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Executive Summary

The United State Department of Agriculture Farmviaer Agency proposes to implement a new
program authorized by the Food, Conservation, aretdy Act of 2008 in Michigan. The
Voluntary Public Access and Habitat Incentive Paogi(VPA-HIP) provides grants to State and
tribal governments to encourage owners and opearafqrivately-held farm, ranch, and forest
land to voluntarily make the land available foresx by the public for wildlife-dependent
recreation, including hunting, fishing, and othempatible recreation and to improve fish and
wildlife habitat on their land. The VPA-HIP is adnstered by the State or tribal government
that receives the grant funds.

The State of Michigan, through the Michigan Depamirof Natural Resources (MDNR)
proposes to use VPA-HIP grant funds to expandxistiag hunting access program to provide
more opportunities for hunting in southern MichigddNR will take a multi-faceted approach to
expand the Hunting Access Program (HAP) with a gbaicreasing the acres and number of
sites enrolled in Michigan’s HAP from 8,000 acresa3 farms to over 15,000 acres on 100
farms by 2013, placing emphasis on lands that aregb Michigan’s Conservation Reserve
Enhancement Program (CREP) and allow for more d@gppiies for youth and apprentice hunters
in Southern Michigan.

Proposed Action (Preferred Alternative)

The proposed action will: 1) Expand the existinghtiug Access Program (HAP) in southern
Michigan (hunting opportunities in southern Michigare very limited, especially near urban
areas); 2) allow for more hunting opportunitiesyouth and apprentice hunters; 3) encourage
landowner participation by offering increased fioi@hincentives and greater program flexibility;
4) encourage high quality wildlife habitat by offeg increased financial incentives for enrolling
guality habitat into the HAP and through targetffdres on CREP lands; and 5) increase hunter
and landowner awareness of the HAP through targatdach and program marketing.

Purpose and Need

The purpose of the Proposed Action is to use VPR-gtant funds to increase public access and
provide hunting opportunities for youth and appinhunters in southern Michigan. The need
for the Proposed Action is to: encourage landovpaeticipation by offering increased financial
incentives and greater program flexibility; andsrizase the value realized by private landowners
for wildlife populations inhabiting their property.

Environmental Consequences

This Programmatic Environmental Assessment has pegrared to analyze the potential
environmental consequences associated with implingetie Proposed Action (Preferred
Alternative) or the No Action Alternative. Undéret Proposed Action, MDNR would utilize
VPA-HIP funds to expand the existing hunting pragra southern Michigan to provide more
opportunities for hunting, placing emphasis on CRitfels and youth and apprentice hunter
opportunities. Under the No action Alternatives ffublic access program would not be
expanded into southern Michigan which would minienfminting opportunities for hunters
including youth and apprentice hunters.



The potential environmental consequences of impteimg the Proposed Action would be
beneficial overall to the natural environment amcréase wildlife-related recreational
opportunities in the state. Given the absencarad br water resource manipulations many of the
resources normally considered for analysis in afrenmental review document have been
eliminated from further consideration. Thereformre detailed analysis focused on Recreation,
Socioeconomics and Environmental Justice. A summithe environmental consequences is
provided inTable ES-1

SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES — TABLE ES-1

Proposed Action

Resource (Preferred Alternative) No Action Alternative
Beneficial impacts to recreation are | Expansion of the existing
expected from expanding the Hunter HAP would not occur and

Recreation Access Program (HAP) to provide | there would be no use of

public access to more private lands
which will provide additional places
for public hunting. This will help
meet the pubic demand for more
access in southern Michigan.

VPA-HIP funding to expand
opportunities for hunters,
especially for youths and
apprentice hunters.

Socioeconomics
And
Environmental
Justice

The expansion of the HAP would
provide economic benefits to the loc
economy. With increased
compensation to the private
landowners, as well as from goods &
services (lodging, meals, and goods
purchased from traveling sportsmen
accessing the land would be benefic
to the local economy. There would
no disproportionately high and
adverse impacts to minority or low
income populations. The HAP is op
to all private land owners who wish t
participate in the program, and to all
hunters who wish to access lands fo
hunting.

Expansion of the HAP would
ahot occur and there would be
no VPA-HIP funding. No
direct negative impacts would
inmccur to local economics.
Any beneficial impacts from
the spending VPA-HIP funds
iabcally would not be realized.
néNo Environmental Justice
impacts are currently
occurring or are anticipated tg
eCCUr.
0
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CHAPTER 1.0 INTRODUCTION

The United States Department of Agriculture (USB&ym Service Agency (FSA) proposes to
implement a new program authorized by the Food s€amtion, and Energy Act of 2008 (the
2008 Farm Bill) in the State of Michigan. The Volary Public Access and Habitat Incentive
Program (VPA-HIP) provides grants to State andatrgmvernments to encourage owners and
operators of privately-held farm, ranch, and fotast to voluntarily make that land available for
access by the public for wildlife-dependent redoratincluding hunting, fishing, and other
compatible recreation and to improve fish and widhabitat on their land. The VPA-HIP is
administered by the State or tribal government thegives the grant funds.

The VPA-HIP is a competitive grants program thain$/ available for state and tribal
governments. The grant funding may be used to ekpaisting public access programs or create
new public access programs, or provide incentiwésprove wildlife habitat on enrolled lands.
Applicable program objectives in the State of Mgan are to:

« Maximize participation by landowners and hunters;
- Ensure that land enrolled in the program has apjatepwildlife habitat;
« Inform the public about the location of public assdéand.

The Michigan Department of Natural Resources (MDNRiJdlife Division, proposes to use
VPA-HIP grant funds to expand its existing huntaggess program in order to provide the public
with more opportunities to hunt, and to improvedhié habitat on private lands in southern
Michigan.

The emphasis for expanding the hunting access amowiill be to increase the acres and number
of sites enrolled in Michigan’s HAP and to provitke public with new opportunities for hunting.
This expansion of the existing hunting access amgwill help reduce a documented unmet
demand for additional places to hunt in southerohigjan. The program will be expanded to 38
counties in southern Michigafigure 1).

1.1 BACKGROUND

Michigan’s DNR places a high priority on providihgnting access on public lands and private
lands leased for public access. While the Statdiohiigan has over 4.5 million acres (21%) of
public hunting lands, the majority of these landsia northern Michigan. The majority of the
states’ residents live in southern Michigan. SetritMichigan contains the majority of the
state’s large urban centers, 89.7 % of Michigar@srillion citizens and 72.1% of the 790,000
hunters (U.S. Census Bureau, 2000; Frawley, 2@@4has only 3% public land. Southern
Michigan has a documented unmet demand for additjglaces to hunt.

Michigan’s Hunting Access Program (HAP) was creanetO77 as the Public Access Stamp
Program by Public Act 373 of 1976, with the purgbeéleasing private lands to provide public
access for hunting. The original program was basexh findings from a 1974 pilot study
initiated by the U.S. Agriculture and Soil Consdima service (ASCS) in five southern Michigan
counties (Squibb and Hill, 1988), as well as allieyaaiccess project called the Williamston Plan,
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which was in place in the late 1930’s and earlyQl€4 Michigan’s access program is one of the
oldest dedicated private lands public access pnagjia the nation.

Within five years of the program’s initiation in 7B, the HAP had grown to over 790 farms
leased covering 188,000 acres, but since 1982uhmber of farms and acres has declined to the
present day program of less than 50 farms withtless 8,000 acres enrolled in southern
Michigan. Program decline has been a result ofedsed funding availability and rental
payments not keeping up with market conditionsadeerates were raised in 1996, and resulted in
increased landowner interest but rates have remhditesame since that time and program
enrollment has declined.

Hunter Access Program acres leased from 1977 - 2009
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Although HAP enrollment has declined over the yegesent DNR projects have identified the
importance of providing public access on privatella The Hunter Recruitment and Retention
Work Group was established in 2005 by the DNR teetigp an action plan that identified 3 to 5
approaches to increase the number and proportibhabligan residents hunting and to retain
new as well as current hunters. The work grouptsimer one recommendation called for the
reinvigoration of the public access program throungineasing landowner payments, providing
options meeting landowner needs for land managearghsecurity, multi-year leases and
guality maps (Michigan Department of Natural Resesr 2006).

The DNR accepts applications for lease agreememts $outhern Michigan landowners,

appraises the value of the applicants’ propertesfinting purposes, negotiates lease agreements
based on habitat quality and number of acres, $hes appropriate signs, furnishes hunter access
tags, and makes landowner payments after Marcheadf year of the agreement. The lease is a
three-year contract which allows public accesstarting during all hunting seasons. The
landowner or the DNR, however, can terminate thedeat any time.

A minimum of 40 acres (35 acres after considerafgty zones around buildings) must be
included in the lease. The program does not pagrfg property within a safety zone. Since the
focus of the program is leasing lands with halsitatable for game species, only parcels that
have at least 20 percent of quality habitat types, @rasslands, woodlands, and wetlands) will be
leased. Rates of payment are based upon amouspedfic habitats identified. Landowners are
issued one hunter access tag for every ten acfése. DNR can issue additional or fewer permits
to the landowner, based on an assessment of comsliti
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1.2 THE PROPOSED ACTION

The Proposed Action will expand the existing Hugtikccess Program in order to provide the
public with new opportunities for hunting in southélichigan. Michigan DNR will take a
multi-faceted approach to expanding the HAP witgoal of increasing the acres and number of
sites enrolled in Michigan’s HAP from 8,000 acresa3® farms to over 15,000 acres on 100
farms by 2013, placing emphasis on CREP lands aathyand apprentice hunting opportunities.
This approach will help reduce a documented unmetashd for additional places to hunt in
southern Michigan.

The program will encourage landowner participabgroffering increased financial incentives,
greater program flexibility, offer increased finalancentives for enrolling quality habitat into
the HAP and through targeted efforts on CREP laimdseased wildlife staff and law
enforcement presence throughout the hunting seasoease hunter and landowner awareness
through targeted outreach and program marketimyjge more program oversight by hiring a
program coordinator and contract with MDARD andaloconservation districts to provide local
personnel for program implementation, provide infation explaining the low level of liability
to landowners that provide public access for hgniiath within and outside the program, and
evaluate and report performance and benefits agsdawith the activities of this grant through
landowner satisfaction, hunter satisfaction, nunadfercres enrolled, number of hunter days
provided. Major elements include program develepinproducer/landowner marketing and
land enrollment.

1.3 PURPOSE AND NEED FOR PROPOSED ACTION

The purpose of the Proposed Action is to expanexisting Hunting Access Program in
southern Michigan in order to provide the publithsmnew opportunities for hunting, placing an
emphasis on youth and apprentice hunters. Thefloe¢he Proposed Action is

to increase the number of farms and acres of grilaatds for public hunting in southern
Michigan; and provide incentives for landownerpéoticipate in the HAP.

1.4 REGULATORY COMPLIANCE

This Programmatic Environmental Assessment (PEA)ds&n prepared to satisfy the
requirements of the National Environmental Policgt ANEPA) (Public Law 91-190, 42 United
States Code 4321 et seq.); implementing regulaadogted by the Council on Environmental
Quality (CEQ) (40 Code of Federal Regulations [CER)0-1508); and FSA implementing
regulations, Environmental Quality and Related Emwinental Concerns — Compliance with
NEPA (7 CFR 799). The intent of NEPA is to proteestore, and enhance the natural and human
environment through well-informed Federal decisighsariety of laws, regulations, and
Executive Orders (EOs) apply to actions undertdkeRederal agencies and form the basis of the
analysis presented in this PEA.

1.5 ORGANIZATION OF PEA

This PEA assesses the potential impacts of theoBempAction and the No Action Alternative on
potentially affected environmental and economioueses.

» Chapter 1.0 provides background information relétathe Proposed Action, and
discusses its purpose and need.

12



Chapter 2.0 describes the Proposed Action anchaliees.

Chapter 3.0 describes the baseline conditions {fe.conditions against which potential
impacts of the Proposed Action and alternataresmeasured) for each of the potentially
affected resources and the potential environahémpacts to those resources.

Chapter 4.0 describes potential cumulative impatsirreversible and irretrievable
resource commitments.

Chapter 5.0 discusses mitigation measures utitzedduce or eliminate impacts to
protected resources.

Chapter 6.0 contains a list of the persons andaggrontacted during the preparation of
this document.

Chapter 7.0 lists the preparers of this document.
Chapter 8.0 contains references.

Appendix — Agency Coordination letters
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CHAPTER 2.0 DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTE RNATIVES

2.1 ALTERNATIVES

CEQ regulations (40 CFR 81502.14) require the &ghcy to identify all reasonable

alternatives for implementing a Proposed Actione Hederal Register notice announcing the rule
for VPA-HIP (Vol. 75(130), page 39135) explicitltases the purpose of VPA-HIP is to provide
grants to State and tribal governments to encouwageers and operators of privately-held farm,
ranch, and forest land to voluntarily make thatllanailable for access by the public for wildlife-
dependent recreation and to improve fish and iddiabitat on their land. Each VPA-HIP
application received by USDA FSA underwent a seactcreening process to identify those
proposals that met the program objectives (listelehiroduction Section 1.0).

2.2 PROPOSED ACTION

The MDNR proposes to use VPA-HIP grant funds, otbderal funds and state funds totaling
$1.2 million dollars to expand the existing huntamgess program in order to provide the public
with more opportunities to hunt on private landsauthern Michigan. Specific objectives for
this program include:

Objectives:

» Encourage landowner participation by offering ims®ed financial incentives and greater
program flexibility.

* Encourage high quality wildlife habitat by offeringcreased financial incentives for
enrolling quality habitat into the HAP and througingeted efforts on CREP lands.

» Encourage landowner participation by offering ima®ed financial incentives and law
enforcement presence throughout the hunting season.

* Increase hunter and landowner awareness of thethidBRgh targeted outreach and
program marketing.

» Provide outreach information explaining the lowdkewsf liability to landowners that
provide public access for hunting both within andsade the program.

» Use existing staff to provide program oversightetd new employee to coordinate the
expansion of the program and contract with Michigapartment of Agriculture and
Rural Development (MDARD) and local conservatiostucts to provide local personnel
for program implementation.

» Evaluate and report performance and benefits asalcivith activities of this grant
based on landowner satisfaction, hunter satisfactiomber of acres enrolled, and
number of hunter days provided.

The ultimate purpose of this grant is to expandHA® in 38 counties in southern Michigan in
order to allow hunting opportunities for youth aaggprentice hunters, and encourage landowner
participation by offering increased financial intieas and greater program flexibility.

2.3 NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE
Under the No Action Alternative, the expansion atMgan’s HAP would not be implemented
on additional private lands utilizing the VPA-HIeniding. Current conservation programs would

continue to be available, but the incentives offdfgough the HAP program would not be
available to landowners in southern Michigan. Aiddial hunter access to private lands would

14



not be provided. The current conservation programmsld continue as they are currently
administered.The No Action Alternative does not meet the purparse need of the Proposed
Action, but is being carried forward in accordamgéth CEQ regulations to serve as the baseline
against which potential impacts of the Proposedoficire measured.

2.4 RESOURCES ELIMINATED FROM ANALYSIS

CEQ regulations (40 CFR 81501.7) state that the degency shall identify and eliminate from
detailed study the issues which are not importamtroch have been covered by prior
environmental review, narrowing the discussionhefse issues in the document to a brief
presentation of why they would not have a draneffiect on the human or natural environment.
As detailed above, the Proposed Action consistagoily of purchasing annual rights for HAP to
private lands and providing information to huntansl landowners about the program. The only
field activity that will occur is signing HAP patseusing pound-in metal posts. There is no
construction or habitat manipulation activities ined within the Proposed ActiorGiven the
absence of land or water resource manipulationg/robthe resources normally
considered for analysis in an environmental rewi®@eument have been eliminated from
further consideration. Therefore, more detailealysis focused on Recreation,
Socioeconomics and Environmental Justice.
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CHAPTER 3.0 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT AND ENVIRONMENTAL
CONSEQUENCES

This chapter provides a description of the exiséngironmental conditions that have the
potential to be affected from implementation of Breposed Action and the potential
environmental impacts that may occur to those messu As detailed above, the Proposed
Action consists primarily of purchasing annual tggfor HAP to private lands and providing
information to hunters and landowners about thgiamm. The only field activity that will occur
is signing HAP parcels using pound-in metal poStisere is no construction or habitat
manipulation activities contained within the Propdg\ction. Given the absence of any land or
water resource manipulations many of the resouroasally considered for analysis in an
environmental review document have been eliminatad further consideration.

Resource areas potentially impacted by the Propasgdn and covered in the PEA include:

* Recreation
* Socioeconomics and Environmental Justice

Environmental consequences to each resource aekescribed for the Proposed Action
(Preferred Alternative) and the No Action Altervati

* Proposed Action (Preferred Alternative): utilize AAPIP funds to expand the Michigan
HAP into southern Michigan

* No Action Alternative: the HAP program would not é&eanded; current conservation
programs would continue to be available, but tleemtives offered through the HAP
program would not be available to private landowriersouthern Michigan.

3.1 RECREATION

The Proposed Action covers the southern penindWNéiahigan; the information and discussion
provided in this section focuses on this area.

Outdoor recreation or outdoor activities are legoursuits engaged in outside, especially in (but
not limited to), natural or semi-natural setting@me examples include hunting, fishing and
birding.

A specific goal of MDNR is to encourage participatin outdoor recreation and its many
benefits such as improved health and an incregga@eiation for natural resources. Michigan
offers a wide variety of recreational opportunitiests residents. Recreational activities that ar
popular in Michigan include hunting, fishing, wilidl viewing, camping, boating, skiing, and
hiking, to name a few. Michiganders take pridéhi diversity of natural resources and their
outdoor heritage. Outdoor recreation is an intgggiet of many Michiganders’ lifestyles. For the
purposes of this PEA, recreation focuses on hurpmprtunities available to the public.

According to the 2010 Supplemental EIS on the Coasi®on Reserve Program (CRP), CRP
participants “may allow public recreational usdasfds enrolled in the program, as long as such
use does not defeat the purpose of the conservyatamtice established.” The same document
defines hunting, among other activities, as a egmeal use.
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3.1.1 Affected Environment

The affected environment will primarily be farmlaadd adjacent woodlots. Ring-necked
pheasants, waterfowl and white-tailed deer arg@thmeary species hunted in Michigan’s
farmland region but numerous other species inclydigbbit, squirrel, and wild turkey are
pursued by hunters throughout the farmland regions.

The harvest of Migratory Birds is regulated undedé&ral law by the US Fish and Wildlife
Service and under Michigan law administered andreefl by MDNR. The harvest of non-
migratory resident game species is regulated bthte of Michigan. Licenses are required for
all hunting activities and wildlife populations arenaged to ensure sustained harvest in
perpetuity.

The number of small game hunters in Michigan hasir=d over 2% per year since the mid-
1950s. During the last 3 years, an average of0P87people purchased a Michigan small game
hunting license. Deer hunting is the most poptylpe of hunting in Michigan with an average of
719,000 people buying a license during the lagetlyears. Small game and deer hunting remain
popular and important for Michigan sportspersorgtae rural economy. Pheasant and deer
hunting, in particular, are popular hunting actestin the agricultural regions of the state. Many
hunters travel from urbanized areas and stay il $avens in rural settings for multiple days.
Eight percent of Michiganders participate in hugtirAccording to 2006, statistics more than
$916 million is spent annually on hunting relatethdties in Michigan. Almost 19,500 jobs are
related to hunting activities creating another $68llion in salaries, wages and business owners’
income.

3.1.2 Environmental Consequences

Impacts to recreation would be considered sigmifidithey drastically reduced, increased, or
removed available private lands for public huntimgliminished the recreational experience in a
significant way.

3.1.2.1 Proposed Action (Preferred Alternative)

The Proposed Action will have beneficial impactsdoreational resources in Michigan.

Creating additional places for the public to huas fong been a desired outcome for Michigan
sportspersons. Although Michigan has a large atideaState Game Area program, the ability
for the state to buy lands is far outpaced by #mahd for public recreation. An additional
benefit is that providing landowners with a finaléncentive, through the Proposed Action, to
retain conservation lands, will likely reduce thxpected loss associated with the expiration of
29,581 acres of general CRP scheduled to expiteeinext two years. The Proposed Alternative
will provide habitat, wildlife, water quality andhest of other environmental benefits which will
positively affect all Michiganders.

3.1.2.2 No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, the expansion dEMgan’s HAP program would not be
implemented on additional private lands utilizihg vPA-HIP funding. Current conservation
programs would continue to be available, but tlemives offered through the HAP program
would not be available to landowners in southerohigjan. Additional hunter access to private
lands would not be provided. The current cons@mgirograms would continue as they are
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currently administered. There would be no use BAVHIP funds for expansion of recreational
opportunities in Michigan; therefore, under the Alion Alternative, there would be no impacts
to recreational resources.

3.2 SOCIOECONOMICS AND ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE

Socioeconomics for this PEA focuses on the 38 desiitt which the program will be expanded
and is the subject of this proposal. Socioeconsiiaicthis PEA includes an investigation of
population and demographic statistics as well dis@ussion on the potential income from
expanding the HAP program.

Executive Order 12898, Federal Actions to Addresa®nmental Justice in Minority
Populations and Low-Income Populations (1994), iregua Federal agency to “make achieving
environmental justice part of its mission by idgmtig and addressing, as appropriate,
disproportionately high and adverse human healgneironmental effects of its programs,
policies, and activities on minority populationgldow-income populations.”

3.2.1 Affected Environment

Impacts to socioeconomics would be considered fiegnit if the impacts drastically reduced or
increased economic or ethnic impacts in a signifiezay.

3.2.1.1 Population and Demographics

The state of Michigan has a population of almao8tr8illion, while the total population for the 38
counties in southern Michigan is 8.8 million (2010he state of Michigan’s overall population
from 2000 to 2010 has declined by 0.6 percent. ¢l@r the populations in several of the
counties in southern Michigan have actually seemarmase in population. Livingston County
saw a 15 percent increase in population, whichthasargest increase in the state.

According to the U.S. Census 2009 Estimates, thte $if Michigan’s population is
predominantly white with 80 percent. Black or &&n American population ranks second in the
state at 14 percent followed by the Hispanic pdpariaat 4.4 percent.

In 2007, 14.0 percent of Michigan residents livegoverty. According to the 2000 U.S.
Census for the State of Michigan, 87.9 percenésidents in Michigan have attained a high
school degree with 24.6 percent of persons ovdra®ing attained a bachelor’'s degree.

A review of the U.S. Census 2009 Estimates, inditiat there are minority and low-income

populations in each of the 38 counties. In thenibed areas of each county, there are a greater
number of minorities and low-income populations.

3.2.1.2 Potential Private Landowner Income from HAP

The Proposed Action will have a direct positiveremoic benefit to enrolled landowners in the
HAP by increasing the number of parcels availabtehfinting and increasing the lease amounts.

The goal of expanding the HAP is to enroll 15,00fa on 100 farms by 2013. Based on the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service data of expendityses visitor per day, it is estimated that over
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$1.3 million will be spent by HAP hunters using thepanded program which will help support
rural local economies.

3.2.2 Environmental Consequences

Significance of an impact to socioeconomics vadiggending on the setting of the Proposed
Action, but 40 CFR 1508.8 states that effects malude those that induce changes in the pattern
of land use, population density, or growth rate.

3.2.2.1 Proposed Action (Preferred Alternative)

Under the Proposed Action, a total of $1,240,05@\HRP funds would be used to expand the
existing HAP program for two years. Landownerd b& paid annually for hunting rights to
private lands. Enrollment is voluntary and annuethe VPA-HIP funds would also be used to
hire a full time program coordinator to ensure ¢y@jectives will be met and will work through
the Michigan Department of Agriculture and RuraBlepment to fund local field positions in
county Conservation District offices to providedisupport for program delivery. VPA-HIP
funds would also be used for public outreach efftatencourage landowners to participate in the
lease program, and to provide more hunting oppiitisn especially for the youth and apprentice
hunters.

Ultimately, some of the increased money paid oytrieate landowners and the above described
personnel would have a slight beneficial impactomal economies. Money would be infused
directly into local economies through direct payitsdo landowners. This would also have a
slight beneficial impact to local economies. Insiag hunting opportunities or allowing access
to previously inaccessible hunting lands could &lsng indirect economic benefits through
traveling hunters purchasing lodging, meals, ahérogoods. Additionally, if more quality
wildlife habitat became available, there would bme chance that the number of hunters may
increase, thereby increasing the total revenue@NR which could be used for additional
private land technical services.

Under the Proposed Action, there would be no digptionate impact to minorities or low

income populations in Michigan. All of the pubficcess programs are voluntary and would only
target landowners with eligible lands. There iharge to use these lands and they are open to
everyone regardless of race or economic status.

3.2.2.2 No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, MDNR would not e#e¢e funding under the VPA-HIP. MDNR
would not be able to hire additional personnelupp®rt this program nor would landowner
payments for access be made available. The Noiéliternative would not allow for any of the
positive economic impacts from expanding HAP fugdimto the economy. Furthermore, it
would not allow for the expansion of hunting oppaities on private lands in southern
Michigan, which also brings economic benefit viddamg and purchase of goods and supplies.
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CHAPTER 4.0 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS AND IRREVERSIBLE AND
IRRETRIEVABLE COMMITMENT OF RESOURCES

4.1 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

CEQ regulations stipulate that the cumulative intpaoalysis within an EA should consider the
potential environmental impacts resulting from “theremental impacts of the action when
added to past, present and reasonably foreseesbie fictions regardless of what agency or
person undertakes such other actions” (40 CFR Ih0o&ecent CEQ guidance in considering
cumulative impacts involves defining the scopehef dther actions and their interrelationship
with the Proposed Action. The scope must congidegraphical and temporal overlaps among
the Proposed Action and other actions. It must elaluate the nature of interactions among
these actions.

Cumulative impacts are most likely to arise wheglationship or synergism exists between the
Proposed Action and other actions expected to docusimilar location or during a similar time
period. Actions overlapping with or in proximity the Proposed Action would be expected to
have more potential for a relationship than thoseengeographically separated.

In the PEA, the affected environment for cumulatmpacts includes the farmland portion of
Michigan. The proposed new HAP enroliments wowddilmited to the 38 county area covered
by this proposal.

The Proposed Action will have beneficial impactsdoreational resources in Michigan.

Creating additional places for the public to huas fong been a desired outcome for Michigan
sportspersons. Although Michigan has a large atideaState Game Area program, the ability
for the state to buy lands is far outpaced by #raahd for public recreation. An additional
benefit is that providing landowners with a finaléncentive, through the Proposed Action, to
retain conservation lands, will likely reduce thepected loss associated with the expiration of
29,581 acres of general CRP scheduled to expileinext two years. The Proposed Alternative
will provide habitat, wildlife, water quality andrst of other environmental benefits which will
positively affect all Michiganders.

4.2 IRREVERSIBLE AND IRRETRIEVABLE COMMITMENT OF RE SOURCES

Irreversible and irretrievable commitments areteslao the use of nonrenewable resources and
the effect that the use of these resources hastorefgenerations. lrreversible effects primarily
result from the use or destruction of a specifsotegce that cannot be replaced within a
reasonable time frame. Irretrievable resource cibmemts involve the loss in value of an
affected resource that cannot be restored as bk oéslne action. Under the Proposed Action,
beneficial impacts are expected to recreation astheconomic conditions, wildlife populations
and their habitats. There would be no irreversiblgretrievable commitment of resources under
either the Proposed Alternative or the No Actiotefdative.
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CHAPTER 5.0 MITIGATION MEASURES

The purpose of mitigation is to avoid, minimize gliminate significant negative impacts on
affected resources. CEQ regulations (40 CFR 18)8tate that mitigation includes:

» Avoiding the impact altogether by not taking a agrtaction or parts of an action

e Minimizing impacts by limiting the degree or magué of the action and its
implementation

* Rectifying the impact by repairing, rehabilitatirgg,restoring the affected environment

* Reducing or eliminating the impact over time bygamation and maintenance
operations during the life of the action

» Compensating for the impact by replacing or pravydsubstitute resources or
environments

CEQ regulations state that all relevant reasonalitigation measures that could avoid or
minimize significant impacts should be identifieden if they are outside the jurisdiction of the
lead agency or the cooperating agencies. Thigsdovalert agencies or officials who can
implement these extra measures, and will encoutege to do so.

There are no expected short or long-term, significegative impacts associated with
implementation of the VPA-HIP in Michigan. As did throughout the PEA, the Proposed
Action consists primarily of purchasing annual tggfor HAP to private lands and providing
information to hunters and landowners about thggamm. The only field activity that will occur
is signing HAP parcels using pound-in metal poStisere is no construction or habitat
manipulation activities contained within the Propdg\ction. Given the absence of any land or
water resource manipulations, many of the resouroesally considered for analysis in an
environmental review document can be eliminatethfforther consideration.
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CHAPTER 6.0 PERSONS AND AGENCIES CONTACTED

This EA was prepared in consultation and coordimatvith MDNR Endangered Species
Coordinator and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Servjdéeld Office. (See Appendix A)

In addition, the MDNR has worked with local govermts, sporting groups, agricultural groups,
and other interested parties to develop this pragra
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STATE OF MICHIGAN
KIRK T. STEUDLE

RICK SNYDER DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
GOVERNOR LANSING DIRECTOR
March 21, 2011

Christopher Hoving, Endangered Species Program Coordinator
Department of Natural Resources

530 West Allegan Street

Lansing, Michigan 48933-1521

Dear Mr. Hoving:

The Michigan Department of Transportation (MDOT), Project Planning Division, is preparing a
Programmatic Environmental Assessment (PEA) on behalf of the Michigan Department of Natural
Resources (DNR), Wildlife Division. MDOT is writing to request an endangered species assessment
to determine potential impacts to protected species from the proposed expansion of the Michigan
Hunting Access Program. A comprehensive explanation of the proposed activities is in the attached
document, New Opportunities: Expansion of the Michigan Hunting Access Program.

The focus area is private land in southern lower Michigan, as shown on the attached map and including
the counties of Allegan, Barry, Bay, Berrien, Branch, Cathoun, Cass, Clinton, Eaton, Genesee, Gratiot,
Hillsdale, Huron, Ingham, Ionia, Isabella, Jackson, Kalamazoo, Kent, Lapeer, Lenawee, Livingston,
Macomb, Midland, Monroe, Montcalm, Muskegon, Oakland, Ottawa, Saginaw, Sanilac, Shiawassee,
St. Clair, St. Joseph, Tuscola, Van Buren, Washtenaw, and Wayne.

More detailed location information is not available at this time; determining specific locations is a
large part of the proposed program scope. Public outreach, coordination with private land owners,
and lease agreements will be completed to secure access for public hunting. There is no actual
construction activity planned; the only physical activity will be increased movement of
men/women/youth on the properties participating in licensed hunting.

The result of the endangered species assessment will be included in the PEA and submitted to the
United States Department of Agriculture, Farm Service Agency, for their review. Please contact
Mark Sargent, DNR, with any questions, but provide the results of the assessment to me at the

address below.

Thank you,

Ulrika Zay, Natural Features Coordinator
Project Planning Division, Environmental Section

BTP:PPD:ENV:UZks
Enclosures
cce: Mark Sargent, DNR

MURRAY D. VAN WAGONER BUILDING - P.O. BOX 30050 » LANSING, MICHIGAN 48909
www.michigan.gov « {517} 373-2090

LH-LAN-0 (01/11)
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From: Hoving, Christopher (DNRE)

Sent: Friday, April 01, 2011 3:52 PM

To: Zay, Ulrika

Cc: Sargent, Mark (DNRE)

Subject: PEA for the Michigan Hunting Access Program

Ms. Zay,

Thank you for your correspondence of March 21, 2011 regarding a Programmatic
Environmental Assessment for the Expansion of the Michigan Hunting Access
Program. I have reviewed the proposed activity in the highlighted counties,
which includes public outreach, coordination with private landowners, and lease
agreements. Because the only physical activity will be movement associated with
hunting of people engaged in a lawful licensed activity, I do not anticipate any
impacts to state or federally listed threatened or endangered plants or animals.

Chris Hoving

Endangered Species Coordinator

Wildlife Division

Michigan Department of Natural Resources
Office 517-373-3337

Cell 269-967-0428
hovingc@michgian.gov
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STATE OF MICHIGAN
DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES
LANSING

RODNEY A. STOKES
GOVERNOR DIRECTOR

April 4, 2011

Mr. Jack Dingledine, Field Supervisor

United States Department of the Interior

Fish and Wildlife Service, East Lansing Field Office
2651 Coolidge Road, Suite 101

East Lansing, Michigan 48823-6316

Dear Mr. Dingledine:

The Michigan Department of Natural Resources (DNR) — Wildlife Division is requesting early
coordination to determine potential impacts to fedeyally protected species from the proposed
expansion of the Michigan Hunting Access Program. We are preparing a Programmatic
Environmental Assessment (PEA) as required by USDA — Farm Services Agency. A
comprehensive explanation of the proposed program activities is in the attached document, New
Opportunities: Expansion of the Michigan Hunting Access Program. It is our opinion that there
will be no adverse effect on federally protected species based on the absence of construction
activity associated with the program.

The focus area is private land in southern-lower Michigan and includes the following counties:
Allegan, Arenac, Barry, Bay, Berrien, Branch, Calhoun, Cass, Clinton, Eaton, Genesee,
Gladwin, Gratiot, Hillsdale, Huron, Ingham, Ionia, Isabella, Jackson, Kalamazoo, Kent, Lapeer,
Lenawee, Livingston, Macomb, Mecosta, Midland, Monroe, Montcalm, Muskegon, Oakland,
Ottawa, Saginaw, Sanilac, Shiawassee, St. Clair, St. Joseph, Tuscola, Van Buren, Washtenaw,
and Wayne.

More detailed location information is not available at this time. Determining the specific
locations is a large part of the proposed program scope. Public outreach, coordination with
private land owners and lease agreements will be completed to secure access for public hunting.
There is no construction activity planned. The only physical activity will be increased
movement of men/women/youth on the properties participating in licensed hunting activities.

The results of our early coordination will be included in the PEA and submitted to the Farm

Service Agency for their review. The MDOT ~ Project Planning Division is preparing the PEA

on our behalf. Please copy Ms. Ulrika Zay, MDOT — Natural Features Coordinator, at 425 West

Ottawa, Van Wagoner Building, P.O. Box 30050, Lansing, Michigan 48909, with the response

letter. Please let me know if you have any questions, 517-241-0666 or sargentm(@michigan.gov.
/ /

/
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Mark S. Sargent [ /
517-241-0666
STEVENS T. MASON BUILDING « 530 WEST ALLEGAN STREET » P.O. BOX 30028 LANSING, MICHIGAN 48909-7528

Sincerely, // [/
iy )
Private Lands Program Coordinator
www.michigan.gov/dnr « (517) 373-2329
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