
half the fields for ground nesting birds. In all my
years of mowing these fields I have seen very few
nesting birds. In fact when you are mowing it
usually attracts many birds to feed on the dis-
turbed bugs. There has been no study shown to
document that shows that mowing prior to
August 1 has damaged the nesting population.

Response: Pesticide use on National Wildlife Ref-
uge System lands is governed by U.S. Depart-
ment of the Interior Pesticide Use Policy (U.S.
Department of the Interior, Departmental Man-
ual, Part 517, Chapter 1), and the Fish and Wild-
life Service’s Refuge Manual (7 RM 14). The use
of insecticides is generally not allowed, except in
rare circumstances. The use of herbicides is
reviewed at the Regional and National levels.
Further, a pesticide use proposal (PUP) must be
prepared for each chemical used in pest control
programs on refuge lands (7 RM 14).  PUPs are
used to evaluate the specifics of proposed chemi-
cals, treatment sites, application methods, and

sensitive aspects of use. Atrazine is not an
approved herbicide for use on National Wildlife
Refuge System lands and is very unlikely to be
approved for regular use in the Refuge agricul-
ture program. We agree that the limited avail-
ability of herbicides for Refuge use and the
August 1 mowing date will make the control of
some weeds challenging. Although there have
been no studies on the Refuge examining the
effects of mowing on nesting birds, many studies
of the issue have indicated that mowing does neg-
atively impact nesting grassland birds. For
example, Frawley (1989) found that, in Iowa
alfalfa fields, all active above ground nests and
50% of active ground nests were destroyed by
hay mowing. Grassland bird nests destroyed as a
result of mowing have been observed on the Ref-
uge. 

[Frawley, B.J. 1989. The dynamics of non-game
bird breeding ecology in Iowa alfalfa fields. M.S.
thesis. Iowa State Univ., Ames. 94p.]

# Comment: The bottomland fields should be kept in
agricultural production. They should not be
planted in trees. Bottomland fields get a lot of
wildlife use.

Response: We agree that bottomland agricultural
fields do provide useful habitat for some wildlife.
Our focus is largely on the resource conservation
priority species listed in Table 33 (page 130 of the
Draft EIS/CCP), which mostly do not use agri-
cultural fields. 

7.1.2.2.  Pastures/Grazing

# Comment: Replacing fescue with native grasses is
an excellent idea that will benefit a variety of
wildlife, particularly quail. Healthy grasslands
will benefit migratory species as well as resident
species.

Response: We appreciate the support for our pro-
posed action.

# Comment: Convert all fescue pastures to a 50 per-
cent combination of native warm season grass
and cool season grass mixtures (timothy, clover,
redtop, orchard grass)

Response: This is very similar to what would
occur under our preferred alternative. We would
convert fescue pastures to other cool-season
grasses and native, warm season grasses with
higher wildlife value.
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# Comment: Conversion of fescue pastures to native,
warm-season grasses and more cool-season
grasses will only benefit forest and grassland
birds. We do not agree with this plan because
again you are taking away waterfowl habitat and
grazing pastures. Should you do this we recom-
mend that the same number of acres used for this
conversion be replaced with wetland development
and management for waterfowl. Many of these
pastures are used for both feeding areas and loaf-
ing, resting areas for the Canada Goose, probably
mostly loafing and resting areas around ponds
with some food value. These grasses for the most
part will be mowed “tall” and will not be suitable
habitat for the Canada Goose. We oppose this act
just as strongly and much the same as Reforesta-
tion. As we set down and discuss these issues we
have a hard time understanding why the USFWS
would destroy much of our goose habitat at
CONWR.

Response: Much of the pasture that is converted
from fescue to other grass will still be used as
loafing areas for geese, especially around ponds.
In addition, there will be thousands of other
acres of potential loafing areas available: corn
fields, wheat fields, clover fields, hay fields, and
other open habitats. The Refuge has an abun-
dance of food resources for Canada Geese (Table
3, page 41 of Draft EIS/CCP) that easily meet
our goal of providing food to support 6.4 million
goose-use-days. While we plan to develop 150-200
acres of new moist soil wetlands, the area of suit-
able sites that can be practically developed is lim-
ited by the terrain. The largest, most suitable
wetland development sites on the Refuge have
already been developed. It is very unlikely that
we could find the number of acres equal to the
acres of fescue converted (1,000 acres). We are
currently working on surveying additional sites
for development as wetlands. 

# Comment: The grazing program in Alternative E
proposes to reseed pastures with native warm-
season grasses. The study claims on page 159
higher forage production. That may be beneficial
if the fields were used for hay production. The
assumptions made on page 159 that all the cattle
grazing were yearlings and sold at the end of the
grazing period. Most of the cattle on the Refuge
are cow-calf breeding herds. 

Response: The increase in forage production
mentioned on page 159 relates to Alternative D,
which would focus on adding better forage spe-

cies. In our preferred alternative (Alternative E),
our goal in converting fescue pastures is to find
replacement forage species that are not invasive,
provide good wildlife habitat, and provide good
grazing forage. We may use native and/or non-
native species to reach this goal. Pastures may
not be more productive for grazing under the
preferred alternative. We agree that most cattle
on the Refuge are cow-calf breeding herds. We
think the economic effects are similar to those
depicted with the yearling assumption. 

# Comment: Alternative D is a better choice than
Alternative E for the grazing program because it
adds legumes to pastures, subdivides larger pas-
tures, and includes rotational grazing. There are
currently very few pastures in southern Illinois
that are warm-season grasses that are successful
for grazing.

Response: We agree that, based on cattle produc-
tion, Alternative D would be the best alternative.
In our preferred alternative (Alternative E), we
are attempting to balance our goals and find
replacement forage species that are not invasive,
provide good wildlife habitat, and provide good
grazing forage. We agree that there is limited
grazing of warm-season grasses in southern Illi-
nois.

# Comment: An additional suggestion concerning
the grazing pastures and paddocks would be to
look into the possibility of replacing cattle with
native bison.

Response: There are some good reasons for
replacing cattle with native bison, but we are
unlikely to do so at this time because: 1) grass-
lands are scattered throughout the Refuge with-
out any one area large enough to be a good area
for bison, 2) fencing and other management costs
for bison could be quite high, and 3) it is unclear
whether there are any strong conservation-based
reasons for managing a captive population of
bison.

# Comment: In the past, grazing activity has been
ended by October 1. This year, cattle grazed in
parts of the closed areas well after that date. The
posted September 30 deadline should be re-
established and enforced. 

Response: We moved the grazing date to mid-
November in 2004 and plan to keep it there as
long as conditions allow. Currently our pastures
are dominated by fescue, which grows quite well
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in the fall and provides good forage in October
and November. The cattle are removed in mid-
November because of the November deer season
and the desire to remove cattle before pasture
soils become water saturated during winter con-
ditions.

# Comment: The Refuge currently allocates approxi-
mately 1,000 acres of grazing land to support 375
head of cattle. Typically, grazing on a refuge is
inappropriate and against the intent of the Ref-
uge Improvement Act, unless it can be demon-
strated essential to meet the refuge purpose.
Allowing even controlled, prescribed grazing
poses numerous adverse environmental impacts
to sensitive habitat areas, including the compact-
ing of soils, sedimentation, and the degradation of
water quality. The CCP does not sufficiently dem-
onstrate that grazing is a necessary management
tool essential to the Refuge’s purposes. There-
fore, grazing should be prohibited.

Response: We disagree that grazing should be
prohibited on the Refuge. Grazing is a standard
agricultural practice in the area that is a part of
how we meet our agricultural purpose. We feel
we can use grazing practices that protect soils
and water quality.

7.1.2.3.  Hay Fields

# Comment: There is support to limit mowing of
fields until after nesting of grassland birds. This
policy should be a permanent part of refuge man-
agement in the future. There should also be a
date set in spring which delineates the start of
the "no mowing during nesting" season. For
example, there will be no mowing from the first
day of spring (March 21) or the first day ground
nesting birds start building nests.

Response: The Refuge has a mowing plan that
designates mowing seasons for different habi-
tats. Most mowing takes place August through
November with exceptions for developed recre-
ation sites, administrative areas, road intersec-
tions, etc.

# Comment: I encourage conversion to native grass-
lands and prairies and the consolidation of grass-
land habitats. All effort should be made to
remove fescue and other non-native grasses as
they provide little to no support for Northern
Bobwhite and other grassland bird species.
Healthy grasslands will benefit migratory species
as well as resident species.

Response: This is very similar to what would
occur under our preferred alternative. We would
convert fescue pastures to other cool-season
grasses and native, warm season grasses with
higher wildlife value.

7.1.3  Recreation (General)

# Comment: There is a need to recognize the recre-
ation need and demands of the public. There has
been little effort in this document to recognize
how the Refuge fits into the entire recreation that
is available in southern Illinois. The issues of bud-
get constraints and Refuge mission are men-
tioned, but there is little discussion in the
following text on these issues.

Response: We agree that a thorough analysis of
the recreation need and demands for Southern
Illinois similar to the analyses prepared for a
Statewide Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation
Plan (SCORP) is desirable. Our recreational con-
cerns, however, are far more basic for the imme-
diate future. We think we need to improve our
minimal, basic facilities to accepted standards as
a first priority. We heard from enough people
during scoping to know that we have challenges
in the management of recreation as it now exists.
Given our budget and budget prospects, we think
it is realistic to address our most immediate
needs before more completely analyzing how we
fit into the recreational landscape of Southern
Illinois. Data from the Illinois SCORP published
in 2004 will be used as a reference 

# Comment: The Refuge’s recreation focus should
be on wildlife-dependent recreation.

Response: Our challenge is to meet our responsi-
bilities related to the purposes of the Refuge,
which includes non-wildlife-dependent recre-
ation, and recognize the values and mission of the
National Wildlife Refuge System. We think at
Crab Orchard our responsibility is to provide
opportunities for both wildlife- and non-wildlife
dependent recreation. Part of the CCP planning
process has been to explore the alternatives and
balance between the various forms of recreation.
See the last section of the comment and
responses for a further discussion on the prece-
dence of refuge purposes over System Mission. 
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7.1.3.1.  Hunting

# Comment: Illinois DNR recognizes that greater
hunting opportunities exist on the Refuge and
suggests opening greater portions of the
restricted area on a limited time zone to increase
refuge hunting programs (dove, turkey, limited
entry (weekly draw) archery 4 point/side or antl-
erless and quail/rabbit) including youth hunting
opportunities emphasizing high quality experi-
ences. Others, also, would like to see more hunt-
ing opportunities in the restricted use area of the
refuge.

Response: Our plans include creating additional
hunting opportunities within the restricted use
area of the Refuge. These hunting opportunities
will target the non-traditional hunting segment
of the public such as youth, persons with disabili-
ties and women. 

# Comment: Hunting should continue on the Refuge.

 Response: Hunting was identified in the Refuge
Improvement Act as a priority public use and will
continue at Crab Orchard Refuge.

# Comment: Hunting on the Refuge should end.

Response: Hunting is one of the six wildlife-
dependent public uses of national wildlife refuges
specifically encouraged by the National Wildlife
Refuge System Improvement Act of 1997. When-
ever a particular type of hunting is compatible
with the Refuge’s purposes, goals and objectives,
and can be conducted in a sustainable manner, it
may be permitted. Wildlife populations are moni-
tored, and where a population is below target lev-
els, hunting is suspended or reduced until the
population recovers. Limited trapping is con-
ducted at Crab Orchard of furbearers that dam-
age infrastructure, like muskrat and beavers,
and other mammalian predators and carnivores.
The trapping is conducted by permittees and on
a sustainable, relatively small scale. As with
hunting, trapping is suspended when the popula-
tions of target species appear to be low.

# Comment: Fox hunting and dog trials should be
prohibited on the Refuge, because it disturbs
wildlife and destroys vegetation. 

Response: If the comment is referring to tradi-
tional foxhunting meets, we agree. A compatibility
determination was conducted on this activity and it
was found not compatible. The compatibility deter-
mination on foxhunting was published as part of

Appendix J in the Draft EIS/CCP. Dog trials are not
conducted on the Refuge. Individuals wishing to
train hunting dogs for their personal use may obtain
a special use permit to conduct this activity.

# Comment: Controlled waterfowl hunt should be
more developed with pits and flooded fields.

Response: It would be difficult to establish pits in
the areas where the controlled waterfowl hunt is
conducted. These areas are a part of our agricul-
ture program and the fields are on a crop rota-
tion system. Under the rotation system the fields
are fallow in some years, which would not attract
waterfowl. One of the reasons for the controlled
hunt is to provide a hunting opportunity that
results in a reasonable harvest opportunity.

# Comment: Need more food plots for small game.

Response: The Refuge has a large agriculture
program with over 2,500 acres of corn and soy-
beans planted annually. We feel the crop fields
provide more food than we would ever be capable
of providing with food plots.

# Comment: The Refuge provides wildlife habitat
management for one of the main waterfowl stops
along the Mississippi Flyway. In order for that to
continue we feel all deer hunting on the refuge
should be done prior to waterfowl hunting season
or after waterfowl season. Deer hunting in the
closed areas of the refuge during the month of
December is having a devastating effect on the
early migrating geese that are stopping here in
November and December each year. The practice
of deer hunting in the closed area of the refuge
alters the “normal” migration of Canada Geese,
many ducks, and shorebirds. In order to protect
the migrating waterfowl there should be no activ-
ities in the restrictive (closed) areas of the refuge
during the waterfowl season. We propose that all
the now restrictive (closed) areas remain closed
to protect the fall migration of waterfowl. This
problem has an easy fix and we feel the FWS
should look at this problem in length and come up
with a solution immediately.

Response: The Refuge deer population is main-
tained just below carrying capacity through a
carefully managed deer hunting program. Har-
vesting of deer is necessary to prevent excessive
competition between deer and other species, min-
imize crop depredation on surrounding farms,
reduce deer related traffic accidents and to main-
tain a healthy deer population. The current deer
Crab Orchard National Wildlife Refuge Final EIS/CCP
198



Chapter 7:Response to Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement and Comprehensive Conservation Plan
seasons in the restricted area (closed portions) are
in November and the first week of December. These
are statewide seasons and it would be difficult for us
to move these seasons.  However, we do appreciate
the concern and plan to prohibit deer hunting in
areas with heavy waterfowl concentrations in order
to reduce disturbance to migrating waterfowl.

7.1.3.2.  Fishing

# Comment: The gates at Carterville Beach and
Lookout Point Beach should be removed to allow
easier access to bank fishing. These areas were
open to vehicles at one time. Ponds on the refuge
need better management.  They are beginning to
get a lot of growth on the bank making it difficult
to bank fish.

Response: There are numerous high quality bank
fishing areas available on the refuge, including
several newly renovated areas on Wolf Creek
road that provide fishing docks and fish attrac-
tors, as well as areas accessible to people with
disabilities. The limited and declining use of the
two refuge beaches did not justify the high main-
tenance cost and liability associated with operat-
ing them. The city of Carterville was approached
and offered an opportunity to operate the Carter-
ville beach, but declined due to cost and liability
concerns.  The areas remain open to walk-in fish-
ing.

# Comment: There are several places to fish on the
Refuge the Visitor Center Pond should be con-
verted into wetland area instead of spending $2.5
million to re-do the dam when you have a large
lake within one mile of the area.

Response: Local newspaper reports that indi-
cated $2.5 million would be spent to rehabilitate
the dam at the Visitor Center pond were incor-
rect. Our division of engineering is currently
evaluating the project, and much of the work will
be done with refuge staff and equipment – saving
the taxpayers hundreds of thousands of dollars.
The Visitor Center pond is one of our most
heavily used public fishing ponds, and it is a pri-
ority for us to maintain this area for quality bank
fishing.

7.1.3.3.  Fishing Tournaments and Fish-offs

# Comment: All fish-offs departing from the same
boat ramp is not necessary.

Response: Requiring all fish-offs on Crab
Orchard Lake to use the Take Pride in America
boat ramp reduces congestion on other ramps for
non-fish-off lake users. It also allows law enforce-
ment officers to determine that any weigh-ins
taking place at the other boat ramps are by indi-
viduals who do not possess a valid Fish-off Use
Permit. 

# Comment: Why are Fish-offs not allowed to give
out prize money, but the big tournaments can give
out prize money?

Response: In 1992, we defined a fishing tourna-
ment as any fishing event that has more than 20
boats or has prizes or money in excess of $100.00.
Organizers of these events solicit participants by
the use of fliers, advertisements or public service
announcements, and conduct post-event activi-
ties which bring publicity to the tournament or
winners. We decided to allow five authorized
tournaments annually on the Refuge by special
use permit. In our decision we weighed the recre-
ational and charitable value of tournaments
against the possible detrimental effects to other
users and the fishery resource.

One purpose of these tournaments is to raise
money for non-profit, charitable organizations.
In addition, the number of participants (some-
times exceeding 400 individual anglers) involves
large overhead expenses and administrative bur-
dens. In order to meet the purpose of fund-rais-
ing as well as offset overhead and administrative
costs, organizers of these designated tourna-
ments are allowed to offer prize money to attract
enough participants to meet their goal of charita-
ble giving.

Fish-offs are considered competitive fishing
events for relatively small, local clubs, and
because of the smaller character (20 boats or
fewer) and much lower overhead and administra-
tive costs, significant entry fees and prize money
are not necessary to offset overhead or adminis-
trative expenses. Therefore, our policy of not
allowing the distribution of prize money for fish-
offs will continue in order to limit the number
and scope of fund-raising events on the Refuge.

# Comment: How are fishing tournaments decided
on, as to who gets to have a tournament?

Response: The Refuge has five (5) Special Use
Permits issued each year for sanction fishing
tournaments on Refuge waters. They are: Take
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Pride in America on Little Grassy Lake, the Lit-
tle Egypt Bass Tournament on Devils Kitchen
Lake, the Bill Harkins Tournament, Boy Scouts
Tournament, and Mid-West Bass Classic all on
Crab Orchard Lake. The organizers of these
tournaments have conducted these tournaments
on the Refuge for many years. 

The current policy is that as long as the organiz-
ers of the above tournaments meet the special
conditions of their Special User Permit they can
continue to hold the tournament on Refuge
waters. If for some reason the tournament orga-
nizer decides to discontinue their event, the tour-
nament will not be replaced by another event.

# Comment: Entry fee towards tournaments should
not go to charity but should be used towards
stocking the lakes, improving fish habitat, etc.

Response: Currently $10.00 of every entry fee is
committed to the improvement of the fisheries on
Crab Orchard Lake.

# Comment: What are the procedures in determin-
ing when and who gets to have a fish-off?

Response: Fish-offs are club events that have 20
boats or fewer with a scheduled date, time, and
ramp on either Crab Orchard, Devils Kitchen or
Little Grassy Lakes. Fish-offs are regulated by a
fish-off-permit. Any organization may have one
fish-off per lake, per year, for a total of three Ref-
uge fish-offs. We allow one fish-off per lake per
day and do not allow any to take place on holiday
weekends, i.e., Memorial Day, Fourth of July,
Labor Day. Fish-off permits are issued on a first-
come, first-served basis. 

7.1.3.4.  Trapping

# Comment: Trapping should not occur on the Ref-
uge. It is not a priority use; it poses a serious haz-
ard to non-target wildlife; it is not compatible.
The animals are part of the ecology of the area.

Response: A compatibility determination we pre-
pared found that carefully controlled trapping
contributes to the habitat and wildlife manage-
ment goals of the Refuge.  We consider trapping
to be a management tool that, in some cases, is
the only means by which nuisance animals can be
removed. This activity will be limited to areas of
the Refuge that are designated by the Refuge
wildlife biologist, and carefully regulated
through the issuance of special use permits. 

# Comment: Trapping should continue to be part of
the overall management program.

Response: Limited trapping will be allowed in
designated areas of the Refuge through special
use permits.

7.1.3.5.  Wildlife Observation and Photography

# Comment: Wildlife observation should be given
emphasis over hunting. Wildlife observation is
the most popular activity and most economically
productive for the area. Hunter numbers are
diminishing each year, which means the time and
money devoted to support the activity should be
reduced.

Response: Wildlife observation and hunting are
both important recreational activities on the ref-
uge and each were identified as priority wildlife-
dependant public uses in the Refuge Improve-
ment Act.  Both uses are considered compatible
with the refuge purposes.  We have not observed
a reduction of hunter numbers on the Refuge. 

# Comment: Relocate the observation deck on
Route148 closer to the water.

Response: The location of the observation deck
was chosen to provide adequate wildlife viewing
opportunities without disturbing the wildlife.
Moving the deck closer to the water is likely to
preclude the use of a portion of the wetlands by
wildlife.

7.1.3.6.  Environmental Education

# Comment: Educational focuses are a welcome ini-
tiative. I suggest supplementary lesson plans,
wildlife projects for science fairs, and educator
training for the outdoor classroom, as areas of
focus for encouragement of local educators K1-
K12 to participate with the wildlife classroom.

Response: Thank you for your support and ideas.
We will consider your ideas as we develop our
education program more fully.

7.1.3.7.  No-wake Zones on Crab Orchard Lake

# Comment: The no-wake zones on Crab Orchard
Lake are a good idea. The zones improve safety
and overall fishing experience; reduce noise dis-
turbance to wildlife, especially nesting birds;
decrease erosion of the lake shore; enhance boat-
ing; provide alternate options for people who
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want to canoe with reduced noise level; reduce
likelihood that nesting bald eagles will be dis-
turbed.

More no-wake zones should be added to the plan.

Response: We appreciate the support for the no-
wake zones. Additional no wake zones would
result in an overall reduction of areas available
for waterskiing. We have modified our original
proposal and reduced the extent of the no-wake
zone based on comments that we received from
waterskiers. (See the following comment and
response.) 

# Comment: All the coves should not be included in
the no-wake zone. The proposed plan will limit
good waterskiing opportunities and lead to con-
gestion in the center of the lake.

Response: We recognize that areas of the lake
that are protected from prevailing winds are
valuable for waterskiing. We have reduced the
size of the no-wake zones in the lake in our pro-
posal to better accommodate waterskiing in
these areas.

# Comment: The no wake zones should be removed
during waterfowl season. Rule-abiding hunters
will lose the best hunting spots to hunters who
violate the zoning rules and speed.

Response: Waterfowl hunters are expected to
obey no-wake zones along with all other users.
Additional enforcement may be appropriate dur-
ing the waterfowl season if no wake zones are
routinely violated. 

7.1.3.8.  Restriction of Gas Motors on Devils Kitchen 
Lake

# Comment: Limiting the use of gas motors on Dev-
ils Kitchen Lake will be good for wildlife and peo-
ple using the lake; reduce the noise levels in the
adjacent Crab Orchard Wilderness and enhance
the wilderness experience there; and may be
needed in order to comply with the Wilderness
Act (wilderness values) and Refuge Improvement
Act of 1997 (biological integrity).

Response: We appreciate the support for this
portion of our proposal. We feel that reducing
noise levels on the lake would be good for some
users, but needs to be balanced with the desire of
other users to use gas motors. (See the following
comment and our response.) We have found no
evidence that noise from 10-hp gas motors has a

negative impact on wildlife. We agree that reduc-
ing noise levels on Devils Kitchen Lake could
enhance the wilderness experience in the adja-
cent Crab Orchard Wilderness. 

We do not agree that limitations on gas motors
are required to comply with the Wilderness and
Refuge System Improvement Acts. While the
Crab Orchard Wilderness borders much of the
southern part of Devils Kitchen Lake, the lake is
not in the Wilderness, therefore motors may be
allowed without violating the Wilderness Act. We
have found no evidence that noise from 10-hp gas
motors has a negative impact on biological integ-
rity. 

# Comment: There should be no gas motor use on
any of Devils Kitchen Lake as in Alternative D.

Response: We feel that the use of gas motors on
Devils Kitchen Lake is a compatible and appro-
priate use enjoyed by many Refuge visitors.

# Comment: Limiting the use of gas motors on Dev-
ils Kitchen Lake will limit access to the best fish-
ing areas on the lake and the Panthers Den
Wilderness, which will reduce hunting, fishing
and other recreation opportunities; be unsafe,
especially during windy or rough water condi-
tions; boats can get stuck on top of a submerged
standing tree and an electric motor or paddling
provide insufficient power for getting a boat off;
electric motors would be too slow and have too
limited battery life to be useful on the lake; noise
is not an issue and the Service has not demon-
strated that gas motors create a nuisance; an
additional limit to public access that will make the
lake less attractive to the public and reduce tour-
ism in the area; the area should be a no wake
zone.

Response: Based on these comments and a site
visit, we have modified our proposal. The modifi-
cation will prohibit the use of gas motors on Dev-
ils Kitchen Lake in Grassy Creek and the eastern
arm of Devils Kitchen Lake from the mouth of
Grassy Creek south to the Refuge boundary. The
portion of the lake south of Line Road #6 boat
ramp will be designated a no-wake zone. The
modification will allow continued access to the
majority (85 percent) of the lake by boats using
gas motors and provide the power that some feel
is required for safe navigation. Boats equipped
with gas motors would be able to use the entire
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lake, but would be required to use only an elec-
tric motor or paddles for propulsion on 107 acres
(15 percent) of the lake. 

Access to fishing areas and Panther Den Wilder-
ness will be only slightly limited. Although the
current motor limit was established to provide
for recreation purposes and not safety and
access, we agree that under certain conditions,
using an electric motor or paddles could be less
safe than using a gas motor.  This may require
some additional judgment by boaters regarding
weather and water conditions. We would not
ticket a boater for using a motor if it was
required for safety purposes. Some Refuge users
do feel that the noise created by gas motors is a
nuisance. The purpose of our modification is to
offer an area on one of the large Refuge lakes
that would provide a different boating experience
for the public and also address the concerns of
gas motor users. We feel that offering a different
boating experience on a portion of the Refuge
may make Devils Kitchen Lake more attractive
to some users and actually increase recreational
use. Our modification of the original proposal has
made the majority of the area in question a no
wake zone. 

# Comment: The restriction on gas motors favors a
minority user group (canoes and kayaks) at the
expense of a majority group (boats with gas
motors).

Response: When possible, we try to accommo-
date appropriate, compatible uses. With approxi-
mately 8720 acres of Refuge lakes open to
boating, we feel restricting the use of gas motors
on about 100 acres is not overly restrictive

7.1.3.9.  Closure of Devils Kitchen Campground

# Comment: Illinois DNR recommends, as a com-
promise to closing the Devils Kitchen camp-
ground, converting it to primitive camping which
might be popular to some constituents who use
non-motorized watercraft. Income from this
campground might also help sustain the Devils
Kitchen Marina vendor.

Response: We agree. We have modified our pro-
posed strategy in response to comments on the
Draft EIS/CCP. Under our final proposed action,
the concession at Devils Kitchen Campground
will provide limited primitive camping, boat
rental, and picnicking opportunities.

# Comment: We advocate the reduction of commer-
cial uses and recreation not compatible with wild-
life on Crab Orchard Refuge, including the
proposal to close the Devil's Kitchen Camp-
ground. We think that uses of refuge land for
camping and related activities, such as high speed
motor boats, water skiing, etc., should be mini-
mized. To lessen the impact of these activities
that are not compatible with wildlife, we support
concentrating them at Crab Orchard Lake, and
remove them from Devil's Kitchen Lake and Lit-
tle Grassy Lake.

Response: We have modified our proposed strat-
egy in response to comments on the Draft EIS/
CCP. Under our final proposed action, the conces-
sion at Devils Kitchen Campground will provide
limited primitive camping, boat rental, and pic-
nicking opportunities. We feel that these low-
impact activities are compatible with wildlife and
support the recreation purpose of the Refuge.

# Comment: If the Devils Kitchen concession people
would have been given the help they had asked
for from the different Refuge managers this
campground could have been a prime site. It still
could be if a portion of money from the user fee,
boat sticker and Playport/Image boat-slip pro-
grams were spent to improve this area. Without a
commitment such as this, it does need to close.

Response: Our plan is to consolidate and improve
the camping facilities on Crab Orchard Refuge.
Based on comments on our draft proposal, we
have modified our preferred alternative to pro-
vide a limited number of semi-developed, tent
camping sites at Devils Kitchen Campground
rather than close the entire campground. The
current campground was designed in the 1960s
for the small recreational vehicles prevalent at
that time. Because of the location of the camp-
ground and its ageing infrastructure, much work
would be required before the campground would
meet the needs of today’s larger recreational
vehicles. We feel that we can better provide
camping opportunities for larger RVs at Little
Grassy and Crab Orchard Campgrounds, while
providing a more primitive experience at Devils
Kitchen Campground.

# Comment: Devil's Kitchen campground should be
closed. The boat dock should remain open.
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Response: We have modified our draft proposal
to now allow some camping and the boat dock.
See the first comment and response in this sec-
tion.

# Comment: The FWS indicates that the camp-
ground at Devils Kitchen is too steep to maintain;
however, the campground appears to be in ade-
quate shape, and it has been maintained for many
years.

Response: The current campground was
designed in the 1960s for the small recreational
vehicles prevalent at that time. Because of the
location of the campground and its ageing infra-
structure, much work would be required before
the campground would meet the needs of today’s
larger recreational vehicles. We have modified
our preferred alternative to provide a limited
number of semi-developed, tent camping sites at
Devils Kitchen Campground rather than close
the entire campground. We feel it is appropriate
to provide a more primitive camping experience
at Devils Kitchen Campground, while providing
full-service, recreational vehicle camping at Lit-
tle Grassy and Crab Orchard Campgrounds.

# Comment: Devils Kitchen Campground receives
much use. Closing it will be a waste of tax dollars
spent in the past to develop it. Since you plan to
close this campground, where are we to camp in
November of each year when we come down from
Belleville 2 ½ hours away to hunt? What is the
alternative for us? You want people to use Devils
Kitchen Lake and surrounding area, but you take
away a place to stay right on the lake. Makes
sense only to you. Keep the little place open or
give us a better alternative.

Response: Based on comments on our draft pro-
posal, we have modified our preferred alternative
to provide a limited number of semi-developed,
tent camping sites at Devils Kitchen Camp-
ground rather than close the entire campground.
Under the current concessionaire these camp-
sites would be available during the deer hunting
season.

# Comment: If this plan goes through, 15 years from
now, I doubt if there will be any camping or boats
with motors on any of the lakes. Surely some-
thing can be done to meet a happy medium
between U.S. Fish & Wildlife and Tourism to
secure a future for all.

Response: We do not share your outlook. We
think the plan will lead to higher quality recre-
ation, including camping and motorboating, and
the economic benefit from tourism will continue.

7.1.3.10.  14-day Camping Stay Limit

# The 14-day stay limit should be implemented.
The limit is fairer and will open up more and bet-
ter spots for weekend campers; improve the look
of campsites; prevent the feeling of being an “out-
sider” on land that should be available to all; be
consistent with DNR and COE (federal regula-
tions). Many other options exist in Southern Illi-
nois for those who want a longer camping or even
permanent living environment.

Response: We appreciate the support for the pro-
posed policy. The proposed 14-day limit is the
length of stay that most Federal and State camp-
grounds in the area, as well as nation-wide, pro-
vide.

# Comment: The campground facilities need to be
improved. Money is needed in the near future to
improve and expand the campgrounds. Careful
monitoring of concession operations is important.
Long-term campers should maintain a neat and
orderly campsite.

Response: We agree that the campgrounds need
to be improved. However, we do not think it is
realistic to anticipate a budget that would allow
an expansion of the campgrounds. We think our
approach to consolidate the campgrounds and
improve the reduced number of sites is a realistic
approach to anticipated budgets and revenues.
Our intent is to offer a higher quality camping
experience through improvement of facilities. We
expect to be more diligent in monitoring the con-
cession operations and campsite appearance on
the Refuge.

# Comment: The consolidation of the camping areas
is a good idea, because it will provide more space
for wildlife.

Response: We are proposing the consolidation as
a way to improve camping on the Refuge. We
anticipate only a slight increase in wildlife habitat
as a result of the consolidation. 

# Comment: Camping should not be allowed except
in campgrounds.
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Response: Your comment restates the current
regulations: camping is only permitted in desig-
nated campgrounds on the Refuge.

# Comment: The 14-day stay limit should not be
implemented. Campsites are never full except on
holiday weekends. The stay limit reduces stabil-
ity for foster children who camp regularly at
Crab Orchard Campground; causes hardship to
senior citizens and campers who are not physi-
cally able to move their RV every two weeks.
They may need to sell the RVs, which will result
in lost revenue to local businesses. Long-term
camping is an established practice; provides more
time to experience fishing and hunting and other
activities; is not available at a public site at many
campgrounds in southern Illinois; provides a
unique type of camping experience. Those who
work full-time and can only camp on the week-
ends would not be able to make arrangements on
a regular basis to move the camping units every
14 days. Gasoline prices prohibit moving a
camper numerous times during the summer.
Many who camp on the Refuge are locals who can
not afford to travel and enjoy staying in one
campground for the season.

Response: Our intent is not to create hardship,
but rather to offer a higher quality camping
experience through consolidation and improve-
ments at the facilities. By limiting the length of
stay, more people will have the opportunity to use
the prime campsites. We think the occupancy
rate will increase with improved facilities and vis-
itor numbers will increase. There are private
campgrounds in Southern Illinois that provide
extended stay opportunities for people who
desire that arrangement and its advantages to
them. We acknowledge that people accustomed to
staying for long periods at Refuge campgrounds
will be required to change their routine. We
think, in balance, that the fairness and other ben-
efits of the proposed limits out weigh the disrup-
tion to the long-term campers’ experience. Even
with stay limits, a camper could move among the
multiple campgrounds on the Refuge without an
interruption in consecutive camping days.

# Comment: The 14-day stay limit should not be
applied to Little Grassy Campground. The Crab
Orchard Campground is large and can accommo-
date short-term campers. Little Grassy Camp-
ground should be left alone.

Response: Our reasoning of fairness and provid-
ing a higher quality camping experience applies
to all Refuge campgrounds. We think we should
standardize camping regulations throughout the
Refuge.

# Comment: The Refuge seems to be discouraging
most recreational use, which will completely elim-
inate tourism; cause some to not purchase recre-
ational use stickers and not visit the Refuge at all.
It gives the impression that most recreationists
aren’t welcome, and it will reduce revenue and
the local economy. The strategy seems to be
designed to fail and justify to the public an even-
tual land exchange with SIU.

Response: Our intent is quite the opposite from
discouraging use. Upon implementation of the
Final CCP, we plan to consolidate, improve, and
encourage camping through use of a national res-
ervation system with the idea of generating more
tourism. We think that improved facilities and
better service will increase visitation and reve-
nue. We plan to continue to support both the tra-
ditional non-wildlife dependent, as well as
wildlife-dependent recreational uses on the Ref-
uge. The Final CCP is the document we intend to
follow for the next fifteen years. The land
exchange is not a part of our plans.

# Comment: If the “land campers” are required to
move every 14 days, then the houseboats should
also be required to leave the premises before
returning for another camping stay.

Response: We do not see the campers and house-
boats as equivalent. Camping units are designed
to be mobile and are generally driven, or pulled,
by the owner. Houseboats are meant to remain
on the water and in the event of a need to be
transported, generally require a special vehicle,
trailer, and are often “Wide Loads”.

# Comment: The concessionaire will have a difficult
time making a profit if the revenue from long-
term stays is taken away. The money it takes to
operate the campground is much greater than the
revenue generated by a 14-day stay. Other camp-
grounds operated by the state and federal gov-
ernment utilize tax payer dollars and do not have
to make money to pay labor and insurance as a
concession does. The monthly people keep steady
money coming in and help provide safety for each
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other. Limiting the campground stay and taking
reservations are not cost effective, ask the Corps
of Engineers.

Response: Consolidating and improving facilities
allows the Refuge to concentrate both staff and
resources to improve facilities and make them
more marketable, safe, efficient, and accessible
to a broader portion of the general public. With
improvements and implementation of a reserva-
tion system, we think more people will visit.
Increased visitor numbers will enhance the
opportunity for a concessionaire to make a profit.

# Comment: If the long-term, exclusive use of camp-
sites is the concern, put limits on that. There is no
need or rationale to require campers to leave the
entire campground. Equity is understandable,
but “greater opportunity” would not occur as
some campers may discontinue going to Crab
Orchard Campground. A reasonable compromise
would be to designate a few campsites as 14-day
limit. Limit the use of individual camp sites and
allow campers to remain in the campground but
on a different site after the initial 14 days. Other
options include designating zones within the
campground. Designating Loop A in the Crab
Orchard Campground for long-term camping
would leave prime spots for the short-term camp-
ers. Or, designate Loop E and F as long-term
camping, A and B as short-term, and D as primi-
tive. Senior citizens and disabled campers should
be exempted from the 14-day stay limit. Perhaps
30, 45, and 60 day lengths of stay could be consid-
ered. 

Response: We have modified our initial proposal
to phase in the 14-day length of stay that incorpo-
rates ideas expressed in the comments. Part of
our modification is to designate areas of the Crab
Orchard and Little Grassy Campgrounds as
long-term camping for the first two years. In the
following two years we plan to limit lengths of
stay to 28 days in the long-term area. We think
that in a consolidated campground with fewer
sites, the general practice of limiting the length
of stay in the campground is still likely to be the
fairest to all users. We think that if we allowed
visitors to move from site to site without leaving
the campground that they would have an advan-
tage in selecting sites over short-term visitors
who are coming from a distance.

Our modified proposal for the implementation of
a length of stay limit of 14 nights, which is compa-
rable with other Federal and State campgrounds,

will be phased in. For the first two years, approx-
imately one-half of the campsites would remain
available for long-term camping and the other
half for stays up to 14 days maximum. The sec-
ond two year period would permit up to one-third
of campsites be available for 28-day stays and the
remaining two-thirds would be limited to 14-day
maximum stays. Finally, beginning in the fifth
year camping would be exclusively 14-day maxi-
mum stays. We would require campers to remove
all equipment from the campground for 48 hours
at the end of any consecutive 14-day stay. Storage
of equipment such as recreational vehicles and
trailers would be prohibited. In addition, a reser-
vation system will be phased in for Refuge camp-
grounds.

7.1.3.11.  Horseback Riding/Equestrian Trails

# Comment: The restrictions on horseback riding
are needed. There is a need for a designated trail
to be mapped and signed, a closure during wet
conditions, and a prohibition of access from pri-
vate lands. The trail should avoid Research Natu-
ral Areas because they threaten the natural
integrity of these sites.

Response: The needs are addressed in our pro-
posed action. We have modified our proposed
route to avoid the Research Natural Areas. The
River To River Trail Society publishes a trail
guidebook with maps. We will provide a free trail
brochure that includes user information and a
map of the portion of the trail on the Refuge. The
trail will be adequately marked on the ground
and signs will be posted at trailheads. The trail
will only be accessible from designated trail-
heads. The trail route as originally proposed does
enter both parcels of the Devils Kitchen Lake
RNA. A slight realignment of the trail at both
locations will resolve this conflict.

# Comment: The Refuge section of the River to
River Trail provides a good connection because
riding on pavement is unsafe.

Response: We recognize the safety concerns.
However, we intend to close the trail during the
wet conditions to protect the trail from erosion,
and if equestrians want to ride through on the
River to River Trail, they will have to bypass the
Refuge on public roads during the time of the clo-
sure. 
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# Comment: The proposal for horseback riding is too
restrictive. There should be: more trails; use of
some or all of the existing user-created trails; a
trail loop; year-round use of the trails. 

Response: We are responsible for the steward-
ship and preservation of the Crab Orchard Wil-
derness. Since the vast majority (4.5 miles of 5.1
miles) of the proposed hiking/equestrian trail
would be within the Wilderness, we must ensure
that the construction, maintenance, and use of
the trail does not conflict with the spirit and
intent of the Wilderness Act. The Act does not
prohibit such trails or horseback riding, but
establishes limits on what activities are allowed
in a wilderness. Our proposal is designed to pro-
vide a compatible and sustainable section of off-
road trail that links other sections of the River to
River Trail. We feel this is the most extensive
project that we could undertake and accomplish
given the resources likely to be available. Manag-
ing and maintaining the extensive network of
existing user-created trails would surely exceed
our capabilities. We feel the seasonal closure to
horse traffic during times when the soil is wet
and soft is necessary to prevent damage to the
trail tread and the surrounding area. 

# Comment: Equestrians should be allowed the
enjoyment of their solitude and primitive experi-
ences.

Response: Our proposal offers equestrians and
hikers the opportunity to ride or walk more than
five miles through the most primitive, scenic and
remote area of the Refuge.

# Comment: The proposal for horseback riding is not
good because it restricts access to the Refuge
from adjacent private land. Access is needed to
retrieve hounds that stray onto the Refuge.  With
restricted access the value of property adjacent
to the Refuge would decline and the local econ-
omy would suffer.

Response: In order to fulfill our role as land stew-
ards, we feel we must restrict horseback riding to
the designated trail to control the environmental
impacts.  Land adjacent to the Refuge may be
viewed as less desirable to equestrians, but we do
not feel that restricting access from private prop-
erty will negatively impact land values or the
local economy as a whole. Several studies have
found that property values are increased as a
result of being adjacent to open or park land.

# Comment: Alternative A (No Action) is the best
alternative for equestrians because it provides
more opportunities to ride with few restrictions.

Response: We think supporters of Alternative A
overlooked that under this alternative horseback
riding in the Wilderness would remain an unau-
thorized use and would be stopped with
increased enforcement.

# Comment: The Service has presented no scientific
evidence of resource damage caused by horses; in
the past 42 years there has been no erosion of any
type on the existing trails.

Response: We have observed soil disturbance and
erosion ranging from slight to severe caused by
horse traffic on much of the proposed trail route
and elsewhere on user-created trails. We dis-
agree that no erosion has occurred on existing
trails. We plan to fully assess the existing condi-
tion of the trail during the design phase of this
project.

# Comment: Horse riding raises concerns about
impacts on soil, water, plants, nesting birds and
other wildlife. Seasonal closures may not be effec-
tive; serious erosion on trails was observed in
nearby Giant City State Park even though they
are seasonally closed. Horses are major carriers
of invasive species seed. A single trail would con-
centrate horseback riding and its impacts. A bet-
ter alternative would be more trails to spread out
the impacts.

Response: If the trail is designed, constructed,
and maintained properly, the impacts associated
with horseback riding should be tolerable. We
intend to design, construct, and manage use of
the trail so that no soil erosion will occur. We
intend to regularly inspect the area and take any
necessary actions to repair or correct problems,
such as erosion, trail braiding, etc. We intend to
monitor the area to detect the presence of inva-
sive plants and take the necessary actions to con-
trol them. We intend to revise the Wilderness
Management Plan and conduct a thorough envi-
ronmental analysis prior to officially authorizing
this use. If horses stay on the designated trail,
the associated impacts on wildlife should be com-
parable to those of hikers walking on the trail.
We think concentrating the use is the best way to
monitor and control the impacts associated with
the use.
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# Comment: Horseback riding: degrades the Wilder-
ness; may not be an appropriate use in the Wil-
derness; as a previously unauthorized use in the
Wilderness, should not now be allowed; may open
the area to and encourage illegal ATV use.

Response: The Wilderness Act does not prohibit
horse trails or horseback riding. We must ensure
that the construction, maintenance, and use of
the trail does not conflict with the spirit and
intent of the Act. If the trail is designed, con-
structed, and maintained properly, the impacts
associated with horseback riding should be
within acceptable limits. We think that by autho-
rizing the use under specified conditions we will
be able to better protect the area than we can
now. We plan to patrol and enforce regulations to
prevent vehicle trespass and protect resources.

# Comment: Monitoring and enforcement of horse
trail regulations would be difficult, especially with
limited staff; horseback riders often leave horse
trails to ride on hiker-only trails in Giant City
State Park; horses and hikers often widen or
braid trails in areas that have been rutted by
horses.

Response: We plan to monitor the condition of the
trail and take any necessary corrective actions.
We intend to post informational and regulatory
signs at trailheads and other access points. We
plan to patrol and enforce regulations to protect
resources. We recognize this will be a particular
challenge until visitors become familiar with the
regulations. With time and education, we think
horseback riders will comply with the regulations
and the burden of enforcement will be lessened.

# Comment: Horseback riding could conflict with
hunters and impact hikers through trail damage.

Response: We intend to seasonally close the trail
to horses, which would coincide with most of the
hunting seasons. Horse traffic certainly has the
potential to damage the trail. We intend to
harden the tread so that it will withstand the
impact of horse hooves under most conditions. To
prevent damage, we intend to close the trail to
horses during times when the ground is wet and
soft. We plan to enforce regulations to protect
resources and minimize conflicts between users. 

# Comment: The Refuge may not be able to ade-
quately maintain the trail if it becomes popular
and results in increased horse traffic. Horse trails
require more trail management to prevent
impacts.

Response: We agree that horse traffic will likely
increase in the future and result in increased
challenges of trail maintenance. We intend to
harden the tread so that it will withstand the
impact of horse hooves under most conditions. To
prevent damage, we intend to close the trail to
horses during times when the ground is wet and
soft. Trail maintenance will be an ongoing, coop-
erative effort by the Refuge, U.S. Forest Service,
and River to River Trail Society. We plan to mon-
itor the condition of the trail and take any neces-
sary corrective actions. We plan to patrol and
enforce regulations to protect resources.

# Comment: A trail fee should only be imposed if the
proceeds are shared with all trail landowners and
the fee covers use of the entire trail.

Response: We have no control over other land-
owners granting or denying use of the River To
River Trail or charging a fee. The Refuge’s recre-
ational fee would apply to those who drive a vehi-
cle onto the Refuge, park, and ride or walk the
trail.

# Comment: The Service does not have the authority
to selectively abandon a portion of the River To
River Trail.

Response: We are not seeking to abandon a por-
tion of the Trail. We are seeking just the oppo-
site—to authorize the Trail on the Refuge.
Currently, The River to River Trail has no official
designation on the Refuge. Horseback riding was
prohibited in the Wilderness when it was estab-
lished and our current regulations do not permit
horseback riding off of roads. Our proposal is to
explicitly recognize an approved route through
the Refuge and then manage and enforce our
regulations in a manner that fulfills our legal
obligations.

# Comment: Horseback riders are a deterrent to
poachers and illegal drug activity.

Response: We feel that the presence of horseback
riders would have a negligible effect in deterring
illegal activities.

# Comment: Commercial horse camps have no right
to treat the Refuge as a cash cow.
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Response: Currently there are no commercial
horse camps adjacent to the Refuge. Giant City
State Park has a public horse camp whose
patrons can access the River to River Trail and
ride to the Refuge.

# Comment: The Refuge can do more to protect
against degradation caused by illegal horse use.
There is a need to close user-made trails and
write tickets for violators without delay.

Response: Our current regulations do not
address horseback riding, thus this use is techni-
cally prohibited. However, we have not actively
enforced this prohibition in recent years. On the
other hand, we would not hesitate prosecuting
someone responsible for creating a new trail by
cutting vegetation, marking the route, etc. We
intend to close all trails to horses except the des-
ignated River to River Trail section following
approval of the CCP. Our proposal is designed to
provide a sustainable trail for horseback riding
and prohibit this use on all other user-created
trails.

# Comment: Brown-colored hill gravel rather than
light-colored limestone should be used for trail
work because it would blend better with the natu-
ral soil color and because limestone gravel is
sharp on the foot and provides calcium for brown-
headed cowbirds. The trail through the Wilder-
ness should be cleared no more than a maximum
width of 4 feet. 

Response: We agree with you. Another undesir-
able effect of placing crushed limestone on the
naturally acidic soils is that it tends to increase
the pH of the soil, which may cause changes in
the plant community on the site.

# Comment: Who will pay for trail maintenance?

Response: The Refuge will be largely responsible
for trail construction and maintenance. The
funds needed for this project have not yet been
estimated or requested. We intend to enter into a
cooperative agreement with the River to River
Trail Society and the U.S. Forest Service by
which the official designation as the River to
River Trail will be made. This agreement will also
specify each partner’s responsibilities, including
trail maintenance. The River To River Trail Soci-
ety is a volunteer organization formed to estab-
lish, promote, and maintain the 146–mile RTR

Trail. Any of the partners would be free to apply
for grants or organize volunteer workers to per-
form trail maintenance.

7.1.3.12.  Hiking/Biking Trails

# Comment: The Refuge has been a partner in plan-
ning for the Williamson County, Marion-to-Cart-
erville/Carbondale Trail. A preliminary
alignment for the Trail through the Refuge was
proposed in the 2003 Greenways and Trails Plan
for Williamson County. Refuge managers have
identified a potential trail corridor through the
Refuge, using old roadbeds and possibly an old
railroad bed. Further identification of a more def-
inite alignment would significantly support the
development of the trail. The Refuge is strategi-
cally located between the communities and will be
important in providing the central portion of the
trail, connecting the communities, and making a
recreation and alternative transportation facility
available to the County's residents and visitors.

Response: The Refuge supports this proposal
and intends to cooperate with local interests to
develop this Marion-to-Carbondale bicycle trail.
A proposed alignment of the trail has been identi-
fied by Refuge staff, however support from local
interests and funding will ultimately determine
the location and scope of this project. 

# Comment: As a cyclist, I like the idea of including a
bicycle trail on the northern boundary of the ref-
uge, but only if it protects those areas that are
needed for wildlife habitat. A logical location
would be adjacent to or close to Old 13 Rt. on the
east side of 148 perhaps connecting with the east-
erly extension of Post Oak Road and then leading
onto regular refuge roads. Fencing along the
south side of the trail might be necessary to pro-
tect adjacent wildlife habitat.

Response: Goal 12, Objective 12.1, Strategy 2
includes exploring the potential for a bicycle
route within the restricted use area of the refuge,
along old railroad beds and refuge roads.
Impacts to wildlife will be considered and miti-
gated in the planning process for this trail.

7.1.3.13.  Swimming

# Comment: In the past there were more swimming
areas. The swimming areas have long been inac-
cessible to the public.
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Response: Swimming is allowed on Little Grassy
and Crab Orchard Lakes. There are several
beaches and swimming areas on Little Grassy
Lake located at the various group camps and the
Little Grassy Campground. The Crab Orchard
Campground maintains a public beach on Crab
Orchard Lake. Other public beaches on Crab
Orchard Lake were closed because of declining
use, liability concerns, and increased mainte-
nance and operation costs. The current beach at
the Crab Orchard Campground is under-utilized,
but will continue to be available to the public
along with the areas on Little Grassy Lake.

7.1.3.14.  Picnicking

# Comment: In the past there were many picnic
areas. Today most of those areas are closed.

Response: When the Refuge experienced a bud-
get cut in non-program uses in 1973, several pic-
nic areas were closed. Although there has been a
reduction in picnic areas on the Refuge, rarely do
we see the existing facilities used to capacity.  We
feel it is unlikely that we could support high qual-
ity facilities at all of the former locations; there-
fore we intend to consolidate and improve picnic
facilities at the Greenbriar, Wolf Creek, Harmony
Trail, Cambria Neck, Playport Marina and the
former Images Marina site.

7.1.3.15.  Crab Orchard Boat & Yacht Club (COBYC)

# Comment: The Crab Orchard Boat and Yacht Club
should be converted to a public facility. This is
public land for public use and should not be used
for exclusive-use purposes.  The Refuge should
draft a policy that would result in eventual return
of this property to public use or to closure for
wildlife conservation purposes.

Response: Our plan is to support both the tradi-
tional, non-wildlife-dependent as well as wildlife-
dependent recreational uses on the Refuge, and
by converting the COBYC to a concession, this
area will be available to the general public for
use. The public use benefits from the area help
fulfill the recreation purpose of the Refuge and
are not out-weighed by the wildlife conservation
benefits that would be obtained through conver-
sion of the site.

# Comment: The Crab Orchard Boat and Yacht Club
should be granted the concession permit.

Response: The plan calls for the COBYC to
remain for two years after the CCP is approved.
After two years, all interested parties will have
an equal opportunity to bid on the concession
contract. Giving preference to the Club organiza-
tion in awarding the concession contract is not
within the federal regulations that we must fol-
low.

# Comment: According to the text in Section 2.5, the
Crab Orchard Boat and Yacht Club would not be
closed immediately, but in two years, to allow the
members to amortize their recent investments. Is
two years an adequate amount of time? Members
have worked hard and spent a lot of money to
maintain the facility that is to be taken away by
the government.

Response: According to the lease, “…the COBYC
agrees to amortize, to a “No Value” status any
additional improvements to COBYC area sites,
.and, structures, facilities, equipment, construc-
tion modifications or alterations, regardless of
cost to COBYC or of installation date. The addi-
tional improvements will automatically become
properties of the U.S. Government at the termi-
nation or expiration date of the current contract
period or extension thereof.”  Legally, we could
require the Club to leave at the end of their cur-
rent lease. However, we feel it is fair to allow the
COBYC to remain an additional two years follow-
ing the finalization of the CCP to further amor-
tize their investment.

# Comment: The Crab Orchard Boat and Yacht Club
should continue as it has in the past. The Club’s
alcohol ban, caretaker, and safe, family atmo-
sphere is appreciated and seems to cater to
senior citizens and children. The Club has pro-
vided a place for reunions, birthdays, church
events and other activities. Non-members feel
welcome. During the past year, the clubhouse was
used over 150 times for functions other than club
activities. The cost of joining the Club is low.

Response: We plan to retain the alcohol ban and
safe, family atmosphere when the COBYC is
made into a concession. The concession contract
could include retention of a caretaker. By open-
ing the area to the general public, it is our inten-
tion that all Refuge users have an opportunity for
the same type of experience at the facility. The
cost to use the area will remain comparable to
other camping and boat slip rental rates on the
Refuge.  Also, the area will be available to every-
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one when converted to a concession, as opposed
to being limited in the form of a club membership
offered to a set number of people.

# Comment: The Fish & Wildlife Service lease limits
the Club to 400 members and does not allow mer-
chandise or services to be offered. There are no
restrictions to membership except those imposed
by the Refuge.

Response: The current lease, originating in 1985,
does not specify a maximum number of members
for the Club.

# Comment: Appreciate that it is the only place to go
to enjoy Crab Orchard Lake without paying an
entrance fee or purchasing a special decal.

Response: In lieu of paying a membership fee,
when the facility becomes a concession, the cost
to utilize the area, as well as camping and boat
slip rental rates, will remain comparable to that
of other Refuge concessions. 

# Comment: It is safer to fish from COBYC docks
than Rt. 13 or Wolf Creek Causeway.

Response: While we strive for all Refuge facilities
to be safe for visitors, we appreciate your com-
ment.

# Comment: The revenue to the Refuge will be less if
the Club is converted to a concession.

Response: It is our opinion that by opening the
area to the general public, an opportunity exists
for more visitors to use the facility, thus generat-
ing more revenue for a concession.

# Comment: A fixed income would force me to give
up my boat and dock if the Club is turned into a
concession.

Response: There should not be a substantial
increase in your rate. Rates for dock rentals on
the Refuge are kept at similar levels to alleviate
competition among the facilities on-site.

# Comment: To single out the Club is unacceptable
and discriminating.

Response: In a review of the Crab Orchard
National Wildlife Refuge activities in 1971, the
Office of Survey and Review Audit Operations of
the United States Department of Interior found
that “continued sponsorship of the Crab Orchard
Boat and Yacht Club …. is not compatible with
established public policy as it grants a privileged

position on public recreational facilities to a pri-
vate membership club.” The auditors recom-
mended that the Club’s permit be terminated
and the facilities be placed under a concession
agreement. In a 1985 review of a proposed lease
with the Club, the Office of Solicitor, United
States Department of Interior, commented that
exclusive use by the Club still continued.

Given the doctrine of fairness and its interpreta-
tion by other federal land management agencies,
the Service intends to implement the auditors’
recommendation to convert the site of the Crab
Orchard Boat and Yacht Club to a concession.
The Service has tried to satisfy the intent of fair-
ness in the past through a variety of conditions
and agreements with the Club, but recognizes
now that the 1971 recommendation should be
implemented to more fully provide the most ben-
efit to the most people.

# Comment: The public has an opportunity to apply
for membership with no restrictions.

Response: By eliminating the “membership”
aspect and converting to a concession, no applica-
tions or waiting period would be necessary to use
the area.

# Comment: If the Club is made public, the grounds
and facilities will run the risk of becoming too
populated and less cared for.

Response: Just as compliance of the agreement
with the COBYC is currently enforced, so will the
terms of the concession contract, ensuring the
grounds and facilities are maintained. It is not
our intent to increase the number of campsites or
docks that will be available to the general public
and it is assumed that if people who want to use
the area for other activities feel it is too crowded
on a given day, there are other opportunities
available on the Refuge.

# Comment: The people who govern the Refuge are
not in tune with the people who use it. Visitors see
a need for more places like this

Response: As administrators of government land
and facilities, it is our responsibility to consider
the broad range of views of the public, to comply
with regulations, and use the best information
and judgement possible. We think we understand
the views of the current users of the Refuge. We
know that we can not satisfy everyone as we have
heard opposite viewpoints on nearly every topic
addressed in our planning. We are trying to meet
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our responsibilities in an open and fair manner. It
is our responsibility to provide quality recre-
ational opportunities to benefit a broad portion of
the public who will have an equal opportunity to
use them. 

# Comment: Why not open the gates to the marina?
The plan for the sailboat marina seems like exclu-
sive use for the SIU boat club.

Response: Playport Marina, as well as the Crab
Orchard and Little Grassy Campgrounds, are
seasonal use areas. The gates are closed in the
off-season (November through March) because
the areas themselves are closed to business at
that time. From April through October these
areas are open until 10:00 p.m. when, as is the
case at the COBYC, the gates are closed until
6:00 a.m. the following day. There is no plan for a
“sailboat marina” for the SIU boat club as you
reference.

# Comment: The name and activities descriptions
should be changed to more accurately define the
“club” as it truly functions. Elimination of a maxi-
mum membership cap and changing the Club’s
name would alleviate the “exclusive use” percep-
tion. This area is open to the public in the same
manner as other docks and related facilities on
the lake—first come, first served. Anyone can get
on the list to rent a dock or join.

Response: We agree that a name change is in
order. We think the changes that must be made
are more fundamental than changing names,
descriptions, and perceptions, however. We think
the basic relationship between the operator of
the area and the Refuge needs to change. A con-
cession contract will clarify the facilities and uses
that will be made available to the general public.
The current “Club” organization will have a
chance to bid on the opportunity to continue
operation of the area under a new contract. While
we agree that dock space is limited and is rented
on a first come-first served basis, a concession
operation would allow all visitors, not just club
members, an equal opportunity to use the area. 

# Comment: The proposed change to the Crab
Orchard Boat and Yacht Club violates the good
faith agreement that has been used for many
years. The Club should be given another 100 year
lease.

Response: The Club currently operates under a
lease contract, the most recent of which was writ-
ten in 1985 and has been amended and renewed,
as appropriate. The lease and its amendments
specify the terms and conditions the Club has
adhered to for these past twenty years. We real-
ize that some members are under the impression
that an extended lease exists, but neither the
Club nor the Refuge has been able to find docu-
mentation of a 100-year lease.

7.1.3.16.  The Haven

# Comment: The Haven is technically in the same
category as the Crab Orchard Boat & Yacht Club.
However, the facility is making a positive contri-
bution to the well being of disabled veterans; oth-
ers can access the facility with an appropriate
contact; and it requires little Refuge money and
staff time. The Haven should be treated differ-
ently than the Boat & Yacht Club and remain.

Response: Our plan is for the Haven to remain on
the Refuge. The Refuge does plan to assess a
nominal fee to the Haven in order to help recover
our administrative expenses. We also plan to
work collaboratively with Haven personnel to
provide more wildlife-dependent recreation to a
broader portion of the public to more fully realize
the broader purposes of the Refuge and the mis-
sion of the National Wildlife Refuge System.

# Comment: With the exception of established
church and scout camps, which are based on ref-
uge land, we would like to see stronger language
and policies regarding other exclusive-use sites in
the refuge: the boat and yacht club and The
Haven. A member-only boat and yacht club at a
national wildlife refuge has always struck us as a
great anomaly. This is public land, for public use
and U.S. Fish and Wildlife regulation, and should
not be used for exclusive-use purposes. We
encourage you to draft a policy that would result
in eventual return of this property to public use
or to closure for wildlife conservation purposes.

Response: Our plan is to convert the Crab
Orchard Boat & Yacht Club to a public conces-
sion. See the previous section for a fuller discus-
sion of comments and response regarding the
Club. We view The Haven slightly differently
than the Club. As other comments have noted,
the Haven’s primary focus is to serve veterans.
Because of their past service and sacrifice, we
think that this group deserves special consider-
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ation at a federal facility. See the first comment
and response in this section for our expectations
related to the Haven.

7.1.3.17.  Youth Camps

# Comment: We recognize the tradition of private
church and scout camps which are established on
refuge land and the difficulties, at this late date,
of disturbing those camping and educational facil-
ities. We recognize the long term good that can
come from children's experiences in nature. We
are pleased that Crab Orchard will allow the
camps to remain, but we also endorse your pro-
posal to begin charging fees for programs to help
recover some of the costs that the refuge incurs
in the private camp areas. 

Response: We appreciate the support for our pro-
posed action.

7.1.3.18.  Playport Marina

# Comment: The efforts of the Refuge in rebuilding
the former Playport Marina are appreciated. It is
a beautiful area. Glad the area is included in the
draft plan.

Response: We appreciate the support for our past
efforts and the proposed plan.

7.1.3.19.  Waterskiing

# Comment: I support the reduction of water skiing
areas.

Response: We appreciate the support of the pro-
posed action. However, after hearing comments
from other visitors, we have modified our pro-
posed action and excluded some areas from our
original proposal. The areas that we have
excluded are sheltered from the wind and are
popular alternative with waterskiers when. 

7.1.3.20.  Collection of Wild Plant Foods

# Comment: Collection of wild plant foods for per-
sonal use should be stopped. The native plants
can be used for personal financial gain. The tax-
payers who own this land believe this destroys
the area. I don’t think you should be able to take
anything from this area. It is not compatible and,
in fact, is destructive.

Response: We have determined this use to be
compatible. Items collected are for personal use
only; no commercial activities are allowed. We do not
think this activity has significant harmful effects to

these renewable resources or the ecosystem. We
have seen no evidence of harm caused by collection
of wild plant foods for personal use.

7.1.3.21.  Recreation Fees

# Comment: Sierra Club opposes the "Fee Demo"
program being used on our national parks, for-
ests and refuges. Instead, we support the ade-
quate funding of the FWS and of the Refuge, and
deplore the trend of Congress to cut the budgets
for the FWS and other national land management
agencies. We understand why land managers
would latch onto user fees to make up for budget
cuts. However, these user fees are another tool
being used by commercial recreation interests to
worm their way into using more and more of our
public resources for their private profit. This can
easily lead to high impact recreation pushing out
the low impact, wildlife related recreation that is
supposed to be the focus of recreation on wildlife
refuges.

Response: Whether to collect fees from visitors
on public lands is a persistent and ongoing
national debate. You have correctly identified
Congress as a key entity in this debate. The
authority for the sale and disposition of recre-
ation user fees is found in the Federal Lands
Recreation Enhancement Act (From the 2005
Consolidated Appropriations Act (PL 108-447)
signed into law by President Bush on December
8, 2004). The new authority limits recreation fee
collection to the NWRS and this authority will
expire December 2014. It the policy of the Ser-
vice to collect recreation user fees on NWRS land
wherever feasible, practical, and cost effective.
Our fee collection at the Refuge meets these
three criteria. The Service policy is to manage all
recreation fees to help achieve the purposes of
the National Wildlife Refuge System and the
National Wilderness Preservation System; and
provide revenue to support operation, mainte-
nance, and expansion of wildlife-dependent rec-
reational use opportunities (hunting, fishing,
wildlife observation and photography, environ-
mental education and interpretation) for visitors
to the NWRS. 

# Comment: People who most need free, public rec-
reation will be the people who are excluded
because they cannot afford the fees. The Refuge
should have one free day per week, when anyone,
regardless of income, can use the public lands of
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the refuge. When access is granted to the public,
the access should not be determined by the abil-
ity to pay.

Response: The current entrance fees for Crab
Orchard Refuge are $2.00 for a day pass, $5.00
for a week pass, and $15.00 for an annual pass.
Fees are set based on comparisons with prices
and services offered by other public agencies and
private entities. We think the refuge fees exclude
few people. Because most access to the Refuge is
by car, the fee is a small part of the total cost of a
visit when the cost of transportation is figured in.
The Refuge currently offers nine (9) free days
during the year. These days coincide with Earth
Day, National Free Fishing Days, Public Lands
Days, National Hunting and Fishing Day, and
National Wildlife Refuge Week. All of the Refuge
interpretive programs such as Eagles Days and
Wildflower Walks are also free. Entrance fees
are not charged to anyone visiting the visitor cen-
ter or using the observation platform and the
photo blind on Route 148.

# Comment: A single entrance fee is discussed in
several places in this document. Table 1 on page
29 shows twelve fees. What is meant by a single
entrance fee - one for each type of visitor?

Response: The text that refers to a “single
entrance fee” is wrong. We will edit the text in
the Final EIS. The table on page 29 correctly
reflects our proposal. Congress passed an act
during our planning that changed how we pro-
pose to collect fees. The table was updated, but
not the text. Entrance fees provide access into a
recreation site and user fees authorize a visitor to
use specific facilities, programs or resources
sponsored by a recreation site. We collected fees
in the past as user fees under authority of the
Omnibus Consolidated Rescissions and Appro-
priations Act of 1996. The Service is now collect-
ing fees under the authority of the Federal Lands
Recreation Enhancement Act (REA), which was
a part of the 2005 Consolidated Appropriations
Act (PL 108-447). In the language of the REA a
user fee is referred to as an expanded amenity
recreation fee.  To meet the direction of the REA,
we are now going to collect an entrance fee and
an expanded amenity recreation fee for boat
launching facilities and quota hunts. The pro-
posed fee schedule in Table 1 reflects the multi-
ple categories and classifications for how the

entrance fee can be paid and the user fees for
boat launching. Our proposal is consistent with
the standard schedule for most refuges.

# Comment: As I understand it, the fee program is
to generate funds for "improvements" on the ref-
uge. While this sounds admirable, I question
when the fee program will end and these
improvements stop. Improvements often times
become urban sprawl development type that ulti-
mately detracts from the mission of a wildlife ref-
uge. As we continue to collect user fees, we need
to create more improvements to justify the user
fee creating a never ending circle. Even some-
thing benign as improvements in the boat ramp
parking areas create large light pollution from
security lights that can be seen for miles. A care-
ful planning program is needed to prevent an
“urban sprawl city park type developmen” in the
quest for tourism dollars.

Response: The Fish and Wildlife Service is cur-
rently drafting guidelines that will require each
refuge collecting recreation fees to develop a five
year business plan for the expenditure of recre-
ation fees. The Federal Lands Recreation
Enhancement Act specifies how refuges can
expend funds from recreation fees. On the Ref-
uge we envision better, not more, facilities. We
plan to concentrate on repair, maintenance, and
facility enhancement related directly to visitor
enjoyment, visitor access, and health and safety
during the life of the CCP. Our proposed consoli-
dation of facilities is counter to the notion of
sprawl.

# Comment: Are the charges for the human activi-
ties sufficient to pay for the full costs of the facili-
ties? If this area starts making itself into a public
recreation park, then the wildlife and birds are
negatively impacted. I thought this was a "wildlife
refuge".  Is there some change in mission?

Response: Recreation fees do not cover the full
cost of facilities or services. The Refuge’s opera-
tions and maintenance budget and volunteers
also contribute to providing for visitor services.
For a discussion of the purposes of the Refuge
and mission of the System, see “Purposes of Ref-
uge vs. Refuge System” section in the response
to comments.

# Comment: The proposed fees on page 29 seem
extremely low. They should be ramped up by one
thousand per cent. If hunting continues, I would
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like to see a hunting license fee to be paid by any-
one who steps into this refuge to cost $500.00 per
year. You are running this refuge with a focus on
hunting/killing so these gun wackos should start
paying the freight.

Response: Our proposed fee schedule follows the
standard schedule for most Refuges. We do not
agree with your suggested fee for hunting. The
National Wildlife Refuge System Improvement Act
of 1997 directs us to consider hunting as a priority
general public use and to give it priority consider-
ation in planning and management. The Act encour-
ages us to find ways to permit hunting, if it is
compatible. We have found hunting to be compatible
at Crab Orchard National Wildlife Refuge. The fee
you suggest is inconsistent with our direction to
facilitate this priority general public use.

7.1.3.22.  Law enforcement

# Comment: Law enforcement should be increased
on the Refuge. There has been inadequate
enforcement of fishing regulations on Refuge
waters. Some anglers feel they can do anything
since they will not be checked. The lack of law
enforcement in the Wilderness and other areas
has indicated to the public that the Refuge
doesn't care. So, all types of unauthorized activi-
ties have been increasing that adversely affect
the quality of experiences on the Refuge and the
public perception of the Refuge and the Service.
Law enforcement must be increased and empha-
sis on what efforts are conducted need to be
changed. Drugs and indecent exposures are prob-
lems, but trespass, illegal sized fish and habitat
destruction should not be allowed on the Refuge.
More law enforcement needed to enforce no wake
zones. 

Response: We agree that more enforcement is
needed. Our proposed action includes plans to
increase law enforcement staffing above the cur-
rent levels. Increased staffing, though, is depen-
dent on increased budget allocations.

7.1.3.23.  Sailboarding/windsurfing

# Comment: There is a need for year round access
and better places/facilities for windsurfing.

Response: The facilities for windsurfing and sail-
boarding are currently located at Playport Marina.
Individuals docking boats at this facility have year-
round access. At this time there are no plans to
establish additional windsurfing facilities; however,

this should not preclude launching at pubic boat
ramps and the use of sailboards on waters open to
their use.

7.1.3.24.  ATVs

# Comment: Thrill craft, such as ATVs, should not
be used on the refuge. The inefficient two-stroke
engines of ATVs spew out as much as 30 percent
of their fuel unburned. The noise these machines
make is incompatible with wildlife and also with
all of the priority recreation uses of the refuge.
The damage ATVs create on soils and vegetation
can be extreme. ATV use may disturb the nesting
of the bald eagles, and even discourage some
eagles from nesting on the refuge, especially if
the nesting population continues to increase. The
nature of these machines encourages irresponsi-
ble, reckless and inconsiderate behavior in the
riders. Refuge managers should put high fines
($1000 fines, as recommended by federal judge
Gilbert) on the illegal use of ATVs on the refuge
or to confiscate the ATVs of people riding ille-
gally and causing damage on the refuge. It takes
such extreme measures to discourage ATV rid-
ers. Swift action is needed, or the illegal ATV mis-
use and damage will continue to increase.
Conservation Police Officers who patrol state
owned Illinois DNR land have the authority to
confiscate boats and other property of people who
flout the state wildlife conservation laws. The
FWS should do the same.

Response: ATV use, in general, is not permitted
on the Refuge. We do not propose expanding the
use of ATVs by the public on the Refuge. We cur-
rently issue a very limited number of special use
permits to people with disabilities authorizing
them to use specific roads in a limited area for
specific activities. The Refuge policy on ATV use
is much more restrictive than on adjacent Forest
Service or Illinois DNR lands. Enforcement of
unauthorized ATV use on the Refuge is ongoing.
Refuge officers do not have the latitude to assess
high fines for illegal ATV use. They are required
to follow an established schedule of fines.  

# Comment: On page 323, the CCP/DEIS states:
“The refuge issues several special use permits
annually to disabled deer hunters authorizing
them to use an ATV on designated routes for
access.” These special use permits raise a red
flag. The U.S. Forest Service has a handicap ATV
program on Shawnee National Forest, which has
expanded to include over 1200 handicap permits.
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These permits allow the riders to ride on any trail
in the forest and allow the handicapped rider to
be accompanied by another person on a second
ATV. The reason there are so many handicap per-
mits on SNF is because it is very easy to get a
physician to write a letter saying the person has a
handicap. In other words, the program is very
much abused on SNF, because the Forest Service
has made it too easy to get a handicap ATV per-
mit. For that reason, we oppose any use of ATVs
on the refuge, including use by handicapped
hunters. It can prove to be a slippery slope. At
the very least, the FWS should make sure there
is a test that screens out all but the truly handi-
capped hunters to ride ATVs on the Refuge. The
FWS should designate a strict route for the ATVs
and limit the handicapped hunting on the Refuge
to short time periods. Do the ATV riders use
trails or roads on the refuge, or a combination of
both? How many days are handicapped hunters
allowed to hunt on the Refuge? Does another
hunter accompany the handicapped hunter on
another ATV? What are the criteria to qualify for
the handicapped hunter special use ATV permit?

Response: The Refuge policy on ATV use allows
riders who meet the Illinois DNR disability stan-
dard set forth in the State Hunting Digest to
request a special use permit for use on approxi-
mately 3.5 miles of established service roads in
the open area of the Refuge. Riders must stay on
these established roads. Only disabled hunters
who are not afforded a special disabled hunting
area on the Refuge are eligible for permits. We
do not allow another person to accompany the
permittee on a separate ATV. Enforcement of
unauthorized ATV use on the Refuge is ongoing.
Fewer than 10 disabled ATV permits have been
issued on the Refuge in each of the last 5 years. 

# Comment: An ATV trail should be established on
or instead of the horse trail, because ATV’s cause
less erosion.

Response: There are currently no authorized
horse trails on the Refuge. The equestrian trail
that is proposed will go through the Crab
Orchard Wilderness, where ATVs would not be
allowed. Areas where we do allow limited ATV
use by hunters with disabilities are established
roads where erosion is not likely to occur.

7.1.3.25.  Personal Watercraft (Jet Skis)

# Comment: Personal watercraft should not be
allowed on the refuge. The inefficient two-stroke
engines of jet skis spew out as much as 30 percent
of their fuel unburned. Research has shown that
one jet-ski driven for 8 hours emits as much pol-
lution as a car driven for 100,000 miles. The noise
these machines make is incompatible with wildlife
and also with all of the priority recreation uses of
the refuge. Jet ski users greatly increase the dan-
ger of accidents on the lake, and interfere with
priority uses of the Refuge, such as fishing and
wildlife observation. They are incompatible with
swimming, canoeing and other recreation that is
allowed on the lake. In addition, the nature of
these machines encourages irresponsible, reck-
less and inconsiderate behavior in the riders.
Conservation Police Officers who patrol state
owned IDNR land have the authority to confis-
cate boats and other property of people who flout
the state wildlife conservation laws. We don't see
any reason why the FWS shouldn't do the same.
As the surrounding areas develop more residen-
tial and commercial properties, there will proba-
bly be increased pressure to allow more types of
recreational use on the lakes. Limits need to be
set NOW to preserve the objective of caring for
wildlife. The need to confine the use of such craft
to designated areas will put a strain on law
enforcement staff.

Response: The portion of Crab Orchard Lake
east of the Wolf Creek Road causeway is closed
to all watercraft seasonally to protect migratory
waterfowl. Additional no-wake zones are pro-
posed east of the Route 148 causeway and in
many fingers off of the main body of the lake. We
do not expressly prohibit any kind of watercraft,
although no-wake zones do preclude the use of
fast-moving watercraft in portions of the lake.
We think the proposed no-wake zoning will
reduce the risk of accidents on the lake and con-
flicts with other visitors. We intend to enforce
existing speed limits and rules governing the
allowable noise levels that apply to all watercraft
on the remainder of the lake.

7.1.3.26.  Rock Climbing

# Comment: Rock climbing should not be allowed on
the Refuge because of lack of supervision and
safety.
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Response: We appreciate the support of our pro-
posed action. We feel that better opportunities
for this activity exist at nearby locations.

7.1.3.27.  Scuba Diving

# Comment: Scuba diving should be allowed on the
refuge. Scuba diving is in tune with the mission of
the refuge since it can lead to many more diverse
areas like aquatic science. Also, law enforcement
could utilize the lakes to develop their own search
and rescue units. This would help the local econ-
omy.

Response: Swimming is prohibited in Devils
Kitchen Lake because the submerged trees are a
swimming hazard that can not be properly
marked. The lack of water clarity in Crab
Orchard Lake is not conducive to scuba diving.
Little Grassy Lake is the only Refuge lake where
scuba diving would be feasible and swimming is
allowed. Because of potential conflicts with group
camp users and recreational anglers, we do not
think that recreational scuba diving would be
appropriate on Little Grassy Lake. Scuba diving,
as part of search and rescue training, has been
and can be authorized on the Refuge with a spe-
cial use permit issued by the refuge manager. We
don’t think that the numbers of people involved
in scuba diving would contribute measurably to
the local economy when compared to other recre-
ational uses that can be promoted.

7.1.3.28.  Reducing Recreational Opportunities

# Comment: The October 2005 Project Update
states that "Citizens were concerned about the
loss of recreational opportunities and lack of sup-
port for recreation by the Refuge." This concern
is highly exaggerated. The public is offered
extensive recreational opportunities by the Ref-
uge and takes full advantage of them. Many peo-
ple consider the Refuge to be a public park rather
than a wildlife refuge.

Response: We have heard from people through-
out the planning process that recreational oppor-
tunities on the Refuge are fewer than they once
were. Recreational facilities and sites have been
reduced. The perception and challenge of provid-
ing for recreation arises, in our view, because rec-
reation is one of the purposes of the Refuge. And,
when the Refuge was established the Service
recognized several non-wildlife-dependent recre-
ation activities as appropriate. The Refuge has
been challenged to provide for all recreation

when competing for funds within an agency with
a wildlife focus. The proposed action to consoli-
date and improve facilities is an attempt to recog-
nize the desire for non-wildlife-dependent
recreation and the realities of the agency’s bud-
get.

# Comment: Over the years we have witnessed
diminishing recreational opportunities on the
Refuge. There are fewer picnicking and swim-
ming opportunities. Parts of the refuge should
remain open all year to recreational opportuni-
ties. The Image Marina and the gates at Cam-
brian Neck should be reopened to the public. 

Response: Approximately 23,000 acres, or more
than half of the total Refuge acreage, is open
year-round to the public. In addition, portions of
the restricted use area are open for special hunts,
auto tours, and wildlife observation events. Our
plan is to maintain and improve picnicking in the
recreational areas at Greenbrier, Wolf Creek
Road, Harmony Trail, Playport Marina, Devils
Kitchen and the former Images Marina site. The
former Carterville and Lookout Point Beach
areas are still open to the general public, but are
not maintained as recreation areas. These
beaches were operated several years as a part of
the Crab Orchard Campground concession con-
tract. They were removed from the contract on
request of the concessionaire because of liability
concerns and increased maintenance and operat-
ing expenses. The Refuge did not have the per-
sonnel or funds to operate and maintain the
facilities at a level where visitors would have an
enjoyable experience. Images Marina and Cam-
bria Neck are open to the public as day-use
areas.  Because of serious law enforcement issues
in the past, Cambria Neck will be managed as a
walk-in picnic area until such time that the picnic
facilities can be re-located to a renovated day-use
area at the former Images Marina site.   

7.1.4  Industry

# Comment: Although industry was located on part
of the refuge land before Congress designated
that land as part of Crab Orchard Refuge, indus-
try is still inherently incompatible with preserva-
tion of wildlife. We are concerned with the
impacts on the wildlife of air, water, noise and
light pollution and truck traffic associated with
the industry. We urge the FWS to steadily
decrease the amount of industry on the refuge
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through attrition. We agree with others that most
of the industry on the Refuge would be better sit-
uated within one of the small cities in the area.

Response: Public Law 80-361 established the
purposes of the Refuge, including industry. Our
preferred alternative supports maintaining the
existing industrial tenants, and as they depart, if
buildings remain suitable, the Refuge would seek
new tenants. Also, as buildings are deemed
unsuitable, they will be removed. Our tenants are
bound by either a Lease Contract or Special Use
Permit, which dictate the terms and conditions
they are to adhere to, including environmental
compliance. In our approach we are seeking a
balance among the purposes of the Refuge,
responsible use of existing facilities with an
awareness of environmental and social impacts.

# Comment: Existing tenants are expected/required
to upgrade and maintain leased facilities. This
appears to be an unreasonable and unusual
requirement as landlords usually provide proper
facilities in order for prospective tenants to con-
sider and be interested in leasing the facility. 

Response: Our requirements are outlined in the
individual Lease Contracts and/or Special Use
Permits. If the tenant or prospective tenant feels
the requirements are unreasonable, we are cer-
tain they would not agree to the terms and condi-
tions and would not use Refuge property. Given
our past and projected budget history, we think
that it is unlikely that we will have the funds to
upgrade industrial facilities. If we were to rely on
our own funding, industrial sites would soon dis-
appear from the Refuge. We are seeking to keep
the options open for our current and potential
industrial tenants by allowing them the opportu-
nity to upgrade the existing facilities.

# Comment: I urge that industrial buildings that
have reached the end of their useful lifetimes be
vacated and removed. While it may make sense to
issue leases to new businesses that can use cur-
rently viable buildings, I can see little value to the
Refuge in spending resources to bring poor-qual-
ity structures up to standard, or allowing the
businesses, themselves, to do so. In my opinion,
slowly discontinuing non-munitions industrial
activity is a positive long-term goal.

Response: We agree with this assessment for the
most part. However, we think that if a business
wants to upgrade and use a structure then we
should allow it to further meet our industrial pur-

pose specified in Public Law 80-361. As buildings
are deemed unsuitable, they will be removed as
suggested. 

# Comment: Industrial sites should be consolidated
and replacing tenants only if buildings are suit-
able for occupancy since industrial sites are part
of the mission. Careful selection of tenants is
important to assure that there are no more haz-
ardous waste disposals. Industries must be
required to conform to all health, safety and envi-
ronmental standards. Continue cleanup of con-
taminated areas.

Response: Our proposed action is consistent with
these points.

# Comment: The old industrial area adjacent to Blue
Heron Pond is a disgrace to the Refuge and
should be taken care of NOW. This area is con-
taminated and requires costly remedies. Since it
as built while under the control of the war depart-
ment, why should the refuge be saddled the full
reasonability of clean up? This is where all the
federal, state and local officials should band
together to hammer out a solution!

Response: We appreciate your opinion regarding
appropriation of funds toward various Refuge
endeavors. We have personnel at the Refuge
committed strictly to environmental clean up
activities under the Comprehensive Environmen-
tal Response, Compensation and Liability Act
(CERCLA), also known as “Superfund.”
Through the CERCLA staff ’s efforts, sites are
being remediated with funding from sources
including Department of the Interior and “Poten-
tially Responsible Parties” (PRPs).

# Comment: In the past, the munitions industry
operated in ignorance of their affect on the habi-
tat and wildlife. PCBs were used as heat transfer
agents. Prior to the discovery of their toxicity in
1976, and the subsequent ban, 1.5 billion pounds
of PCBs were manufactured in the United States
alone. We are almost guaranteed that additional
discoveries of the harmful effects of industry to
our public lands will happen in the future. A
national wildlife refuge with the ecological values
of Crab Orchard is no place for such a risky gam-
ble with our natural resources. It is ludicrous to
consider perpetuating this ill-considered use of
refuge land, given all the new information about
the effects of the munitions industry and their
landfill waste on human health, wildlife and the
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condition of the land. If the Service continues to
promote the munitions industry, a dangerous pre-
cedent could be set that will weaken the spirit of
the 1997 Refuge Improvement Act. If there is
only one lesson to be learned from the allowance
of industry on a refuge, it is that the effects cause
severe environmental damage that is costly to
clean up. The short-term benefits of industry are
far outweighed by the incalculable long-term
losses caused by soil and water contaminations.

Response: We appreciate your concern. The
munitions manufacturer located on the Refuge,
General Dynamics, follows strict environmental
compliance guidelines. The company’s Environ-
mental, Health and Safety Policy, as well as its
ISO 14000 certification demonstrate General
Dynamics’ commitment to protecting human
health, the environment and our natural
resources.

# Comment: Clearly, when industry was included in
Public Law 80-361, it was done so as a secondary
aim, under the misguided belief that healthy wild-
life and the munitions industry could co-exist on
refuge lands. The harmful ramifications of that
decision had not yet been observed. While we
encourage the CCP's proposal to relocate non-
munitions industry to industrial parks, as out-
lined in Alternative C, the exclusion of the muni-
tions industry is an unacceptable omission.

Response: Public Law 80-361 established four
equal purposes: wildlife conservation, agricul-
ture, recreation and industry. The Refuge
Improvement Act of 1997 states that: “…if a con-
flict exists between the purposes of a refuge and
the mission of the System, the conflict shall be
resolved in a manner that first protects the pur-
poses of the refuge, and, to the extent practica-
ble, that also achieves the mission of the
System.” As stated on page viii of the Draft EIS/
CCP, “We think that, overall, we are meeting the
intent of the law…We determined that all exist-
ing activities are compatible.” See also the previ-
ous comment and response related to
environmental health.

# Comment: We are alarmed and strongly disagree
that the Service's preferred alternative (Alterna-
tive E) sanctions industry on the Refuge by
allowing new tenants to move into vacated facili-
ties and maintain practices that damage the Ref-

uge (CCP, p.54). The language in Public Law 80-
361 should be read to promote wildlife conserva-
tion first.

Response: We do not condone nor intend to allow
tenants to “maintain practices that damage the
Refuge” and will hold them to the strictest envi-
ronmental standards. Public Law 80-361 estab-
lished four equal purposes for the Crab Orchard
National Wildlife Refuge: wildlife conservation,
agriculture, recreation and industry. 

# Comment: The purpose of the Crab Orchard Ref-
uge first and foremost states that the Refuge was
established “for the conservation of wildlife”
(Public Law 80-361). Although the purpose also
includes the development of agricultural, recre-
ation and industry, they are listed subsequent to
wildlife conservation and can thus be understood
as secondary purposes. The language in the pur-
pose of the Refuge clearly delineates conserva-
tion as its own distinct value. By upholding
industry, while failing its commitment to wildlife
conservation, the Refuge is not within the bounds
of the law. It can therefore be inferred that any
other activity prohibiting wildlife conservation is
illegal and inappropriate on Refuge land.

Response: We do not agree. Public Law 80-361
established four equal purposes for the Crab
Orchard National Wildlife Refuge. The hearing
record associated with the law does not support
the claim that Congress considered the conserva-
tion of wildlife as a dominant purpose. Addition-
ally, the four purposes are not always listed in the
same order in Public Law 80-361. While the pur-
poses of the Refuge might not seem compatible
with the mission of the National Wildlife Refuge
System (System), the purposes take precedence
over the mission of the System. We feel that over-
all we are meeting the intent of the law.

# Comment: The Service can not allow the operation
of facilities that damage natural resources on the
Refuge, while simultaneously honoring the Ref-
uge's clear purpose to conserve wildlife. Industry
detracts from the Refuge purpose by converting
land away from wildlife habitat and emitting haz-
ardous materials in ecologically sensitive lands.
By supporting the munitions industry, the Refuge
violates the overall mission of the Refuge system
and its wildlife first mandate. The final CCP
should eliminate all industry on the Refuge.
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Response: We do not agree with this interpreta-
tion of Public Law 80-361. The four purposes
were established as equal purposes. We do not
intend to fail in our commitment to wildlife con-
servation while concurrently supporting the
other three purposes. See the last section of the
response and comments for a further discussion
of refuge purposes and system mission.

# Comment: Chapter 2.5 of the CCP lists alterna-
tives that were considered but not analyzed in
detail. Among these is the alternative to: "[h]ave
the industrial purpose removed from refuge pur-
poses." The CCP explains that the Service did not
seriously analyze this alternative because of the
potential economic impact such a transition would
incur. Specifically, the draft states: "The removal
of industry as a purpose would be seen as a threat
to the local economy (CCP, p. 21)." We are baffled
that the Service reached this sweeping conclusion
without an appropriate economic study. National
wildlife refuges are to protect and conserve wild-
life and natural resources - not to uphold the local
industrial economy. Two compelling reasons con-
found the argument that economic necessity
prompts the retention of industry in the Refuge.
First, an agreement to relocate industries to
industrial parks would retain their presence
within Williamson County and thus avoid any
adverse effects to the economy (CCP, p. 160). As
the CCP states, there are several nearby indus-
trial parks that are suitable relocation sites for
industrial manufacturing (CCP, p. 54). Secondly,
the Refuge itself is a stimulant to the local econ-
omy. Freed of industry, visitation would most
likely increase, as would profits to both the Ref-
uge and to surrounding business.

Response: The effect on the local economy and
jobs was one part of our consideration. Another
part of our consideration that we noted was that
“suitable infrastructure still exists on the Refuge
to support the munitions industry.” While most
industries can relocate to industrial parks, the
munitions industry is limited in its location due to
safety and security concerns. It seems to us that
the decision to not pursue this option is a basic
and simple one, which does not require an eco-
nomic study. Congressional action is required to
change the purpose of the Refuge. Because of the
economic effect and existing munitions industry
infrastructure, we saw little likelihood of support
from the community and Congress in removing
the industrial purpose from the Refuge.

# Comment: The Refuge should not be placed in
competition with industry or the local economy.
Crab Orchard Refuge is a dominant force in the
community both because of its economic contri-
bution and because it provides quality of life. In
fact, Crab Orchard Refuge is among the most
highly visited refuges in the nation. Furthermore,
there are ways to compensate for any potential
short-term, lost income to the Refuge. After all,
in both the 2002 and 2004 Banking on Nature
reports, the majority of visitors revealed they
would have spent more money on their refuge
trips. Banking on Nature indicates that the great-
est stimulus to the local economy is generated by
out-of-town visitors. An attractive tourism
scheme could help bring additional revenue to the
town.

Response: We agree that the Refuge contributes
to the local economy and the community’s quality
of life and that tourism can bring additional reve-
nue to the community. We do not agree, however,
that the Refuge is a dominant force in the econ-
omy. Our economic analysis showed that the Ref-
uge is a small part of the total economy of the
community. Although it is difficult to quantify, we
do think the Refuge’s influence on the quality of
life might more likely be characterized as signifi-
cant or dominant.

# Comment: The CCP highlights one additional rea-
son for the munitions industry's presence on the
Refuge: national defense. It is not the job of the
Service to “contribute to and support national
defense” as it claims in the CCP. Rather, it is the
mission of the Service to work “with others, to
conserve, protect and enhance fish, wildlife, and
plants and their habitats for the continuing bene-
fit of the American people” (http://www.fws.gov/
who/).

Response: We agree with your statement of the
Service’s mission. However, the Refuge has an
industrial purpose and it is our responsibility to
fulfill that purpose. We think that it makes sense
for us as managers of a federal facility to fulfill
the Refuge’s industrial purpose by supporting
national defense.

# Comment: We are pleased that the USFWS main-
tains a commitment to the industries located
within the refuge. While we recognize that it is
sometimes difficult to balance the existence of
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industry with the natural setting of the refuge,
we feel that the continued existence of these
employers is crucial to our regional economy.

Response: We appreciate the endorsement of our
approach and the proposed action.

# Comment: Industry should do no harm to the Ref-
uge. The General Dynamics facility may or may
not be doing harm-it’s hard to tell but certainly
the depleted uranium munitions production poses
a possible and deadly threat to the environment
and to Refuge staff, General Dynamics personnel,
and volunteers and visitors should there be an
accident.

Response: While we understand your concerns,
the munitions manufacturer located on the Ref-
uge, General Dynamics, follows strict environ-
mental compliance guidelines. The company’s
Environmental, Health and Safety Policy, as well
as its ISO 14000 certification demonstrate Gen-
eral Dynamics’ commitment to protecting human
health, the environment and our natural
resources.

7.1.5  Wilderness

# Comment: We urge the management of Crab
Orchard Refuge to adhere to the FWS Draft Wil-
derness Stewardship Policy, as follows: “We will
take action to prevent or minimize unnatural
sounds that adversely affect wilderness resources
or values or visitors' enjoyment of them.” 

I can be in the wilderness area and hear motorcy-
cles, chainsaws, trucks beeping, dogs barking
from Lake View Estates.

Response: Minimizing unnatural sounds in the
Crab Orchard Wilderness is an ongoing chal-
lenge that becomes more difficult as development
on adjacent private land increases. Under the
preferred alternative, the authorized boundary
of the Refuge would expand and adjacent lands
would be acquired from willing sellers by fee title
or easement. Additionally, restrictions on the use
of outboard motors in the southern end of Devils
Kitchen Lake are proposed under this alterna-
tive. The acquisition of lands adjacent to the Wil-
derness and re-zoning of the southern end of
Devils Kitchen Lake should help diminish unnat-
ural sounds in the Wilderness.

# Comment: We whole heartedly support adding the
two blocks of refuge land within the wilderness
area as designated wilderness. Section 6 of the

1964 Wilderness Act states: “The Secretary of
Agriculture may accept gifts or bequests of land
within wilderness areas designated by the Act for
preservation as wilderness.” This would also
apply to the Secretary of Interior. This section
probably means that the 120 acres acquired by
the FWS after designation of Crab Orchard Wil-
derness can automatically become wilderness,
and needs no act of Congress to designate these
acres as wilderness.

The Service is obligated to forward to Congress
any suitable recommendations in a Wilderness
Study Report that moves from the Refuge Direc-
tor through the Secretary of Interior and the
President (Fish and Wildlife Service Manual,
chapter 7, part 610). Wilderness designation is an
essential step in restoring and preserving the
natural conditions of the Crab Orchard Refuge
and strengthening the Wilderness Preservation
System in its entirety. It is an absolute priority
that the Service adheres to their objective to rec-
ommend wilderness designation within two years
after the approval of the CCP.

Response: Our interpretation of the gifts or
bequests clause is that it does not apply in this
instance because neither a gift nor bequest is
involved. We plan to recommend wilderness des-
ignation through the Secretary of the Interior
Department, Congress, and the President.

# Comment: The wilderness review identified a 558-
acre tract of land contiguous with the southern
boundary of the Crab Orchard Wilderness, which
was acquired by a 1979 land exchange with
Southern Illinois University. Although this tract
does not currently qualify to be designated as a
WSA because it does not meet the criteria for
naturalness, it does have value as potential wil-
derness. It is of utmost precedence that the Ser-
vice allows natural ecological succession to occur
and restore the area's natural wilderness charac-
ter for the eventual designation of the land as wil-
derness. This land should be able to be declared
part of the wilderness area by the Secretary of
Interior. The 1964 Wilderness Act (Section 6)
states: “The Secretary of Agriculture may also
accept gifts of bequests of land adjacent to wil-
derness areas designated by this Act for preser-
vation as wilderness if he has given sixty days
advance notice thereof to the President of the
Senate and the Speaker of the House of Repre-
sentatives.”
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Response: Additional removal of exotic plants
and debris needs to take place in order to accom-
plish restoration of this tract prior to being con-
sidered for designation as wilderness. Currently
this area does not meet the criteria for wilder-
ness designation. We do not think this land can be
accepted under the bequest clause. The land was
not acquired as a bequest.

# Comment: Benchmark conditions should have
been established right after the wilderness area
was designated in 1976. Management of an area
should be guided by the principle that wilderness
conditions should not be allowed to erode from
the benchmark conditions. If there are no bench-
mark conditions that were established, then
benchmark conditions should be established and
recorded as soon as possible.

Any human manipulation within the wilderness
should not be allowed until and unless a "mini-
mum tool analysis" has been conducted. Thus,
any horse trail within the Crab Orchard Wilder-
ness should not be allowed until an analysis of
appropriateness has been done, including a mini-
mum tool analysis. Attached is a worksheet for
the minimum tool analysis that we urge you to
use before taking management action in the Wil-
derness Area.

Response: We intend to follow all applicable laws
and policies in managing the Crab Orchard Wil-
derness.

# Comment: The “Wilderness Management Plan”
for the Crab Orchard Wilderness states: "Access
to the interior of the Wilderness will continue to
be permitted only to those on foot." We advocate
that the FWS keep this policy and limit horse
riding to the segment of the River to River Trail
proposed for the Wilderness, unless the FWS
decides that horse riding is an inappropriate use
for the Crab Orchard Wilderness.

The “Wilderness Management Plan” also states:
“An Enforcement Officer and vehicle are needed
for patrol of the Wilderness....” Since mechanized
vehicles are prohibited on wilderness by The Wil-
derness Act of 1964, it is illegal for an enforce-
ment officer to be patrolling with a vehicle,
unless he is patrolling the access points outside
the wilderness. We do urge the refuge manage-
ment to assign at least one enforcement officer to
patrol the Wilderness Area, just not on any
mechanized vehicle. If horses are to be allowed in
the Wilderness Area, it would be expeditious to

have a law enforcement officer on horse back to
patrol the area, although patrol on foot would be
adequate. Some Sierra Club members have
noted a deer stand in a tree in the wilderness
area, which is illegal.

Response: Our preferred alternative includes
plans to increase law enforcement staffing above
the current levels. We anticipate that Refuge
officers will patrol the Wilderness primarily on
foot as opposed to horseback. All Refuge person-
nel will abide by the general prohibition of
wheeled vehicles. While deer stands are allowed
in the open area of the Refuge, including the Wil-
derness, they must be removed at the end of each
day. 

# Comment: We advocate that the revised manage-
ment plan for the Wilderness include the follow-
ing paragraph from the management plan
written in 1979: "Once the restoration work is
completed in the Wilderness, securing adequate
personnel and funding on a continued basis will
be absolutely essential for maintaining the Area
in a wilderness condition. The Area is entirely too
small and has too much access to be managed by
a "hands-off' policy. With adequate funding the
wilderness character can be preserved at the cur-
rent level of public use. If this use becomes exces-
sive, additional funds will be required to
implement a program to control the numbers of
people using the Area." It seems to us that a
“hands-off ” policy has taken over in recent years,
and allowed user-made horse trails and ATV use
to degrade the wilderness resource and charac-
ter. We strongly urge the refuge management to
devote more funds and resources to management
of the Wilderness.

Response: We will keep the recommendation in
mind as we revise the Wilderness Management
Plan.

# Comment: While it is imperative to be expeditious
in taking management actions in the CO Wilder-
ness, it is also imperative to use the “minimum
tool analysis” procedure before taking action.
Some in the management team at CONWR have
expressed the desire to use bulldozers for trail
work in the CO Wilderness. This is another slip-
pery slope and blurs the "bright line" put forth by
the 1964 Wilderness Act, which prohibits motors
in wilderness areas. First might be a small bull-
dozer, then someone decides a large bulldozer
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would do the job better, next someone will be tak-
ing a dump truck with stones down the trail. It's
best not to start on that path!

Response: We intend to follow all applicable laws
and policies in managing the Crab Orchard Wil-
derness. Benchmark conditions will be estab-
lished and a minimum tool analysis will be
conducted before any trail construction begins in
the area. We do not intend to use any heavy
equipment in the Wilderness.

# Comment: Page x: Under Wilderness, no revision
of the 1985 Wilderness Management Plan is
needed until an accurate assessment of the antici-
pated adverse impacts are described and evalu-
ated. 

Response: We intend to thoroughly assess the
impacts of constructing and maintaining a path in
the Wilderness as part of the River to River Trail
for use by equestrians and hikers prior to its offi-
cial designation. We would also need to revise the
1985 Wilderness Management Plan to authorize
horseback riding before designating the River to
River Trail.

# Comment: Updating the management plan will
also fulfill the requirement by the National Wild-
life Refuge System Improvement Act of 1997 that
the Secretary of Interior must: “maintain the bio-
logical integrity, diversity, and environmental
health of the National Wildlife Refuges” (16
U.S.C. § 668dd (a)(4)(B)). The Service has appro-
priately recognized that such values are best
overall maintained by designating certain areas
as wilderness. However, unmanaged horseback
riding and gas motor usage should be banned
within the Refuge's wilderness because they are
detrimental to wilderness values and in direct
violation of The Wilderness Act.

Response: The issue of unmanaged horseback
riding will be addressed under the preferred
alternative. Gas motors, either on boats or land
vehicles, have never been allowed within the Wil-
derness.

# Comment: Please let the 1985 Wilderness Manage-
ment Plan remain unaltered. 

Response: The Crab Orchard Wilderness Man-
agement Plan (1985) states: “No trail construc-
tion will be undertaken in the future.”
Horseback use and trails have developed incon-
sistent with the existing Wilderness Manage-
ment Plan. In 1993, The River to River Trail

Society sought permission to realign the River to
River Trail from public, paved roads to a route
through the Wilderness.  Because the preferred
alternative includes this new trail alignment,
changes to the existing equestrian use regula-
tions, and additional land to be included in the
Wilderness, the Wilderness Management Plan
will need to be revised.

# Comment: Trail development in the wilderness
should be kept to a minimum. 

Response: Under the preferred alternative, only
one trail – the River to River Trail – would be
designated in the Wilderness. 

# Comment: Support the designation of the addi-
tional 120 acres of Wilderness, but only if you
intend, and have the backbone, to protect it as
Wilderness. The wilderness area is being
degraded by horses, and I am opposed to what it
will look like in the distant future if your pro-
posed horse use becomes part of the plan. 

While I think it’s admirable to extend the wilder-
ness area, I think putting a horse trail through it
really goes against the original intent of this spe-
cial designation. The horse trail at Giant City has
become a huge gully due to use when the ground
is wet, and it really splits the habitat and affects
the scenic beauty. I realize the horse lobby is
powerful in Illinois, but with the whole Shawnee
to ride in, I don’t think one group of users should
be able to change the definition of what wilder-
ness is. 

Response: Under the preferred alternative, user-
made horse trails would no longer be allowed.
Horseback riding will be limited to the desig-
nated River to River Trail, and access will be
from established trailheads only. The trail will be
designed and constructed to minimize damage
from equestrian traffic. Also, seasonal closures
will be enforced during wet periods to further
minimize the damage within the Wilderness.

# Comment: I am not totally against having wilder-
ness areas, but I do disagree with how they are
maintained. I disagree with the concept of abso-
lutely no motorized or wheeled vehicles. I believe
that wildlife personal should be able to patrol
these areas with ATVs. More importantly, they
should be allowed to use equipment to establish
food plots and nesting areas for wildlife. Since the
early 1970s, I have spent a lot of time hunting and
hiking in the areas now designated as wilderness.
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I will admit that it is good for some species of
wildlife, but it has been detrimental to others.
The deer and turkey populations have thrived,
though I do feel that the quality of deer has
decreased. But where once there were many cov-
eys of quail and countless rabbits, none now exist
due to the change in the habitat. Being able to
maintain food plots and grass fields for nesting
instead of letting it grow up into a tangled mess of
thickets would benefit all the wildlife.

Response: The Wilderness Act generally prohib-
its the use of motorized vehicles in the Wilder-
ness. Maintaining artificial food plots and early
successional habitat would not be appropriate in
the Wilderness. Many other areas of the Refuge,
including agricultural fields, pastures, prairie
and young forests, are managed to provide habi-
tat for deer, quail, rabbits, migratory birds and
other wildlife. As natural succession takes place
and forests mature, it is common for wildlife spe-
cies that prefer early successional stages to
decline while those that prefer later successional
stages increase in abundance. 

7.1.6  Research Natural Areas

# Comment: Research Natural Areas (RNAs)
should be protected from any activities that
would threaten the native vegetation or features
that distinguish these areas, including the closing
the areas to the public, if necessary. These areas
should be used to educate the public to appreciate
and value the native plants, animals and other
features of these areas, as long as the use would
not damage their natural values. Outings with
refuge interpreters should be conducted in order
to learn more about the RNAs on the refuge.

Response: We see no need to close RNAs to pub-
lic use at this time because no threats have been
identified. Most of the RNAs are located in the
restricted use area, thus public use is very low.
Two RNAs that warrant close monitoring are
Devils Kitchen Dam RNA and Devils Kitchen
Lake RNA; the former because the popular
Rocky Bluff Trail traverses the area and the lat-
ter because it currently receives a fair amount of
horse traffic. We are open to the suggestion of
conducting outings for environmental interpreta-
tion; in fact, many visitors enjoy the spring wild-
flower walks we conduct along Rocky Bluff Trail.

7.1.7  Land Exchange with SIU

# Comment: The land swap (Alternative B) proposal
would lead to excessive commercialization and
increase the level of recreation that is not wildlife
related. It could easily lead to unacceptable dis-
turbance of wildlife and wildlife-related recre-
ation. We also oppose any long-term lease that
would lead to the excessive commercialization
that has been proposed by people at SIU-C and
others. We are concerned that, even though the
land swap with SIU-C was found unfeasible,
some people will continue the pursuit of the pro-
posal to build commercial facilities such as a
hotel, marina, restaurant, water park, par 3 golf
course, etc. on Crab Orchard Lake by leasing the
land from the FWS. Likewise, we are concerned
that the FWS will find such an arrangement hard
to resist, because it would provide more revenue
for running the refuge. We are opposed to such
commercialization and privatization of public
land.

Response: We have noted your concern. The CCP,
which does not include the land exchange or long-
term lease proposal, is the document we intend to
follow for the next fifteen years. If proposals
were considered to build commercial facilities of
the magnitude suggested, the CCP would need to
be revised and public notice and involvement
would be a part of the planning process.

# Comment: The draft CCP does not describe prac-
tical or effective management of the lands to be
acquired from SIU under Alternative B.

Response: We did not pursue more detailed habi-
tat planning for the lands to be acquired in a
potential land exchange when it became clear
that an exchange was not feasible due to unequal
land values.

# Comment: It is unusual and bothersome that the
Service thinks that Southern Illinois University
(SIU) can construct, operate and maintain recre-
ation facilities. That is totally inappropriate use of
education funding, student tuition and fees and
university staff. The exchange would result in
“urban sprawl development.” There is adequate
infrastructure available in the surrounding com-
munities for those needing such accommodations.
The refuge should be seen as a refuge from urban
sprawl and development for humans. Not consid-
ered, or at least not mentioned in the text, is the
fragmenting of the Refuge by removing a sub-
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stantial amount of land along the largest lake on
the Refuge and allowing the major development
of non-refuge recreation facilities. The DEIS
does not address the significant adverse impacts
that would be caused by such action.

Response: In considering the land exchange as a
valid alternative, we considered the proposal by
Southern Illinois University as a good faith pro-
posal. We have no reason to doubt their sincerity
or ability to carry out their proposal. In looking
at the proposal we recognized the potential for
considerable development in the northwest cor-
ner of the Refuge and recognized that this is not
the traditional role of a national wildlife refuge.
We saw positive aspects to the development in
that it would better provide non-wildlife-depen-
dent recreation than we have been able to pro-
vide. We thought with this general recreation
provided by another entity we would be able to
better concentrate on the System mission and
wildlife-dependent recreation. We recognized
that there would be trade-offs. We also recog-
nized that we would be forfeiting some wildlife
benefits in the exchange. We viewed the issue pri-
marily of giving up acres of habitat, rather than
as increasing fragmentation. The area already is
considerably fragmented and the land that would
be given up is essentially on a corner of the Ref-
uge and therefore would not degrade an existing
large block of forest or grassland. We think the
Draft EIS presents an adequate analysis for the
exchange as represented in Alternative B given
that it is not the proposed action.

# Comment: A positive aspect of a land exchange or
long-term lease agreement with SIU would be
that the purposes of the refuge could be better
served by letting SIU handle the public uses on
the 500 acres that would be transferred to SIU.

Response: We considered this point in evaluating
the alternatives. Please see the response to the
previous comment for a fuller discussion of the
topic.

7.1.8  Land Acquisition/Boundary 
Modification

# Comment: The proposal to purchase additional
land from will sellers will consolidate the refuge
lands and make it a more compact piece of land;
lower the size of the refuge boundary exposed to
possible incompatible uses; facilitate manage-
ment; prevent property from being lost forever to

housing and industrial development. Buying
inholdings from willing sellers should be the top
priority for land acquisition on the refuge.

Response: We appreciate the support for our pro-
posed action.

# Comment: The Rocky Bluff Trail and surrounding
area is probably the most natural, pristine area
on the refuge, evidenced by a profusion of native
spring flowers. In addition, the area has other
scenic features, such as a waterfall, interesting
rock formations and a clear stream adjacent to
the trail. Many of our members use the Rocky
Bluff Trail, especially in the spring. Some mem-
bers make weekly visits in April and May in order
to see all of the species in bloom. Sometimes our
group sponsors educational walks on the trail.
For the above reasons, this area is of special con-
cern to Sierra Club. One concern is that owners
of the inholding adjacent to the Rocky Bluff area
could negatively impact Rocky Bluff through
incompatible development. We think it is impor-
tant to safeguard against such development, and
also to provide a protective buffer for Rocky
Bluff. We advocate that the refuge management
continue efforts to arrange a land swap or out-
right purchase of the private inholding adjacent
to the Rocky Bluff area and trail. The trail has
already been re-routed and shortened because
part of the trail was on the property of the private
adjacent land owners. We advocate that acquisi-
tion of this inholding be ranked as a top priority
acquisition for the refuge, and that Refuge man-
agers find a way to make this land swap work.

Response: We agree. This inholding has been
identified as a high priority acquisition in the
Refuge Boundary Modification and Land Protec-
tion Plan. Lands may be exchanged or acquired
through fee title, lease or easement from willing
sellers only. 

# Comment: Doesn’t Congress have to act to change
any refuge boundary? Considerable public inter-
action has occurred in other expansions of ref-
uges when lands are removed from tax roles.

Response: Congressional action is not required to
change any refuge boundary. Since the Refuge
was established, the Service has acquired and
divested several parcels of land (Appendix L,
page 355 in the Draft EIS/CCP). The effects of
Refuge expansion on taxes is discussed in the
Draft EIS/CCP (page 144). Land acquired by the
Refuge would be taken off the county tax rolls.
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However, payments in lieu of taxes (revenue
sharing) would be made to the respective coun-
ties. These payments are expected to be nearly
equivalent to taxes.

# Comment: Why would there be “.. increased chal-
lenges..” if the Refuge boundary is not changed?
Without explanation, this is an unsupported
attempt to disregard this alternative.

Response: Increased challenges are expected
from pressures of more development and higher
density use. Other refuges in similar circum-
stances have experienced encroachment and con-
flicting uses when development nears the
boundary. The boundary modification would
allow the acquisition of inholdings from willing
sellers and moving segments of the boundary to
roads would better define the limits of the Ref-
uge. The boundary modification will increase the
efficiency of management, reduce incompatible
land uses, and enhance public use opportunities.

# Comment: My main concern is expansion of the
Crab Orchard National Wildlife Refuge under
the terms explained. This is one way expansion in
that land can be purchased but none sold as to
widen a highway like Route 13 in Williamson
County. I’m against any money being used for
expansion unless this ongoing problem is
changed.

Response: Since the Refuge was established, the
Service has acquired and divested several par-
cels of land (Appendix L, page 355 in the Draft
EIS/CCP). Highway projects that have occurred
on the Refuge include: Interstate 57, the comple-
tion of Highway 148, and widening Route 13 from
2 lanes to 4 lanes. 

# Comment: The Service has put forward the idea
of straightening their boundaries and also enter-
ing into conservation agreements with adjacent
landowners. I would be interested in acquiring
the 120 acres of land bordering on the east side of
the Refuge at a fair price.

Response: At this time, no lands on the east side
of the Refuge are for sale. The land is fulfilling
the purpose of the Refuge and the mission of the
Service in its present state.

# Comment: Do not acquire the non-contiguous land
west of Southern Illinois University’s Touch Of
Nature.

Response: The land west of Touch of Nature was
part of the land exchange proposed in Alterna-
tive B. We have no plans to acquire these lands
under our current proposal.

# Comment: Do not acquire more land, maintain the
land you have.

Response: We think the acquisition of lands from
willing sellers has the long-term benefits cited in
the Draft EIS and by supporters of the proposal
in the first comment under this topic. We will con-
tinue to do the best we can to maintain our lands
with the staff, resources, and partners available
to us.

7.1.9  Eliminate Area Designations

# Comment: We support the elimination of the area
designations in order to allow flexibility of man-
agement on the refuge.

Response: We appreciate the endorsement of our
proposed action.

# Comment: The changing of the classification of
areas will only change labels on maps. Manage-
ment responsibilities would be identified with
descriptions of activities and shown on maps
within the CCP. 

Response: We think the new classification will
make management of the Refuge and its use
clearer to visitors. We agree that descriptions
and maps would make the details of management
more clear. We expect to include more detail in
step-down plans for habitat management and vis-
itor services, which will follow the adoption of the
CCP.

# Comment: I see no harm in helping visitors feel
welcome in the Refuge but do not understand the
plan to do away with the former land classifica-
tion that indicates... “where wildlife would be
emphasized and where recreation would take
place.” Your intention is not clear. Stating... “We
propose to...treat the entire Refuge as one unit...”
sounds as if you plan to open all areas to recre-
ation. If this is the case I am strongly opposed.

Response: Our intention is to balance our man-
agement responsibilities across all portions of the
Refuge. Our draft plan states that wildlife man-
agement will be a major focus for all lands
encompassed by the boundaries of the Refuge
(page 28 of Draft EIS/CCP). Only the industrial
area of the Refuge, formerly known as Ordill,
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Area II or the Closed Area, would retain the des-
ignation of “restricted use area” because of
safety and security concerns.

# Comment: Your Draft Plan still does not abide by
the agreements set forth by the Galitian Count
settlement act, the Department of Defense (War
Department), the Agriculture Dept, and others
for continuing the Crab Orchard Creek Project.

Response: We assume the comment is referring
to the Gallatin Farms Resettlement Project
under which occupants of land bought by the gov-
ernment to construct Crab Orchard Lake could
receive assistance in resettling elsewhere. We
think the Service is fulfilling its obligations. We
know of no obligation to “continue the Crab
Orchard Creek Project.” Our direction comes
from the law that established the Refuge.

# Comment: As stated in the supporting documents
in 1946, Pro and Con for the passage of Public
Law 361, it clearly states that if all the various
departments agreed to the transfer of lands
(Public Law 361) to the Dept. of The Interior,
2200 acres of the 44000 plus in the Crab Orchard
Creek Project would be given to the Dept. of The
Interior for specific purpose of a closed Refuge.
This Refuge would provide for the protection and
a nesting place for the migratory waterfowl trav-
eling the Mississippi Flyway. The rest of these
acres would continue as the Crab Orchard Creek
Project. All of this land would be transferred to
The Dept. of The Interior and managed by the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. These documents
clearly state how you manage the Crab Orchard
Creek Project. 22,000 acres on the east side of
these lands if transferred (Public Law 361) will be
a refuge. The remaining 22,000 plus acres will
become the largest Recreation Facility in the
State of Illinois.

Response: We do not agree with this analysis and
interpretation of the hearing record for H.R.
3043 held by the Subcommittee on Conservation
of Wildlife Resources of the Committee on Mer-
chant Marine and Fisheries, House of Represen-
tatives, Eightieth Congress held May 21, June 4,
5, 13, 1947. Public Law 80-361, which was the out-
come of the hearing, transferred the Crab
Orchard Creek Project and Illinois Ordnance
Plant lands to the Department of the Interior
and directed the Secretary of the Interior to clas-
sify all of these lands to determine the most ben-

eficial use for “wildlife conservation, agricultural,
recreational, industrial, and related purposes”
(Appendix G, page 281 of the Draft EIS/CCP).

# Comment: You changed the management set forth
by Public Law 361. Over the years since 1947
your Refuge signs were moved to include the
areas (outside) of the Refuge so these areas
became Refuge. By congressional Law this was
illegal and still is. It takes an act of congress to
change Public 361 to change these (inside) (out-
side) boundariess. Your Draft CCP Plan should
not include the areas OUTSIDE of the Refuge.

Response: We disagree that the placement of
Refuge signs is illegal. Public Law 80-361 trans-
ferred the Crab Orchard Creek Project and Illi-
nois Ordnance Plant lands to the Department of
the Interior and directed the Secretary of the
Department of the Interior to classify all of these
lands to determine the most beneficial use for
“wildlife conservation, agricultural, recreational,
industrial, and related purposes” (Appendix G,
page 281 of the Draft EIS/CCP). The refuge
signs mark the boundary of the lands adminis-
tered by the Service. The refuge signs do not
designate the purpose of the lands that they
demarcate. 

# Comment: I remember when the lake was origi-
nally built and this is not what the government
promised us. Not only was the lake supposed to
be for wildlife, but there was to be a sense of bal-
ance with recreational access for all the southern
Illinois residents. What happened to that prom-
ise?

Response: We believe that management of the
Refuge does strike a balance among the four leg-
islated purposes: wildlife conservation, recre-
ation, agriculture, and industry.

7.1.10  Clean-up of Hazardous Waste on 
the Refuge

# Comment: Clean-up on the refuge should continue,
as long as it is done in an environmentally respon-
sible way.

Response: We are continuing our efforts to reme-
diate all known contaminated sites. Our methods
are designed to be environmentally responsible.

# Comment: Have the unexploded ordinance been
removed in all areas? I expect that some parts of
the Refuge will remain off limits to the public. 
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Response: The CERCLA personnel located at
the Refuge are continually working to identify as
well as remediate contaminant sites on the Ref-
uge. There was a clean up and removal of unex-
ploded ordnance between 1998 and 2000, and any
new discoveries will be removed and remediated
as well. There are some areas of concern that are
off limits for the safety of the public. 

7.1.11  Economics

# Comment: There is no mention of the effect of
hunting Canada Geese around the Refuge on the
economies of the two counties. A section needs to
be added that provides information on the eco-
nomic benefits that are realized by the hunting of
waterfowl, especially geese, in areas around the
Refuge.

Response: We recognize that economic benefits
are realized by the community from hunting near
the Refuge. We did not estimate these effects
because we are providing approximately the
same habitat for waterfowl, especially geese,
under all alternatives, and we do not expect any
alternative to measurably change the economic
benefit of hunting around the Refuge.

# Comment: There is no mention of how user fees or
funds from concessions or funds from industrial
tenants affect the economy. 

Response: The analyses, to the extent that the
data allow, are presented in Section 3.12 of the
EIS.

# Comment: There is no mention of the removal of
lands from tax roles in the discussion of the pre-
ferred alternative or in the socioeconomic discus-
sion.

Response: The topic is discussed in Section 4.7.7
of the EIS and Section 5.4 of Appendix L: Land
Protection Plan.

# Comment: Rental receipts from industrial tenants
are shown and discussed briefly. Are the total
receipts returned to the Refuge or just part of the
total? This reader did not find this subject or that
of receipts from concessions in the discussions of
economics.

Response: From 2001-2005, approximately 85%
of industrial receipts were returned to the Ref-
uge. Currently, 100% of fee payments from con-
cessionaires are returned to the Refuge.

# Comment: The preferred alternative contains
strategies that will change the anticipated
amounts of rental and concession receipts
received. These are economic impacts that need
to be addressed.

Response: If all industrial tenants other than
defense-related industries chose to leave the Ref-
uge, rental receipts would decline by about 12
percent. We expect concession receipts to remain
about the same or increase somewhat because
better quality facilities should attract more visi-
tors and more frequent visits. In addition, the
preferred alternative proposes operation of Play-
port Marina and a boat ramp at the former
Images Marina site under concession contract.
The economic effects related to camping are
summarized in Section 4.8.1.7 and Table 41 on
page 157 of the Draft EIS.

# Comment: I find no discussion of “payment in lieu
of taxes” that are paid to the counties in Section
3.12. This is an economic issue that needs discus-
sion especially when additional lands are being
considered for inclusion to the Refuge. What lev-
els have been provided in recent years?

Response: This topic is discussed in Section 4.7.7
of the Draft EIS and mentioned in Section 5.4 of
Appendix L: Land Protection Plan. The most
recent payments made by the Service to the
counties under the Refuge Revenue Sharing Act
are shown in the Payments in Lieu of Taxes for
Crab Orchard NWR table.

Table 51:  Payments in Lieu of Taxes for Crab Orchard Refuge, Fiscal Years 2000 – 2004 (dollars)

Year Williamson County Jackson County Union County
2000 138,000 10,195 3,295 

2001 141,072 10,406 3,363 

2002 131,831 9,721 3,142 

2003 126,707 5,225 3,020

2004 233,846 10,740 4,674 
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# Comment: We believe that part of the intent in the
creation of the Crab Orchard National Wildlife
Refuge was to bring rural economic development
to Southern Illinois. The Refuge has great renew-
able resources that can provide a sustainable flow
of wildlife and other products (timber, clean
water, recreation, etc.), revenue to county govern-
ments, and jobs to Southern Illinois. We believe it
is time for the Refuge to renew its commitment to
be a leader in rural economic development.

Response: The economic analysis shows that the
Refuge contributes to the local economy, but it
does not have an impact that permits it to be a
leader. We anticipate that we will continue to con-
tribute to the economy though most programs of
the Refuge – agriculture, industry, and recre-
ation.

# Comment: Recreation and tourism are important
industries in our southern counties and the Ref-
uge can and should make great strides in supply-
ing those industries as well. The Refuge should
showcase selected regionally significant natural
features and tourist attractions with state-of-the-
art facilities to attract and hold tourists in South-
ern Illinois. Because of the economic and social
importance of horse riding, we fully support the
provision of a well-designed, well-maintained trail
in the Crab Orchard Wilderness. 

Response: The economic analysis in Section 3.12
shows the Refuge’s role in the economy. The
intent of the plan is to improve Refuge facilities
and make them more attractive. The amount of
use, especially by non-residents, of the horse trail
will determine its economic importance.

7.1.12  National Environmental Policy 
Act

# Comment: As a retired Service employee that
worked with federal actions that affected land
and water for the last 16 years of my career, I am
very disturbed and disappointed with the DEIS
and CCP. A DEIS should be; 1, an accurate
description of the environments that will be
affected by the proposed federal action(s). 2. a
description of the adverse environmental effects
which can not be avoided. 3. an objective (rather
than subjective) description and evaluation of the
feasible and prudent alternatives.

The DEIS does not fit the items I have identified
above. There are sections that have similar titles
and the introductions speak to the subjects, but
the texts and tables fall far short of the content
that was sought by NEPA and the Council on
Environmental Quality. Words like "minimal" and
"small" in the texts and tables do not show
amounts that are needed to fully and accurately
describe what the author(s) are referring to.
Most readers would not be able to understand
what the effects of an action(s) will be or if they
are beneficial or adverse. In my opinion, the
DEIS would not be acceptable to the Division of
Ecological Services.

Response: The DEIS has had review within the
agency, by the State, the EPA and the public. We
think the DEIS adequately depicts the effects of
our proposal over 15 years.

# Comment: The CCP attempts to inform the reader
what is planned for the next 15 and 100 years.
However, the date of 2015 is not 15 years in the
future. Someone should have updated the docu-
ment when the rewriting of the initial documents
were assembled in 2002-2004; 2006 plus 15 is
2021. The CCP will guide management for sup-
posedly 15 years, but the end of this period will be
2021 and NOT 2015 as stated many times.

Response: The dates in the document are a func-
tion of the length of the planning period. We
think the analysis of the issues still applies within
the sensitivity of our analysis. We will change the
relevant dates when the stand-alone CCP is
assembled after a Record of Decision is issued.

# Comment: The Purpose of the DRAFT EIS is to
identify anticipated environmental impacts that
would occur with the implementation of feasible
and prudent alternatives. The preferred CCP
alternative should be the least damaging alterna-
tive. A DEIS DOES NOT SELECT a manage-
ment direction! The CCP is the management
direction! 

Response: We have edited the text in Section 1.3
to clarify the purpose of the EIS.

# Comment: Section 4.5 - Alternative C: This alter-
native is not compared with all alternatives.
Therefore, this DEIS is inadequate in coverage.
How can the least damaging alternative be identi-
fied? 

Response: The comparison across all alternatives
is presented in Table 47.
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# Comment: Section 4.7.7: “If acquired” is not an
appropriate lead-in. Since this is a discussion of
the preferred alternative, this section of the
DEIS/CCP should be addressing the environ-
mental impacts of such action. The text should
not be a JUSTIFICATION of the proposed
action. The last sentence in this section, “Eventu-
ally a larger . .” is a justification and is not appro-
priate for this section.

Response: “If acquired” emphasizes that acquisi-
tion is from willing sellers only and not totally
under control of the Service. We think the last
sentence does describe the effect of increased
benefit to area-sensitive birds. We do not think it
is a statement of justification.

# Comment: Section 4.12: This is a poor discussion of
cumulative impacts and provides no comparisons
between all alternatives. The preferred alterna-
tive should be explained in depth.

Response: We think the two page discussion ade-
quately describes the cumulative effects. The
preferred alternative is described in detail in
Chapter 2 and Appendix A.

# Comment: Section 4.12.2: This narrative is
TOTALLY INAPPROPRIATE for this docu-
ment. The exchange with SIU has been removed
from consideration per the Executive Summary
narrative. This section should address what is
anticipated to occur as a result of the implemen-
tation of each alternative and especially the pre-
ferred alternative. FRAGMENTATION OF
THE REFUGE SHOULD BE UNACCEPT-
ABLE TO THE SERVICE!

Response: We think a full discussion of the alter-
native is warranted and discloses the consider-
ation that it was given in the planning process.
The pattern of the Refuge’s land ownership has
to be weighed against many factors. Changing
the pattern of ownership and possible fragmenta-
tion of habitat was considered during the evalua-
tion of the alternative.

# Comment: Table 47: No specifics are provided to
accurately identify effects. Decisionmakers and
readers need facts, like acres and numbers, to
compare. The use of subjective words, like minor,
minimal, reduction, fewer, increase and decrease,
are only rough indicators and a reader does not
know what is meant. The Service should not
expect the public to accept this kind of an expla-
nation of the effect of such a significant action as

the CCP. This type of wording is considered as
“justification terminology” by most reviewers of
DEIS. This wording would not be acceptable if
being reviewed by Ecological Services staff.

Response: Table 47 is a summary of effects. The
details of effects are displayed in earlier text,
tables, and maps. 

The DEIS has had review within the agency, by
the State, the EPA and the public. 

# Comment: The choice of alternatives offered by
the alleged “experts” at this NWR is offensive. It
is as if the administration is thrusting their plans
down our throat. We want the right to make
choices on EACH ELEMENT of this plan, and
not to have to choose ones of the agency's choos-
ing. That is the purpose of a free public education
– to have citizens able to make choices – to read,
to decide. This attempt to make the public fit into
boxes of the agency's choosing is offensive and
should be stopped as a practice by this agency.

Response: We think the evaluation is fair and
meets the intent and requirements of NEPA. The
elements of the plan are inter-related and are
most effectively developed and considered as a
set. We have considered the comments of the
public in modifying the preferred alternative.
The modifications have resulted in changes to
selected elements of the plan.

# Comment: Commenting on their wishes is not the
hallmark of a free and independent citizenry - it is
a boldfaced attempt to make people accede to
what the agency wants. They have no right to
make decisions for the public. 

Response: In our role as administrators and
stewards of the National Wildlife Refuge, we are
given the responsibility of making decisions con-
sidering public input. Public involvement is the
heart of the planning process.

Comment: Please take the word “conservation”
out of the plan. The word “conservation” is a decep-
tive word, only used to hide the fact that hunting/
killing, murder of wildlife and birds is taking place.
It is a clever and deceptive word. I think the word
protection is much more appropriate. The people
are in favor of protection, and not conservation
(secret code word for killing).

Response: Congress mandates that the document
be called a “Comprehensive Conservation Plan.” It
is not within our authority to remove “conservation”
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from the plan title and we think the word is used
appropriately in the document consistent with the
Wildlife Refuge System Improvement Act of 1997.

7.1.13  Purposes of Refuge vs. Refuge 
System

# Comment: Although the enabling legislation that
established CONWR specified the multiple pur-
poses of agriculture, industry, recreation, and
wildlife conservation, the National Wildlife Ref-
uge System Improvement Act of 1997 established
the primary mission of the National Wildlife Ref-
uge System as wildlife conservation. In cases
where there may be competition between this
mission and other legislated uses (recreation,
agriculture, and industry), wildlife conservation
should be given preference. If the Service intends
to genuinely follow the vision spelled out in the
Improvement Act, then the purpose of the Ref-
uge must be amended and all industry, grazing,
and agriculture must be eliminated from the Ref-
uge.

Response: We are given very clear direction on
precedence when the purpose of a refuge con-
flicts with the mission of the System. The
National Wildlife Refuge System Improvement
Act of 1997 directs “…if a conflict exists between
the purposes of a refuge and the mission of the
System, the conflict shall be resolved in a manner
that first protects the purposes of the refuge,
and, to the extent practicable, that also achieves
the mission of the System”. Our decisions are
based on this direction to first protect the pur-
poses of the refuge. Congressional action is
required to amend or change the purposes of the
Refuge.
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Illinois Department of Natural Resources
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U.S. Department of Agriculture, Forest Service
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U.S. Department of the Army, Corps of Engineers
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U.S. Rep. John Shimkus
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