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Executive Summary

In 2008, Michigan Natural Features Inventory (MNFI) with support from the Michigan
Department of Natural Resources and Environment (DNRE), Wildlife Division (WD) and the
Land and Water Management Division (LWMD), initiated the first year of a three-year project to
evaluate the effectiveness of the environmental review process and make recommendations to
improve rare species protection efforts. Since the ability to monitor compliance of threatened and
endangered species regulations has not been a part of the environmental review process, it is a
challenge to gauge the success of the DNRE in protecting Michigan’s rare natural resources. It
can be difficult to assess the extent that rare species concerns are incorporated into LWMD
permits, or how well applicants are following the provisions stated in each permit. In addition,
land owners that do not respond to DNRE potential impact “clearance needed” letters are not
subsequently contacted to determine if projects proceeded with the required clearance or if
impacts to rare species possibly occurred.

Since many of Michigan’s rarest communities and plants are found only in the Great Lakes
coastal zone, we focused our study on areas in the northeast part of the state where the potential
for impacts to rare species is high. In 2008, all LWMD applications submitted from townships
within the defined coastal boundary in Mackinac and Chippewa counties in 2006 and 2007 were
reviewed. Files were evaluated internally for program and process coordination and externally at
the project site for regulation compliance. Using the same methodologies developed in 2009, we
broadened our sample size to include LWMD applications from Alpena, Cheboygan, and
Presque Isle counties submitted in 2006 - 2008 as well as 2008 applications from Chippewa and
Mackinac counties. This provided an opportunity to analyze the environmental review process in
a variety of different situations and settings and make substantive recommendations.

Our internal evaluation of program and process coordination revealed that although the
environmental review process is working reasonably well in flagging rare species at potential
project sites in Great Lakes wetlands and screening out additional “no element occurrence” and
“no impact” projects from review, there is duplication of effort and inefficiencies that hinder the
process. A focused effort to improve coordination and implement innovative technology will
save valuable staff resources and expedite the response time for applications. Survey reports
often lack consistent and critical information necessary for the evaluation of rare species impacts.
It is recommended that the WD create a standardized survey report form to be included with the
“clearance needed” letter and require all applicants to use this form when reporting on the
potential for rare species and suitable habitat at project sites.

The external evaluation at project sites for regulation compliance revealed that there was a high
likelihood of finding threatened or endangered plant species within the study area, underscoring
the critical biodiversity harbored by shoreline areas in this region. Beyond the corroboration of
shoreline biodiversity, the results of the project site assessments also indicate that most of the
time, adequate screening and/or surveys are being conducted and for the most part, permits
accurately reflect the potential for impacts to rare species. It is recommended that specific and
consistent rare species permit language, including the names of the specific plants and animals
occurring at a site and who to contact regarding T&E species, be included and highlighted in the
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permit. This would improve the applicant’s understanding of their responsibility to avoid impacts
to these species and the role of the WD and LWMD in enforcing these regulations.

The opportunity to engage in cross training with LWMD, WD and MDOT staff was instructive
and productive. LWMD staff are knowledgeable in all aspects of wetland regulations and
permitting procedures and are well trained and diligent in implementing the environmental
review process. MDOT personnel were conscientious in mitigating potential impacts to rare
species. The single WD staff person is hardworking and efficient in processing reviews with
potential hits for T&E species concerns, but rarely has the time and resources to conduct on-site
evaluations for projects with high potential for impacts. Perhaps with the unification of the two
divisions under one department, staff that specialize in T&E rare species and community review
could be utilized in conducting more comprehensive reviews and on-site evaluations.

There are gaps in the environmental review process which decrease the DNRE’s effectiveness in
protecting biodiversity. Information about species that occur in close proximity to project sites is
rarely reported and as a result the department loses its ability to flag future projects in the area
which could impact rare species or to prevent cumulative impacts to species. More importantly,
there is no system for flagging rare species and natural communities that occur in upland
habitats. This is a huge gap and as a result these species and communities are highly vulnerable
to impacts from poorly planned development. Although the solution to this problem is not
simple, with the commitment and leadership of the DNRE, an effort could be made to begin to
address this issue. Various existing tools could be shared with townships and local governments
to assist them in learning about, protecting and managing unique natural features in their
communities to insure long-term ecological and economical benefits for their citizens.

Education is an important component of any successful biodiversity conservation program.
Balancing private property rights with the protection of public resources, declining native
species, increasing invasive species and ecosystem functions is not easy but must be done to help
landowners become aware of the value and function of these species and ecological processes in
our environment. These steps are necessary if Michigan is going to be successful at protecting its
unique natural resources in an increasingly cash-strapped economy.

Based on our research from years one and two, it appears that the State of Michigan’s ER
program is effectively protecting known locations of rare and declining plants in wetland habitats
along the Great Lakes shoreline. The majority of landowners are typically very cooperative if
provided good information and reasonable alternatives. However, it also appears that there is
little or no resistance given to the small number of uncooperative landowners that decide to
move forward with development plans despite impacts to rare and declining natural resources.
Fortunately, for the vast majority of proposed development projects along the GL shoreline,
potential impacts are being mitigated with minimal burden to applicants, and thus the
environmental review process is accomplishing its stated goals. As the WD and LWMD work
more closely together within the DNRE, efforts should continue to strengthen and improve the
effectiveness of the State of Michigan’s environmental review program
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Evaluating the Effectiveness of the Environmental Review Process along the
Great Lakes Shoreline — Phase I1: Final Report

Introduction

The Great Lakes coastal zone is a landscape rich with significant natural communities and
associated species. Many of Michigan’s rarest communities and plants are found only in the
coastal zone. An analysis of the MNFI database reveals that 13% of the statewide element
occurrences (~ 2,000) occur within 0.5 mile of the Great Lakes shoreline. For example,
interdunal wetlands, alvar, limestone bedrock glades, volcanic lakeshore cliffs, open dunes,
Great Lakes marshes and lakeplain wet prairies are coastal communities that are considered to be
critically imperiled (S1), imperiled (S2), or vulnerable (S3) in the state (Kost et al. 2007). Four
federally listed plants inhabit Michigan’s northern Great Lakes shoreline including, Houghton’s
goldenrod (Solidago houghtonii), dwarf lake iris (Iris lacustris), Pitcher’s thistle (Cirsium
pitcheri) and Michigan monkey-flower (Mimulus glabratus var. michiganensis). These well
known rarities, along with many state listed shoreline species, have some of their best
populations in Michigan. Rare plants and natural communities are important barometers of
ecological condition and environmental health, and state and federal agencies have the
responsibility of protecting these rare resources from direct and unreasonable human impacts.

Why are we concerned? Development and land alterations occur daily across the state and local
communities are in charge of zoning regulations, building permits and appeals. In order to insure
that new development activity isn’t negatively impacting Michigan’s rare natural resources, the
state of Michigan developed the current environmental review process. Is this working? What
types of improvements should be made to improve the process?

In 2008, Michigan Natural Features Inventory (MNFI) initiated the first year of a three-year
project to evaluate the effectiveness of the environmental review (ER) process conducted by the
Michigan Department of Natural Resources and Environment (DNRE). Although the original
intention of this study was to conduct a comprehensive review of the ER process, various
restrictions (e.g. funding sources) necessitated a more focused approach. The 2008 results were
subsequently compiled and presented in the report submitted by Olson et al. (2009), which
focused on Land and Water Management Division (LWMD) applications for Chippewa and
Mackinac counties. Although a relatively small pool of sites (seven) ultimately qualified for
review, field inspections were subsequently conducted on six sites to determine any impacts to
rare plant species and permit compliance. Despite the limited number of sites available for field
reviews, a total of eight rare plant occurrences were documented within or in close proximity to
project sites, of which six occurrences (two each from three sites) were previously unknown. In
addition to conducting field reviews, the first-year report details the procedures used for
methodically evaluating the LWMD application files, selecting project sites, and conducting
project site assessments. Insights gained from analyzing the process as well as the site
assessments were synthesized into a list of preliminary recommendations that could improve the
effectiveness and efficiency of the environmental review process.

Using the same methodologies in 2009, we focused on a much larger set of sites based on

LWMD applications from Alpena, Cheboygan, and Presque Isle counties submitted in 2006 -
2008 as well as 2008 applications from Chippewa and Mackinac counties. This greatly increased
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the sample size for site visits and provided an opportunity to analyze the environmental review
process in a variety of different situations and settings, although still focused along the Great
Lakes shoreline. We conclude this report with a summary and several pertinent
recommendations gleaned from the second phase of the project, which we believe to be very
informative. We hope these recommendations will assist in maintaining and improving the often
complicated process of environmental review.

Project Purpose

The DNRE, Wildlife Division (WD), is authorized to protect endangered and threatened plant
and animal species Under Part 365 of the Natural Resources and Environmental Protection Act
(Act 451 of 1994). The WD maintains compliance with Part 365 through the environmental
review process. This process involves evaluating the impacts of proposed projects on federal and
state endangered and threatened species, special concern species, high quality natural
communities and other unique natural features. Projects are evaluated on public and private land
statewide. The process of evaluating projects has progressed from comments on Post-it® notes,
memos, and e-mails, to formal project clearance letters, or an on-line web application where the
public can have their project evaluated for rare species in minutes.

The LWMD, is responsible for resources along the land and water interface. They have statutory
authority over wetlands, inland lakes and streams, floodplains, submerged lands, and critical
dune areas on public and private land. Under a cooperative agreement with the WD, LWMD
screens their permit applications using MNFI’s database. Applicants are not allowed to violate
any state environmental regulations. Project activities occurring near known rare species or high
quality natural communities are sent to the WD for review and they become involved if or when
rare species may be impacted by land altering activities.

The current environmental review process can be summarized in 6 steps:

1) Receive request with proposed project description and location information provided.

2) Compare the project location against the MNFI database of rare and unigque natural
features.

3) Determine the potential for rare and unique natural features to be present and impacted
by land altering activities. This may involve MNFI biologists and/or outside experts.

4) Respond to the applicant, consultants, agencies or other entities involved. The response
will either be no element occurrences nearby, no impacts expected or potential impacts
may occur and restrictions are provided or a “clearance needed” letter is sent.

5) Provide formal project clearance if suitable information is received and direct impacts
can be avoided.

6) Identify additional project clearance requirements and/or provide an application for an
Endangered Species Permit if direct impacts can not be avoided.

Statement of Problem

Unfortunately, the ability to follow-up and monitor compliance of rare species protection has not
been a part of the environmental review process, and understanding the effectiveness of the
DNRE in this area is a challenge. For example, of the 2,431 environmental review requests
responded to in 2008, 23% (549) had the potential to impact rare or unique natural features. In
2009, of the 2,222 environmental review requests that were responded to, 24% (539) had the
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potential to impact rare or unique natural features. It is not clear to what extent rare species and
natural community concerns are being incorporated into the LWMD permits, or how well
applicants are following the provisions stated in each permit. In addition, land owners that do not
respond to DNRE potential impact “clearance needed” letters are not pursued and the resulting
impact of these projects on rare species is unknown. In order to improve the effectiveness and
efficiency of rare species protection efforts, this project was initiated to evaluate the DNRE, WD
and LWMD environmental review process along the Great Lakes shoreline, one of Michigan’s
most critical zones for rare natural features.
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Methods

File Evaluation

The majority of environmental reviews involve potential impacts to rare plants, which comprise
the largest proportion of the MNFI database. Since animal species are mobile and it is more
difficult to evaluate impacts as a result of project activities, this study focused on project impacts
to rare plant and high quality natural community occurrences. However, if rare animals were
documented on a project site, they were included in the impact evaluation.

All LWMD applications submitted from townships within the DNRE defined coastal zone
boundary of Alpena, Cheboygan, Chippewa, Mackinac and Presque Isle Counties in 2006, 2007
and 2008 were evaluated (Figure 1.). This area was expanded from the two counties evaluated in
2008 to include three additional counties. DNRE Endangered Species Permits that were issued
in either county during the designated time period were also considered for evaluation. This
region was targeted for several reasons including: 1) a relatively high number of federal and state
protected rare species and unique natural communities occur in the targeted coastal townships,
2) a relatively high number of environmental review projects with potential impacts to rare
species occur in the targeted coastal townships, 3) the rate of development is increasing along
this stretch of Great Lakes shoreline, 4) private property has not been well surveyed in the
targeted coastal townships, 5) there exists potential for illegal development activities and

6) opportunities for compliance inspections on private property are limited.

LWMD and WD files were evaluated for program and process coordination and for regulation
compliance on-site at the project location. The internal evaluation was conducted with the goal
of identifying how well the process of flagging LWMD applications for review, sending
applications to the Wildlife Division, Natural Heritage Program for review and response, sending
DNRE “clearance needed” letters directly to the applicant, and final permit language is working.
We were particularly interested in learning what the WD response was, and how well their
comments were incorporated into the LWMD’s final action — either into the permit or denial
letter. All results were entered into an Access database. The following criteria were used for the
internal evaluation:

A. The total number of LWMD applications in Alpena, Cheboygan, and Presque Isle
Counties from 2006 - 2008; as well as in Chippewa and Mackinac Counties in 2008.

B. The total number of LWMD applications within the coastal zone townships of Alpena,
Cheboygan, and Presque Isle Counties from 2006 - 2008; as well as in coastal areas in
Chippewa and Mackinac Counties in 2008.

C. The number of LWMD applications identified for Natural Heritage review within the
coastal zone townships of Alpena, Cheboygan, and Presque Isle Counties from 2006 -
2008; as well as in coastal areas of Chippewa and Mackinac Counties in 2008.

D. The number of LWMD applications the DNR reviewed and commented on within the
coastal zone townships of Alpena, Cheboygan, and Presque Isle Counties from 2006 -
2008; as well as in coastal areas of Chippewa and Mackinac Counties in 2008.

a. The number of no impact responses from the Natural Heritage program
b. The number of potential impact responses from the Natural Heritage program
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i. The number of “clearance needed” letters sent to applicant/landowner
ii. The number of clearance needed letters responded to by the
applicant/landowner/representative agent or LWMD field staff
E. The final LWMD decisions on applications flagged, reviewed and commented on by the
WD within the coastal zone townships of Alpena, Cheboygan, and Presque Isle Counties
from 2006 - 2008; as well as in Chippewa and Mackinac in 2008.
a. The number of LWMD applications issued
i. The number of permits that incorporated Natural Heritage comments
b. The number of LWMD application denied
i. The number of denials that incorporated Natural Heritage comments
c. The number of LWMD applications withdrawn
d. The number of LWMD applications closed
e. The number of LWMD applications pending
F. The number of DNRE Endangered Species permits issued within the coastal zone
townships of Alpena, Cheboygan, and Presque Isle Counties from 2006 - 2008; as well as
permits issued in Chippewa and Mackinac in 2008.

- Coastal Townships in Study Area
Coastal Townships Intersecting DEQ Coastal Zone Boundary

Figure 1. 2009 Study Area: Evaluating the Effectiveness of the Environmental Review Process along the
Great Lakes Shoreline — Phase 11
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Project Site Selection

After completing the internal file evaluation, those LWMD files that had a high likelihood of
potential impacts to rare species were selected for an on-site project compliance evaluation. Files
with a high likelihood of potential impacts included those where the applicant/landowner
received a DNRE “clearance needed” letter and the resulting survey report described suitable
habitat at the project site, and/or if the applicant/landowner received a DNRE Endangered
Species Permit in the study area. The following criteria were used for the on-site evaluation:

G. The number of projects within the coastal zone townships of Alpena, Cheboygan, and
Presque Isle counties from 2006 - 2008 and projects in coastal areas in Chippewa and
Mackinac Counties in 2008 with high potential of impacts to rare species

a. Did property owners follow the LWMD permit requirements?

b. How many rare species were found on the project site?

c. How likely were rare species impacted by project activities?

d. Did property owners follow DNRE Endangered Species Permit requirements?

Following the completion of the internal file evaluation and the project site selection, the LWMD
field staff personnel in the respective counties were contacted. Arrangements were subsequently
made to access and conduct on-site project visits with the appropriate LWMD field staff.

Project Site Assessments

Site visits were conducted from August 4 — 19, 2009 by Mike Penskar and Daria Hyde of MNFI,
John Arevalo, John Gustafson, Marcy Knoll, Roxanne Merrick and Scott Rasmusson of DNRE,
LWMD, and Dave Schuen, Ulrika Zay and Dick Wolinski of MDOT. This period was selected
based on the desired survey window of August —September for the federal and state threatened
Houghton’s goldenrod (Solidago houghtonii), dwarf lake iris (Iris lacustris) and Pitcher’s thistle
(Cirsium pitcheri), all of which were flagged by the WD for potential impacts and thus
comprised our principal target species in the first year of this study.

The goal of each site visit was to assess the activities conducted via the issued permits, determine
compliance with respect to the specific provisions of each permit, and ascertain the presence and
condition of known or previously unknown rare species at the site and note any impacts to these
species or their habitat. A project field form was completed for each site assessment. Plant
specimens were collected as needed for subsequent determination and verification, and specific
plant associates and other relevant data were recorded for all rare plant occurrences documented.
GPS points were recorded for rare plant locations, particularly when identifying new rare plant
populations. Lastly, a series of representative photos for each site was compiled, emphasizing the
project area and general context, known and potential rare species habitat, and species of rare
taxa as needed (Appendix A).

Data Processing

Following project site visits, plant specimens were reviewed, keyed, and determined using the
Michigan Flora (Voss 1996, 1985, 1972). Standard MNFI field forms were prepared for data
transcription. All rare plant data were entered into the statewide Biotics database following the
digitizing of occurrence boundaries where necessary. Site visit results were entered into the
study’s Access database.
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Results

File Evaluation

As part of the internal file evaluation, several databases were queried for information including
the DNRE Coastal and Inland Waters Permit Information System (CIWPIS) database, the DNRE
Environmental Review database and the DNRE Endangered Species Permit database. For ease of
documentation, the results are described in the same format as presented in the Methods section.

In 2008, the DNR responded to 2,431 individual environmental review requests covering more
than 2,726 project sites. Of the 2,341 requests responded to, 69% of those requests originated
from state agencies. Of the state agencies requesting an environmental review, DEQ was the
most frequent customer (84% of requests from state government) and the LWMD was the
primary division making requests (70% of requests within what was then the DEQ).

In 2009, the DNR responded to 2,222 individual environmental review requests covering more
than 2,559 project sites. Of the 2,222 requests responded to, 55% of those requests originated
from state agencies. Of the state agencies requesting an environmental review, DEQ was the
most frequent customer (82% of requests from state government) and the LWMD was the
primary division making requests (74% of requests within what was previously the DEQ).

The LWMD continues to be the state agency that the WD works most closely with on
environmental review related projects. Thus, coordination and cooperation with the LWMD is a
critical component of the environmental review process. To assist in the management and
protection of rare species in Michigan, cooperative agreements exist between (what was
previously the DNR and DEQ) the WD and the LWMD, and the WD and MNFI. These
cooperative agreements, and an established protocol, form the foundation of the state’s
environmental review process.

As of September 30, 2009 the LWMD permit database, the WD environmental review database,
and the endangered species permit database were reviewed for projects falling within Alpena,
Cheboygan, and Presque Isle County for 2006-2008. Only permits for projects applied for in
2008 in Chippewa and Mackinac County were reviewed, as permits for projects applied for in
2006 and 2007 were reviewed the previous year. A total of 180 LWMD applications, 35 in
Alpena, 35 in Cheboygan, 36 in Chippewa, 44 in Mackinac and 30 in Presque Isle County, were
evaluated within the project area (coastal zone boundary).

e All 180 LWMD applications were flagged for WD Natural Heritage review
e Of the 87 LWMD applications (48%) that were reviewed (logged in) by the WD
0 54 LWMD applications were determined to have no impact (62%)
0 32 LWMD applications were determined to have potential impacts (37%0)
0 1 DNRE Endangered Species was issued for a LWMD project (one additional
permit was carried over from 2008)
= 20 WD *“clearance needed” letters were mailed to applicants (62.5%)
e 16 responses were received from applicant/agent or LWMD (80%)
= 24 LWMD permits were issued
= 2 LWMD applications were withdrawn by applicant
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= 3 LWMD applications were closed due to lack of information, duplicate
files or no LWMD authority
= 3 LWMD projects were denied
Of the 93 LWMD applications (52%) that were not reviewed by the WD

0 18 LWMD applications were closed before being sent to WD (19%)

0 4 LWMD applications were withdrawn by the applicant (4%)

0 71 LWMD applications (76%) were either determined to not need formal review
based on the type of project (seawall in front of existing seawall, dock extension,
driveway culverts, addition on house, maintenance dredging of existing boat well
or marina, etc.), were not sent to WD for review, or were lost in the transfer.
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Project Site Selection
As a result of the internal file evaluation, a total of twenty-one LWMD files were chosen for on-
site compliance visits based on a high likelihood of potential impacts to rare species (Table 1).
Files with a high likelihood of potential impacts included those where the applicant/landowner
received a DNRE “clearance needed” letter and the resulting survey report described suitable
habitat at the project site, and/or if the applicant/landowner received a DNRE Endangered

Species Permit in the study area.

Table 1. LWMD files chosen for on-site compliance visits.

Complied w/ # of Rare Rare Species Complied w/
LWMD File Applicant LWMD Species Found Impacted DNR
Permit On Site ES Permit
06-16-0009 MDNR Parks Yes 2 No N/A
and Rec.
06-16-0013 Stewart Yes 1 No N/A
06-16-0059 Bice Yes None No
06-71-0007 Wolf Permit denied Adjacent No N/A
property visited
06-71-0011 Hilbrecht Yes 1 No N/A
06-71-0012 Larson Yes None at project No N/A
site, 2 on beach
07-16-0011 Madgers Yes None No N/A
07-49-0050 MDOT Yes 2 Yes/ Yes
transplanted
07-71-0014 Pollard Partial 2 No N/A
07-71-0018 McKindles Partial 2 No N/A
07-71-0019 LaFarge N/A Not surveyed N/A N/A
Mitigation site
surveyed (2)
08-04-0020 Grant Permit denied | Not surveyed Unlikely N/A
08-16-0066 Sedky & Co. | N/A project None No N/A
not initiated
08-49-0010 Powell Don’t know Not surveyed Unlikely N/A
08-49-0072 DeGrave Don’t know Not surveyed Unlikely N/A
08-49-0080 Mackinac Co. | N/A project None No N/A
Road Comm. | not initiated
08-71-0002 Butler Yes 1 No N/A
08-71-0004 Evergreen Yes 2 in adjacent No N/A
Hwy. LLC fen and
shoreline
08-71-0013 Ochmanek Application Not surveyed Unlikely N/A
withdrawn Couldn’t find
08-71-0014 Howarth Yes None No N/A
ES permit MDOT N/A 4 No Yes
#1528
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Project Site Assessments
Eighteen project site visits were conducted from August 4 — 19, 2009. Five sites were located in
Cheboygan County, two in Mackinac County and ten in Presque Isle County. One site visit was
attempted in Presque Isle County but LWMD staff was unable to identify the specific location of
a proposed building site and thus field assessment could not take place. However, an additional
*ad hoc” site visit was made to a locality with potential for a future permit application by request
of the LWMD staff in Cheboygan County. Rare species were confirmed on fourteen of the
eighteen (77%) project sites as summarized in Table 2 (newly documented species highlighted).

Table 2. Results of on-site project compliance and rare species search in 2009. Rare species
previously unknown for a site are indicated in bold.

Applicant County Rare species in DNRE letter / | Rare species found on site
permit
Bice Cheboygan | Pitcher’s thistle (LT, T) None (Lake Huron tansy
Lake Huron tansy (T) (found on adjacent property)
Magers Cheboygan | Dwarf lake iris (LT, T) None
MDNR Parks | Cheboygan | American bittern (SC) Houghton’s goldenrod (LT, T)
Division Pitcher’s thistle (LT, T) Lake Huron tansy (T)
Houghton’s goldenrod (LT, T) Common tern (T)
Lake Huron tansy (T) Bald eagle (SC) (2 observed)
Lake Huron locust (T)
Interdunal wetland
Sedkey and Cheboygan | Houghton’s goldenrod (LT, T) None
Co.LLC
Stewart Cheboygan | Ram’s head lady’s-slipper (SC) | Lake Huron tansy (T)
Houghton’s goldenrod (LT, T)
Lake Huron tansy (T)
Proposed RV | Cheboygan | Permit not applied for yet. Dwarf lake iris (LT, T)
Park: Duncan
Bay
Mackinac Co. | Mackinac Michigan monkey flower (E) None
Road Comm.
MDOT- US-2 | Mackinac Pitcher’s thistle (LT, T) Pitcher’s thistle (LT, T)
Lake Huron tansy (T)
Lake Huron locust (T)
Butler Presque Isle | Pitcher’s thistle (LT, T) Dwarf lake iris (LT, T)
Dwarf lake iris (LT, T) Coastal fen
Butterwort (SC)
Houghton’s goldenrod (LT, T)
Evergreen Presque Isle | Cirsium pitcheri (LT, T) Pinguicula vulgaris (SC)
Hwy. LLC Solidago houghtonii (LT, T) Tanacetum huronense (T)

Trimerotropis huroniana (T)
Pinguicula vulgaris (SC)
Pterospora andromedea (T)
Sisturus c. catenatus (Fed C. SC)

Coastal fen
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Applicant County Rare species commented on in | Rare species found on site
DNRE Wildlife Division letter
Hilbrecht Presque Isle | Houghton’s goldenrod (LT, T) Houghton’s goldenrod (LT, T)
Dwarf lake iris (LT, T)
Lake Huron tansy (T)
Howarth Presque Isle | Pitcher’s thistle (LT, T) None
English sundew (SC)
Houghton’s goldenrod (LT, T)
Lake Huron tansy (T)
Lafarge- Presque Isle | No rare species noted in initial Dwarf lake iris (LT, T)
Mitigation survey of mitigation site Bald eagle (foraging) (SC)
site
Larson Presque Isle | Pitcher’s thistle (LT, T) Houghton’s goldenrod (LT, T)
Houghton’s goldenrod (LT, T) Lake Huron tansy (T)
Lake Huron tansy (T) (on beach not at project site)
MDOT US-23 | Presque Isle | Pitcher’s thistle (LT, T) Pitcher’s thistle (LT, T)
(4 sites) Dwarf lake iris (LT, T) Dwarf lake iris (LT, T)
Alleghany plum (SC) Houghton’s goldenrod (LT, T)
Houghton’s goldenrod (LT, T) Lake Huron tansy (T)
Lake Huron tansy (T) Coastal fen
McKindles Presque Isle | Pitcher’s thistle (LT, T) Houghton’s goldenrod (LT, T)
Lake Huron tansy (T) Lake Huron tansy (T)
Pollard Presque Isle | Dwarf lake iris (LT, T) Dwarf lake iris (LT, T)
Houghton’s goldenrod (LT, T) Butterwort (SC)
Butterwort (SC) Coastal fen
Wolf Presque Isle | Houghton’s goldenrod (LT, T) Richardson’s sedge (SC)
(adjacent Dwarf lake iris (LT, T) Dwarf lake iris (LT, T)
property Ram’s head lady’s-slipper (SC) | Coastal fen
visited Beauty sedge (SC)
Valentine)

Fed C. = Federal Candidate; LT = Federal Threatened; T = State Threatened; SC = Special Concern.

In addition to the species flagged and commented on by the DNRE, previously unknown rare
species and natural communities were identified at 12 of the sites visited in 2009. These include,
eight new plant element occurrences (EOs), four EOs for globally rare, federally listed species:
Lake Huron Tansy (Tanacetum huronense) - T (two EOs), Dwarf Lake iris (Iris lacustris) - LT,
T (two EOs), Houghton’s goldenrod (Solidago houghtonii), - LT, T (two EOs), Butterwort
(Pinguicula vulgaris) - SC (one EO), and Richardson’s sedge (Carex richardsonii) - SC (one
EO). Records of these species were not in the MNFI database and so were not commented on by
the WD or LWMD. In addition, 15 known plant records observed during project site assessments
were updated, including several occurrences where an expansion of spatial distribution was
recorded. An observation of a pair of Common terns - T and a Bald eagle - SC was noted at
Cheboygan S.P. A Bald eagle was also seen flying over the Lafarge mitigation site. These
observations were not entered into the database as nesting sites were not documented. High
quality coastal fens were recorded at five new locations and will be referred to MNFI ecologists
for further evaluation and possible recognition as element occurrences for the statewide database.
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Discussion

In Phase Il of this project we expanded the study area to include three additional counties in NE
Michigan, bringing the total number of counties included to five. There are several reasons this
part of the state was chosen for analysis including: 1) a relatively high number of federal and
state protected rare species and unique natural communities occur in the targeted coastal
townships, 2) a relatively high number of environmental review projects with potential impacts
occur in the targeted coastal townships, 3) the rate of development is increasing along this stretch
of Great Lakes shoreline, 4) private property has not been well surveyed in the targeted coastal
townships, 5) there exists high potential for illegal development activities since the nearest DEQ
office is often located some distance away and it is often not feasible to regularly monitor
potential project sites, and 6) opportunities for compliance inspections on private property are
limited. During the second year of this project we gained additional insights on the internal
environmental review file review process, on-site physical site review and opportunities, and the
cooperative partnership between the WD, MNFI and LWMD staff.

File Evaluation

The file evaluation portion of this study was fairly straight forward due to our ability to access
the entire LWMD CIWPIS database. The full CIWPIS database is quite useful in providing
access to the final permit or denial letter, any correspondence between LWMD and the applicant,
LWMD field notes, site photographs, file history and special interests. As stated in last year’s
report, the WD’s current access to CIWPIS is through an Intranet website which is limited in its
use — primarily to file basics including the applicant’s name and address, project description,
project location, file status, legislation regulating activity, file history and special interests
(http://intranet.deq.state.mi.us/ciwpis/ciwpisqryINET.asp).

Process and Communication Issues
Many of the basic project file fields entered into LWMD CIWPIS database are re-entered into
the WD’s Environmental Review Access database. This includes the file number, field person,
applicant’s name, project description, county, project location in TRS format and water body.
This “logging in” phase is repetitive when done by both LWMD and WD staff. Although each
division has its own use for the information, it would be beneficial if both divisions could use the
same database software so communication could occur between the two customized interfaces,
eliminating duplicative efforts with data entry of applications and tracking project status changes
(closed, withdrawn, issued, denied, etc.). Perhaps now that the two divisions are under the same
department, this process can be streamlined.

It would be beneficial from WD’s standpoint to know when and if a project file goes from active
to “closed” or “withdrawn.” This could impact whether they decide to send a “clearance needed”
response to the applicant and whether they should expect a response from the applicant.
Although the response rate of applicant’s to the “clearance needed” letters was significantly
improved in 2009 (80 % response in 2009 compared to only 28 % in 2008); this is an issue that
needs careful monitoring to determine compliance. Using the same database software, or
allowing full CIWPIS access to individuals in the DNR involved with the environmental review
process, would improve the ability to track project changes and responses.
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Flagging for Natural Heritage Review and Screening Process
A total of 180 applications were submitted to LWMD from coastal areas within Alpena,
Cheboygan, and Presque Isle Counties between 2006 and 2008, and from coastal areas in
Chippewa and Mackinac Counties in 2008 (permits for projects in 2006 and 2007 in these
counties were reviewed the previous year). All 180 of these applications were flagged for WD,
Natural Heritage review. The WD responded to 87 applications or 48% of what was flagged. The
discrepancy between what was flagged and what was responded to can be partially explained by
the screening of LWMD applications by the WD and MNFI personnel prior to logging them in
for review. Since the majority of projects that are reviewed by the WD have no impacts expected
(average = 60%) and LWMD projects are the most frequent projects sent to the WD for review,
it was decided that a screening process be implemented to maximize efficiency. This screening
was formalized in a memo distributed to LWMD personnel indicating the types of projects that
do not need WD — Natural Heritage review including:

1) Construction of a seawall where a seawall already exists (i.e. seawall in front of an
existing seawall). We do want to review seawall construction projects that are new.

2) Dock extensions

3) Installation of mooring buoys.

4) Installation of boat hoists when a dock and/or boat well already exist.
5) Maintenance dredging of existing boat wells or marinas.

6) Replacement of existing boat ramps.

7) Additions to existing structures (e.g. house, garage, etc.).

8) Projects occurring along the lake front where the grass is mowed to the lakeshore and no
native vegetation is present. This is often determined from pictures with the application.

Improved Technology and Screening Criteria
As mentioned in last year’s report, the WD and MNFI are exploring ways to screen out
additional “no element occurrence” and *“no impact” projects from the ER process. Solutions
often come in the form of improved technology including mapping projects digitally using
geographic information systems (GIS) or implementing new screening criteria. For example, the
DNRE Endangered Species Assessment (ESA) web application is an on-line mapping tool which
screens out “no element occurrence” reviews. The ESA application needs improved mapping
technologies and web-based interface capabilities. Lori Sargent, WD, has been exploring grant
sources to support the needed upgrades. New screening criteria for CIWPIS was implemented in
October 2007 by the WD and MNFI including only flagging the locations of G1 or G2 special
concern species, all endangered and threatened species, and all documented natural communities.
This new criteria means that only 14 of the 266 special concern species are being flagged for
Natural Heritage review. Improvements to screening criteria and screening tools will continue to
be necessary to efficiently and effectively spend what limited time employees have on
environmental review issues.
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Analysis of Projects with Potential Impacts
Of the 32 LWMD applications that had potential impacts identified, the WD responded to 20 of
the applications (62.5%) requesting a letter of clearance prior to the final LWMD decision on
whether the file and associated permit was issued, denied or closed. LWMD permits were issued
for 24 applications (75%) and eight applications (25%) identified with potential impacts were
closed (3), withdrawn by the applicant (2), or denied (3).

Of the 24 permits that were issued, 7 permits (29%) included specific language in the permit
regarding threatened and endangered (T&E) species which were likely to occur at the site, 5
permits (21%) included general language regarding the potential presence of T&E species and
T& E concerns for 12 permits (50%) were resolved prior to issuance of the DEQ permit.

Addition of T & E Species to State List
Michigan’s official list of endangered and threatened species was amended April 9, 2009. The
list now includes 396 species, up from the previous total of 342 species. An additional 69 species
were added to the state list, although fifteen species were delisted. Snails, freshwater mussels and
plants were the most common additions to the new list. As a result, it is likely more shoreline
development projects will be flagged for rare species review and comment. Once the newly
listed species are documented in the field, at museums, and/or at herbariums their locations will
be entered into the Biotics database. With the addition of 54 threatened and endangered species it
is prudent for the WD to work with MNFI and other partner’s to provide LWMD with critical
information regarding these species such as species abstract and best management practices to
help prevent impacts to these species from project activities. It is in both the LWMD and the
WND’s interest to protect endangered and threatened species, as well as special concern species
which are not legally protected by state or federal law but which are often believed to be
declining and may be added to the list in the future.

Revisiting the MOU (note: MOU per se may be moot)
The ‘“Memorandum of Understanding which was originally written between the MDEQ and
MDNR’ and signed in July 1999, should be revisited now that the departments have been united.
Phase 111 of this project may provide further insights regarding how to improve the efficiency
and effectiveness of the current process. Some of the current requirements of the MOU (note that
old department names are used) which directly affect the environmental review process include:

1) Upon receipt of a permit application, DNR staff informally notifies DEQ of its intent to
comment (Appendix B). Comments will be provided to DEQ by DNR staff from the
Management Unit where the proposed project is located. (How often is this occurring?)

2) The DEQ will not issue any permit prior to the expiration of the public comment period
or until DNR comments have been provided, whichever comes first; except for
emergency permits. Permits which do not require a public notice and are reviewed by
DNR shall not be issued by DEQ for at least 15 days from the date DEQ provides a copy
of the application to DNR, or until DNR comments have been provided, whichever
comes first.
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3) If DNR concerns regarding protection of threatened and endangered species have been
provided to DEQ during application review, any permit issued by DEQ for such projects
shall contain conditions that address DNR concerns, or language informing the permitee
that further review and approval by DNR may be necessary.

4) The DEQ shall provide a copy of the permit or permit denial to DNR Management Units
and to the Wildlife Division to the attention of MNFI (should just be Lansing Wildlife
Division) where DNR has provided written comment to DEQ.

5) The DEQ may request DNR assistance prior to issuance of a public notice for any project
DEQ deems appropriate. The DNR will participate in pre-public notice review of an
application to the extent practicable.

Project Site Selection

Phase 11 of this study included visiting seventeen LWMD project sites and one potential project
site. Sites were chosen based on the high likelihood of potential impacts to rare species. Those
project sites where the applicant received a DNR “clearance needed” letter and the resulting
survey report described suitable habitat at the site, and/or those sites for which the applicant
received a DNR Endangered Species Permit, were visited to evaluate on-site compliance.

Suggested Improvements to Survey Reporting
As mentioned in last year’s report, one issue that could improve project analysis and compliance
in the future is the survey reports that are provided to the WD as a result of an
applicant/landowner receiving a “clearance needed” letter. Survey reports often lack consistent
and critical information necessary for the evaluation of rare species impacts. It is recommended
that the WD adopt a standardized survey report form to be included with the “clearance needed”
letter. All applicants/landowners/consultants would then use this form when conducting a survey
and report on the potential for rare species and suitable habitat at a project site. A template for
this form has been drafted and should be reviewed and implemented as soon as possible.
Information that should be required in a survey report includes:

Project location

Description of proposed project with map showing where impacts will occur
Target species

Survey date

Survey start time

Survey end time

Weather conditions (temp, wind, % sun, precipitation)

Snow cover (yes/no)

Habitat description

Description of survey methods including map of survey route

Plant species observed/documented (includes native and non-native)
Animal species observed/documented

Representative photographs of specific project site and immediate environs
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Project Site Assessments

Summary of Rare Species Documented in Year 1 and Year 2 of the Project
Over the two years of this study, project site assessments were conducted for 24 sites, resulting
in the documentation of rare plant species at 17 sites. A total of 31 rare plant occurrences were
documented, consisting of 14 new rare plant records and 17 updates of previously known
occurrences. Of the 14 new plant records found, 5 consisted of federally listed species (2 Dwarf
lake iris records, 3 Houghton’s goldenrod records). Of the 17 updated plant records, 11
consisted of federally listed species (5 Houghton’s goldenrod records, 4 Dwarf lake iris records,
2 Pitcher’s thistle records). For all of the rare plant occurrences observed and documented, 52%
(16 of 31 records) consisted of federally listed species. In addition to rare plant records, three
rare animal species were observed in the general area of project sites, and five potential high
quality examples of coastal fen, a globally imperiled (G1G2) natural community, were observed.

Results from both years of the project indicate that shoreline sites within the study area had a
high likelihood of harboring either endangered or threatened plant species. In 2008, with only six
sites visited, rare plants were found at 50% of the sites. In 2009, with a much larger sample size
(18 sites) rare plants were found at 77% of sites. For the two years combined, rare plants were
found at 17 of 24 sites (70.8%), or 3 out of every 4 sites that were visited. These well known
rarities, along with many special concern shoreline species, are represented by some of their
largest and most exemplary populations in Michigan. The results from the project site
assessments confirm that the coastal zone of Alpena, Cheboygan, Chippewa, Mackinac and
Presque Isle County contain important areas of biodiversity, and underscore the importance of
this portion of Michigan’s shoreline.

Evaluation of Project Sites
High quality maps and photographs as part of the LWMD application greatly improve the WD’s
ability to evaluate a project site for suitable rare species habitat. Whether a rare species had been
documented and identified in a “clearance needed” letter or not, when suitable habitat exists for
endangered or threatened shoreline species on a property, the applicant/landowner and consultant
should be advised of the potential presence of such species and a survey should be required
inside and outside of the direct impact zone. Meander surveys conducted in suitable habitat are
often acceptable methods for locating rare species. Complete and consistent survey information
in areas of suitable habitat enables adequate evaluation of project impacts and when necessary,
makes project modifications and communication more successful and less time consuming/costly
for state and federal agencies, and for the landowner.

Adequate Analysis and Surveys Completed at Most Project Sites
Beyond the corroboration of shoreline biodiversity, the results of the project site assessments
also indicate that most of the time, adequate analysis or surveys were conducted at sites visited in
2009. Permits reflect that either no habitat existed for T&E species at the project site or the
potential for impacts to rare species were adequately addressed in the permit. This differed from
the results in 2008, which found T & E permit language lacking for eight (44%) of the project
sites. In 2009, 15 of the 18 sites visited were analyzed to assess the relationship between what
was documented by MNFI and LWMD field staff during the site visits with what was reported
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by the applicant, consultant or LWMD staff prior to issuance of the permit. Numerous rare
species were found at sites in habitats adjacent to where the project activity was occurring,
although these species were not reported nor mentioned in most permits, if indeed they had been
observed previously by environmental consultants during their site assessments.

Rare species were only found at 2 sites in the immediate project area that were not previously
noted by the applicant/landowner, consultant or LWMD field staff. In one case, the presence of
Lake Huron tansy growing approximately 15 feet away from an area at Cheboygan State Park
where a permit was issued to MDNR Parks and Recreation Division for mechanical grooming of
the beach was not noted and mentioned in the permit, although this species was mentioned in the
“clearance needed letter”. Specific language should be included in any future permits for beach
grooming and the area with the rare plants should be flagged prior to the maintenance activity so
that the machine operator will be advised of the location of the Lake Huron tansy and thus avoid
any damage to the plants. In another instance, we found Houghton’s goldenrod growing in a
ditch through which a culvert and drive had been installed. LWMD did not identify this species
and it was not noted in the project review report. The WD later provided approval. Although this
was a minor activity that likely had minimal impacts to the species, it still would have been
better to have some language in the permit notifying the applicant that this rare plant occurred in
the project area so that the plants could have been flagged and avoided during construction.

It is encouraging to note that most of the time, the presence of rare species that occur in the
project area are documented and potential impacts to these species are addressed in the permit.
Overall, the environmental review process appears to be working well with regard to identifying
the presence or absence of habitat for documented rare species in wetland habitats along the
Great Lakes shoreline where projects are being proposed.

Permit Language
Of the 24 permits that were issued, 9 were denied, withdrawn, closed or pending. Of the
remaining 15 permits, 4 contained very specific language regarding the endangered and
threatened species known to occur at the site. Applicants were instructed to obtain an endangered
species permit if impacts to these species might occur. In addition, one endangered species
permit issued by the WD contained very detailed language about the species at the site. This type
of precise language is very useful and can serve to educate the applicant about the particular
plants and animals which occur on their property so that impacts can be avoided.

Five permits contained very general language about the potential for endangered and threatened
species to occur at the site and applicants were instructed to contact the endangered species
coordinator if impacts occurred. This language does not provide sufficient guidance to avoid
impacts. The potential for the applicant to overlook this statement or to not understand the
potential to impact rare species is very high. In addition, it also may not be clear what role the
WD and LWMD play in regulating project activities on private land.

In 6 cases, the potential for T&E species was resolved prior to the permit being issued due to the
LWMD or WD staff determining that no habitat for T&E species was present at the site or
because the permit was for minor activities where the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers has joint
jurisdiction.
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Through discussions with LWMD field staff it became apparent that at times there is potential
for confusion due to a lack of a consistent language in permits with regard to plant terminology.
For example, in a permit for a site where dwarf lake iris occurs, the applicant was instructed to
transplant “150 plants”. Because dwarf lake iris is a low, clone-forming plant, it was not clear to
the applicant what the term “stems” referred to. Consistent language and methods should be
established for plant species where this type of confusion could occur. When reporting on the
occurrence of dwarf lake iris it would be more effective to report on the extent, distribution and
density of patches (3 scales) rather than attempting to ascertain the number of individual plants
(i.e. genetic individuals). MNFI can be of assistance in suggesting how to design and employ
consistent language and guidance in permits.

Permit Violations
At two project sites, it was noted that although boardwalks were constructed according to permit
conditions, additional fill was installed illegally above the ordinary high water mark (OHWM) at
the end of the boardwalks to provide access to the lake. The coastal fen habitat where these fills
occurred is very sensitive and this type of activity should be monitored closely and wetland laws
enforced to prevent impacts to this globally imperiled natural community. It is very encouraging
that no additional permit violations were noted during 2009 site visits.

Gaps in the ER Process
At the Evergreen Highway project site, a survey was not completed in response to the “clearance
needed” letter yet a wetland permit was still issued. The permit that was granted did contain
specific language about the potential for impacts to rare species in the project area. During the
site visit Lake Huron tansy was documented on the beach adjacent to the boreal forest through
which the road was being cleared. This occurrence of Lake Huron tansy was not previously
known at the site. If a survey had been completed as required, this species could have been noted
in the permit and taken into account prior to the clearing of the road. Information regarding the
coastal fen plant species that occur in this area is important to consider when developing a
management plan for the future easement that will be associated with this habitat. In addition, the
potential for run off and sedimentation associated with the road construction is of concern, as
noted in the photo taken of the culvert filled with sediment taken at the site. It is unknown
whether the required silt fencing was used to prevent sedimentation into the stream.

In another situation, although dwarf lake iris was noted in the permit to build a boardwalk at the
Pollard property, this species was not flagged for a wetland permit which was granted at this site
for driveway fill. At six additional sites, rare species were found in adjacent contiguous habitat,
although not directly in the area where the project occurred. This type of information is very
important for minimizing potential impacts in the future.

Most importantly, there is currently no parallel process for flagging rare species and natural
communities that occur in upland habitats. Since the majority of land altering activities occur in
upland systems this is a huge gap and as a result these species and communities are highly
vulnerable to impacts from poorly planned development. Although this is a very difficult
problem to resolve, with the commitment and leadership of the WD, significant effort could be
made to address this issue. Various, existing tools could be shared with townships and local

Evaluating the Effectiveness of the Environmental Review Process Page 18



governments to assist them in learning about, protecting and managing unique natural features in
their communities to insure long term ecological and economical benefits for their citizens.

Invasive Species
A number of invasive plant species were noted during project site assessments in 2008 and 2009
including such exotic plants as baby’s breath (Gypsophila spp.), Canada thistle (Cirsium
arvense), common garden tansy (Tanacetum vulgare), spotted knapweed (Centaurea maculosa),
St. John'-wort (Hypericum perforatum), white clover (Trifolium spp.), sweet clover (Melilotus
spp.), giant fescue (Festuca arundinacea), narrow-leaved cat-tail (Typha angustifolia), mullein
(Verbascum thapsus), and European helleborine (Epipactus helleborine). Because the alarming
impacts of exotic species in native ecosystems is well documented, we suggest that recording the
presence of invasive species in project areas be incorporated as a component of rare plant
surveys conducted at sites.

Training and Education
This project provided an extraordinary opportunity to meet one-on-one with LWMD, MDOT,
WD and MNFI personnel at project sites. This mutual training experience involved information
sharing about rare species and wetland regulations. Discussions included what is covered or not
covered under various administered regulations, what works, what doesn’t work, and how to
optimally search for and identify rare species. These productive interactions build trust, allow for
specific questions and answers to be explored, and highlight the need for additional cross-
training opportunities. MNFI personnel were deeply impressed with LWMD field staff’s
knowledge of wetland flora and their keen interest in enhancing and improving their plant
identification skills. Their diligence in assessing potential impacts to rare species and their
knowledge of Michigan environmental regulations was consistently noted throughout project site
assessments. It is apparent that they do a commendable job, given the amount of ground they
have to cover and the time limitations that they commonly face.

MNFI also met with MDOT personnel to review project activities associated with the
maintenance of protected plant areas along US-23 and the construction of a ditch to minimize
blowing sand and the transplanting of Pitcher’s thistle in an impacted area along US-2. MNFI
staff were pleased with the careful thought that went into mitigating potential project impacts at
both sites and appreciated the time MDOT staff spent discussing the practices that they
implemented at the US-2 site, detailed in the Environmental Assessment (Michigan Department
of Transportation, 2009) to avoid impacts to rare plants, animals and natural communities. A
great deal was learned at the US-2 project site resulting from the planting of marram grass to
prevent erosion and the transplanting of 49 Pitcher’s thistle plants from affected areas. The
survival rate of >50% of the transplants should be considered high. Lessons learned by MDOT
will help guide similar efforts in the future. The construction of a bike path along US-23 was
designed to minimize disturbance to the dunes and shoreline trees. Ditch maintenance along US-
23 is done carefully each year to prevent disruption of hydrology in areas with alvar glade and
boreal forest. Interpretive signage would be beneficial to instruct the public about the ecology
and value of the rare plants, animals and natural communities which occur in MDOT right of
ways, especially in areas where people park to access the shoreline. Grants should be pursued to
support this type of effort.
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Education is an important component of any successful biodiversity conservation program.
Balancing private property rights with the protection of public resources, declining native species
and increasing invasive species is not easy but must be done to help landowners become aware
of the value and function of the species and ecological processes that occur in the places where
they reside. Educating Michigan residents is necessary if we want to be successful at protecting

our unique natural resources.
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Conclusions and Recommendations

Phase | and Phase Il of the environmental review evaluation project provided insights that are the
foundation for several recommendations that could improve the efficiency and effectiveness of
the environmental review process and maintain the protection of Michigan’s biodiversity. These
preliminary findings are bulleted below:

Conclusions
The WD and the LWMD should continue their commitment to and investment in, an
efficient yet comprehensive environmental review program. The results of this study
strongly corroborate that the environmental review process is working well in wetland
habitats along the Great Lakes shoreline and is a vital component for the protection of
Michigan’s rare and declining plants, animals and natural communities.

We found that LWMD staff are knowledgeable in all aspects of wetland regulations and
permitting procedures and are well trained, very thorough and diligent in implementing
the environmental review process. LWMD staff expressed their appreciation for the on-
site training they received from the MNFI botanist. Cross training is invaluable for
information sharing and should continue.

The MDQOT staff were conscientious in mitigating potential impacts to rare species and

natural communities during the implementation of their projects and demonstrated a good
understanding of the ecology of the natural resources in coastal areas.

Recommendations

Training

Facilitate additional DNRE/MNFI assistance for LWMD project consultations and for
cross-training opportunities between the WD, LWMD and MNFI.

Develop resources to identify newly listed species, assess the potential for their
occurrence in various habitats, and evaluate activities which could impact these species.
These resources could include species abstracts, updating the rare species explorer and
the development of best management practices for targeted species.

File Evaluation and Coordination

Eliminate duplicative efforts by using database software that can be accessed by LWMD
and WD staff. Ideally this software would allow two separate customized applications for
each Division, but could communicate and transfer information between each application.

Design innovative tools and techniques to improve the screening of LWMD applications
to reduce the number of ‘no impact’ projects which are reviewed. This would include
improving the existing DNRE Endangered Species Assessment web application to allow
the users the ability to digitize their entire project boundary, instead of the current
limitation of only a single latitude and longitude being recorded.
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Provide WD/MNFI individuals involved with reviewing LWMD applications (2-4
people) with access to the full CIWPIS database (read-only).

Review the Memorandum of Understanding between the DEQ and DNR that was signed
in 1999 and incorporate key points and suggestions into an intra-agency document to
improve and streamline the process, now that the departments are unified into the DNRE.

Applications and Survey Reporting

Require photographs and high quality maps (include north arrow, road names, water
bodies, major landforms, general habitat, etc.) of the project site as part of a technically
complete LWMD application.

Design and implement a standardized DNRE survey report form and distribute with the
“clearance needed” letters to improve the gathering of consistent critical survey
information to evaluate potential impacts of project activities. Require habitat description,
survey methodology, photographs and plant list, including any invasive species.

Advise the applicant/landowner/consultant of the potential presence of rare species and
their responsibility to survey for rare species inside and outside of the direct impact zone
(i.e. where future impacts may occur — beach, open areas, etc.). Only accept complete,
adequate and consistent survey reports of project sites.

Permits

Insure that permits are not issued to applicants that do not respond to “clearance needed”
letters. More communication between LWMD and WD regarding final permit decisions
and enforcement of this requirement is needed.

Include specific language with regards to the rare plants and animals that occur or have
potential to occur at project sites in all permits. This language should “stand out” in the
permit so that applicants do not overlook the importance of this information. Vague
wording should be avoided.

Compliance

Develop a computerized method for tracking compliance on endangered species permits
and permits for projects which have the potential to directly impact rare species. Annual
site visits to inspect projects at a small sample of sites with highly vulnerable species is
strongly recommended.

Education

Educate landowners/applicants using multiple communication styles (letters,
publications, web, telephone, face-to-face, etc.) about the value and function of the Great
Lakes coastal communities and their associated rare species. Include color abstracts,
suggested references, and contact information so people know where to go when they
have future questions.
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Onqgoing Efforts

DNRE received funding from the Michigan Coastal Management Program to work with
Michigan Natural Features Inventory to complete the final phase of this project (Phase 3). The
final phase will include conducting a survey of LWMD staff as well as environmental programs
from all states across the country to identify specific recommendations for improving the
environmental review process. We look forward to learning first hand from those working in the
field in the LWMD and other divisions and departments as appropriate. In addition we are eager
to investigate how other states are addressing the challenges of environmental review and
discover innovative approaches they are taking to make their programs more effective.

We thank the (former) Michigan Department of Environmental Quality, Michigan Coastal
Management Program and Land and Water Management Division for supporting and funding
this project. We also thank the Michigan Department of Natural Resources, Wildlife Division
and Michigan State University Extension, Michigan Natural Features Inventory for their
participation and funding of the project. In addition we are grateful for the invaluable assistance
provided by the Land and Water Management Division field staff and the Michigan Department
of Transportation, Environmental Section staff, during visits to project sites. Finally we
appreciate the support of the project officer, Alisa Gonzales-Pennington, who provided valuable
input and guidance throughout the project.
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Appendix A: Photographs of Project Sites and Site Field Forms
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Bill and Shannon Bice
06-16-0059 Location: Cheboygan County

Top Photo: Path to beach from newly constructed home
Bottom photo: Pathway to narrow beach
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Top Photo: Slope to beach stabilized with cement blocks
Bottom photo: Lake Huron Tansy location immediately west on adjacent property
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Environmental Review Evaluation Project - Project Site Form

Michigan Red fields: Fill out on-site

Black fields: Fill out prior to field visit
Survey date: () -Qil_ﬁ_{jj [Time: [0 /¢ — (254  am or pmcircle)
Vi - yi
Surveyors: 177)/({ 7.;51’:(// St /1’45"/05.%/7 Weather (temp, sun, clouds, wind): _ /77 Clov 'y
iaria /)iy /7 /
DEQFile#: (- (59 Applicant's Name: _[M¢ 'rﬂfs Bil (Bice - 6957Ctd4ruoml Teal
DNR project#: 417435 Pro;ectAddres Mma pam% ﬂ*’:’ Sibdinsion, Let (| wed,
County: c"‘f(hcw'aa,n City, Zip: {2 dacweod trail 4-m K ﬁgﬂﬂfwl VA f
T,R,S: T38N R%E See 2! U 23 4p Shmpjimvien k. a1 daun P late, hunfedFon, Ah?;
Cocdwacdteail. o wad past ftdacweod 4o sitt on il 0§
Past photos? Yesv)/ No (circle) Landowner present? Yes [ W (circle)
Took photo;é?ay of evaluatlon / No rcircle) Allowed to survey property? Yes / No (circle)
How many / 7 7 79 a-

Permitted Activity (from DEQ permit): Pensr it MW noml  as back faom CHWR with Ak 2tl
\)Pl‘*ﬁf an;f '1'( ;udau 2 ex(é.ﬁna aaraa?

[ — I .‘u_‘_zx v

s T T D -,
oot 53 io0t by 2% feot sicgt oy s e and a4 new Soonl S50

§

Rare species potentially impacted (ER letter): _Yitches' $ -thicH( 1 Lake fucon Tansy

i . ' > - - T
Rare species documented prior to visit (surveys, ES Permit): _ﬂcrw "G’vﬂ(’ dv'( 'ﬁai Suf v'(-\: ‘b‘j it Ehbers.

Potential habitat on applicant's property? Yj// No

Describe habitat: . T /'
/&4’;” 4 ,,-:', i 2 il ///f//?// /J,f ’/ f//j: u'// ) R - /4;((1/ o MT
O?w#,‘@"'»’é/q N //'!,, e " jf/nﬂ/‘ é,(*,/ f?,g,u/;?/f lﬂ /1, z ‘7 f/»— *‘7/4,_:};)'
37’"»’"‘“’*’('\2@’4/-“ L W ) /&"”,,wv.dﬁ?, v

Ll A “ Vg /l

Ay

T/ﬁ}wf? ,&Jf’“ e L s

Estimate of habitat extent (éc/res, sq meters, W NN EL - /KO S y 4
7
/N..
GPS used? |[Yes// No (circle)
Type of GPS: Laim/) (PS040 765 Waypoint name:
Waypoint name: C H Bi (& / Waypoint name:
Waypoint name: Waypoint name:
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Environmental Review Evaluation Project - Project Site Form

006 - Clt-ByE-AD

Plant species documented: Tt - Skl ey, T

# Ramets (total # individuals): /‘/% /

# Genets (total # of groups): -~ 7 %W

Population density (scattered, clumps, evenly distributed)
Sim UM,

Plant species documented:

Ramets (total # individuals):

Genets (total # of groups):

Pbpulation density (scattered, clumps, evenly distributed)

Phenology: __ /-~ ”f:/’//\/ /72,
wence of reproduction? Ye# / No / Unknown
. “

e

?enology:
vidence of reproduction? Yes / No / Unknown

Plant species documented:
# Ramets (total # individuals):
# Genets (total # of groups):
Population density (scattered, clumps, evenly distributed)

Plant species documented:

# Ramets (total # individuals):

# Genets (total # of groups):

Population density (scattered, clumps, evenly distributed)

Phenology: \
Evidence of reproduction? Yes / No / Unknown

Phenology:

Evidence of reproduction? Yes / No / Unknown

/ —
Rare animal species documented: are species on adjacent property? @ / No / Unsure
pecies 0 i operty:

.

Permit requirements followeoKY}E / No / Unsure (circle)
Comments on project activity:

o Wlﬂﬁf‘i‘ AN %pnioedi[
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Curt Stewart
DEQ LWMD File: 06-16-0013, Location: Cheboygan County

Top Photo: View of home and stone breakwall
Bottom photo: Mike Penskar points out Lake Huron tansy to Scott Rasmusson
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Environmental Review Evaluation Project - Project Site Form

Michigan Red fields: Fill out on-site

Black fields: Fill out prior to field visit

Survey date: () &- 0Y-L0 J 4 |Time: _{[-45am — 2S5  am or pm (circle)

Ja) " . oz
Surveyors: ﬂ); /C? Vel . Gut? A’#j/m/é@/) Weather (temp, sun, clouds, wind): /I//u CloAy

Tara #}"/ < g7’ I 77 !

DEQFile#: O -1t 13 Applicant's Name: (urt Shewact
DNR project# _ H @ )¢5 Project Address: 5 Temil
County: d\ A City, Zip: "
TR S: T3¢ |E Sec Al
Past photos?(Yes }/ No (circle) Landowner present? (Yes’ / No (circle)
Took photos on day of evaluation: ./ No (circle) Allowed to survey property? !/ No (circle)
How many? 79 - 741)0

Permitted Activity (from DEQ permit): __( pastruct _a new sfa\yk ﬁm[& house with an 4%&4@%
ﬁiwéfslcm iy

Rare species potentially impacted (ER letter): KM"& h(gd | 's gli ls JhisHe,
: : — " P ) " hede 7/
Rare species documented prior to visit (surveys, ES Permit): /) nd fPrithes's

omd 23" Feed auay, selmaff/ }7 a stone besatuall.

/—\,/ AOF N pm,ec% ATECC .

WP sl cle, Lo 5 A5t 10T
frap . /J/AM// Z A s, /ﬁ%//ﬂ/
7%&7 7 ey U ol i 25 1y Luf 2aleh, @pecs e /{// K//’/%/k %,\
Lt fudirbso} Fomr gt ﬁ yZ /ﬂ%zz/ LTHTS ApTaf Ao, 7
G W‘%W%’x Wi W  Nelnsdley [ plenlisy

Estimate of habitat exten (@/ q meters,@: gn ¥ 20 £ /OO :;/y L£
<

Potential habitat on appli
Describe habitat:

i\
GPS used? \Yeg / No (circle)
Type of GPS: Qaimin Gp&fmw 745 Waypoint name:
Waypointname: (- ST E / Waypoint name:
Waypoint name: Waypoint name:
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Michigan

Environmental Review Evaluation Project - Project Site Form

Plant species documented:

¥l Vi -—
Plant species documented: 4 /(€. H(Jrz}ﬂ 7[/// s/
# Ramets (total # individuals): __ /J~ 30 /

# Ramets (total # individuals):

# Genets (total # of groups):

# Genets (total # of gr :
Population density {scattered) clumps, evenly distributed)

Population density (scattered, clumps, evenly distributed)

Phenology: ﬁk’fl [

R

Phenology:

Evidence of reproduction? Yes / (NoJ/ Unknown

GPS — CH -STE-Lit7—

Evidence of reproduction? Yes / No / Unknown

Plant species documented:

Plant species documented:

# Ramets (total # individuals):

# Ramets (total # individuals):

# Genets (total # of groups):

# Genets (total # of groups):

Population density (scattered, clumps, evenly distributed)

Population density (scattered, clumps, evenly distributed)

v

Phenology:

Phenology:

Evidence of reproduction? Yes / No / Unknown

Evidence of reproduction? Yes / No / Unknown

Rare animal species documented:

Rare species on adjacent property? Yes / No / Unsure
Species on adjacent property:

P

Permit requirements followed: (es{)/ No / Unsure (circle)

Comments on project activity:

wa ‘/ppm’) it Db I ,m;/ 56,/’?4%4 ?{ (23 )
?jﬁ %//—b/m Lalt Ho) Tarsy 4
4 /C’/ /

/{§ *(
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Jane Magers
DEQ LWMD File: 07-16-0011, Location: Cheboygan County

Top and Bottom photo: Mixed hardwood-conifer swamp habitat
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Environmental Review Evaluation Project - Project Site Form

Michigan Red fields: Fill out on-site

Black fields: Fill out prior to field visit 7

Surveydate: 0 € -Q 4 -0 70 4 [Time: 4135~ 450 am orfmicircle)

2 i £ FE | 2
Surveyors: Mt F(/b((a(, Scilt Kusmqssa@ Ldaia Hyd’{ Weather (temp, sun, clouds, wind): y/\bfﬁ Sy

7 / 70 P { /

DEQFile# Cr- i~ Applicant's Name: _an¢ m s /
DNR project #: Lt' 4 332, Project Address: 2.0 2.4 :AN AM 13‘} m’ Ifw\{ ﬁnjpsﬂlfﬁ
County: C»h{._opu gar_ city, Zip: _IT: LA ML CI"'\' 1ys-13
T,RS: T 31¥ K 3W, Sec 22 ,4<>= # 3/
Past photos? (Yes '/ No (C|rcle) Landowner present? Yes / @ (circle)
Took photos on day of evaluatio Qes ; No (circle) Allowed to survey property? Yes / No (circle)
Howmany? 2 - 745~

Permltted Activity (from DEQ permlt) f{x g;g%glt? w W G #2 Cbic ‘/ﬁm" 3 :”f* r“ta“wf am ‘s trem 0.0 7 £ acres.
ran o, £ ST Jiiirg b i1Te, with Jf\e rrm« olaremsnt m an yolard /pop-w T ang,
L8y w 4¥Y cwit v,m/; a./zfn Gl in 017 acnts - »ijqn/m’ dne GJY{S“‘{I'“/‘*M)‘/M’

h”LS‘ fimaa;f Jm(vm« ﬂnl/ drmaﬂﬂi_

f

Rare species potentially impacted (ER letter): _ uaif L4f € Tn'S.

Rare species documented prior to visit (surveys, ES Permit): __noné. »@m/ duc g SV,

A_
Potential habitat on applicant's property? Yes /
Describe habitat:

[ifed rhudnosd feott- s w/ﬂw

Estimate of habitat extent (acres, sq meters, sq feet?):

GPS used? Q_,s)/ No (circle)

Type of GPS: J(I,n; an_GPS PR 7l 5 Waypoint name:
Waypoint name: _ (- Wi & 7 Waypoint name:
Waypoint name: Waypoint name:
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Sedkey and Co. LLC
DEQ LWMD File: 08-16-0066, Location: Cheboygan County

Top photo: Flagging for driveway route proposed through boreal forest habitat
Bottom photo: Habitat for Houghton’s goldenrod not found where boardwalk is proposed.
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Environmental Review Evaluation Project - Project Site Form

Red fields: Fill out on-site
Black fields: Fill out prior to field visit

OF-04-20049 [Time: H’af? - 47U am or pm (circle)

e . v 1
Surveyors: /ﬁ,/ 0 7Nl Soalt KdSNyised] |Weather (temp, sun, clouds, wind): mds//n/r///
E [= S

Survey date:

. Zad Z0°
/
DEQFile#: O%~ |G - { peews peant 0H-1€-0010)|Applicant's Name: _Sed iKC\/ ¢(o. L--C.,
DNRproject#: 5 4 345 ! ' Project Address: {{4-2 ¢/,
County:

l. l(tm S_E oﬁ-nkrsecﬁaﬂa/m Usrasz
.4

T,R,S: & alcs ~23. Locaked E. ¢ 7

— davt dns Cns'kné dae.s}-drwe —Iﬂ Mﬁy//wsc hewrd-
Past photos? Yes / @ (circle) Landowner present? Yes /on(cwcle)
Took photos on day of evaluation: / No (circle) Allowed to survey property? Yes [/ No (circle)

How many? 6 — 745~ 9535

Permitied Activity (from DEQ permit): Vlace wz 10 180 cibic vd s o claan 4111 o/c theee u/tﬂm] CmsgnqS Co0 457,
152 lint of cepdated Gl wi md net 1o ereee i a Sionl€ | weba
fomil dein fing st 1t Ig £ by [2in cdies
wil l’ by, u\su ong by 0 12 id( goen ale
pacduallt, a5 indicafrd on plansie acess on? "’

Rare species potentially impacted (ER letter): v, ' Idencodd

Rare species documented prior to visit (surveys, ES Permit): qf)ni) //'IL [eut = 5. ’e .

Potential habitat on applicant's property? Yes /

Describe habitat: , J
My habiE §r He oF ,pajﬂbﬁ/ locarw) foc Jeit A hoardeall .

‘10(\69( {'}Ng}" d(a\/(%(}{ ,Dv(llg‘(/ ,
Mg _swall £ mes(y l/(’o]({»{/'r// é(,m/( LL/ sl 5¢5W ol subbbE e

Estimate of habitat extent (acres, sq meters, sq feet?): __1i 0 /) Q

P .

GPS used? { Yes / No (circle)

Type of GPS: ™ (i LS MNap 74 5 Waypoint name:
Waypoint name: ("} - SED- Sw/ 7// Sutja 6) Waypoint name:
Waypoint name: Waypoint name:
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MDNR Parks and Recreation Division
LWMD DEQ File # 06-16-0009, Location Cheboygan County

Top photo: Area of beach that has been mechanically groomed
Bottom photo: Lake Huron tansy growing approximately 15° from groomed edge
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Environmental Review Evaluation Project - Project Site Form

Michigan Red fields: Fill out on-site
Black fields: Fill out prior to field viei*
Survey date: 12009 [Time: 9. 30 - [f ysmyor pm (circle)
e
.1 pi /

Surveyors; /ﬂ/kf V /ngﬂf L Gt Sasnssor?, Weather (temp, sun, clouds, wind): // /ey

Laria /{V//( 72" 4 '@%‘4/! !
DEQ File #: O é /& Applicant's Name: _M\.()
DNR project#: 4308 ‘y Project Address: _ (“hthgv d R
County: __ £ er)(u aan- City, Zip: _ " wawmn o Mt/
TR S: 13N 42 W See. 277 Foo Cadl H-4~- Bh s

waly V-W 4o ht(t(, Shodt e/opé’.

Past photos? Yes /’ No (cwcle) Landowner present? Yes / No ?circle)
Took photos on day of evaluation: g/ No gircle) Allowed to survey property? Yes [/ No (circle)
How many? 74 1 - 792

Permltted Activity (from DEQ permit): TT{ J\um{m u araj( a_pcvigisi/ dARAed §0¢ {pot-by 300-4potfacu
oy
£2¢ Uf 2s a ﬂubuf peach o a étmu Bt ;/L'\M'm; I !

Rare species potentially impacted (ER letter): U .’cfz] Tale Huan 44:15\ Vitrhed's thickly, Lalce Hyar [pags
}’»‘*mzncgn Dn. &N, wrtul'Lﬂér‘%mafgl Tt ding L(«"’lL -’ma’l

Rare species documented prior to visit (surveys, ES Permit): _

+ / / / 2 2
Potential habitat on applicant's property? Yes / {No s HG = pe¥ild AT S T
Describe habitat: 1/ /?A
L #J}ma amo 44 has been mmnlﬁ.ndﬁf nany aymars ’/’/%n' 2 na/,o 7 ,
i C’ a2 .. P ¢
Ji isn J/) 4 . {fﬁ(_é( o-fruj ! 2025
r e ﬂ?-'\ n Tansy fm 4 1527 fﬁvm ,amf/f/a/ Chot 7?}3' 77 3% 72» 792
* e 70T j e, ‘//’// ), O PT D s /’L///
[=stimate of habltat extent‘sq meters, sq feet?): TM\C«AS ba”r s <y nl"o/['k,fl‘f | warmw dad
[~ 28 _<sma)/ ﬁg#ﬁ A é/w/ ﬂgzﬁ/
Gemir] J
GPS used? @/ No (circle) 0195”)7,070'5
Type of GPS: Waypoint name:
Waypoint name: __ CH-6@ - CH-Sf-LHT Waypoint name:
Waypoint name: Waypoint name:
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Michigan

Environmental Review Evaluation Project - Project Site Form

Plant species documented:
# Ramets (total # individuals):
# Genets (total # of groups):
Population densﬁy (scattered, .clumps, evenly distributed)

M

P | 4
Ha's Grltnad

LT T e Ty e
‘/‘ R

Plant species documented:
# Ramets (total # individuals):
# Genets (total # of groups): /L / i,

P}ulatlon densnty (scattered cIumps evenly/dlstnbuted)

: 3 ’ v e / 5 _ s . - ) ) » ] /1*1
Phenology: /" __ /;, Ll S Phenology: _ -~ "~ = .~
Evidence of reproduction? Yes / No / Unknown Evidence }f reproductuon” \Yes / No / Unknown
f e
4 C s e '»,-. ; /’//’ foo kS

Plant species documented:
# Ramets (total # individuals):
# Genets (total # of groups):
Population density (scattered, clumps, evenly distributed)

Plant species documented:
# Ramets (total # individuals):
# Genets (total # of groups):
Population density (scattered, clumps, evenly distributed)

Phenology:
Evidence of reproduction? Yes / No / Unknown

Phenology:
Evidence of reproduction? Yes / No / Unknown

Rare animal speCIes documented

/Sf’j

on }')fﬂ A

Rare species on adjacent property%' o
Species pn adjaceqt property: ’

-

" No / Upsure

2~ bald taglts Flrw b7 PP
J /

Permit requirements foIIowed:@/ No / Unsure (circle)
Comments on project activity:

rl _7 L

T T - % B _

v A '.,/h ) ',/ i //r‘: ‘7’ ’ ) . R , ’/r’ ’
',é’l-ltr?;,'{/ 774 7 - s S ‘S\(./} ‘;'/l/; 77 ’/( AT /‘-/7

B fr 2T

Frunvs /76’/77//[4

ot ? Ayrd po///w (éjﬂ) bm/ﬁcf/s/,

lém

r&'/ gAcs o m ﬂﬂf(S ' /W//%zf////

/ /ﬂy 4179

?ﬂ%ﬂa

7? K//’MM rid 2 tal 'M/ LT Pz vy A2 / @dﬂ//}q

* /J/»7/ /154/71 £707] "ﬁﬂj" F &/VMC M(’"{ *b/Z?/Jﬂn ¢S5

r} 49 7 - OH\ﬂ A Wi 1'[0’“ '5 [WFI'Q Page 2 of 2 Eva/ua,ﬁgfm‘[éﬂwess of the Environmental Review Process ~ Page 39
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Proposed RV park near Duncan Bay
Permit not yet submitted, Location: Cheboygan County

Top photos: An RV park may be proposed in area that grades into northern hardwood conifer
swamp and an interdunal wetland. Dwarf Lake iris was noted on a cobble beach ridge near shore

Bottom photo: Cobble shoreline provides potential habitat for Houghton’s goldenrod
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Environmental Review Evaluation Project - Project Site Form

Michigan Red fields: Fill out on-site
) Black fields: Fill out prior to field visit
Survey date: __Y—_Q_‘i-l_a_ﬂ_q |Time: /- 5Y 230 am or@ (circle)
1

£ ya) 2 i Py
Surveyors: S’[}f/’ Rismecsat, Lhvafiyd@e, I Verdapiveather (temp, sun, clouds, wind): __ <41V
! /7 7 7 o
L2 2 i
DEQFile#: _ Dnan&as - Pipsed K V}ﬂx( IC - |Applicant's Name:
DNR project#: r 1 Project Address:
County: Ie.b”;//z/ qn City, Zip:
T,R,S: :
Past photos? Yes / No (circle) Landowner present? Yes / No (circle)
Took photos on day of evaluatlor%/@ No (circle) Allowed to survey property? Yes / No (circle)
How many? 77.3.5 - 7{

Z yal g 4 z i £
Permitted Activity (from DEQ permit): Qg@g Sdac hfl v KL i }Q F Vl://&"f//@//

Rare species potentially impacted (ER letter):

Rare species documented prior to visit (surveys, ES Permit): ___

Potential habitat on applicant's prope / . ; /
Describe habitat: f% f / L7 HKf Sy /é’/?,?'yﬂq?l/,j,é’ %474 g /é %/ 7 %5 el
g4 fn/(’//m/// wellind deptesly w P Fqlin’s CAtiyod
(rbdlt Short hus ﬂ/,lm)é;// b HC

TN z//
( DL +and 0 51721// TTHP 27 ﬁffW = 3 ¢rA .. ;
\/ //@4/1 Ay ’_buffldﬁe/%

Estimate of habitat extent (acres, sq meters, sq feet?): f/ﬂ[ﬂﬂbﬂ w sl - -”
/PP EYAL,
P
GPS used? \Yes J/ No (circle
Type of GPS: Qxlm N 05 Vi) 7&“/ S Waypoint name:
Waypoint name: C#— DUN -~ NLT Waypaint name:
Waypoint name: Waypoint name:
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Mackinac County Road Commission
LWMD DEQ File # 08-49-0080, Location: Mackinac County

Top photo: Proposed road flattening activity should not impact Ml monkey flower habitat
Bottom photo: Chrysoplenium americanum looks similar to M1 monkey flower
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Environmental Review Evaluation Project - Project Site Form

Red fields: Fill out on-site - e
Black fields: Fill out prior to field visit

Sunveydate: - [ - A g o 9 [Time:_ 4/"2J 4% — 5 am orfpm Ycircle) |
§ j—
L 3 § ey Fi i
Surveyors: /77/?'0 //P/‘)c;/(’af/j Lpcia H}//,’W Weather (temp, sun, clouds, wind): 7.7 45y (/5&:%

DEQFile#: O~ 4 4~ 80 Applicant's Name: _[Ack: ngc Covnfy Kdd/@mmtg/m
DNR project #: j‘f 595/ Project Address: WMW Sellan,
County: de(C( NaC City, Zip: 4 4

A i/

T,R,S: YA RW Sec (O

Past photos’?(Yggj No (circle) Landowner present? Yes / No (circle)
Took photos or day of evaluatlon @ No (circle) Allowed to survey property? Yes / No (circle)
How manyt(4) 404 2 7 (oA !

. ) o) J . /
Permitted Activity (from DEQ permit): ,Uf{#mi;—%ﬁdj-ﬁﬁ“ -— FMiF sy T7]37]07

Droon?su/ achild 1 Hylben 770 -/Zf‘(ﬁ/}é’ 7 //( 07 5//( o F/m,/(%ﬂ &z/ ﬂ/
P ge//ﬂﬂ-/' Hoad ) h et sa e/’m/ sthndids and Fo emab Fle cxushng
ﬂmnﬁm in 743w KY7 Sec fp. -

Rare species potentially impacted (ER letter): /7)) 2d/[u 5 u4/4 bratd 5 Var. /7 cﬁy;m 16N$1S~ A ﬂ?ao/f/:

Rare sz)emes documented prior to visit (surveys, ES Permit): 7 2 P—% Wﬁ// / r/ﬂzﬂ W/ /4’/7/74/ ﬂ Mé/d 0 A / €y -

ha mH/ b\/ Giony Peanaly. - f?”/ mmée/ﬁ;n/(f p/mjdlé)t/) J/c(mmfg///l vog
.177/ il[( P(/lélmf Loct ._51/&1(071 /Jnﬁ/ YUl k( 5/"’15(/15& I

e,
ﬂ/{d//

Potential habitat on applicant's property? fes)/ No 7 / _ s ,L{;m Cd’/
Describe habitat: ) /%9/ Suany) | L ' Spat [‘/"““" 51'7‘/ s S0

U/\MSW”FZ’% wum 8o canan - jﬂ%/M///i clrar Sﬂfmjf an W (//f /006/{
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oy plde W/'H%W('/ C(?/l/ ou /’f"o/

sihilar J ol /f’/ }/Mf/ hiks /,-f J Az

\fed/~ qomii_nrpe o978 bd 222l pot e
Estimate of habit£t extent (’aéres,Jq meters, sq feef?): Lrad 4 /:"!f’f{ f’?/ -
vy !
/

GPS used? {Yes) / No (cwcle}
Type of GPS: __ [pain_ O F5 My Tt S Waypoint name:
Waypoint name: __ MAC— mMc 8¢~ 5! Waypoint name:
Waypoint name: Waypoint name:
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Michigan

Environmental Review Evaluation Project - Project Site Form

Plant species documented:

Plant species documented:

# Ramets (total # individuals):

# Ramets (total # individuals):

# Genets (total # of groups):

# Genets (total # of groups):

Population density {(scattered, clumps, evenly distributed)

Population density (scattered, clumps, evenly distributed)

Phenology:

Phenology:

Evidence of reproduction? Yes / No / Unknown

Evidence of reproduction? Yes / No / Unknown

Plant species documented:

Plant species documented:

# Ramets (total # individuals):

# Ramets (total # individuals):

# Genets (total # of groups):

# Genets (total # of groups):
Population density (scattered, clumps, evenly distributed)

Population density (scattered, clumps, evenly distributed)

Phenology:

Phenology:

- |Evidence of reproduction? Yes / No / Unknown

Evidence of reproduction? Yes / No / Unknown

Rare animal species documented:

Rare species on adjacent property? Yes / No / Unsure

Species on adjacent property:

—_—
Permit requirements followed: Yes / No / L(l/nsure (cnch)

Comments on project activity: N

'] ! I ’ / yd
= Py T Wy ks A ez
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Michigan Department of Transportation
MDNR Endangered Species permit #1528, Location: Mackinac County

Top photo: Marram grass planted to stabilize sand dunes and to prevent erosion
Bottom photo: Mike Penskar discusses the planting with Dave Schuen and Ulrika Zay MDOT
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Top photo: V-Ditch cut at 45 degree angle to minimize sand blowing over road
Bottom photo: John Gustafson, DEQ, looks closer at Lake Huron tansy growing next to road
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Top photo: Mike Penskar discusses the Pitcher’s thistle transplant with MDOT staff
Bottom photo: Boardwalk maintained for foot traffic to prevent trampling and erosion
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Environmental Review Evaluation Project - Project Site Form”

Michigan . Red fields: Fill out on-site
Black fields: Fill out prior to field visit
Survey date: 14 007 |Time: am oﬂpm):ircle) |

Surveyors: Weather (temp, sun, clouds, wind): __~ &~ ,/7,“" /
DEQFie#: _O'7 ~4q-90 expives 12/3// 0/ 3 |Applicant'sName: __MDo T

DNR project #: 5051] ! Project Address: A5~ 2

County: /ﬂﬂcb‘nﬂc City, Zip: | ,m/C eqst of &fl/ﬂfﬂ/ /2{/:/(’//7;‘//1/
RS 7SIV RIW sechoms 5,8 9.6 22 | Kugd to Foat Fvx Feses

Past photos? {es' / No (circle) Landowner present? Yes / No (circle) &/~

Took photos on day of evaluation;: Yes / No (circle) Allowed to survey property? Yes / No (circle)

How many?

Permltted Activity (from DEQ permit):
Construct god maintara 7-5% mifs ol V2ot dited for o zately Logzdt o7
¢ C/{’/If 2000 a8 _and. 72 1ol demnapt @/ HC_ 500477 146 gl U5 A -
A b gt Créadid 2irq 570, /% G0 [Q./L clfa/éé’OMt’cf
Meduni s wnrtval ot sand 4 Dracduall « §muéz<

Rare specie poten/tlally impacted (ER letter): (| rSrum 2! Foberi, Tanacetim Duanense (Dnadridc 8(2P4
Mpris fong spes (S0

Rare species documentec( ior to visit (surveys, ES Permit): _ =5 germi £ H [FE¢ expiws /J/ 3//7’7:4@'7
Cirsium prithec)  Tanacetan Domerse, ﬁzmm%ﬂws Huanidna

Potential habitat on applicant's property? Yes
Describe habitat: @J,fwé’ an N/ - 01@ f?-‘l[; ng Q

Estimate of habitat extent (acres, sq meters, sq feet?):

GPS used? Yes / No (cwcle)

Type of GPS: e ,;’5“‘:,-,:-;, LY Waypoint name:
Waypoint name: ' Waypoint name:
Waypoint name: Waypoint name:
] j i . £ 2 «ﬂ » J '."{‘fﬁ} -',:;‘/ o TR
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Environmental Review Evaluation Project - Project Site Form

Michigan _ é/ [ 472 .9“/24 . %__

Plant species documented: Plant species documented:

# Ramets (total # individuals): # Ramets (total # individuals):

# Genets (total # of groups): # Genets (total # of groups):

Population density (scattered, clumps, evenly distributed) Population density (scattered, clumps, evenly distributed)

Phenology: Phenology:

Evidence of reproduction? Yes / No / Unknown Evidence of reproduction? Yes / No / Unknown

Plant species documented: Plant species documented:

# Ramets (total # individuals): # Ramets (total # individuals):

# Genets (total # of groups): # Genets (total # of groups):

Population density (scattered, clumps, evenly distributed) Population density (scattered, clumps, evenly distributed)

Phenology: Phenology:

Evidence of reproduction? Yes / No / Unknown Evidence of reproduction? Yes / No / Unknown

Rare animal species documented: Rare species on adjacent property? Yes / No / Unsure
Species on adjacent property:

Permit requirements followed: @/ No / Unsure (circle)
Comments on project activity:
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Bernard and Trudy Butler
LWMD DEQ File # 08-71-0002, Location Presque Isle County

Tp left photo: A min|m \)vldfh viewshed was cut through the boreal forest
Top right photo: Mike Penskar inspects the vegetation with LWMD staff

Bottom left photo: Boardwalk and temporary walkway extends over swale,
Bottom right photo: Northern fen with swale and potential rare plant and animal habitat
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Environmental Review Evaluation Project - Project Site Form

Red fields: Fill out on-site
Black fields: Fill out prior to field visit |,

Survey date: () - 05 -0 0 Q_ff [Time: [/ 2#—/]2})/” am or fr
Surveyors: ): ﬁ)u{;c }/5 Mt ﬁr ! /&' Weather (temp, sun clouds, wind): __ Sigan/

e Kag', ﬂu? dem Dtia 1%[&/ t 729

T l 7
DEQFie#: _Qf~-1- X Applicant's Name: a GBuHer
DNR project#: 52 (50 Project Address: K4.
County: 0(!.54'/( Lsik City, Zip: 7 Gr I—gh
T,RS:_T34YN R{E Sec. 20 Non G [ale%q

- hott blvegrey/ &/

Past photos? @/ No (circle) Landowner présefit? Yes / (No ) (cirlle)
Took photos on day of evaluation‘/ No (circle) Allowed to survey property? Yes / No (circle)
How many? 7987~ 7@

Permitted Activity (from DEQ permit):

d
432 MIM

./)ltr Ml [WaY M
Rare species potentially impacted (ER letter): V\#dkt's %idfc, ' cod akeiris dord
Rare species documented prior to visit (surveys, ES Permit): 3)“['\0 llbt ins Adearm {fnL[d 47L sife. &bdﬁ M s/'ﬂ
inclvdes ﬂ&ﬁ/_wzﬂmimd J
=

Potential habitat on appficant's property?\Yes |/ No

Describe habitat: ﬂ/?%ém 4[//' LMM 51@'/6 ;fu/[/( f 56!4// %)/df///ly/;,/
bkl %Jf Haels,

Aj iﬂ#’l/ 4
I~ Ll s ,/cr(’
Estimate of habitat extenagcr/es),sq meters, sq feet?)g - 5 EUH(/ w./% )
patany
GPS used? (Yed '/ No (circle)
Type of GPS: /ogimi_ /iP5 v S Waypoint name:
Waypoint name: _ P/- BUT- 8 i Waypoint name:
Waypoint name: Waypoint name:
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Environmental Review Evaluation Project - Project Site Form

- -
Michigan

Plant species documented: Plant species documented:
# Ramets (total # individuals). /020 40 4. . MW # Ramets (total # individuals):
# Genets (total # of groups): _» # Genets (total # of groups):
Population density (scattered, clumps, evenly distributed) Population density (scattered, clumps, evenly distributed)
Phenology; T Phenology:
Evidence of reproduction? Yes / No /@W Evidence of reproduction? Yes / No / Unknown
*
Plant species documented: Plant species documented:
# Ramets (total # individuals): # Ramets (total # individuals):
# Genets (total # of groups): # Genets (total # of groups):
Population density (scattered, clumps, evenly distributed) Population density (scattered, clumps, evenly distributed)
Phenology: Phenology: ‘
Evidence of reproduction? Yes / No / Unknown Evidence of reproduction? Yes / No / Unknown
Rare animal species documented: Rare species on adjacent property? Yes / No / Unsure
Species on adjacent property:

/\
Permit requirements followed( Yes) / No ,/ Unsure (CIrcIe)

Comments on project activity: 771 ani CQ .ub ot r)mJ (‘u#nm CAdgh ‘{1“6/’_'\' o @ ew , pA N

1744}

. 4 N bostduall
Ly Lty ,(m;lf Z, , %zﬂ S0,
L/ , A»%?Z L0 el tenyoly

flf%’ Corellle, Ledln Hatapihzpio,, vl g

befos o ]
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Evergreen Hwy. LLC
LWMD DEQ File #08-71-0004, Location: Presque Isle County

READY TO BUILD

ANE HURON
BALL PARCELS siavt _LAKES

 Easzuen

ARy
COMPLETE &
SURVETED

s ALLPERMITS

8 FOR ADDITIONAL INFO & PRICES
| CONTAST: MIKE MORRIS
909-207-0854 Cell
or 9457755000 Office

Bottom photos: It is important to control sedimentation and run off to protect fen and shoreline
species associated with road construction and future development.
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Top photos: Coastal fen provides habitat for pitcher-plant, bladderwort, and butterwort (SC), the
latter shown in photo on right

Bottom photos: Old road is disruptive to the hydrology of the fen. Development should proceed
carefully to protect this unique coastal fen resource.
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Environmental Review Evaluation Project - Project Site Form

Michigan Red fields: Fill out on-site
Black fields: Fill out prior to field visit |
Surveydate: ) (/-0 5-J 007 9 |Time: 30~ 590U am or(pm fcircle)
Surveyors; _ jiliKe TPnskas, Iaia fydf Weather (temp, sun, clouds, wind): __Curyg o £ R ?
ﬂ/mw?/ //Z”///cé ol /’7/[/(“ V;//ﬂ /

/ /t(f( v Ko/

{

DEQFie# Q¢ -11-Y Applicant's Name:
DNR project 5 5 2042 Project Address: _[4
County: r¢squt f&/

City, Zip: _#r BVery
TRS __T34N RYE See 20 4

Past photos? Yes /@(circle) Landowner present? Yes / No (circle)
Took photos on day of evaluation: Yes J No (circle) Allowed to survey property? Yes / No (circle)

Howmany? 7797~ 40id

Rare species potentially impacted (ER letter): t i L / Y, 2 0
Qul'kmvl-‘. E. Mussasquga,

Rare species documented prior to \ﬁ’sit (surveys, ES Permit): (\ o -~ d\d h[)-}f cH'?f' C 1 lamc?d

R
'\CM peart

oy ek 1A owm‘ V)c\er/

Potential habitat on appltcant’ op rty &N7
Describe habitat: Sy %ﬂ /g *M’Wﬂ %47/1/‘ M/&W/\

Voad Hru

Estimate of habitat extenthq meters, sq feet?): N f/n / .44 /Z’gc/ (i (/ﬂ[d‘?l//"
P

GPS used? @L No (circlz

Type of GPS: (2acmin S iy ’7&5 Waypoint name:

Waypoint name: __ L - EV-{wY / Waypoint name:

Waypoint name: Waypoint name:

Leed , )
AY’ Yon cold Wi P - Gt ity 2 Bad(Lit) Loubecolo,
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Environmental Review Evaluation Project - Project Site Form

e
Michigan

_PBUTHT , )BT
Plant species documented: z,d,ép /ﬁ w1 TarSr Plant species documented: Fueelc vt K
# Ramets (total # |nd|VIduaIs) /60-830 O(F'T":) / # Ramets (total # mdwnduals) AL P / D O
# Genets (total # of groups). # Genets (total # of groups): ” 7
Population density (scattered, clumps, evenly distributed) Populatlon den %}scattered clum venly distributed)
einiaae
Phenology: Phenology.
Evidence of reproduction? Yes / No / Unknown Evidence of reproduction? Yes / No / Unknown
Plant species documented: Plant species documented:
# Ramets (total # individuals): # Ramets (total # individuals):
# Genets (total # of groups): # Genets (total # of groups):
Population density (scattered, clumps, evenly distributed) Population density (scattered, clumps, evenly distributed)
Phenology: " Phenology:
Evidence of reproduction? Yes / No / Unknown Evidence of reproduction? Yes / No / Unknown
Rare animal species documented: Rare species on adjacent property? Yes / No / Unsure
Species on adjacent property:

—m

Permit requirements followed: Yes / No @ (circle)
Comments on project

Z

/ // ,):ZMMW /?’Mﬂft@ Z%Wb[é‘lé/ %44!% IS //ﬂ//u;zw N o/ g
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o
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William Pollard
LWMD DEQ File # 08-49-0010, Location Presque Isle County

Bottom photos: Boardwalk through fen built according to permit. Butterwort (SC) in fen
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Top photo: Unpermitted wetland fill below the OHWM used to extend boardwalk
Bottom photo: Fen plants growing adjacent to illegal fill near the shore
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Environmental Review Evaluation Project - Project Site Form

Michigan Red fields: Fill out on-site
. Black fields: Fill out prior to field visit
Survey date; O h- L0 4 [Time: _[1'15G —/J"20 cam orgpm (circle)

\5//”/7 (///

Surveyors: '_Tahn W{Pd?ll) KWMMQ f”é:fﬁd( , 7 |Weather (temp, sun, clouds, wind): W//‘//f/{a/ 6;’)'

‘o ¥nol , Mjce Vu‘)ékﬂ/ Ltria //t///(’ [o -,fh’/}ﬂé néar < hos ofs '7'//”/

DEQ File #: O"I - 75/4'”-/ Applicant's Name: uZ lhgg f llg (0’

T,RS: T 3YNGE Sec. 20 Canch)

DNR project#: 50547 Project Address: j_ﬂ]_%égmlégf
County: Q((éf‘ E’C Clty, Zip: ﬁ:ﬂ of Piae iew

Past photos7@/ No (circle) ‘ Landowner present? Yes /@ (circle)
No (circle)

Took photos on day of evaluation: Allowed to survey property? Yes [/ No (circle)

How many? _ 794( - 77@( ~ ¢
Permitted Activity (from DEQ permit): n J oard )0 2 FoeF e,
v [ 9 Yo aws 21 ondiions € oan

Rare species potentially impacted (ER letter): _] Wact lalce icis_,_H%ha'.sgﬂl(ALd,_&hMal.

Rare species documented prior to visit (surveys, ES Permit): BMMMMM N

Potential habitat on applicant's property? \Yes

Describe habitat; r\ﬂrﬂdf o™ {ln’)(s}ﬂﬁé 'Qu/a(‘p /d}@ f/\g /)noé“rﬂL

3 3 ] ‘ Al ; : Il {
Bradwalll_ovtv Kich .ﬁew Cooktotal Br that's emuald] mac /7 ten. —  _otbrhal Hr massesain
4 | ! 2nalich &W/ﬂf/
Colle ghor® - near L fhuan - - ﬂ%ﬂa? <elye
Estimate of habitat exten@ sq meters, sq feet?): 4 acits — M ﬂfjﬁ md /Z/ %

P
GPS used? (Yes} / No (circle)

Waypoint name:
Waypoint name: y Waypoint name:
Waypoint name: Waypoint name;
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Environmental Review Evaluation Project - Project Site Form

i

Plant species documented: __ B Felug 7 J,,,’Wéf//déf Vg#PPlant species documented:

# Ramets (total # individuals): Y774y (%"7%7 ) His 7# Ramets (total # individuals): / 4

# Genets (total # of groups). =%~ 50 "6 9S50 b 2q 4 Genets (total # of groups): _ -

Population density,(scattered, clumps, evenly distributed) puiajj %ns %at red, clumps, distributed)

Sttt /@z@/ g5 . 59 X 2o st &4 Z Iz ﬁ] &lfﬂl«dﬁ W/

Phenology: 2 g 5= Phenology i

Evidence of reproduction“.{ Yes / No / Unknown Evidence of reproduction? Yes / No / Unknown

Plant species documented: Plant species documented:

# Ramets (total # individuals): # Ramets (total # individuals):

# Genets (total # of groups): # Genets (total # of groups):

Population density (scattered, clumps, evenly distributed) Population density (scattered, clumps, evenly distributed)

Phenology: Phenology:

Evidence of reproduction? Yes / No / Unknown Evidence of reproduction? Yes / No / Unknown

Rare animal species documented: Rare species on adjacent property? Yes / No / Unsure
Species on adjacent property:

o — /unw,,/////zﬂl{[

Permit requirements followed} Ye No// Upsure (cwcle L == /
Comments on project aclivity: gt ild] Wf"%{ % (3‘/ Mﬂa /pM w7
/ Saetscrs /Mm lalllsee - ,,@ rW Z gﬂ,,, 77 WA

7 Dldeiiy ggnnla % it e, Ne ” 7 L, Copthors ik
i d V4 g% o501 Zipt ) Kl Liesres) M/?? ot 287,
/ / %&/(/ M%J& /ﬂ‘ﬂl/ﬂ% ,14{/74 de /Z/ﬂ 7
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Randolph Howarth
LWMD DEQ File # 08-71-0014, Location: Presque Isle County

Top photo: Applicant’s property where an after the fact permit for wetland fill was granted is
rich conifer swamp. Habitat for rare plants occurs on the beach away from the project area.
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Environmental Review Evaluation Project - Project Site Form

Red fields: Fill out on-site
Black fields: Fill out prior to field visit

Survey date: 073-U 20 am or pm {circle)

[Time: Z.Yp - 23

Surveyors: JAC Bddlir . ok Aregls 1y Nerl4 771

Weather (temp, sun, clouds, wind): Q'g,c.:,é{g QE(U‘/;Z

Mar(‘}/ /c/w/ 77////:7 A/U//

DEQ File#: 0%-"11-14

uar -

Applicant's Name: a

DNR project# 4§ 32¢9 Project Address: __I[ €€ Kpg/ - (623 “Ray Rel
County: __ Presqu Lale City, Zip: Milleabom West ofF e/
T.RS:_ T 34N R3E Sec 23 2 Beial co
Past photos? No (circle) Landowner present? Yes / No (circle)
Took photos on day of evaluatlon No (circle) Allowed to survey property? Yes [/ No (circle)
How many? {0[ q da’ = 3
y p 204k Alscn Y ebic A el
M feetwide 2 ef [ (f
\ ) i v ‘ndalle
Rare species potentially impacted (ER letter): _ {itthes's ThisHe, Hvt:gi')lm'_s uaaldwwl. Lalce Hvon -{gg_%g_@\,l&bﬂ./w
Rare species documented prior to visit (surveys, ES Permit): __ ,/’)0 SulV €Iy’ NP
l/\ III/A
T4 N4 B
Pl 2.;‘ 7 : 2
Potential habitat on applicant's property?@ ! (No )~ D61 1 fﬂj{ﬁ" art s~
Describe habitat: r
4 Fo— -
Codnc Sty — Kigh condvr Suayp
/ J
Estimate of habitat extent (acres, sq meters, sq feet?):
GPS used? Q(ﬁs) / No (circle)
Type of GPS: _Gacmin  GLS Plap T Waypoint name:
Waypoint name: / Waypoint name:
Waypoint name: {77 - Hd % Waypoint name:
‘ e ™7
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Michigan

Environmental Review Evaluation Project - Project Site Form

Plant species documented:

Plant species documented:

# Ramets (total # individuals):

# Ramets (total # individuals):

# Genets (total # of groups):

Population density (scattered, clumps, evenly distributed)

# Genets (total # of groups):

Population density (scattered, clumps, evenly distributed)

Phenology:

Phenology:

Evidence of reproduction? Yes / No / Unknown

Evidence of reproduction? Yes / No / Unknown

Plant species documented:

Plant species documented:

# Ramets (total # individuals):

# Ramets (total # individuals):

# Genets (total # of groups):

# Genets (total # of groups):

1 Population density (scattered, clumps, evenly distributed)

Population density (scattered, clumps, evenly distributed)

Phenology:

k]

Phenology: .

Evidence of reproduction? Yes / No / Unknown

Evidence of reproduction? Yes / No / Unknown

Rare animal species documented:

Rare species on adjacent property? Yes / No / Unsure
Species on adjacent property:

Permit requirements followed: @/ No / Unsure (circle)
Comments on project activity:

ATE -

o ) n‘\f]a ot
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MDOT: US 23- Protected Plant Area’s (PPA’s)
Endangered Species Permit # 1528, Location Presque Isle County

Top photos: PPA #1- Dave Schuen, MDOT stands near maintained ROW (no rare plants noted
at road). Houghton’s goldenrod grows in adjacent low dune and swale community.

Bottom Photo: Houghton’s goldenrod was found growing near shore in long interdunal swale
(ca. 50’ wide) occurring between road and foredune.
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ﬂ’fs /w/ l}/& Pog i ( Vochenmost ~ typmnd 54/)

Environmental Review Evaluation Project - Project Site Form

Michigan Red fields: Fill out on-site
Black fields: Fill out prior to field visit

_/_IAQQJ [Time: ¢ 00 ~ T3 @ﬂbrpm(cwcle) |

/ s ) 4 2 Vi

Surveyors: [Z ZZZE m e ZZQZ Vi %ﬁf Weather (temp, sun, clouds, wind): © 3¢  clftar
Daul_<ch Vi, 0- ’;fnfoﬂ

3urvey date:

DEQ File #: _ Applicant's Name: __ /271007
DNR project#: 25 2/ mif ££ /53§ Project Address:

County: Lrespl La/ City, Zip:

T,R, S: /

Past photos? Yes /(Qo_jcircle)
Took photos on day of evaluation: (Yes
How many? istek ~ §0-54-(j
— / L , . , -
Permitted Actn%g DEQ permit): JTaintengact _achviBES b B conductal 14 12fectes
45 -
osing s ﬁ(//) Adr75 d/ in? Ao //,//1// 5/ )L//% s a7
ND s+ £ it ot us 1007 FPAs 187 peioilid oo [0 ford wid€
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Landowner present? Yes / No (circle)
No (circle) Allowed to survey property? Yes / No (circle)
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Describe habitat:
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Estimate of habitat extent (acres, sq meters, sq feet?):

GPS used? d/s) ! No (circle)

Type of GPS: __ (g /70t /47?7 Jé 5 Waypoint name:
Waypoint name: Waypoint name:
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Page 1 of 2 Evaluating the Effectiveness of the Environmental Review Process Page 65



Michigan

Environmental Review Evaluation Project - Project Site Form

Plant species documented: DX /MGy fIRBHTONT Plant species documented:
# Ramets (total # individuals): yas S‘J -7 # Ramets (total # individuals):
# Genets (total # of groups): /"0 2072 # Genets (total # of groups):

Population density (scattered

e)/enly dnstrlbuted

Population density (scattered, clumps, evenly distributed)

Yo 1 /fz

clum/?s
//jﬂj N \//‘/’/ K ig/ Fr ,L«%f

Phenology: /et x/
Evidence of reproduction? Qes

‘// No / Unk)tmwn
far Ay

Phenology:
Evidence of reproduction? Yes / No / Unknown

P

Plant species documented:
# Ramets (total # individuals):
# Genets (total # of groups):
Population density (scattered, clumps, evenly distributed)

Plant species documented:
# Ramets (total # individuals):
# Genets (total # of groups):
Population density (scattered, clumps, evenly distributed)

Phenology:
Evidence of reproduction? Yes / No / Unknown

Phenology:
Evidence of reproduction? Yes / No / Unknown

Rare animal species documented:

Rare species on adjacent property? Yes / No / Unsure
Species on adjacent property:

Permit requirements followed{ Yes // No / Unsure (circle)
Comments on project activity:
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PPA #2

Middle photos: (left) Pitcher’s thistle and (right) nice flow through culvert with Houghton’s
goldenrod and an orchid, Loesel’s twayblade (Liparis loeselii)

Bottom photo: Invasive baby’s breath (Gypsophila spp.) beginning to be established in swale
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Environmental Review Evaluation Project - Project Site Form

Y -1
‘}“}t(/ttj 1 (;' R

Red fields: Fill out on-site =,
Black fields: Fill out prior to field visit e )

Survey date: O - | 7- 229 [Time: 4002 —j/.00  (amef pm (circle) |

L Fal i £ Z
Surveyors: e Frnstar. Tiria /{/u’/é Weather (temp, sun, clouds, wind): /4 7 * (fce,

Devt Gchier LBy

DEQ File #: ' i Applicant's Name:
DNR project#: Ef <» ptrmt 4 152 & Project Address:
county: __flr et T City, Zpp:
T,R,S: /
Past photos? Yes (_N/o)‘(circle) Landowner present? Yes / No (circle) N /A—
Took photos on day of evaluation: @ No (circle) Allowed to survey property? !/ No (circle)
How many? §{IM %3 %

Permitted Activity (from DEQ permit)y. __/20D77 _PFR._ 7a4777277¢ — o7 A, 75

P ) L p. - i /i
Rare species potentially impacted (ER letter): _ﬁgﬁﬁ&f//mﬂd, ///'M(’rs ‘77/3% ! Z;é ' E;w 741,/5/

Rare species documented prior to visit (surveys, ES Permit): /%& £ 7 - //f 7

N GPs £12

Potential habitat on applicant's property® Yes // No . T
Describe habitat: g&&mz i 5& omn Mig& _ omeé P77 {w t‘ F [ ’EP A'éﬂ
\_/_/

Estimate of habitat extent (acres, sq meters, sq feet?):

i, 3
GPS used? (Yes’/ No (circle)

Type of GPS: _¢Zqrmut (3PS gr 765 Waypoint name:

Waypoint name: / Waypoint name:
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21— He 782
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Environmental Review Evaluation Project - Project Site Form

e

Plant species documented: Chikdtn g J14] . [Plant species documented: 7 ZAAU s 4t &Wm/ ;

# Ramets (total # individuals). #7210l /05 /75-/30 #) |# Ramets (total # individuals): _(£0@en/ & /i 4//7%44/ i Lty

# Genets (total # of groups): s A # Genets (total # of groups):

Population density (sCattered clumps, evenly distributed) Population density (scattered, clumps, evenly distributed)

,/%}///r e ,,/) ' X

Phenology: /c//dﬁ/g(w / /Mm /’// /4@ Phenology: _ /S 4ttir) _

Evidence of reproductlon'7 / Yﬁs/ /N6 / Unknown Evidence of reproductlon?CY/esj / No / Unknown

Plant species documented: Plant species documented:

# Ramets (total # individuals): # Ramets (total # individuals):

# Genets (total # of groups): # Genets (total # of groups):

Population density (scattered, clumps, evenly distributed) Population density (scattered, clumps, evenly distributed)

Phenology: Phenology:

Evidence of reproduction? Yes / No / Unknown Evidence of reproduction? Yes / No / Unknown

Rare animal species documented: Rare species on adjacent property? Yes / No / Unsure
Species on adjacent property: /[ k 4 / Vil L/f f /71(

e s e

\l'

4

es// No / Unsure (circle)
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PPA #3

Top photos: Alvar glades with flowing water in ditches adjacent to extensive cedar glades with
Dwarf Lake iris. Maintenance of ROW’s done carefully to prevent disruption of hydrology

Bottom photos: MDNR Parks violation: Thompson Harbor entrance area that is rutted and
where rocks and brush were dumped should be restored and invasive plants (spotted knapweed,
Canada thistle) removed.
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Environmental Review Evaluation Project - Project Site Form

Red fields: Fill out on-site
Black fields: Fill out prior to field visit
Surveydatee O 8-/ 4- 00 4 [Time: [['Y0 /<74 (amprpm (circle) |
I 72 A A / 7
Surveyors: A e Fingley, Lac g 20,2 Weather (temp, sun, clouds, wind): __ 757 0’5}‘%4
Lot Grhued] / cliar
DEQ File #: Applicant's Name: __ /N07 —
DNR project #: L:_gmwnﬁ/— )i 5 QS’ Project Address: — 3 %ﬂé’vfé /4.4/%’//’
County: Plesat Ts/4 City, Zip: DT K il
T,R, S /
Past photos? Yes /Q\Iy(circle) Landowner present? Yes / No (circle)
Took photos on da of evaluation: (Yes/J No (circle) Allowed to survey property? Yes / No (circle)
How many? {/ g~ i
Permitted Activity (from DEQ permit): Maintnin b o= mMOo7~ Ko/

Rare species potentially impacted (ER letter): Heguj?( (ged 6{3 D\U‘dt‘# laKke ir S

Rare species documented prior to visit (surveys, ES Permit): _

-ﬁo‘r

Potential habitat on applicant's property No —

Describe habitat:
Wr A _dilehes
C ar

Estimate of habitat extent (acres, sq meters, sq feet?):

GPS used? Yes / No (circle)

Type of GPS: __Gasim 10 C;PS /’)M 7¢ 5 Waypoint name:
Waypoint name: Waypoint name:
Waypoint name: P 0OL -PP 04 Waypoint name:
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Environmental Review Evaluation Project - Project Site Form

Plant species documented: 275 R STRA.

# Ramets (total # individuals): /i)moﬁ ¥ A 000z

Plant species documented:;
# Ramets (total # individuals):

# Genets (total # of groups): a4 ”’ # Genets (total # of groups):

Populatio jnsﬁy catt ed Ium evenly distributed) Population density (scattered, clumps, evenly distributed)
# AM

Phenology: P ﬁn Phenology:

Evidence of reproductioné Y3§,,/' No / Unknown

Evidence of reproduction? Yes / No / Unknown

Plant species documented:

# Ramets (total # individuais):

# Genets (total # of groups):

Population density (scattered, clumps, evenly distributed)

Plant species documented:
# Ramets (total # individuals):
# Genets (total # of groups):
Population density (scattered, clumps, evenly distributed)

Phenology:

Evidence of reproduction? Yes / No / Unknown

Phenology:
Evidence of reproduction? Yes / No / Unknown

Rare animal species documented:

Rare species on adjacent property? Yes / No / Unsure
Species on adjacent property:

f‘b «

Permit requirements followed: /Yes /’No / Unsure (circl

Comments on project activity:
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Bottom photos: Dwarf lake iris is abundant in alvar/cedar glades
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Red fields: Fill out on-site ﬁ
Black fields: Fill out prior to field visit

Environmental Review Evaluation Project - Project Site Form ﬂ/%#ﬁ

: 0Q_?' [Time:  /2-20- /7745 am or pm (circle)

Surveyors: /7///(( //19?4{? Dave. 51:/5M Weather (temp, sun, clouds, wind):
Lara #/x/al(
DEQ File #: Applicant's Name: __Z)/207~ WK‘/ /éﬁ 4/
DNR prolect# @d %) LOetafdE 158 & Project Address: é,ﬂ/(,/ /,r//ﬂ ’
County: f*’_;lu-{ City, Zip:
T,R, S:
Past photos? Yes ‘/@o) (circle) N Landowner present? Yes / No (circle)
Took photos on day of evaluationzg@ No (circle) Allowed to survey property? Yes / No (circle)
Howmany? gty — ¢/ \
r ) L \

Permitted Activity (from DEQ permit): po gt oL KIqS fPA
Rare species potentially impacted (ER letter):
Rare species documented prior to visit (surveys, ES Permit): DL Z f;m i’/ — £ 7- DL/ Pﬁ/f Z/

N &/{{/‘ 7 ! /\
Potential habitat on applicant's property? /Y es No ! s
Describe habitat: ' , / 40 ) / on g _ 46 ' %[)l(/ '

,#/m///m/d/j/q/( —_albndgal-—
i 1 Z ] 2 i
Sppmmdpd ¥ Fai] ety ) alo ' Kow/
Estimate of habitat extent (acres, sq meters, sq feet?):
e wN
GPS used? Yes// No (circle)
Type of GPS: Waypoint name:
Waypoint name: ___(JaéM i A\ L PO Mug 745 Waypoint name:
Waypoint name: Dl - pp - J Waypoint name:
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Environmental Review Evaluation Project - Project Site Form

N W s

Plant species documented:

Plant species documented:

# Ramets (total # individuals): /0008 ¥ /002 # Ramets (total # individuals):

# Genets (total # of groups): ' # Genets (total # of groups):

Population density catteredf lumps, evenly distributed) Population density (scattered, clumps, evenly distributed)
M .

Phenology:

Phenology:

Evidence of reproduction? Yes / No / Unknown

Evidence of reproduction? Yes / No / Unknown

Plant species documented:

Plant species documented:

# Ramets (total # individuals):

# Genets (total # of groups):

# Ramets (total # individuals):

# Genets (total # of groups):

Population density (scattered, clumps, evenly distributed)

Population density (scattered, clumps, evenly distributed)

Phenology:

Phenology:

Evidence of reproduction? Yes / No / Unknown

Evidence of reproduction? Yes / No / Unknown

Rare animal species documented:

Rare species on adjacent property? Yes / No / Unsure

Species on adjacent property:

Permit requirements followed: Yes / No / Unsure (circle)
Comments on project activity:
y PR
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James Hilbrecht
LWMD DEQ File # 06-71-001, Location: Presque Isle County

Top photo: Houghton’s goldenrod grows sparsely in interdunal swale in ditch adjacent to
driveway with culvert that was installed for access to private home.
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Environmental Review Evaluation Project - Project Site Form

Michigan Red fields: Fill out on-site
Black fields: Fill out prior to field visit
Surveydate: 0 ¥- / 7- 772 1 [Time: 7 /7 - 57/  amorpm (circle)
) . A ,

Surveyors: S ity /L*’/,//” r? frg oty Weather (temp, sun, clouds, wind): __ 7 £ ¢  ~ wu,

2/ 47 o oy / £L-% 4 4
DEQFie# _O0&-"7[-1l Applicant's Name: + .
DNR project #: Hdo1 4 Project Address: n Ya Cs/#k oﬁf‘m
County: rsgt Tsle City, Zip: 2o milts _sodh of N on VS133
T,RS:_ 139N RIAE Se. 23 pae milt''couth of l-lumrn“f’.@w mkdﬁw
Past photos? @/ No (circle) .. Landowner present? Yes / No (circle)
Took photos on day of evaluation; \Yes / No (circle) Allowed to survey property? Yes / No (circle)

Howmany? | ¢l 4%

Permitted Activity (from DEQ permit):
Yo lintar
weHands ¢

s)dm{;f;/ Arik_for pucpisc o+ d(ctss:M AV
- ull be installed o he [rures~

Rare species potentially impacted (ER letter): Hp%h;b)n’é 9Alimma[,_Quar# lajee (s , uﬂlﬂm_

Rare species documented prior to visit (surveys, ES Permit, __ng_TE an Wsdt ¢4 VS-23 . L M(;m}-
be pamied h‘f cuhL(nJ drtes.

=
Potential habitat on applicant's property? (\Yﬁg} !/ No ° . , : 1 / /ﬂ
Describe habitat: 7 5 f’/’ G ofr ir=ren ol g
/9( e ety - j’ . cUveT

Estimate of habitat extent (acres, sq meters, sq feet?):

GPSused? (Yes / No (circle)

Type of GPS: _ (Zayrnh gfs ’/7‘74 3 Waypoint name:
Waypoint name: _ Waypoint name:
Waypointname: {1~ F5- K1/ Waypoint name:
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Environmental Review Evaluation Project - Project Site Form

Plant species documented: YOZ MGO 0L LDl /- [Plant species documented:
# Ramets (total # individuals): __ /00 =20> /7’/44//’ 2 At Ramets (total # individuals):
# Genets (total # of groups): T /0T # Genets (total # of groups):

Population density scattergd c}umps even ydlstgggted)

(i)’;,&’ At N /f("w

Population density (scattered, clumps, evenly distributed)

Phenology: /Z"’ W”"%&\

Phenology:

Ewdence of reproductlon'?\Yes I No,/ "Unknown

Evidence of reproduction? Yes / No / Unknown

KL @,g /ﬁ/fj

Plant species documented:

Plant species documented:

# Ramets (total # individuals):

# Ramets (total # individuals):

# Genets (total # of groups):

# Genets (total # of groups):

Population density (scattered, clumps, evenly distributed)

Population density (scattered, clumps, evenly distributed)

Phenoldgy: - -

Phenology:

Evidence of reproduction? Yes / No / Unknown

Evidence of reproduction? Yes / No / Unknown

Rare animal species documented:

Rare species on adjacent property? Yes / No / Unsure

Species on adjacent property:

P ¥

Comments on project activity:

Permit requirements followedt Yes // No / Unsure (circle)
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Kenneth Larson
LWMD DEQ File # 06-71-12, Location Presque Isle County

Top photo: Project site had been mowed but was a mix of upland and wetland forest that did not
provide habitat for rare plants

Bottom photo: Both Lake Huron tansy (shown above) and Houghton’s goldenrod were found
growing near the shore
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Environmental Review Evaluation Project - Project Site Form

Michigan Red fields: Fill out on-site
Black fields: Fill out prior to field visit
Survey date:j - 9 - 2020 4 [Time: oo -% am or pm (circle)
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T,R,S: "4l 4 774
Past photos? Yes A Noj (circle) Landowner present? Yes / No (circle)
Took photos on day of evaluation: Yes / No (circle) Allowed to survey property? Yes [/ No (circle)
How many?
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. ' , () so o4 b/ 30 om é’

Modiﬁm‘wns octeemtaded v minimize '\n;ouf's

Rare species potentially impacted (ER letter): Qdﬁgdg ﬂﬁsﬂ{, [;@DJ_‘M’Q QQM!ZMZA 2/[; Hzm m,g%

Rare species documented prior to visit (surveys, ES Permit): [\H’ ﬁmJ dw;'t\j Swu(?/

A Mli
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Describe habitat;
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Estimate of habitat extent (acres, sq meters, sq feet?):

—
GPS used? @3’ / No (circle)
Type of GPS: [(peiv oGS /7 /} 7 5 Waypoint name:
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Environmental Review Evaluation Project - Project Site Form

Plant species documented: SKIAEY DL TN ) Plant species documented:  ZAVA L (/T A ERFS

# Ramets (total # individuals): Z 4‘7”( TITH <7020 T # Ramets (total # individuals): /(90/1

# Genets (total # of groups): __ 4 ‘JPZW # Genets (total # of groups): ;L VoP [
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f(>/ RS A O OClpirrat S8 Zuner g 770 n Al

Phenology: [-RCISHEL 2 N “"~’ i Phenology: Vi f f/J/f"“# /4 LT FReT

Evidence of reproduchon"& } No / Unknown Evidence of reproductlon(y/ No / Unknown

Plant species documented: Plant species documented:

# Ramets (total # individuals): ' # Ramets (total # individuals):

# Genets (total # of groups): # Genets (total # of groups):

Population density (scattered, clumps, evenly distributed) Population density (scattered, clumps, evenly distributed)

Phenology: Phenology:

Evidence of reproduction? Yes / No / Unknown Evidence of reproduction? Yes / No / Unknown

Rare animal species documented: Rare species on adjacent property? Yes / No / Unsure
Species on adjacent property:

Permit requirements foIIowed:@ No / Unsure (circle) ,% /S0 ﬂ/,lﬁy, /7(/ /ﬂ/mnl W//f’% 10/74/7/ //,o/
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James McKindles
LWMD DEQ File # 07-71-18, Location Presque Isle County

Bottom photo: Boardwalk constructed according to permit but illegal fill of sand to boat launch
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Environmental Review Evaluation Project - Project Site Form . " R

Michigan Red fields: Fill out on-site
Black fields: Fill out prior to field visit

Survey date: ~]4-2004 [Time: 445 =530 am or pm (circle)
Surveyors: Weather (temp, sun, clouds, wind): __7% 4 ////
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S 4
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Potential habitat on applicant's property} Yesg/ / No

Describe habitat; ,
- " Baaduall //n) /) ///m wpmf Tl 1 i/
- Jr # Y% /
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Environmental Review Evaluation Project - Project Site Form
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Plant species documented:

Plant species documented:

y £
Solidego fevgh fey

T zmémff 7‘/1/44;4«1
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2 //; UgrLt airns Occq &0 ﬁ Lrst o /m/; claps
Phenology: / AZZ\C gl $hutsir Phenology: Cped Flontr 2/ in 7‘/&/%
Evidence of reproductionw / Unknown Evidence of reproduction? / No / Unknown

Plant species documented:

Plant species documented:

# Ramets (total # individuals):

# Ramets (total # individuals);

# Genets (total # of groups):

# Genets (total # of groups):

Population density (scattered, clumps, evenly distributed)

Population density (scattered, clumps, evenly distributed)

Phenology:

Phenology:

Evidence of reproduction? Yes / No / Unknown

Evidence of reproduction? Yes / No / Unknown

Rare animal species documented:

Rare species on adjacent property? Yes / No / Unsure

Species on adjacent property:

Permit requirements followed: Yes / No /@ (circle) M -

Comments on project activity:

'ijk{ cl 501/!4 »ﬁ) LU“Y—” ’m; ‘(/l\
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Lararge Mitigation Site
LWMD DEQ file # 07-71-19, Location Presque Isle County
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HCHIGEN DERARTMENT OF
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Bottom photo: Cedar swamp provides habitat for rare plants
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Environmental Review Evaluation Project - Project Site Form

Michigan Red fields: Fill out on-site
Black fields: Fill out prior to field visit

20 7 [Time: 2’00 ~F Y § amorpm

Surveyors: Koz ///uadf J7:70 s dgs |Weather (temp, sun, clouds, wind): __ 7 ¢ > /wr
Tiria #}/ﬂ

DEQ File #: o7-7(-(9 Applicant's Name: /¢ %f\ ,

DNR project # Project Address: s K /ﬁ?_é g{f(;ﬁf%

County: ,ﬂﬁ’§47(// Ts/€ City, Zip: La le Ec «

T,R, S /

Past photos? Yes / No (circle) A Landowner present? Yes / No (circle)

Took photos on day of evaluation: / No (circle) Allowed to survey property? Yes [/ No (circle)

How many? {53 -

/ , L/
Permitted Activity (from DEQ permit): __/7/71 \//9 a9 St

Rare species potentially impacted (ER letter): Aol

" 2
Rare species documented prior to visit (surveys, ES Permit): __ Lia/ 4 ""‘4’»31 - “ﬁ?/&y/ "’/ i

j&" i !( Cﬂf i

- wpme, /c///»f cela

—
- - - : — i"* ! ’/M"'(/ [
Potential habitat on applicant's propeﬂ@/ No Pry-mestc % Mnf’s—#- Con) 0/’ Vg Ny
I s U conter »170 g
Describe habitat: y"‘qs ’ wjar MW ( ' S

OLI s Ao ] % qerts- Wff’fm” For d«’fﬂfmo/ 17177 gl A Jacin
— , , redle 2/ [ime ot
\bq(ﬂp Paﬁjk - 6(/4([”‘7” ara_ - hf&-aj" 47 (7 VIHM/}

QA (S Signed -
Estimate of habitat extent“(acres, sq meters, sq feet?):

Crdor —£u7,p,

P
GPS used? /Yes// No (circle) '
Type of GPS: Gamin & Zs- /ﬁ?y 755 Waypoint name:
Waypoint name: _ Waypoint name:
Waypoint name: P -LAF - DL Waypoint name:
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Michigan

Environmental Review Evaluation Project - Project Site Form

Plant species documented: [ uartLgfe Tris

# Ramets (total # individuals):

3 L ya
Plant species documented: _£¥#gc7/ f)réx 4

# Genets (total # of grgup_s):\

# Ramets (total # individuals): / 20 5 ,EW r /fﬂp/ Cfay

# Genets (total # of groups):

Population density (@Iumps, evenly distributed)

Population density (scattered, clumps, evenly distributed)

a s '/1‘41/ A
Phenology: v Phenology: \EL’ LAF AR |7
Evidence of reproduction? Yes / No / Unknown Evidence of reproduction? Yes / No / Unknown " |
Plant species documented: Piant species documented:

# Ramets (total # individuals): # Ramets (total # individuals):
# Genets (total # of groups): # Genets (total # of groups):
Population density (scattered, clumps, evenly distributed) Population density (scattered, clumps, evenly distributed)
Phenology: Phenology:
Evidence of reproduction? Yes / No / Unknown Evidence of reproduction? Yes / No / Unknown
Rare animal species documented: Rare species on adjacent property? Yes / No / Unsure
Species on adjacent property:

Permit requirements followed: ;Yes fi No / Unsure (circle)
Comments on project activity: " , P

Nt g =i

J ;
g':" .4 )
\j[ CM{)M’} gdldtf“ ;‘;i'if ¥
! i
_ ;{ ; J 4 [
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